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INQUIRY INTO NOISE FROM HEATHROW AIRPORT

This report - Noise from Heathrow Airport - sets out the results from the Group’s first
inquiry in response to representations from members of the public to the effect that
successive Governments, Parliament, the aviation industry and the media have under-
estimated and continue to under-estimate the impact of noise from Heathrow’s flight paths.
The inquiry considered the present and future noise impact of Heathrow’s flight paths, with
the existing two runways, and with the third runway as proposed by Heathrow Airports
Limited to the Airports Commission. We did not examine the noise impact of the proposed
extension of the existing northern runway at Heathrow, because less noise assessment data
had been published for this proposal than for the third runway proposal at the time of the
inquiry. In the time available we have not examined ground noise from the airport itself,
including its road traffic which is a significant enough problem to merit an inquiry of its own.

The Group is grateful to the witnesses who took part in the Group’s oral evidence sessions
and to those who submitted written responses to the Group’s consultation questions.

Publication/website

Noise from Heathrow Airport can be found online at the Group’s website
www.heathrowappg.com, together with the written evidence and transcripts of evidence

given in oral hearings.

Contacts


http://www.heathrowappg.com/

FOREWORD

Heathrow Airport, by a colossal margin, is the largest noise polluter in Europe. It currently
affects over 760,000 people from noise at levels that cause significant annoyance.

No other country in Europe allows this. The “next worst” airport in Europe affects less than
one third of Heathrow’s total. Schipol - the airport much quoted as Heathrow’s hub
competitor - affects sixteen times less. Heathrow is a huge problem: it is a very noisy
neighbour.

But does noise disturbance really matter? Unequivocally yes, it does, say the World Health
Organisation (WHO). Their research shows the deleterious effect that excessive noise has
on the whole population, but particularly to the vulnerable - children, the elderly, those with
underlying cardiovascular and mental health conditions. The WHO’s key guidance
documents explain the effect that a noise environment above 55 decibels has on society:
increasing aggressive behaviours; increasing stress hormones, increasing blood pressure
levels, reducing helping behaviours and hindering child development. For a Government to
fail to address this problem would demonstrate a Victorian disregard for the population of
London.

At this moment, a debate is going on in the UK as to whether we need aviation expansion in
the South East and the Davies Airports Commission have been tasked to choose whether
this should mean an expansion of Heathrow or Gatwick.

Each member of the Group has his or her personal views for or against runway expansion at
Heathrow, but there is a general concern about a lack of transparency in Heathrow’s
proposal for an extra runway. Flight path information is not readily available to the public
who do not know what is being examined behind closed doors. Given that whole swathes
of London will be affected for the first time by flight path noise, and areas already affected
risk losing respite periods, this is simply not democratic. This matters more following
Heathrow Airport Limited’s admission that they will not stop expanding after a third

runway.

We have created a list of actions that we feel are necessary to tackle the existing problem
and that are central to the consideration of any third runway. In the view of the clear
evidence of the negative effect on the colossal population of London it simply beggars belief
that Heathrow is again under consideration.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

World Health Organisation Guidelines & Noise Measurement Indicators

WHO Guideline noise levels are not measured despite existence of the Guidelines for 15
years. There has been a serious failure of policy in not translating the Guidelines into active
management of aircraft noise. There is no practical reason for not doing so.

Existing noise indicators show high impact of noise on local communities from Heathrow
flights but the measurement inadequacies lead to poor recognition of the impact.

The gap between WHO Guideline noise levels and levels measured using existing indicators
can only be guessed at but it is likely to be significantly adverse.

Reducing the noise gap is likely to take time but can only begin to occur when WHO
Guideline measurements are introduced into policy and management of aircraft noise and
this should occur without further delay.

Comparison of Heathrow noise with other UK and European airports further confirms the
disproportionate impact of Heathrow.

Aircraft noise is exempt from a legal framework, such as applies for example to air pollution.
The Group concludes that this is inequitable and leads to an unfair balance between the
noise impact on local communities and the benefits of aviation in the wider economy.

A third runway under most assumptions increases the population exposed compared to
continuing with two runways. Undoubtedly the flight path changes impact the estimates
and since these have not been included in the published two runway case too much weight
should not be placed on the comparison. What is clear is that the population exposed to
Heathrow’s aircraft noise remains high through to 2050, well above the WHO Guideline
values and reduces only slowly over time.

