
Richmond Heathrow Campaign 

Public Meeting 
Tuesday 23 July 2019 



Purpose of the Meeting 

•  Present information about Heathrow expansion 

•  Assist responding to the current consultation 

•  Provide expert views from a community perspective 

•  Hear Heathrow’s perspective 

•  Answer questions submitted in advance and from the floor 

Organised by Richmond Heathrow Campaign 
www.richmondheathrowcampaign.org 



Panel 

•  Professor Ian Bruce CBE 
Meeting Chair  

•  Matt Gorman 
Director of Sustainability, Heathrow Airport Limited 

•  Councillor Martin Elengorn 
Chair of the Environment, Sustainability, Culture and Sports 
Services Committee, Richmond Council 

•  Cait Hewitt 
Deputy Director, Aviation Environment Federation (AEF) 

•  Peter Willan 
Chair, Richmond Heathrow Campaign 



Agenda 

Introductions 
–  Welcome by Professor Ian Bruce, chair of the meeting 
–  Richmond, and Heathrow Expansion: Councillor Martin Elengorn  
–  Heathrow Expansion Project and Consultation 

Nigel Milton, Director of Communications, Heathrow  

Topics 
–  UK aviation market and economics (Michael Glazebrook)  
–  Heathrow Operations (Peter Willan ) 
–  Airspace and noise impact (Peter Willan) 
–  Surface Access (Mike McCrory)  
–  Air Quality (Professor Roger Mason)  
–  Climate Change (Cait Hewitt, AEF) 
Questions from the Floor  
Meeting Close 
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Culture and Sports Services Committee  
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UK Aviation Market  
and Economics  



3rd Runway Impact on UK as an Aviation Hub 
 

The following is DfT evidence  

Continuing with the existing Two Runways only 

•  The number of passengers terminating their journey at 
Heathrow grows by 60% by 2050  
Heathrow is not full 

•  UK spare capacity is equivalent to 6 runways in 2050 
UK capacity is well able to satisfy demand  
through to 2050 



3rd Runway Impact on UK as an Aviation Hub 
 

The following is DfT evidence  

Expansion with a Third Runway 

•  No additional long-haul or domestic business passengers 
are served at the UK level. The economic benefit from 
additional business travel is non-existent. 

•  The 43 million additional passengers a year comprise  
–  17 million cannibalised growth from other UK airports 
–  16 million international-to-international transfers  

of no value to the UK.  
–  Only 10 million additional mostly short-haul terminating 

passengers are served.  
A Third Runway harms the UK regional economic balance 
and is inefficient use of capacity. 



3rd Runway Impact on UK as an Aviation Hub 
 

The following is DfT evidence  

Expansion with a Third Runway � continued 

•  A Third Runway would deliver no additional destinations 
from the UK.  Frequency of flights at other UK airports 
would be reduced. UK connectivity would be impaired. 

•  Only 300,000 out of the total 24 million annual transfers 
(just 1%) would be on thin routes that can survive without 
transfers. 

International-to-international transfers would use 37% of 
additional runway capacity and 94% of the UK’s additional 
long-haul capacity.  

Heathrow’s international transfers provide no UK value and 
are inefficient use of capacity.  



3rd Runway Impact on UK as an Aviation Hub 
 

The following is DfT evidence  

Expansion with a Third Runway � conclusion 

•  Heathrow value as a Hub Airport is a myth. 

•  A Third Runway would deliver a substantial dis-benefit to 
the UK aviation market. 



Heathrow Expansion Monetised Impacts 
DfT17 central, carbon-traded forecasts NWR expansion 





Peter Willan 
Chair, Richmond Heathrow Campaign 

Heathrow  
Operations 



ATM Demand 

 

(Demand for Air Transport Movements) 



Heathrow Passengers and Aircraft Loads 



Third Runway Noise Contour in 2035 
for 740,000 ATMS annually, 51dB 



Runway Alternation Modes 



Runway Alternation Proposals 

Prepared by  
Richmond Heathrow Campaign 
July 2019 
Source: HAL PEIR Vol 1 Ch 17 
Note: different to Future Runway 
Operations 



Arrivals Runway Alternation  
 

Comparison 2 and 3 Runways 



Heathrow Maximum Capacity 

•  Segregated mode: HAL have indicated to RHC a planning 
frequency of 39 ATMs/hour for arrivals in segregated mode 
(annual average).   

•  Mixed Mode: HAL have indicated to RHC a planning 
frequency of 28 ATMs/hour for arrivals in mixed mode 
(annual average). 

