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Hounslow Green Party Response to consultation on the Third Runway 
 
Introduction 
 
The Airports National Policy Statement is at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588764/draft-
airports-nps-web-version.pdf 
 
The consultation is at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/589082/consul
tation-on-draft-airports-nps.pdf 
 
To submit a response it is necessary to register at 
https://runwayconsultation.dialoguebydesign.com/.  
 
There is also the option to submit responses via email or post without registration: 
• Email: runwayconsultation@dft.gsi.gov.uk  
• Post: FREEPOST RUNWAY CONSULTATION 
 
Question 1: The Government believes there is the need for additional airport capacity in the 
South East of England by 2030. Please tell us your views. 

There is no need for increased airport capacity in South East England. In fact the 
commitments that the UK has made to address climate change require a reduction in airport 
capacity in the South East of England and across the UK (see response to question 5.3). 

The consultation estimates an economic benefit of £61 billion over 60 years 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/594973/heath
row-airport-consultation-jobs-and-the-economy.pdf). However it was made clear at the 
consultation events that this was not a net figure, and no cost/benefit analysis was 
presented. Without any presentation of costs, the Heathrow business case is deeply flawed.  
In fact when Heathrow's contribution to externalities such as climate change, noise and air 
pollution is factored in, there is no benefit at all – rather the reverse.  

It is time that the limitations of what is sustainable,within current environmental constraints, 
is recognised, and aviation technology means that growth in this sector should not be 
encouraged. Given the severe consequences of continued climate change, there is no doubt 
that the UK population, like the rest of the world, would be better off without increased airport 
capacity. 

More responsible choices are available to government, for example, to further develop and 
encourage rail and coach travel.  Transportation of freight by rail is another cleaner and 
more sustainable option.   

Question 2: Please give us your views on how best to address the issue of airport capacity in 
the South East of England by 2030. This could be through the Heathrow Northwest Runway 
scheme (the Government’s preferred scheme), the Gatwick Second Runway scheme, the 
Heathrow Extended Northern Runway scheme, or any other scheme.  

There is no need for any increase in airport capacity in the South East of England or the UK. 
(See Question 1) 

However, the airport capacity at Heathrow has the most impact in terms of noise and air 
pollution on the most people. In the first instance capacity at Heathrow should be limited, by 
a total ban on night flights. The number of flights at Heathrow should be reduced in the short 
term until air pollution limits are reached. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588764/draft-airports-nps-web-version.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588764/draft-airports-nps-web-version.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/589082/consultation-on-draft-airports-nps.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/589082/consultation-on-draft-airports-nps.pdf
https://runwayconsultation.dialoguebydesign.com/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/594973/heathrow-airport-consultation-jobs-and-the-economy.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/594973/heathrow-airport-consultation-jobs-and-the-economy.pdf
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Question 3: The Secretary of State will use a range of assessment principles when 
considering any application for a Northwest Runway at Heathrow Airport. Please tell us your 
views. 

The assessment principles should be strengthened, particularly with respect to: 

- alignment with the UK Intended Nationally Determined Contributions compatible with 
meeting Paris Climate Agreement 2015 to meet temperature targets and global equity (see 
response to section 5.3) 

- enabling people in Hounslow (and other neighbouring boroughs) to live with comfortable 
noise levels as defined by the WHO (see response to section 5.2) 

- bringing air pollution within and then below EU and WHO limits as soon as possible rather 
than further exacerbation by the construction and operation of a larger Heathrow (see 
response to section 5.3) 

For these three areas, there should be stringent requirements for Heathrow to produce 
evidence-based assurances against standards, amounting to guarantees. The current 
proposal falls short of this, often relying on loose predictions and intentions unfounded in 
fact.  (See below for example on predicted use of public transport.) 

Question 4: The Government has set out its approach to surface access for a Heathrow 
Northwest Runway scheme. Please tell us your views. 

We support the increase in rail links (except HS2) to Heathrow as we were told at the 
consultation event they can be cost justified, even without a third runway. Increased rail 
capacity will mean less road congestion to a reduced capacity 2 runway Heathrow. This will 
allow earlier reduction in air pollution to legal levels. 

