
 

 

Response to Draft Air Quality Plan and Supplementary 
Response on Air Quality to the Draft Airports National 
Policy Statement 

Summary 

 

 In our May submission on the draft Airports NPS we explained that the need for 
additional airport capacity is more urgent than ever, with air traffic forecasts 
increasing further and opportunities from Brexit meaning that the UK now needs 
more runway capacity well before 2030. 

 The Government’s air quality studies, that predate the draft 2017 Air Quality Plan, 
accepted that that the Government’s preferred scheme for a north-west runway at 
Heathrow carries significant risk of exceeding legal air quality limits if opening in 
2026, and that those risks continue until beyond 2030. 

 The Government’s new draft Air Quality Plan provides no new evidence to support 
the proposition that LHR-NWR will be able to expand lawfully by 2026 or 2030. 
Furthermore, extraordinarily, it entirely ignores the impacts the third runway scheme 
would have on London’s air quality. 

 What the new draft Plan does clearly do, however, is reinforce our contention that 
LHR-NWR cannot be lawfully taken forward. This is because it makes clear that the 
air quality problems are far greater than previously thought - the scale of the air 
quality challenge facing London in 2020 is 20% greater than previously understood. 
The new Plan also indicates that the studies underpinning the draft Airports NPS are 
based on a legal interpretation of compliance that is flawed, and on assessments 
and modelled predictions that are seriously deficient and highly uncertain. 
Furthermore, the measures proposed in the draft AQP are not sufficiently defined to 
enable their effects to be accurately assessed. 

 The Government therefore now faces a serious dilemma if it is minded to continue its 
support for LHR-NWR: 

o It could defer such support until it has carried out further detailed studies, in 
order to assess the effects of the proposed new measures (once these are 
firmly and fully defined) and establish the implications LHR-NWR would have on 
compliance with legal limits. In so doing Government would have to rectify the 
deficiencies in relation both to the future baseline air quality predictions, and the 
assessed effects LHR-NWR would have on compliance, as well as assessing 
carefully the risks inherent in the extensive uncertainties highlighted in the draft 
AQP.  

o Alternatively it could press ahead with its support for LHR-NWR on the basis of 
the current inadequate evidence but in the knowledge that is it at high risk of 
promoting a scheme that will subsequently be found not to be able to be 
delivered - with hugely damaging consequences for the UK economy. 

 

 

Cont’d… 



 
   
 

2 
 
 

 

 

 If the Government does persist with its support for LHR-NWR, explicit conditions in the 
designated Airports NPS will be essential to: 

i) prevent construction from commencing until it is clear that air quality complies with 
legal limits; 

ii) prevent construction commencing or the release of new capacity until an 
independent statutory body has verified that neither construction nor operation will 
cause a breach of air quality limits to recur; and 

iii) require a contingency plan to be agreed, backed by the necessary legal powers, 
to bring air quality back into compliance should the legal limits be breached as the 
airport expands, notwithstanding the first two safeguards. 

 The 2017 draft Air Quality Plan does not change the position that the second runway 
scheme at Gatwick continues to offer a credible alternative which can be lawfully 
delivered by 2025. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this response 

On 5th May 2017, the Government published its draft UK Air Quality Plan – Tackling Nitrogen 
Dioxide in our Town and Cities (‘draft AQP’) - for consultation. 

This response provides our comments in response to the draft AQP, and it forms a 
supplement to our 25th May 2017 submission to the Government’s consultation on the Draft 
Airports National Policy Statement (‘draft Airports NPS’). Accordingly, it should be read 
alongside that submission. 

The focus of our response is on the implications of the draft AQP for the air quality 
assessments presented in the draft Airports NPS – assessments which the Government has 
relied on to support its preference for the North West Runway scheme at Heathrow (‘LHR-
NWR’) - and for our analysis of those assessments as presented in our May submission. 

2. Current Situation 

2.1 Government position on LHR-NWR Air Quality in the draft Airports NPS 

As set out in the draft Airports NPS, the Government rightly accepts that a further runway 
can be approved only if it does not result in a breach of the UK’s legal duties in respect of air 
quality limits – presumably in relation to LHR-NWR’s planned opening date of 2026. 

The Government contends in the draft Airports NPS that, with a suitable package of 
mitigation measures, the LHR-NWR scheme is capable of being constructed and operated 
without impacting the UK’s compliance with legal limits. 

2.2 The basis for that position (Airports Commission’s analysis and 2015 
AQP updated by further studies)  

The Government’s position in the draft Airports NPS, that Heathrow is capable of being 
lawfully expanded, was arrived at based upon the December 2015 Air Quality Plan (‘2015 
AQP’), the earlier work of the Airports Commission (AC), and two further air quality studies, 
commissioned by the Government, which analyse changes in circumstances that have 
occurred since the AC’s Final Report and the 2015 AQP. These are the 2016 Re-Analysis 
Study (‘RAS 2016’)1 and the 2017 Updated Re-Analysis Study (‘URAS 2017’)2.   

RAS 2016 sought to update the AC’s assessment to take into account the revised baseline 
Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) modelling predictions reported in the 2015 Air Quality Plan 
for Greater London (AQPGL). RAS 2016 was part of the evidence base that informed the 
Cabinet’s decision of October 2016 to prefer LHR-NWR. 

URAS 2017 subsequently sought to quantify the implications of updated vehicle emission 
factors following the High Court ruling in the ClientEarth No. 2 Case that “the Secretary of 
State fell into error by adopting too optimistic a model for future (vehicle) emissions.” 

                                                 
 

1 Air Quality Re-Analysis - Impact of New Pollution Climate Mapping Projections and National Air 
Quality Plan – WSP (October 2016) 
2 Updated Air Quality Re-Analysis - Impact of New COPERT Emission Factors and Associated 
Pollution Climate Mapping Sensitivity Testing - WSP (February 2017) 
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URAS 2017 concluded that there is a “high risk” that the operation of LHR-NWR in 2025/26 
would lead to a delay to the date at which the Greater London Urban Area Air Quality Zone 
(GLAQZ) would become compliant with legal limits. Furthermore it reported that there 
continues to be a risk even if the opening of LHR-NWR were to be delayed to 20303. 

The URAS 2017 concluded that the risk of LGW-2R impacting on compliance with legal 
limits is negligible4. 