•  RHC believe the throughput could reach over 800,000 
ATMs per year, cf 756,000 in 2050 estimated by Heathrow.  



Allocation of Throughput between Runways 

•  Between 2026 and 2035 Heathrow’s throughput grows 
from 480,000 to 740,000 ATMs pa. 

•  It is unclear whether the intention is always to allocate 
approximately equal throughput across all three runways. 

•  Equal allocation would mean the throughput on the centre 
and southern runways would reduce initially from the two 
runway throughput and would only return to current levels 
by around 2035. 



Preferred Proposals  
for Future Night Flight Operations 



Directional Preference 

•  Arriving and departing aircraft fly into the wind at wind speeds of 
5 knots and above for safety reasons.  

•  About 50% of the time, winds of 5 knots and above are from the 
west and so planes land from the east (Westerlies) over Kew 
and Richmond. 

•  About 30% of the time winds of 5 knots and above are from the 
east and so planes land from the west (Easterlies) over Windsor 

•  Westerly preference results in planes landing from the east in 
the remaining 20% of the time when winds are under 5 knots 
(from east or west). Historically this was decided so as to reduce 
the noise impact over heavily populated London. 



Directional Preference Options  

•  Heathrow has considered easterly, westerly, managed and no 
preference options.  

•  Kew and Richmond communities might prefer easterly 
preference if there were no departures overhead in the future 
since the number of overhead arrivals would be reduced.   

•  But future flight paths will not be confirmed by the Airspace 
Change Process until 2022. 



Directional Preference � Heathrow’s Proposal 

•  Heathrow now proposes Managed Preference, which it claims 
will balance noise impact more fairly across surrounding 
communities than is currently the case  

•  Heathrow claims when wind speed is under 5 knots Managed 
Preference will address the randomness of the wind direction 
and the sometimes extended period in one direction 

•  Heathrow claims it will be able to maintain predictable respite 
but this is far from clear. It is also unclear how fair rules with 
predictability can be established, monitored and controlled. 



Questions for Heathrow 

1.  How can loss of respite be justified? 

2.  Can Heathrow confirm a maximum capacity of 756,000 
flights/year? 

3.  What is special about the 13 routes where there are night 
flights that does not apply to the 179 routes that have no 
night flights? 

4.  The Airports Commission found no evidence of a need for 
flights before 6am: why has this evidence been ignored? 





Peter Willan 
Chair, Richmond Heathrow Campaign 

Airspace  
and Noise Impact  



DCO and ACP 
Timelines  
 



Noise Objectives 

•  A national noise objective was set out in the Airports National Policy 
Statement June 2018: 
–  avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life 
–  mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life 
–  where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and quality of life 

•  RHC has proposed an additional local noise objective that allocates noise 
across communities:  
–  Where there is a reduction in overall noise the benefits be distributed proportionately 

to those already most affected and where there is an increase in overall noise the 
dis-benefit be distributed proportionately to those already least affected  

•  While supported broadly by communities around Heathrow this local 
objective has been ignored by Heathrow, the DfT and the CAA.  

•  RHC’s objective results in dispersion and minimisation of average noise 
impact per person. 

•  The approach by Heathrow and the Government is concentration of noise 
and minimisation of total noise impact. 



WHO 

•  WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018  
Previous 1999  

•  WHO Night Noise Guidelines, 2009 

•  Government’s SONA 2014  

•  WHO versus SONA 

•  Government’s response to WHO 2018  
will come after the DCO decision in 2021 



Health Impact of Noise 

•  Annoyance 

•  Sleep Disturbance 

•  Cardiovascular Disease 

•  Mental Health, Wellbeing and Quality of Life 

•  Children’s learning 

•  DfT webTAG tool for evaluating and monetising  
health impacts 



New Exposure Levels 



Airports National Policy Statement June 2018  
ANPS 

•  The ANPS states that ‘The noise mitigation measures should ensure 
the impact of aircraft noise is limited and, where possible, reduced 
compared to the 2013 baseline assessed by the Airports 
Commission.’  

•  The applicant’s assessment of aircraft noise should be undertaken in 
accordance with the developing indicative airspace design. This may 
involve the use of appropriate design parameters and scenarios 
based on indicative flightpaths 

•  A prediction on how the noise environment will change with the 
proposed DCO project comparing a future 2 runway baseline with the 
3 runway expansion 

•  Measures to be employed in mitigating the effects of noise 
•  The applicant is required to make arrangements for the community 

compensation schemes which Heathrow Airport has publicly stated 
would be provided. 