In recent years, and with encouragement from the EU, supplementary noise indicators have
been devised to measure the several effects that noise has on people - for example, the
number and frequency of intermittent noise events of overhead aircraft. New indicators are
welcome and the Group makes further recommendations including replacement of the
existing LAEQ indicator. But these improvements should not overshadow the single main
issue that noise levels from Heathrow aircraft are far too high, however measured. This
comes back to the essential need to introduce the WHO Guidelines as the key standard
against which to measure and manage noise reduction.



Scope for Less Noisy Aircraft Fleet

Heathrow claim that the hundreds of thousands of additional flights from a potential third
runway would be quieter than the situation today. However the dramatic increase in the
number of flights into Heathrow in recent years means that although individual aircraft have
become quieter — Concorde retiring for example - the environment is one of continual
harmful noise energy.

Historically, technology significantly reduced the noise levels of aircraft but the rate of
change is a fraction of what it once was. There is now a trade-off in aircraft design between
the need to reduce noise and carbon dioxide emissions, leading to greater uncertainty
about noise reduction.

The design and timing of the introduction of new less noisy aircraft in twenty or more years
is uncertain. The Airports Commission seemingly shares our view that HAL has been over
optimistic in its forecasts, and has reduced the replacement rate in its appraisal of HAL's
forecasts.

Population growth is a major factor determining the number of people exposed to aircraft
noise with estimates of London wide growth of 37% by 2050. HAL have produced estimates
of population exposed with and without population growth. For example, by 2030 the
difference could be 20%, other things being equal and excluding a third runway. The
absence of definitive flight path detail only adds to the uncertain impact of population
growth and its location.

Scope for Less Noisy Operational Procedures

HAL plans on making some operational changes even if a third runway isn’t built such as
altering the angle of descent of planes on arrival, which can reduce noise levels. The Group
welcomes this but there is insufficient information to determine the timing and overall net
effect of these changes being proposed. Some procedures are localised, others produce
adverse effects and some require investment in technical advances. It is unclear how the
proposal integrates with the re-design of London’s airspace currently underway by NATS.
The Group is concerned there may be over optimism and asks for a robust consultation to
be carried out on each proposal.

Flight Paths for a Three Runway Scenario

Adding a new runway to Heathrow will lead to 50% more flights and therefore the general
assumption is that more people will be affected by noise not only during the day, but also at
night.

HAL have not released the definitive flight paths that would be used with a third runway and
until they do, the numbers of people affected cannot be fully estimated. What is quite clear
is that the population exposed to Heathrow’s aircraft noise remains high through to 2050,
well above the WHO Guideline values.



Regardless of whether or not a third runway is developed, it is likely that there will be a
major re-direction of Heathrow’s flight paths in the next decade or so, which would result in
huge areas of London and the Thames Valley being overflown that have never previously
been overflown on a regular basis.

Daytime Respite from Aircraft Noise

The third and southern runways would operate on mixed mode in an alternating pattern
resulting in use for approximately 12 hours a day and respite for approximately four hours a
day. The existing northern runway would retain eight hours of respite. Mixed mode
increases the overall runway capacity of the airport and in the past mixed mode has been
strongly resisted by the communities affected as has any reduction in respite. People,
depending on their location, often receive noise from more than one runway and some
could even receive noise from three runways which would interrupt respite. The sheer
number of planes makes this almost inevitable.

Night Flights

It was disappointing to learn that Heathrow has no plans to end night flights, even with a
third runway, and even though night flights account for less than two per cent of
Heathrow’s air traffic. Those of us with constituents who live under the flight paths are well
aware that night flights are the primary noise concern.

Reaching Capacity with Three Runways

Heathrow suffers from lack of resilience which is needed when operations do not go to plan
for example due to adverse weather. Lack of resilience has noise implications because it
tends to result in respite being interrupted and extra flights in the early morning shoulder
period and pressure to reduce the restrictions on night flights. HAL maintains that it has
built in sufficient resilience, but there remains concern that this may not be adequate and
independent confirmation is needed.

Fourth Runway and Future Predictions

HAL have confirmed that a business case is already underway for a fourth runway. All
calculations and assessments relating to expansion by one runway must take into account
the likelihood and practicalities of a fourth.



ACTIONS

The Government Should:

1.
2.

Provide the legal status of the WHO community noise guideline values.

Clarify the UK’s strategy and timetable for reducing the levels of community noise
for air traffic and from other major noise sources to below the WHO guideline
values.