Both of these studies pre-dated the new 2017 draft AQP, and it is clear from the evidence 
given by the Secretary of State for Transport to the Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) in 
November 2016 that the Government was expecting the final 2017 Air Quality Plan (‘final 
AQP’) to dramatically accelerate improvements in air quality far beyond those in the previous 
2015 AQP. As the Secretary of State put it: “…we cannot wait until 2026 to make a real 
difference in air quality…My view is that in 2026, by the time this runway is opening, the 
paradigm must have already changed.”5 

2.3 Our analysis of that position 

In our May 2017 submission, in advance of being able to analyse fully the new draft AQP, 
we explained a number of reasons why, based on its studies, the Government is wrong to 
conclude that LHR-NWR is capable of coming forward by the mid-2020s and why there 
continues to be significant risks even in 2030. Those reasons included: 

a) An incorrect interpretation of the legal requirements; 
b) Deficiencies in the underlying 2015 AQP used in the RAS 2016 and URAS 2017 

studies; 
c) Deficiencies in the modelling work carried out by the AC; and 
d) Deficiencies in the draft Airports NPS and associated studies themselves 

These points are summarised briefly below. 

2.3.1 Incorrect Interpretation of the legal requirements 

We explained that the Government’s approach is based on a flawed interpretation of the 
UK’s legal air quality obligations - an interpretation that, in the views of the House of 
Commons Environment Audit Committee6, GAL and others, would wrongly permit air quality 
to deteriorate to any level within a zone, so long as another site within the same zone 
remains more polluted. 

2.3.2 Deficiencies in the underlying 2015 Air Quality Plan 

We highlighted a series of systemic deficiencies in the 2015 AQP and the AQPGL, as 
summarised in Table 1 below. More detailed information on these deficiencies is provided in 
the air quality analysis provided as Appendix 2 of our May response to the draft Airports 
NPS. 

None of these systemic deficiencies were rectified in the RAS 2016 or URAS 2017. 
                                                 
 

3 URAS 2017 Table 1-1 
4 URSA 2017 Para.1.3.5 
5 Secretary of State for Transport’s response at Question 9 of Environmental Audit Committee 
proceedings (30th November 2016) 
6 The Airports Commission Report: Carbon Emissions, Air Quality and Noise - First Report of Session 
House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee (26th November 2015) 
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Table 1: Deficiencies in the Government’s PCM Modelling 

The requirement for 
and implications of 
annual future 
baseline projections 

The Court has held that the new UKAQP must include annual 
projections. With annual projections the date for compliance at the 
previously predicted worst locations in the GLAQZ may be brought 
forward before the 2025 date predicted in the 2015 AQPGL, and 
mean that another location, where the AQPGL’s measures would be 
less effective, may now be the last to comply. It is entirely possible 
that improvements will be accelerated in central London to a greater 
extent than parts of outer London. If that were the case, then there 
is the potential for the LHR-NWR option to give rise to breaches of 
the UK’s legal obligations within the GLAQZ during construction or 
operation even on the incorrect legal interpretation of compliance 
set out in RAS 2016 and URAS 2017. 

The PCM model’s 
poor past 
performance and 
over optimism 

A study commissioned by GAL in 20167, and submitted to 
Government as part of GAL’s review of the 2015 AQP, shows how 
poor the PCM model has been at accurately predicting future 
concentrations. Moreover it demonstrates the existence of a 
systematic bias in the PCM model for it to under-predict roadside 
NO2 concentrations in the most polluted locations, whilst over 
predicting concentrations in less polluted locations. 
This is a highly concerning feature of the model and means that it is 
least reliable for predicting when the most polluted areas, such as 
around Heathrow, will become compliant, and so there is a very 
high risk that compliance will be delayed beyond the date predicted 
in the Heathrow area and other more polluted areas. 
The extent to which the model over/under predicts must be robustly 
established and then taken into account in determining the 
likelihood of breach of limit values. This has not been done. 

Overly-optimistic 
forecasts of 
background air 
quality 

The background air quality used by AC and that used by AQPGL for 
the current baseline and future years were each based on outdated, 
optimistic vehicle emission factors which have since been 
superseded by higher (more pessimistic) factors.  The change in 
assumption is significant – the more recent emission factors 
assume for example that cars built to the ‘Euro 6’ European Vehicle 
Emission Standard emit 6 times more than the standard in real 
driving conditions, compared to 2.8 times in the earlier assumption 
and five times assumption used by Defra in the 2015 AQP to test 
the effects of higher vehicle emission on legal compliance. 
While the RAS 2016 and URAS 2017 attempted to take into 
account, respectively, the AQPGL predictions (background and road 
increment) and the impact of the latest road traffic emission factors 
on the road traffic (increment) concentration, there has been no 
update to the AQPGL background concentrations to account for 
over-optimistic vehicle emissions. Appropriate sensitivity tests have 
not been undertaken to understand the impacts of such 
improvements to background concentrations failing to materialise. 

Cont’d… 

                                                 
 

7 Report prepared by ARUP - provided as Annex 1 of A Second Runway for Gatwick – Air Quality 
Projections in the London Air Quality Plan – GAL (April 2016) 
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The failure to 
recognise 
uncertainties 
caused by a range 
of factors which are 
not properly taken 
into account in the 
PCM model 

There are a range of other inherent uncertainties in the modelling 
studies upon which the Government relies. These include: 

i) Driving behavior and traffic congestion - NOx emissions are 
influenced strongly by driving style and congestion levels which 
are very difficult to build into models accurately. The COPERT 
approach used in the PCM model uses average vehicle speed 
along sections of roads, which is not a good proxy for 
congested flow states. In areas of London, and particularly 
around Heathrow, traffic flows are often congested and this is 
therefore likely to be a source of significant underestimation of 
NOx emissions in Defra’s PCM modelling in such locations. 

ii) Vehicle maintenance state and emission control system 
degradation - It would be premature at this stage to rely on the 
new RDE standard as a ‘silver bullet’ for vehicle emissions. 
This is because there are a number of uncertainties such as no 
current means of monitoring the performance of the emission 
control system on RDE compliant vehicles over their lifetime 
and the fact that little is known about the durability and long 
term performance of the emission control systems. 

iii) The fraction of NOx emitted as Primary NO2 - Analysis 
previously submitted by GAL suggests that past PCM 
modelling in the 2015 UKAQP understates the fraction of 
primary NO2 emissions in NOx emissions meaning the PCM 
model is too optimistic. 

iv) The NOx to NO2 conversion in ambient air – Analysis 
previously submitted by GAL shows that the method used in 
the PCM model gives lower NO2 predictions than the method 
set out in Defra’s Technical Guidance for Local Air Quality 
Management, which is used by local authorities to discharge 
their air quality management duties.  