The consultation document 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/594719/heath
row-airport-consultation-surface-access.pdf) has a stated aim of increasing the number of 
people using public transport to get to Heathrow airport. Whilst this may be a worthy aim, it is 
not supported by any evidence. A more realistic prediction would be that an increase in 
people using a 3 runway Heathrow, will lead to an increase in people getting to the airport by 
private vehicles. This was not contradicted at the consultation event. The area around 
Heathrow Airport is already very congested and a third runway will make this worse.  

Whether a third runway is to be built or not, there should be clear, properly evidenced 
commitments to reduce private vehicle access in order to reduce general congestion in the 
area. These must be enshrined in law. 

Question 5: The draft Airports National Policy Statement sets out a package of supporting 
measures to mitigate negative impacts of a Heathrow Northwest Runway scheme. Please 
tell us your views. Are there any other supporting measures that should be set out? In 
particular, please tell us your views on:  

5.1. Air quality supporting measures  

The current operation of Heathrow airport causes and exacerbates the illegal levels of air 
pollution in the airport area and further afield. 

The building and operation of a third runway at Heathrow will result in worse air pollution. 

In the 2015 Client Earth case, the UK Supreme Court ruled that the government needs to 
choose the route that reduces air pollution exposure in the shortest time possible. This 
means taking immediate action within each of the UK's 43 air quality monitoring areas to 
reduce pollution levels to legal limits. The consultation implies that Heathrow expansion can 
go ahead even if it increases illegal air pollution levels as long as somewhere else in Greater 
London has higher levels. The inference is that it will not be Heathrow that is delaying 
Greater London’s ability to meet legal limits in the shortest time possible. In fact, there is no 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/594719/heathrow-airport-consultation-surface-access.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/594719/heathrow-airport-consultation-surface-access.pdf
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legal defence for knowingly making illegal air pollution worse, by either the construction or 
operation of the third runway, whatever the state of air pollution elsewhere.  

The information on air pollution in the consultation is inadequate. It fails to properly take into 
account the latest COPERT factors for diesel cars.  Further information has subsequently 
been published at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588752/updat
ed-air-quality-re-analysis.pdf with updated COPERT emission factors. This only discusses 
the impact of running the airport and not building it, a significant omission.   

However, it appears from this new report, with updated COPERT factors, that there will be 
illegal level of air pollution due to the operation of the current 2 runway Heathrow airport for 
some time to come (possibly up till 2030). Current air pollution must be brought under control 
much sooner than that, before even considering the option of major construction works 
which are known to greatly increase air pollution in their own right.  

 
5.2. Noise supporting measures  

Current noise levels created by Heathrow are too high, adversely affecting millions of 
people.  This can be seen by comparing current noise contour maps with WHO noise 
guidelines (http://www.who.int/docstore/peh/noise/ComnoiseExec.htm ).  Many areas of 
Hounslow and neighbouring boroughs currently have noise levels way above what WHO 
describes as “serious annoyance”. 

We urge reducing existing noise levels due to Heathrow airport to those classified by WHO 
as “moderate annoyance” in outdoor living areas - 50 dB LAeq 16 hours noise contour.  
Building a third runway at Heathrow is inconsistent with this objective.  

Due to the system of runway alternation, and flight paths with different wind directions, 
periods of respite allow people to enjoy an outdoor life without the constant blight of 
excessive aircraft noise. The consultation has not been able to give reassurance that this will 
be the case with three runways operating. It appears that places which currently may be 
relatively quiet for whole days during easterlies will now have planes taking off over them. So 
there may be no whole days or 8 hours of respite in areas where this is customary. This 
change is not acceptable.  

We urge a complete ban on night flights, with the current 2 runway Heathrow airport, as an 
early quick win to have more acceptable noise levels in Hounslow (and neighbouring 
boroughs). 

Kew Gardens is a World Heritage Site. The noise levels at a site of such importance should 
be reduced to align with its cultural importance and WHO guidelines. 

5.3. Carbon emissions supporting measures  

The UK has ratified the 2015 Paris Agreement 
(http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agree
ment.pdf). For this to mean anything, the UK needs to take two clauses in this agreement on 
temperature targets and global equity seriously: 

- Article 2 1a: “Holding the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2°C 
above pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C 
above pre-industrial levels, recognizing that this would significantly reduce the risks and 
impacts of climate change;” 

- Article 2 2 : “This Agreement will be implemented to reflect equity and the principle of 
common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, in the light of different 
national circumstances.” 