Provide the interim and long term targets over the next twenty-five years for
reducing air traffic noise at Heathrow (and other UK airports) to below the WHO
guideline values.

Airports Commission Should:

1.

Provide its noise assessments based on the LDEN noise indicator to include the lower
WHO guideline values and the supplementary noise indicators that we have asked
HAL to introduce.

Ensure its noise assessments identify more clearly all the flight paths that could be
used for the proposed third runway at Heathrow and the areas that would be
overflown that are not overflown regularly at present.

Ensure its noise assessments identify more clearly all possible changes to the flight
paths for the existing runways as a consequence of the proposed third runway and
the areas that would be overflown, including areas that are not overflown regularly
at present.

Ensure its noise assessments factor in the possibility that Heathrow with a third
runway would experience resilience difficulties as it nears 740 000 aircraft
movements per year.

Recommend in its final report that air traffic in the night period should be phased
out at Heathrow and across South East England; and that runway alternation should
be retained at Heathrow throughout the day period.

Confirm that all residents under existing and all possible new flight paths will be
consulted before the Commission gives its final recommendation.

Heathrow Airport Limited Should:

1.

Ensure its noise assessments based on the LDEN noise indicator include the lower
WHO guideline values; that they use a number of additional supplementary noise
indicators; and that they discontinue the use of the LEQ noise indicator.

Confirm the expected rate of aircraft noise reduction to 2025; and whether the
incentives to hasten the introduction of less noisy aircraft can be strengthened.



3. Provide a comprehensive plan for the proposed noise-management operational
procedures and the changes to Heathrow’s airspace from the London Airspace
Management Programme.

4. ldentify measures that are needed to prevent new residential properties from being
built under Heathrow’s existing and future flight paths.

5. Ensure its noise assessments factor in the possibility that Heathrow with a third
runway would experience increasing resilience difficulties as it nears 740 000 aircraft
movements per year.



INQUIRY PROCEDURE AND METHODOLOGY

1. The inquiry was conducted along the following lines: an initial session of oral evidence
was held in order to help scope the parameters of the inquiry and to prepare a set of
questions for public consultation; the questions were then sent to selected
organisations in the aviation, local government and community sectors, with a general
invitation to any other organisation or individual to submit their views; the responses
and the reference literature were analysed and a preliminary report was prepared;
finalisation of the report was then delayed pending the publication of the Airport
Commission’s recent consultation document and supporting documents, in order to take
account of the Commission’s views and to identify any additional material relevant to
the inquiry.

2. The report itself has been structured around the ten topics that formed the basis of the
consultation questions. The questions are listed in Appendix 2 to this report. It was
recognised that many more questions might have been asked, given the scope of the
subject matter and the long controversy surrounding it. But it was felt that too many
guestions would impose an unreasonable burden on consultees, given the short
consultation period. It was therefore decided to concentrate the inquiry around what
the Group considered to be the core strategic questions concerning aircraft noise from
Heathrow’s flight paths.

3. The first four questions concern the flight path noise between 2012 and 2025, the final
six questions concern the flight path noise between 2025 and 2040. The significance of
the break point is that 2025 is the earliest year by which the third runway, as proposed
by HAL to the Airports Commission, would come into use. The questions after 2025 do
not assume that a third runway would be built; they consider the flight path noise with
two runways and with a possible third runway, as proposed by HAL.

4. Written responses were received from the seventeen organisations listed in Appendix 3
to this report. Copies of the responses are available on the Group’s website at
www.heathrowappg.com. The Group is grateful for the work that respondents put over

such a short deadline.

5. Responses that specifically addressed the ten questions were sorted into question
response templates (these are on the Group’s website) and then the relevant issues for
each question were analysed in question analysis templates.

6. Some respondents submitted or referred to published reports, so that there were over 1
000 pages of evidence submitted plus the evidence from the preliminary oral hearing.
Respondents made reference to other published material and these and other
references examined by the inquiry are listed in Appendix 4 to this report. The Airports
Commission’s recent consultation document and supporting documents have been
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7.

examined to ensure as far as possible that amendments and additional evidence
prepared by HAL and the Commission have been reflected in the inquiry.

The inquiry noted that approximately two thirds of the submitted material specifically
linked to the questions related to the first four questions (i.e. the flight path noise
between 2012 and 2025 with two runways), with approximately one third of the
material related to the final six questions (i.e. the flight path noise between 2025 and
2040 with two and possibly three runways), with the response from HAL accounting for
much of that one third. This is perhaps explained by the fact that there is more data
upon which to reach a view for the period up to 2025, whereas beyond 2025 is
somewhat speculative, with HAL in ‘pole position’ to fill the data gap.