 

2.3.3 Deficiencies in the modelling work undertaken by the Airports 
Commission  

We highlighted a number of serious deficiencies in the AC’s air quality assessment of the 
LHR-NWR on which the later Government’s studies now rely. These are: 

i) Deficient baseline model verification process that understated air quality impacts of 
LHR-NWR and overstated those for LGW-2R; 

ii) Failure to assess the plausible worst case traffic scenario of the LHR-NWR scheme -
giving rise to a risk that the impacts of LHR-NWR have been understated; and 

iii) Failure to properly assess, or assess at all, key aspects of the LHR-NWR scheme - 
such as impacts during construction - meaning that some impacts of LHR-NWR have 
not been assessed, leading to further risk of impacts being greater than predicted. 

Further information is provided in the detailed air quality analysis provided as Appendix 2 of 
our May response. 



 
   
 

7 
 
 

2.3.4 Deficiencies in the draft NPS and associated studies 

We highlighted a series of further deficiencies in the RAS 2016 and URAS 2017 studies. 
These are: 

i) A less strict assessment of traffic impacts for the Airports NPS than would be applied 
to the assessment of Highways Schemes; 

ii) Reliance on a Streamlined PCM Model that is not suitable for detailed assessment; 
iii) Impacts of congestion on emissions are not properly estimated; 
iv) Inaccuracies from summing the outputs of two different models; and 
v) Aircraft Emissions in 2025 are modelled on the basis of the (cleaner) 2030 fleet. 

Further information is provided in the detailed air quality analysis provided as Appendix 2 of 
our May response. 

2.3.5 Implications of this range of deficiencies and uncertainties 

As noted in our May analysis, many of the deficiencies summarised above represent serious 
failings in their own right but, when taken together, they reveal very high levels of inaccuracy 
and uncertainty in the predictions.  Furthermore, they demonstrate that the air quality 
impacts of LHR-NWR are likely to have been significantly understated. 

 

3. The 2017 draft Air Quality Plan 

3.1 Overview of what is in the 2017 draft Air Quality Plan 

The draft AQP sets out, for consultation, the measures the Government is proposing to take 
to tackle the harmful levels of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) that exist throughput many parts of 
some of the UK’s largest towns and cities, so as to achieve the legal limit of 40ug/m3 

(measured as annual mean) across the whole of the UK, which must legally be done “in the 
shortest possible time”.  

It is important to note, however, that at this stage the details of many of the particular 
measures, including for example the location and characteristics of proposed Clean Air 
Zones, are yet to be fully defined for reasons set out in sections 3.1.1 and 3.2 below. 

As required by the Courts (following the decision in ClientEarth No.2) the Government has 
committed to publish its final AQP by the end of July. The final AQP, when published, and 
once its measures have been firmly and fully defined, will change the future projections for 
the underlying air quality outlook from that on which the draft Airports NPS has been based. 

3.1.1 Measures in the draft Air Quality Plan 

Key measures that are proposed in the draft AQP include: 

1) The planned introduction of geographically targeted Clean Air Zones (CAZs), 
including both non-charging and charging CAZs. Local authorities that will be 
required to introduce CAZs will be identified in the final AQP. 

2) Within CAZs, targeted support is proposed for: 
a. Engine Retrofitting Programmes for buses, HGVs and Black Cabs,  
b. Vehicle Scrappage schemes, 
c. Support for purchase of Ultra Low Emission Vehicles. 
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3) Reduced 60mph speed limits on sections of motorways where there is poor air 
quality alongside them. This is subject to further data collection and analysis.  

4) Government procurement standards. 
5) Vehicle sales labelling (to inform buyer decisions). 
6) Eco Driving Style promotion and training. 

From the analysis presented in the Technical Report, and previous evidence submitted by 
GAL on the 2015 AQP8, it is clear that CAZs, and in particular CAZs with charges for all 
types of vehicles, are likely to offer the greatest potential for reducing emissions. 

The draft AQP sets out that Charging CAZs will be approved by Government only if all other 
alternative measures have been fully considered and evaluated as not being as effective at 
achieving compliance in the shortest time possible. Paragraph 72 of the draft AQP states 
that the Government will approve a proposed charging CAZ only if it can be shown that: 

i) It is likely to cause legal compliance in shortest time possible (i.e. only if other 
measures would not be equally effective); 

ii) Effects and impacts on local residents and businesses have been assessed and 
there are no unintended consequences; and 

iii) Proposals requesting central government funding demonstrate value for money. 

The final AQP plan will confirm those local authorities which will be mandated by the 
Government to bring forward CAZs. It will be for those authorities to then carry out their own 
studies to determine the type of CAZ (i.e. non-charging or charging, and if charging the ‘type’ 
of CAZ – Type A, B, C or D’).  It will therefore not be until the final AQP is published that the 
local authorities mandated to establish CAZs will be identified, and it will be some time 
thereafter before that the precise proposals for those Clean Air Zones will be known, 
including whether there will be entry charges for certain types of vehicles. 

The Government therefore expects that it will take until the end of 2020 for any new charging 
CAZs to be introduced. 

The locations and timescales for any introduction of reduced speed limits on sections of 
motorways are also at this stage not clearly defined, and in any event subject to further data 
collection and analysis of evidence by Highways England.  

Changes to Vehicle Excise Duty for diesel vehicles are considered but not included as a 
measure in the draft Plan. 

3.1.2 The draft Air Quality Plan’s baseline predictions 

The draft AQP contains updated baseline predictions that have been projected using the 
Streamlined version of the Government’s PCM Model.  

As required by the Courts, this modelling now adopts more realistic, higher, vehicle emission 
factors compared to those used in the 2015 AQP. 

                                                 
 

8 See Annex 6 of A Second Runway for Gatwick – Air Quality Projections in the London Air Quality 
Plan - Gatwick Airport Ltd (26 April 2016) 
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These latest projections have been used to predict concentrations of NO2 over the period 
2017 to 2030 to identify those air quality assessment zones in the UK where concentrations 
are forecast to be above the legal limit. 

The use of higher, more realistic, vehicle emission factors demonstrates that the air quality 
challenge is significantly greater than was forecast in the 2015 AQP. Whereas the 2015 AQP 
predicted that 8 of the UK’s 43 zones would breach the legal limits in 2020, the revised 
projections show 31 zones would be non-compliant assuming no additional policy 
interventions. 

