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20TH MAY 2016 
 
Dr. Mary Creagh MP  
Chair of Environmental Audit Committee  
Palace of Westminster  
London  
SW1A 0AA 
 
 
 
OUR REF:  AC-LGW-297 
 
 
Dear Mary, 
 
Environmental Audit Committee’s Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
As you know the Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) produced its First Report into the carbon, 
air quality and noise implications of a third runway at Heathrow in November of last year. The 
Committee’s inquiry was an important attempt to understand the environmental aspects of the 
Airports Commission’s recommendations to the Government, and the effectiveness of measures 
proposed by the Airports Commission to control and limit the adverse environmental effects of a 
third runway at Heathrow. 
 
To date, the Government has accepted one of the EAC’s recommendations – to test the Airports 
Commission’s work against the new UK Air Quality Plan. I wrote to you on 3 May 2016 in 
connection with the further work that Gatwick has undertaken in relation to the new Air Quality Plan 
and I expand on that below, as I believe it is very relevant to the EAC’s other recommendations 
regarding air quality. I also summarise our key findings with regard to the EAC’s other 
recommendations regarding carbon and noise. If you or your colleagues on the EAC would like to 
receive further details from us, we would be very pleased to provide them. 
 
Carbon 
 
In their Appraisal Framework, the Commission took the view that “the increase in carbon emissions 
from greater aviation capacity will be approximately similar for the different airport schemes”. 
Accordingly, they decided to focus only on differences between schemes and surface access 
strategies in relation to carbon impacts from construction and from the airports’ operational 
procedures, and to ignore differences in carbon from flights. This was a major error because, as is 
explained in Section 4 below, there are in fact major differences between the carbon-intensity of 
the Heathrow and Gatwick schemes.  
 
It is clear from the work we have undertaken that, because of the differences in airline and airport 
business models, and particularly because of a much higher level of transfer passengers at 
Heathrow, expansion at Heathrow would be significantly less carbon efficient than expansion at 
Gatwick. Gatwick’s new work shows that Heathrow with three runways in 2050 would take up 60% 
of the UK’s entire aviation limit of 37.5Mt of CO2 while Gatwick would take up less than half of 
Heathrow’s total. The fact that Heathrow’s carbon emissions would be much greater than 
Gatwick’s, would make policy intervention to limit aviation’s impacts both more likely and more 
severe, almost certainly involving constraints on growth at regional airports. 



 
We have also undertaken further work on the important issue of carbon emissions associated with 
construction. This shows Heathrow’s emissions to be four times greater than Gatwick’s – whereas 
the Airports Commission assessed them to be 2.9 times higher. 
 
Also, as the EAC has highlighted, the Commission also omitted to: 
 

i. Consider carbon outcomes for traffic scenarios other than the Assessment of Need; and 
ii. Consider the likely impact on the aviation industry, particularly regional airports, and the 

wider economy of measures to mitigate the likely level of additional emissions from 
expansion. 

The further work we have done confirms the importance of the EAC’s recommendations in these 
respects. 
 
The EAC’s report also notes that the Airports Commission failed to assess the carbon effects of 
some of its traffic scenarios. Nor did it consider the possible interventions, such as demand 
management measures, that might be needed for the Government to meet its climate change 
objectives if it wished to pursue the Commission’s recommendations. Such measures could have 
important implications for the rest of the UK aviation industry and a lack of understanding of these 
implications continues to represent important gaps in the Government’s knowledge. 
 
Air Quality 
 
We understand that the Government is undertaking further work to assess the implications of a 
third runway at Heathrow in the light of the new Air Quality Plan that was submitted to the 
European Commission at the end of last year. As indicated in my previous letter, Gatwick 
commissioned further work from leading expert advisors to assess the methodology underlying the 
Air Quality Plan. Taken together, the reports from this work: 
 

i. Reinforce the findings of the DfT study on the gap between emissions in real world 
driving conditions, and what had been assumed for the UK Air Quality Plan using now 
out-of-date COPERT data; like the DfT study, evidence shows that cars are emitting 
between 3.5 and 8 times the EU legal limits; we have similarly quantified the gap for 
vans and HGVs, which are also emitting significantly more than had been assumed 
using the COPERT factors; 
 