In order to give justice to the weight of evidence received by the inquiry, the report
gives more space to the first four topics than to the final six. But neither the sequence in
which the report addresses each topic nor the length of coverage given should taken as
a conscious or unconscious indication of the relative importance that the Group
attached to each topic.

As indicated above, the individual responses received by the inquiry are available on the
Group’s website. In the report itself limited reference is made to named individual
respondents, with anonymity the general rule for the first four topics. This rule is relaxed
somewhat for the final six questions because, as stated above, the predominant
respondent was HAL.
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INQUIRY TOPIC ONE:

WHO GUIDELINES ON COMMUNITY NOISE

Question

1.1. Consultees were asked by what margin - in terms of the number of people affected -
does the present noise from Heathrow’s existing flight paths exceed the World Health
Organisation (WHO) guideline values on community noise in the day/evening period (0700-
2300) and in the night period (2300-0700). How does this compare with other airports
within the UK and the EU?

Background

1.2. In 1980, WHO published Environmental Health Criteria 12 - Noise which recommended,
on the basis of the most recent research, that for community noise:

- general daytime outdoor noise levels of less than 55 decibels (LAEQ) are desirable “to
prevent any significant community annoyance”; and

- at night a lower level - in the order of 45 decibels (LAEQ), depending upon local housing
conditions and other factors - is desirable “to meet sleep criteria”.

1.3. In 1999, the WHO published Guidelines for Community Noise which took into account
research since 1980 and listed values for the onset of the health effects of noise in fifteen

specific environments (including schools and hospitals) that national governments are
recommended to achieve in the long term. The day and night values recommended in 1980
were supplemented:

- 50 decibels (LAEQ) to avoid moderate annoyance in the daytime;
- 60 decibels (LAMAX) in the night.

1.4. In 2009, the WHO Regional Office for Europe published the Night Noise Guidelines for
Europe, which took into account research since 1999 and recommended:

- 40 decibels (LAEQ) as the long term target at night (i.e. instead of 45 decibels (LAEQ) as
recommended since 1980); and

- 55 decibels (LAEQ) as an interim target at night where 40 decibels cannot be achieved in

the short term “for various reasons, and where policy-makers choose to adopt a
stepwise approach.”
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1.5. The WHO guideline values of application to the majority of the population - for the day
and evening periods (0700-2300) and the night period (2300-0700) - are summarised in the
table below.

Specific environment Critical health effects LAEQ (dB) Hours LAMAX (dB)
Outdoor living area Serious annoyance 55 16
Moderate annoyance 50 16
Outside bedrooms Sleep disturbance (open window) short term 55 8 60
Sleep disturbance (open window) long term 40 8 60
Source: WHO

Responses - Heathrow and WHO

1.6. Responses to the first part of the question indicated that there is no systematic
assessment of air traffic noise at Heathrow against the WHO guideline values. Because of
this, responses indicated, it is therefore not possible to provide figures for the number of
people who are exposed to noise levels at Heathrow above the WHO guideline values.

1.7. The noise measurements that are taken at Heathrow include the higher WHO guideline
values - 55 decibels LAEQ for each of the day, evening and night periods - but their inclusion
does not appear to be linked to monitoring against, or to movement to below, the WHO
values. Moreover, there is no measurement of the lower WHO values - 50 decibels LAEQ, for
the day/evening period (0700-2300) and 40 decibels LAEQ and 60 decibels LAMAX for the
night period (2300-0700). The table below gives the number of people (in thousands) who in
2012 were exposed to noise from Heathrow’s flight paths at or above the higher WHO LAEQ
guideline values.

Specific Critical health effects LAEQ (dB) Hours Population (000)
environment

Outdoor living area | Serious annoyance 55 0700-1900 429.8
Serious annoyance 55 1900-2300 382.2
Moderate annoyance 50 0700-1900 ?
Moderate annoyance 50 1900-2300 ?

Outside bedrooms Sleep disturbance (open window) short term 55 2300-0700 59.8
Sleep disturbance (open window) long term 40 2300-0700 ?