Achieving compliance in London is still recognised to be by far the greatest challenge. 
Modelling for the 2015 AQP, projected that London could be compliant by 2025. Those 
projections took into account predicted benefits of the forthcoming new European Real 
Driving Emissions (RDE) vehicle emission standards, as well as a suite of supporting policy 
measures in London, including an assumed London wide ‘Type C’ Clean Air Zone (i.e. a 
CAZ with charges for buses, coaches, HGVs, large vans, minibuses, small vans / light 
commercial vehicles, taxis and private hire vehicles). 

The latest modelling (using the latest, more realistic, vehicle emission factors and also 
including the benefits of RDE), now predicts that London, without any additional measures, 
would not be compliant until beyond 2030. It also shows that air quality in London's most 
polluted locations will remain over double the legal limit in 2020. This represents a 20% 
increase in the scale of the challenge facing London in 2020, compared to the previous 
understanding9  – a very significant change. 

The draft AQP states, however, that the Government will work with the Great London 
Authority to “ensure that compliance will be achieved by 2025 or sooner”10 (i.e. the same 
timeframe as was previously forecast in the 2015 AQP). However, the Mayor’s plans are not 
yet fully developed and the benefits from potential new measures cannot be quantified with 
any degree of certainty. 

3.1.3 The draft Air Quality Plan acknowledges the uncertainties 

The draft AQP emphasises some significant challenges, including uncertainties in modelling 
of both air quality projections and the benefits of potential measures, as well as identifying 
unintended consequences which such measures might give rise to. Indeed, unlike previous 
Air Quality Plans, the supporting Technical Report gives considerable prominence to the 
uncertainties in the air quality assessments it is undertaking. 

3.2 What isn't in the draft Air Quality Plan 

It is important to note that there are no future predictions in the draft AQP to substantiate the 
Government’s claim that compliance will still be achieved in London by 2025. Indeed the 
draft AQP does not present any predictions at all of the benefits of the planned measures, 
either at a zonal level or for particular polluted locations anywhere within air quality zones. 

                                                 
 

9 84ug/m3 (Annex L of 2017 draft Air Quality Plan) versus 71ug/m3 (from Table 6 in the December 
2015 Air Quality Plan for the achievement of EU air quality limit value for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) in 
Greater London Urban Area (UK0001)) 
10 Paragraph 88 of the 2017 draft Air Quality Plan 
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As a consequence, there is also no assessment of the many uncertainties highlighted in the 
draft AQP. 

Given that the previous 2015 Plan’s predictions already included the benefits of RDE and an 
assumed ‘Type C’ CAZ, it is very difficult to see how the claim that London will be compliant 
by 2025 can be substantiated. 

This is particularly so given the fact that the adoption of more realistic vehicle emissions 
means concentrations are now predicted to be nearly 20% worse in 2020 than the 
Government previously thought - 84ug/m3 (Annex L of May 2017 Plan) versus 71ug/m3 (from 
Table 6 in the December 2015 AQPGL). 

The task of achieving compliance is clearly far greater than the Government previously 
understood in the 2015 AQP. 

Just to maintain a prospect of compliance by 2025, it is clear that far more forceful and 
onerous measures (over-and-above the measures and benefits assumed in the 2015 AQP) 
will be necessary to off-set the significant increase in predicted concentrations caused by the 
use of more realistic vehicle emission factors. 

Furthermore, some of the most significant potential measures are yet to be fully defined. For 
example, as has already been noted, it is not clear which local authorities will be mandated 
to introduce CAZs, the type of CAZs in those areas (e.g. charging or non-charging), when 
they will be introduced, and what effects they will have both within the CAZ and in 
surrounding areas. 

In addition, and in the context of the far greater challenge the Government is now faced with, 
it seems extraordinary that the draft AQP does not even acknowledge, let alone contain any 
analysis of the additional adverse impacts LHR-NWR would have on the timescale for 
reducing pollution levels to below legal limits in London. This is an astonishing omission.  

3.3 The draft Air Quality Plan is largely supportive of GAL's previous analysis 

In GAL’s submission on the draft Airports NPS, in previous responses GAL made on the 
draft 2015 AQP11, and in a subsequent critique of projections in the 2015 AQP12, numerous 
deficiencies and uncertainties in the Government’s work and predictions have been 
documented.  

In our critique of the 2015 AQP, which was based on a substantial body of evidence 
provided by a number of leading international air quality experts, we set out our view that it 
was unlikely that compliance would be achieved in London until beyond 2030. The draft 
AQP, including its Technical Report, now appears to accept that conclusion. It confirms that, 
without further new measures, air quality in London will not be compliant until beyond 2030, 
and highlights a number of the deficiencies and uncertainties we had previously set out.  

The following sections summarise those issues, acknowledge those matters that have now 
been recognised, and highlight those that we consider still need to be addressed as the final 
AQP is prepared. 

                                                 
 

11 Response to 2015 Draft Air Quality Plan Consultation – Gatwick Airport Ltd (3rd November 2015) 
12 A Second Runway for Gatwick – Air Quality Projections on the London Air Quality Plan (26 April 
2016) 
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3.3.1 Legal Interpretation of Compliance 

As noted earlier, the Government’s studies in support of the draft Airports NPS made an 
assumption that air quality can be permitted to worsen above legal limits within any of the 43 
UK zones provided there is a more polluted area elsewhere within that zone.  The EAC and 
others consider this to be an incorrect legal interpretation, which would have significant 
implications for the lawfulness of supporting a third runway at Heathrow. The Government's 
draft AQP now appears to align with the EAC’s view on this issue.  The Government is now 
expecting any local authority with areas in breach of legal limits to develop a Clean Air Zone, 
even if another local authority in the air quality zone has worse air quality. By implication, the 
Government is accepting that air quality limits must be met throughout a zone in the shortest 
time possible. 

3.3.2 Deficiencies in the PCM Modelling 

As no new PCM modelling has been undertaken for the draft AQP, none of the issues raised 
by GAL in its May 2016 submission have been addressed. 

The SL-PCM model has been used for future baseline predictions in the draft AQP. It is 
described in the Executive Summary of the Technical Report as being “without a notable 
loss of integrity”, although it is not clear to what this integrity refers, and despite it being 
described in the URAS 2017 document in support of the draft Airports NPS as being a 
screening tool, i.e. suitable for screening purposes only, and recognized therein to be even 
less accurate and more optimistic than the PCM model. Table 8.2 of the Technical Report 
outlines additional uncertainties associated with SL-PCM model compared with the PCM 
model. 