Noise Envelope (1) 

•  The APNS requires the benefits of technological improvements to be 
shared between stakeholders 

•  Policy requires growth and reduction in noise to go hand in hand 

•   Policy requires noise envelopes to balance growth with 
environmental noise constraints 

•  HAL and the Government argue that placing a Cap on Flights and 
Passengers, such as the existing 480,000 flights a year, does not 
incentivise industry to reduce noise. They argue the environmentally 
managed growth using a noise envelope is preferable. 

•  But there are major flaws in the Government’s argument, covering 
noise, surface access, air quality and carbon emissions. 

 



Noise Envelope (2) 
•  The definition of Heathrow’s Noise Envelope is a set of 

legally binding and enforceable limits and controls to 
manage noise in the future while enabling growth. 
–  Noise Contour 2013 limit: 

–  Quota Count Limits 

•  Enforcing the Noise Envelope 
–  A Framework for Environmentally Managed Growth will include a series 

of commitments that will be overseen by a Scrutiny Panel 



Historic QC 



QC Limit Value Sharing 



Future QC Noise 



Likely Significant Effects 



Dependent Approaches 



Independent Parallel Approaches 



Noise Study Area 



Population Exposure Baseline 



Population Exposed � Full Expansion � Day  
2035 



Population Exposed � Full Expansion ��Night 
2035 



Noise Contour � 2R LAeq 16hr � Day 
2013 � 480,000 Flights/Year 



Noise Contour ��3R LAeq 16hr � Day 
2035 ��740,000 Flights/Year 



Noise Contour ��3R LAeq 16hr � Day 
2035 minus 2013 



Noise Contour � 2R LAeq 8hr ��Night 
2013 



Noise Contour ��3R LAeq 8hr � Night 
2035 



Noise Contour ��LAeq 8hr � Night 
2035 minus 2013 



Questions for Heathrow 

1.  Why will Heathrow not accept RHC’s proposal for a Noise 
Objective that allocates noise via dispersion rather than 
concentration? 

2.  How can Heathrow justify the consequences of early 
growth that require additional concentrated flights over 
Richmond and Kew? 

3.  Why should Richmond and Kew be sharing the benefits of 
future quieter aircraft with Heathrow when noise levels are 
already too high and there is a principle that the polluter 
should pay? 

4.  How can Heathrow guarantee that the noise envelope 
limits will be adequate and can be enforced? 





Mike McCrory 
Richmond Heathrow Campaign 

Surface  
Access 



Heathrow Surface Access 

1.  Increased congestion/crowding on roads and public 
transport not assessed. 

2.  Public transport modal shift targets very high; unrealistic?, 
evidence on achievability? 

3.  Transit/transfer share increases; justification? 

4.  'Other' Airport related and Indirect demands assessed?  ?
Construction 

5.  Economic justification dubious; invalid if wider transport 
dis-benefits included. 

6.  Independent Scrutiny Panel; enforcement?, penalties? 



Public Transport Shares 

Air Passenger 
•  Actual 1998 to 2017;  

–  33% to 38% 
–  5% increase in 19 years 

•  Forecast 2017 to 2030; 
–  38% to 50% 
–  12% increase in 13 years 

Colleague (Staff) 
•  Forecasts 2017 to 2030 

–  26% to 58% 
–  More than doubles in 13 years 

•  Evidence on achievability? 



Public Transport Capacity 



Public Transport Capacity 

•  HAL’s Modal Shift targets result in an extra 150,000 
passengers a day 

•  Equivalent to 10 full trains an hour; a new ‘Piccadilly Line’! 

•  Has HAL:  
–  assessed increased crowding on rail system? 

–  proposed measures/infrastructure to reduce crowding? 

–  proposed making a financial contribution to such measures/
infrastructure?  



Public Pledge 

•  The Airports NPS also sets out that Heathrow should 
continue to strive to meet its public pledge to have landside 
airport-related traffic no greater than today. 

•  Existing Road Network around Heathrow 
Question: is the 'pledge' to have 'No More traffic' now an 
aspiration rather than a commitment? 



Affordability and Financability 

The Consultation suggests that HAL recognise that Users pay 
surface access, but: 

•  Will passengers be able to afford additional costs to cover 
new infrastructure, charging and carbon offsetting; 

•  Will DCO include controls to ensure no more subsidy for air 
passengers; and 

•  Can Heathrow afford costs if forced to pay for additional 
infrastructure?  