The consultation does not mention the Paris Agreement, a serious omission, instead 
focussing on the inadequate targets in the 2008 Climate Change Act. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588752/updated-air-quality-re-analysis.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/588752/updated-air-quality-re-analysis.pdf
http://www.who.int/docstore/peh/noise/ComnoiseExec.htm
http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agreement.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agreement.pdf
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Studies which address the Paris Agreement temperature target and global equity show that 
nearly all current Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDC) are inadequate. This 
includes the UK. Its INDC, the 2050 target enshrined in the 2008 Climate Change Act and 5 
yearly carbon budgets (particularly the 4th and 5th for the period 2022 to 2032) which are 
planned over the next decades are all inadequate. 

Indeed, for the UK to align with the Paris Agreement Article 2, and have a good probability of 
meeting the 1.5°C aspiration, and any reasonable interpretation of global equity, requires the 
UK to reduce its emissions to near zero (including international aviation) by 2030, rather than 
lesser or absent targets (eg for international aviation) driven by the Climate Change Act. 

To achieve a near zero emissions target by 2030 requires UK aviation to play its part. This 
means considerable reductions in the current 34 MtCO2e per year of emissions which are 
currently attributable to UK aviation (national and international). There is currently very 
limited potential to make aviation carbon neutral in a sustainable way which means an 
overall reduction in UK air flights in the short term is necessary for the UK to comply with the 
Paris agreement. 

Any increase in aviation in the UK, generally by the wealthier, must result in either less 
emissions from poorer countries or more climate change impact – again generally affecting 
the poorer in the world. 

A third runway at Heathrow airport is completely inconsistent with the UK ratification of the 
Paris agreement. 

5.4. Compensation for local communities  

There is no adequate compensation that can be given for the environmental impact of 
expanding Heathrow.  

Question 6: The Government has set out a number of planning requirements that a 
Heathrow Northwest Runway scheme must meet in order to operate. Please tell us your 
views. Are there any other requirements the Government should set out?  

We do not see any planning requirements that would allow the expansion of Heathrow which 
would be compatible with the UK’s obligations having ratified the 2015 Paris Agreement. 

We call on the government to set planning requirements to allow continued operation of 
Heathrow Airport including: 

- noise limits based on WHO guidelines and particularly a ban on night flights (from 10pm to 
6am) 

- reduction in flights to align with Paris agreement temperature targets, global equity and 
equitable use of emissions within the overall UK population 

- reduction in flights until Heathrow is not contributing towards illegal air pollution levels 

- Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) around Heathrow airport. This would be in conjunction 
with a ULEZ for the whole of Greater London out to the M25. 

Question 7: The Appraisal of Sustainability sets out the Government’s assessment of the 
Heathrow Northwest Runway scheme, and considers alternatives. Please tell us your views. 

No response. 

Question 8: Do you have any additional comments on the draft Airports National Policy 
Statement or other supporting documents?  

Chris Grayling promises a full and fair consultation. In the event it was far from this. 

We attended two consultation information events on the policy in the borough of Hounslow. 
Both of these were one-sided, misleading and dishonest in that they presented the benefits 
of the third runway with virtually no reference to the disadvantages. 
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Examples of this were: 

- monetary benefits presented without costs 

- compliance with the Climate Change Act stated when the Committee on Climate Change 
say that the Climate Change Act is not sufficient to meet temperature targets in the Paris 
agreement.  

- lack of information about new flight paths, respite periods and timetable to enable residents 
to make a fair assessment of the impact on them 

- lack of information about the number of extra flights per year 

- convoluted analysis of surface access masking the inevitable increased road congestion. 

This consultation is very limited in its fulfilment of the Public Sector Equality Duty. There is 
some mention of the effect of aircraft noise on children and learning, however there does not 
seem to be any consideration of other vulnerable groups. The effect of these proposals on 
the elderly (who spend more time at home and are therefore subject to longer times exposed 
to aircraft noise) and those in poor health (particularly poor mental health) should have been 
considered as a minimum. 

Question 9: The Government has a public sector equality duty to ensure protected groups 
have the opportunity to respond to consultations. Please tell us your views on how this 
consultation has achieved this. 

No response. 