The requirement for and implications of annual future baseline projections  

It is not clear whether the full PCM model will be run to predict concentrations for each year, 
as directed by the High Court. In the draft AQP the SL-PCM results from every five years 
were linearly interpolated to provide annual concentrations. The draft AQP (section 3.3.1) 
states that linear interpolation of SL-PCM won’t be necessary in the final Plan as SL-PCM 
will be updated to generate additional inputs for each year. It might be implied therefore that 
the Government is not intending to run the full PCM model for every year. If the PCM model 
is not run for each year the SL-PCM output for each year will be an interpolation of sorts, 
even if it is not a linear interpolation. 

The PCM model’s poor past performance and over optimism 

Despite GAL bringing this issue to the attention of Defra in April 2016, and in a subsequent 
meeting with Defra officials in August 2016, the draft AQP does not appear to have 
recognised the systemic tendency of the PCM model to under-predict roadside 
concentrations in the most polluted locations. There is no reference in the draft AQP as to 
whether or not the model performance will be improved. It is only stated that the updated 
PCM modelled projections for the final AQP will take account of the latest evidence 
(presumably emissions data and monitoring data). 

The PCM 2013 model validation data presented in Figure 2.3 of the Technical Report shows 
the validation data for background concentrations and says there is no non-linearity in those 
predictions. There are two points to make. First, the indicated difference of 30% around the 
air quality objective of 40g/m3, corresponds to an over or under-estimate of 12g/m3, which 
is a very significant uncertainty in concentrations. Second, the validation at roadside sites 
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shown in Figure B.7 of the 2015 AQP Technical Report, shows more data points with 
differences of over 30% and it confirms the tendency of the model to under-predict the 
highest concentrations i.e. the predictions do indicate a non-linearity. 

In section 8.2.1 of the draft AQP Technical Report there is an assessment of the implications 
for the results should the model under or over-predict concentrations. However, the range of 
under or over-prediction tested is very limited (1-3µg/m3), which would be an under-
prediction of less than 8% at the objective value (whereas a value of 30% is not unusual). 
Indeed, it contrasts with previous work carried out for GAL which showed that the PCM 
model frequently under-predicted concentrations by much greater amounts - in some cases 
by over 25µg/m3 13. 

In addition, there is no discussion in the draft AQP of the need to also allow headroom for 
the adverse air quality impacts that would inevitably arise from the construction and 
operation of LHR-NWR, because the draft AQP plan does not consider the effects of 
Heathrow expansion. 

Overly-optimistic forecasts of background air quality 

As the draft AQP has not used the full PCM model, there has been no change in the 
treatment of background concentrations, and therefore GAL’s previous concern regarding 
the tendency of the model to under-predict the highest NO2 concentrations has not been 
addressed. 

3.3.3 Uncertainties in the modelling 

GAL is pleased to see that some of the uncertainties inherent in air quality assessments of 
the type presented in the draft AQP are recognised in the Executive Summary of the 
Technical Report, and that a chapter of the Report is devoted to uncertainties in future 
predictions. This covers both: 

i) uncertainties in the modelling of air quality and the resulting predictions; and 
ii) uncertainties in the modelling of the options and the effectiveness of new measures 

and technology. 

However, the uncertainty described is always related to uncertainty over model inputs, or 
unsubstantiated assertions such as “A notable part of this uncertainty is driven by the local 
circumstances in each area”, and seems to suggest that model under-performance is solely 
due to uncertainty over the model inputs. Under-performance of the model itself is only 
touched on in section 8.2.1 of the Technical Report, and as described in section 3.3.2 above. 

While traffic speed, and speed dependent NOX emission factors from road transport 
vehicles, are listed as uncertain input data (Table 8.2) and it is acknowledged that vehicle 
technology may not deliver the anticipated NOX emission reductions (section 2.3), the 
response is to note these as uncertainties rather than to first ensure that the inputs represent 
the best estimates (GAL, May 2016) and then to consider the remaining uncertainty. 

Other uncertainties previously raised by GAL (e.g. the fraction of NOx emitted as primary 
NO2; the NOx to NO2 conversion in ambient air, driving behaviour and traffic congestion, and 

                                                 
 

13 Annex 1 of A Second Runway for Gatwick – Air Quality Projections on the London Air Quality Plan 
(26 April 2016) 
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vehicle maintenance state and emission control system degradation) and deficiencies in 
modelling (sections 2.3.3 to 2.3.4 above) are not addressed in the draft AQP or Technical 
Report. 

The draft AQP refers to further work being carried out for the final AQP to address 
uncertainties, but it is not clear how these uncertainties will be taken into account in 
formulating the recommended plan measures. Two actions are discussed: 

 Further communication on uncertainty (section 9.1.3) and assessment of the 
uncertainties using IPCC guidance on calibrated uncertainty language;  

 Acknowledgment of the inevitable uncertainties, follow the plan decided, monitor the 
impact and adjust the measures as necessary. 

In addition to guidance on calibrated uncertainty language, the IPCC recommends 
transparent accounts are maintained of the decision-making process followed. As the PCM 
model is currently not available for public scrutiny or re-running by third parties, sufficient 
model input information and output data should be made available for meaningful checking 
to be undertaken. 

The Uncertainties chapter of the Technical Report concludes (section 8.5) that “Throughout 
the analysis, the best possible data sources, evidence and expert judgement surrounding … 
the modelling of air quality… have been utilised, thus providing a solid foundation for the 
results produced”. It further suggests that uncertainties can be reduced “in a multi-faceted 
way thus … building confidence in the way intervention measures can be effectively 
implemented”.  However, although uncertainties are discussed, a major element missing in 
the draft AQP is how these uncertainties will be reflected in the predictions made and the 
measures proposed. There is no evidence to indicate that the best estimates for input data 
will be used, and that calls into question whether the central forecast for planning of 
measures (section 8.2) is a sufficiently robust approach for the UK to ensure that it will 
conform to limit values as soon as possible. Previous plans have been shown to be overly 
optimistic in their projections of the future, and use of central forecasts, and at present there 
is no evidence to suggest that the forecasts supporting this AQP will be much more realistic.  

If, as with the Government’s previous air quality action plans, the measures do not deliver, it 
is not clear that the measures could be adjusted or additional measures put in place. In any 
case, as the Government’s final AQP is required to achieve compliance as soon as possible, 
it cannot be assumed that there are additional effective measures available that will not have 
already been taken into account. 