ii. Demonstrate, based on a detailed review of the PCM model used by Defra, that the 
model has a systematic bias towards under predicting future concentrations of NO2 in 
areas which suffer from the poorest air quality; 

 
iii. Show that predicted background concentrations used in the modelling are also too low; 

and 
 

iv. Expose serious doubts, based on detailed analysis, as to whether key measures in the 
Plan, including the forthcoming European Real Driving Emission (RDE) standard and 
the proposal to tighten vehicle restrictions in the London Low Emission Zone, will 
achieve the degree of improvement predicted in the Plan within the timescales forecast. 

 



As it is evident that the Plan’s projections are wildly optimistic, we welcome the EAC’s conclusion 
that the Government should make clear that it does not accept the Airports Commission’s 
interpretation of the Air Quality Directive as implying that significant increases in NO2 resulting from 
expansion would be allowable at Heathrow because of worse performance elsewhere in London. 
The Government has not so far chosen to confirm its own interpretation and we look forward to it 
doing so in the not too distant future. 
 
In addition, because of the uncertainties involved in assessments of this type and particularly in 
view of past optimism, we very much support the EAC’s recommendations that no expansion of 
Heathrow should be permitted until there was a robust framework in place to ensure compliance 
with the Air Quality Directive at all times (including during construction) and to establish clear 
accountabilities for the key players, given the cross-sectoral nature of the problem there. 
 
Finally with regard to air quality, we very much welcome the EAC’s recommendation that the 
Government would have to establish a clear surface access strategy for Heathrow, including a 
clear commitment from Heathrow to meet the cost of those schemes that are necessary to support 
a third runway. Not only is this a necessary pre-condition of any major infrastructure scheme, it is 
also a necessary pre-condition of any air quality assessment because, without a deliverable and 
fully funded plan for surface access, no air quality assessment can be regarded as reliable. 
 
Noise 
 
We support the EAC’s conclusion that the noise impact of an airport should be assessed against a 
full range of metrics and not just those that average noise over time. We are disappointed, 
however, by the obvious lack of weight that the Airports Commission attached to noise when 
making its overall recommendations to Government and by the flaws in their analysis. Accordingly, 
we remain of the view that Airports Commission’s conclusions were unbalanced and lacked 
objectivity. This is especially disappointing as it is clear from the Airports Commission’s own 
analysis that on any measure of noise, Heathrow affects many times the number of people affected 
at Gatwick - with or without another runway. The differences are stark: 
 
Comparison of impacts of an additional runway at Gatwick and Heathrow in 2050 
(55dBLden Contour) (and assuming Heathrow’s option to “minimise the number of people 
‘newly affected’”) 
 

 

Effects at 
Gatwick with 

R2 

Effects at 
Heathrow with 

R3* 

Multiple 
LHR R3 over 
LGW R2 

Net additional number of people affected 
(“do something” less “do minimum”) 

15,100  143,100  X 9.5 

Additional number of people “newly 
affected” (“do something” less “do 
minimum”) 

18,200  157,900  X 8.7 

Total number of people affected   24,600  726,600  X 30 

Calculated health costs from noise 
impacts 

£1.5 Billion  £25 Billion  X 17 

 



Against this background, we very much support the EAC in calling on the Government to 
demonstrate that, in assessing the case for expansion, it has based its decision on whether an 
expanded Heathrow would be noisier or less noisy than a two-runway Heathrow at the same point 
in time. We would go further, however, and ask the Government to explain how any decision to 
support a third runway at Heathrow could be said to be compatible with the Government’s own 
policy to “limit” the number of people severely affected by aircraft noise, when Gatwick stands as a 
credible and viable alternative. 
 
We would very much welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues with you in the near future, 
and we would be delighted to appear before the EAC to present our views and our new and 
updated evidence should you wish us to do so. 
 
I am copying this letter to Patrick McLoughlin and Elizabeth Truss for their information. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Stewart Wingate 
Chief Executive Officer 
E: stewart.wingate@gatwickairport.com 