Professor Roger Mason 
Richmond Heathrow Campaign 

Air  
Quality 

65 



Aviation, air quality, and Heathrow expansion 

•  Heathrow’s  Environmental Report [PEIR, Chapter 7] 
focuses mainly on assessing Nitrogen Dioxide pollution 

•  We believe equal emphasis should be given to fine particle 
matter pollution, “PM2.5” 

•  PM2.5 particles come from road traffic exhausts and are 
the main particulate emission from aircraft exhausts 

•  PM 2.5s are particularly dangerous for human health - 
HEART ATTACKS, ASTHMA, LUNG CANCER, 
ALZHEIMER’S AND PREMATURE DEATH  
(DEFRA Report on PM2.5 (2012) and Public Health  
England data (2013 & 2014)] 



Percentage of premature deaths  
attributed to PM2.5 pollution 

 

Public Heath England data for years 2013 & 2014 

Borough Richmond upon Thames 
Percentage of premature deaths: 
6.0 - 6.3 %          
[ ≡ 100 people pa] 
 

City of London 
Percentage of  
premature deaths: 
8.3 - 8.4 % 
 

Chart: London Evening Standard graphic 



Air Quality Standards (concentration)  
for PM2.5 

•  UK /EU standard for PM2.5 = 25ug/m3. Many experts believe 
there is no safe level;  WHO standard is 10ug/m3 

•  British Lung Foundation advised House of Commons 
Inquiry on Air Quality (2018) that UK should adopt WHO 
standard 

•  UK Government’s Clean Air Strategy (DEFRA 2019) aims to 
reduce PM 2.5 everywhere � 
“so that the number of people living in locations above the WHO 
guideline level of 10 µg/m3 is reduced by 50% by 2025, compared to 
our 2016 baseline” 

•  Heathrow’s Report for their Master Plan accepts a PM2.5  
Air Quality standard of 25ug/m3 .  Not in step with DEFRA 



What are PM2.5 levels measured at Heathrow? 
 

4 Automatic monitors around Heathrow  
measure PM2.5 concentrations in the “core area”  



Is the Greater London atmosphere  
already polluted with PM2.5? 

Monitoring data overlaid;  
Near-road sites = round symbols  
Background sites = square symbols 

MODELLED PM2.5 ANNUAL AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS  
GREATER LONDON  

Christina Hood et al (2018) 
Atmos. Chem. Phys., 18, 11221–11245  



Do incoming aircraft to an airport  
increase particulate pollution at ground level?  

Emissions from an International Airport Increase  
Particle Number Concentrations 4�fold at 10 km Downwind  
N Hudda et al.(2014) Environ. Sci. Technol. 48, 6628−6635  



Conclusions 

•  Greater London PM2.5 concentration already approaches, 
or exceeds, WHO recommendations  
safe for health 

•  Heathrow has not taken into account WHO PM 2.5 
standards now being adopted by UK Government  

•  Heathrow has ignored research indicating that incoming 
aircraft increase particulate pollution from 15km out 

•  Increased flights from 480,000 to 740,000 pa  
will increase PM2.5 to even more dangerous levels 
in London 



Questions for Heathrow 
1.  Why have Heathrow paid so little attention to PM2.5 pollution 

in their environmental assessments? 
–  Flight envelopes for incoming aircraft are over millions of Londoners. 

Aircraft exhausts emit PM2.5  
–  Well established that fine particulate (PM2.5) pollution is very damaging 

to human health  
2.  Why is Heathrow not in line with DEFRA in aiming to radically 

reduce UK citizens exposure to PM2.5?     
–  DEFRA aims to reduce exposure to WHO recommendation for PM2.5 

concentration  
–  Heathrow  happy to accept higher unsafe concentration currently 

stipulated by EU/UK   
3.  How can an expanded Heathrow possibly comply with WHO 

standard for PM 2.5 concentration?  
–  Flights up 54%, Passengers up over 70% (travel to & from airport), 

Freight doubled (trains, lorries) 
–  All generate PM 2.5 





Cait Hewitt 
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Climate 
Change 



How can Heathrow add  
50% more flights without impacting the 

UK’s ability to meet carbon targets? 
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How can Heathrow add  
50% more flights without impacting the 

UK’s ability to meet carbon targets? 
•  Only counting emissions from the airport itself? 

•  Zero emissions aircraft? 

•  Stopping growth at other airports? 

•  Airlines buying international offset credits? 

•  Arguing aviation is exempt  
from the targets! 



 
 
 
 

cait@aef.org.uk 

Cait Hewitt 
Deputy Director, 

Aviation Environment Federation 





Richmond Heathrow Campaign 

QUESTIONS? 