3.4 The draft Air Quality Plan holds out the prospect of London being 
compliant by 2025, but there is a lack of specific defined measures, 
timescales and commitments for implementation, or projections of 
outcomes; and the challenge would be much greater with a further 
runway at Heathrow – an issue which is entirely ignored in the Plan. 

The draft AQP acknowledges the unique air quality challenge in London and that it currently 
has the worst air quality in the UK.  The Mayor of London has statutory responsibilities for air 
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quality and there is a separate section in the draft AQP specifically describing the measures 
to be taken in Greater London14.   

The Mayor has been in post for just one year and already has the most ambitious and well 
advanced plan for improving air quality of any authority in the UK.  Planned or proposed 
measures include the introduction of the Emission Surcharge in the central London 
Congestion Zone in October 2017, the Ultra-Low Emission Zone (ULEZ), in the central 
London Congestion Zone brought forward to in April 2019 (subject to the results of public 
consultation), and possibly tightening the requirements of the current London-wide Low 
Emission Zone (LEZ).   

The need for further measures is also recognised by the Mayor. He is currently preparing his 
London Environmental Strategy for publication later this summer, which will replace the  Air 
Quality Strategy produced by his predecessor.  

The measures in the Mayor’s plan, particularly the ULEZ, are expected to materially improve 
air quality in the centre of London. It will not, however, be sufficient to ensure compliance 
with limit values either throughout central London or across the GLAQZ.   In particular the 
impact of the new measures in outer London including close to Heathrow, based on 
evidence in the Mayor’s consultation material, are likely to be minimal. 

Plans for the LEZ and the possible increase in the area of the ULEZ are still being developed 
and are expected to be subject to public consultation later this year. Given that any further 
measures will not have been published nor consulted on before July, it will not be possible to 
quantify their potential benefits with any degree of certainty, nor to rely on them, in the final 
AQP.  

More generally, there has been no comprehensive assessment of the impact of the Mayor’s 
full plan, either as part of the technical analysis informing the draft AQP, or by the Greater 
London Authority. 

Until the full package of measures has been confirmed as definite policy and their air quality 
impacts fully assessed, there remains very significant uncertainty as to when London will 
become compliant.  

It is certainly the case that insufficient information is currently available to provide any firm 
evidence that existing planned measures would improve air quality quickly and dramatically 
enough to make London compliant by 2025 or sooner, as asserted in the draft AQP. 

It is also currently impossible to understand the impact of these measures for the Heathrow 
area, even setting aside the fact that the draft AQP entirely ignores the impacts on air quality 
of a third runway at Heathrow being constructed during this period and operating by 2026. 

3.4.1 There is no analysis of the impact of LHR-NWR and how this could be 
accommodated within legal limits 

As noted earlier, the draft AQP extraordinarily fails to contain any consideration or analysis 
of the impact the Government’s preferred scheme for a new runway at Heathrow would have 
on London's air quality. This omission is despite the evidence that during construction and 
operation it would have major implications for road traffic, the area around Heathrow being 

                                                 
 

14 Section 7.4.5 of the 2107 draft Air Quality Plan 
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one of the most polluted hot spots in London, Heathrow Airport related activities contributing 
significantly to this pollution and, as is clear from the AC’s air quality assessment and the 
Government’s subsequent studies, the effects of LHR-NWR extending over a large part of 
London’s road network. 

Since the publication of its 2015 AQP, which did contain an analysis of measures to be taken 
by Heathrow Airport, Government has affirmed its support for the third runway at Heathrow 
and consulted on the draft NPS.  Yet the 2017 draft AQP neither acknowledges such a 
significant development, nor analyses its impact on the timescale for reducing pollution 
levels to below legal limits in London. 

Given the Government’s current preference for LHR-NWR, the air quality impacts of that 
scheme must be taken into account in the final AQP and the implications properly assessed. 

Considerations for a Heathrow Area CAZ in the Final AQP and Airports NPS 

It may well be the case that modelling for the final AQP will demonstrate that, even without 
the Government’s preference for LHR-NWR, a CAZ will need to be brought forward in the 
Heathrow area to achieve compliance in that part of the London in the shortest possible 
time. Indeed it would be surprising if this was not the case given the current highly elevated 
levels of pollution in the Heathrow area.  

Assuming a CAZ is necessary, it will be for the relevant local authorities to then determine 
the nature and extent of any CAZ, including the need for vehicle charging. As noted earlier, 
the draft AQP makes clear that the Government’s support for any charging CAZ would be 
given only if:  

i) all alternative measures to secure compliance have been examined and it is shown that 
a charging CAZ is necessary to achieve compliance in the shortest time possible; and   

ii) the impacts on individuals and business, as well as wider implications and potential 
unintended consequences of the charging CAZ are fully understood. 

In circumstances where such a CAZ is planned, it would clearly then be necessary to re-
assess the effects of LHR-NWR against the projected revised future air quality baseline 
conditions, to understand whether its development would prolong the timescale for when 
compliance would otherwise be achieved, or would cause a breach to recur at a later date as 
a result of there being insufficient headroom beneath limit values to accommodate the 
effects of expansion there. 

The draft Airports NPS foreshadows the possibility of an emissions charging zone being 
necessary to make Heathrow expansion lawful. However, given that the Government’s 
priority is firstly to achieve compliance with limit values, such an option can be considered in 
the Airports NPS only if an equally onerous chargeable CAZ has already been found not to 
be necessary to achieve compliance in that area in the shortest time possible. Even 
assuming that this was the case, the additional costs and implications on residents and 
businesses, as well as its potential unintended consequences, would clearly also have to be 
evaluated in the same way as any other charging CAZ, before being properly taken into 
account in any decision to offer policy support for LHR-NWR in the Airports NPS. 

Furthermore, consistent with Government policy for other measures to be considered by the 
relevant local authorities, such consideration must include whether not to support, or delay 
support for, LHR-NWR before committing to a vehicle charging type CAZ. 
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3.4.2 The Government should not repeat the mistakes of the past 

In view of the absence from the draft Plan of any future projections of future air quality, the 
significantly greater challenge of achieving compliance which arises due to adoption of more 
realistic vehicle emission factors, the deficiencies in the work and the draft AQPs 
acknowledgement of the inherent uncertainties in making future air quality projections, it is 
clear that the Government cannot rely on its latest air quality studies to support the 
proposition that the LHR-NWR scheme can be implemented in compliance with legal limits. 

To do so would risk a repetition of events in 2009 when a previous Government, as is now 
clear, wrongly concluded that air quality would improve sufficiently around Heathrow in the 
period to 2020 to provide headroom for Heathrow expansion within legal limits.  

That previous Government’s support was based on air quality forecasts that the area around 
Heathrow would be compliant with limits by 201515.  Those predictions, which were based on 
what was considered at the time to be the best available evidence, can now be seen to have 
been grossly optimistic – with monitored levels in 2015 continuing to far exceed the 40ug/m3 
limit value16.  

The latest baseline predictions (and the unsubstantiated claim in the draft AQP that 
compliance can be achieved by 2025) demonstrate that these earlier predictions were at 
least 10 years too optimistic. 

The Government must assess very carefully, in the light of the best evidence now available, 
the inherent uncertainties and past optimism bias in previous air quality predictions, and 
therefore the risk that air quality will not improve as quickly as predicted and expansion at 
Heathrow could in practice turn out to be illegal.  

The consequences of repeating previous mistakes and finding out later that LHR-NWR 
cannot lawfully be taken forward would, as we stated in our May submission, be hugely 
damaging to the UK‘s post Brexit economic interests. 

It is incumbent on the Government to ensure it does not repeat the mistakes of the past. 

 

4. Implications of the draft Air Quality Plan for the Airports NPS 

4.1 The Government's position in the draft NPS is not justified 

Even before the publication of the draft AQP, URAS 2017 highlighted the “high risk” that the 
operation of LHR-NWR in 2025/26 would lead to a delay to the date that the GLAQZ would 
become compliant with legal limits.  

                                                 
 

15 Project for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow - Air Quality Studies for Heathrow: Base 
Case, Segregated Mode, Mixed Mode and Third Runway Scenarios modelled using ADMS-Airport - 
DfT (2007) 
16 The Government asserted in 2007 that NO2 concentrations would fall rapidly and compliance would 
be achieved, prior to opening the runway in 2015. The prediction made for the Hillingdon monitoring 
site, a short distance to the north of Heathrow was that the NO2 concentration would be 36 μg/m3 in 
2015. It was in fact 52μg/m3, a difference of 16 μg/m3, significantly in breach of the limit value (without 
expansion of Heathrow), rather than comfortably below the limit value. The data for 2016 suggest 
concentrations are still at 52ug (still 29% above the limit). 
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Whilst the URAS 2017 included assessments based on more realistic vehicle emission 
factors, the impacts of LHR-NWR were nonetheless, for reasons set out in our May 
submission, understated and some aspects not even assessed. There are also, as now 
acknowledged in the draft AQP, many uncertainties. Thus, even in some of the scenarios 
tested in 2030 which predict compliance, the margin for error between lawful and unlawful is 
very small and the continuing risk cannot be dismissed. 

The draft AQP does not provide sufficient detail of the measures proposed to enable their 
effects on future air quality to be assessed. In particular, the commitment to achieve 
compliance in London by 2025, is currently unsubstantiated, and the draft AQP provides no 
analysis of the impacts of LHR-NWR or of how this could be accommodated within legal 
limits.  

Accordingly it is clear that Government’s position that with mitigation LHR-NWR is capable of 
delivery by 2026 within legal limits on air quality does not stand up to any reasonable 
scrutiny, and there remains significant uncertainty as to when sufficient ‘headroom’ beneath 
limit values would be available for Heathrow expansion to take place (given the clear 
evidence of adverse air quality effects during the operational phases and the as yet unknown 
effects during the construction phase). 

4.2 The air quality challenge is clearly greater than previously acknowledged, 
and future outcomes clearly much more uncertain 

The draft AQP’s use of more realistic emission factors has exposed the fact that the air 
quality challenge faced by the Government and Local Authorities, including the Mayor of 
London, is much greater than acknowledged by previous plans and projections. 

Comparing the 2015 AQP with the draft AQP, concentrations in London are predicted to be 
20% higher in 2020 than previously predicted, and still more than twice the legal limit. 

This means that much more forceful and onerous measures, which go beyond even the 
Mayor’s ambitious plans, will therefore be necessary just to maintain the previous 2015 
AQP’s prediction of compliance in London by 2025. 

The draft AQP has also now recognised the many uncertainties in future predictions. These 
uncertainties must be fully and properly assessed prior to reaching any decision that 
supports LHR-NWR on the assumption that air quality will be compliant notwithstanding the 
impacts of that scheme. 

4.3 There is currently no firm and committed plan which can demonstrate 
Heathrow expansion would be legal in 2026 

The Government’s priority is to achieve compliance across all parts of the UK (including all 
parts of London) in the shortest possible time.  

It is important that, when the final AQP and its predictions are published, greater 
understanding can be gained as to the timeframe within which the area around Heathrow 
and other parts of London can realistically be expected to become compliant. 

Because of the current breaches of legal limits around Heathrow, it is seems likely that the 
final AQPGL may require, subject to detailed analysis, the introduction of a chargeable CAZ 
in that area. This would be in addition to the Mayor of London’s existing proposals. 
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If, in order to achieve compliance in the shortest time possible, a more onerous CAZ than 
the Mayor’s current London-wide LEZ proposal is necessary (e.g. one also including charges 
for cars) this could take away a main mechanism identified in the draft Airports NPS as 
assisting Heathrow to be lawfully expanded. 

However, at the present time, insufficient information is available to provide assurance that 
the measures proposed in the draft AQP will improve air quality quickly and dramatically 
enough to allow LHR-NWR to come forward lawfully by 2026 or 2030. 

4.4 The challenge Government faces is establishing a sound basis to 
designate an Airports NPS including support for expansion of Heathrow 

In our May submission, we explained that the need for more airport capacity is more urgent 
than ever, with latest air traffic forecasts increasing further and opportunities from Brexit 
meaning that the UK needs more runway capacity well before 2030. 

It is clear from the draft AQP that the Government does not have the benefit of any revised 
future projections of air quality on which it can rely to make a sound decision on the 
lawfulness of LHR-NWR, let alone any robust projections.  

Furthermore, because some measures in the draft AQP, such as CAZs, are still to be firmly 
and fully defined, and because of the need to rectify the various deficiencies identified by 
GAL and others, in relation both to the future baseline predictions in the draft AQP and the 
assessed effects of LHR-NWR, it will be some considerable time before it does have the 
predictions and evidence necessary to make a sound decision. 

The Government is therefore in a very difficult position if it wishes to continue to support 
LHR-NWR. 

One option it could take would be to undertake, and consult, on the findings of further 
detailed studies to establish a firm and sound evidence base which clearly demonstrates the 
timeframe and requirements for when and how LHR-NWR could be lawfully brought forward, 
but accept that this would take a considerable time and therefore conflict with the urgent 
need for more airport capacity. 

Another option would be to press ahead with designating the Airports NPS as currently 
planned, accepting the very real risk that, as with previous predictions, it will be found out 
later that expansion at Heathrow cannot be delivered consistent with legal obligations in the 
timeframe required. Such an approach would also accept the not inconsiderable risk of legal 
challenge to the reasonableness of such a decision and the hugely damaging consequences 
for the UK economy of failure to deliver urgently needed capacity.  

Finally it may be thought that the Government could add to the measures that are included in 
the final AQP, to provide ‘headroom’ for Heathrow expansion in the timeframe required. 
However, given that the final AQP is already required to include measures designed to 
achieve compliance in the shortest time possible, it seems unlikely that there would be much 
scope to achieve this. If such additional measures are available, they should already have 
been included in order to comply with the law. If, in the event that some further measures are 
identified between now and July, those measures would need to be clearly set out and 
explanation and evidence provided as to why they are additional to those in the draft AQP . 
The additional economic and social consequences of such measures, including on 
businesses and individuals, would also need to be taken into account in its decision to 
support expansion at Heathrow rather than Gatwick in the final the Airports NPS. 
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If the final Air Quality Plan does not make allowance for the effect of Heathrow expansion, 
that Plan would also need to be revised if and when expansion there is supported.  

Under all of these options, robust safeguards in the form of a triple-lock (see below) must be 
clearly and precisely set out in the NPS to counter the risks of Heathrow expansion causing 
a breach or delay to legal compliance. 

 ‘Triple-Lock’ - safeguards to counter the risk of non-compliance 

In our May submission we set out the details of a ‘triple-lock’, that would be essential to 
include in the Airports NPS, to ensure that a decision to support expansion of Heathrow was 
not based on a scenario where ongoing breaches of air quality limit values are effectively 
given Government support: 

i) No construction to begin until air quality around Heathrow has met legal limits for a 
period of at least three consecutive years; 

ii) No construction to begin, and no new capacity to be released at the expanded airport, 
until an independent, statutory body has verified that baseline ground level 
concentrations has fallen to the point where there is sufficient ‘headroom’ beneath legal 
limits such that construction can take place and new capacity can subsequently be 
released, taking into account  the assessed benefits of planned mitigation measures, 
without any likely breach of air quality limits arising 

iii) A contingency plan, backed by the necessary legal powers, to bring air quality back into 
compliance as quickly as possible should the legal limits be breached as the airport 
expands, despite the first two safeguards. 

Whilst such safeguards will inevitably introduce significant investor uncertainty, they would 
be essential because of the uncertainties inherent in air quality predictions – uncertainties 
which will persist even during and following any Development Consent Order process. 

These safeguards would need to sit alongside the Government’s current confirmation in the 
draft Airports NPS that it would not approve expansion if it would lead to a breach of the 
UK’s legal duties in respect of air quality limits. 

4.5 The draft Air Quality Plan does not change the position that Gatwick 
expansion does not present any risk of exceeding legal limits and can be 
delivered by 2025. 

Unlike at Heathrow, air quality in the Gatwick area is already well within legal limits. 

The URAS 2017 concludes that LGW is unlikely to impact on compliance. 

The draft AQP (Consultation Document) identifies 40 Local Authorities with one or more 
roads persistently exceeding legal limits. No Local Authorities around Gatwick are amongst 
them. 

Furthermore the impacts of LGW-2R are, as acknowledged in URAS 2017, likely to be 
conservative - not least because the model validation process used by the AC and then 
relied on in URAS 2017 is likely to have overstated the impacts of LGW-2R by up to 18%. 
Even with the uncertainties inherent in modelling, it can therefore be confidently concluded 
that the draft AQP does not change the position that LGW-2R can be lawfully delivered by 
2025. 
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5. Conclusions 

It is clear that the draft AQP does not provide substantive evidence supporting the 
Government’s position in the Airports NPS that, with mitigation, LHR-NWR is capable of 
delivery by 2026 within legal limits on air quality. 

This is because the draft AQP demonstrates that the air quality problems are far greater than 
previously thought, and shows that the studies underpinning the draft Airports NPS are 
based on a legal interpretation of compliance that is flawed, and on assessments and 
modelled predictions that are seriously deficient and highly uncertain. Furthermore, the 
measures proposed in the draft AQP are not sufficiently defined to enable their effects to be 
accurately assessed. 

For all these reasons, significant uncertainty also remains as to when Heathrow expansion 
could lawfully take place beyond 2026. Yet, extraordinarily, the draft AQP entirely ignores 
the impacts the third runway scheme would have on air quality. 

The Government faces a serious dilemma if it is minded to continue its support LHR-NWR. 

It could defer such support until it has carried out further detailed studies, once the new AQP 
has been adopted and its measures fully defined, in order to soundly establish the effects of 
the new measures and assess the impacts which LHR-NWR would have on compliance with 
legal limits. In so doing Government would have to rectify the various deficiencies identified 
by GAL and others, in relation both to the future baseline PCM predictions, and the 
assessed effects of LHR-NWR, as well as assessing carefully the risks inherent in the 
extensive uncertainties highlighted in the draft AQP. The Government would also need to 
consult on the findings of such further studies. 

Alternatively it could press ahead with support for LHR-NWR on the basis of the current 
inadequate evidence and at high risk of promoting a scheme that will subsequently be found 
not to be able to be delivered, with the hugely damaging consequences for the UK economy. 

In all cases, it will be essential that robust safeguards are clearly and precisely set out in the 
Airports NPS to counter the risks of Heathrow expansion causing a breach or delay to legal 
compliance. 

If the final AQP does not make allowance for the effect of Heathrow expansion, that Plan 
would also need to be revised if expansion there is supported. 

The 2017 draft AQP does not change the position that the second runway scheme at 
Gatwick continues to offer a credible alternative which can be lawfully delivered by 2025. 

Given the need for more airport capacity is now more urgent than ever, and the real risk that 
expansion of Heathrow will be unlawful, these are compelling reasons why the Government 
should seriously consider supporting expansion of Gatwick as an alternative to, or in addition 
to, Heathrow expansion. 

 

 

 

 