Source: ERCD Report 1305: Noise Action Plan Contours for Heathrow Airport in 2012 by Civil
Aviation Authority (Environmental Research and Consultancy Department)
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Responses - Heathrow and Other Airports

1.8. In the absence of figures for the WHO guideline values, responses to the second part of
the question referred to the figures for the “LDEN” noise indicator (which utilises weighted
values for day/evening/night and is examined in Topic 2). The number of people exposed to
the LDEN values in 2006 ! is set out in the table below.

UK Airports EU Airports

London Population (000) Other Regions Population (000) Population (000)
Heathrow 725.5 Manchester 94.0 Heathrow 725.5
London City 12.2 Glasgow 63.6 Frankfurt 238.7
Gatwick 11.9 Birmingham 47.9 Brussels 173.3
Stansted 9.4 Aberdeen 16.3 Paris (C. de G.) 170.0
Luton 8.6 Edinburgh 15.0 Paris Orly 110.0
Southampton 12.1 Amsterdam 43.7
Madrid Barajas 43.3
Rome Fiumicino 34.4

1.9. HAL argued that the number of people exposed to Heathrow air traffic was similar to
that of major U.S. hubs. HAL's report A Quieter Heathrow (May 2013) includes figures
showing similar numbers of people exposed to 65 LDEN at Heathrow and at three U.S.
airports?.

Findings - Heathrow and WHO

1.10. The Group was surprised to learn from respondents that air traffic noise
measurements for Heathrow do not include the full range of the WHO guideline values for
community noise. The WHO first published guideline values in 1980 - thirty-four years ago -
which were then updated in 1999 and again in 2009, in each case in line with the most
recent research into the health effects of exposure to community noise (including the
effects on vulnerable groups).

1.11. The Group considers that it is essential that the full range of WHO guideline values
should be measured at Heathrow, as the starting point for assessing the extent to which
aircraft noise is still a problem. Without the full WHO data, residents will have grounds for
continuing to argue that the scale of the problem at Heathrow is being under-stated; and
the Government and aviation industry may reach an unduly complacent conclusion that the
problem is no more than a residual one.

! Member States were required to publish noise maps and supporting data for the years 2006 and 2011. The figures for 2011 have
evidently not yet been collated and were not cited in any of the responses.

2 HAL’s report A Quieter Heathrow (May 2013) includes figures showing similar numbers of people exposed to 65 LDEN at Heathrow
and at three U.S. airports. The data does not go down to the noise levels in the comparative table above.
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1.12. As regards Heathrow’s performance against the WHO guideline values, the limited
figures available to the Group indicate that 430 000 people between 0700-1900 and 382 000
people between 1900-2300 were exposed to air traffic noise at or above the 55 decibel
‘serious annoyance’ threshold in 2012, despite the WHO value having been in place since
1980. For the night period (2300-0700), 60 000 were exposed to air traffic noise at or above
the 55 decibel ‘interim’ threshold for avoiding ‘sleep disturbance’, despite the WHO ‘long
term’ value of 45 decibels having been in place since 1980 (and having been lowered to 40
decibels in 2009). The Group considers that these are significant numbers of people, despite
the progressive withdrawal of the noisiest aircraft in the years before 2012.

1.13. In the absence of measured data, it is not possible to say with any confidence what
number of people are exposed to the lower WHO values of 50 decibels between 0700-2300
and 40 decibels (and 60 Lmax) between 2300-0700. Respondents provided some estimates,
but the Group is reluctant to endorse these without measured data. The Group nevertheless
agrees with the basic assumption behind the estimates that the size of the population
exposed for the lower WHO guideline values will - all things being equal - include and
exceed the size of the population exposed to the higher WHO guideline values. An
indication of the magnitude of the increase can be appreciated by comparing for 2012 the
number of people exposed between 2300-0700 to air traffic noise at or above 55 decibels
(60 000) with the more than three times the number exposed to 50 or more decibels (197
000).

1.14. Respondents contrasted the high priority that the Government has given to complying
with air quality values that are based on WHO recommendations with the evidently lower
priority that has been given to complying with the WHO community noise values. The
comment was made that the air quality values have been made mandatory under EU
legislation whereas the community noise values are not yet mandatory at either EU or UK
level. The Group notes the different legal standings but considers that action on the
community noise values should form the basis of noise assessment and long term noise
reduction at Heathrow (and other UK airports) without having to wait for EU legislation to
force the issue.

1.15. Respondents drew the Group’s attention to the strategic noise mapping for London in
2011, which shows that the area around Heathrow and under its flight paths experience
levels of noise from road traffic that are likely to exceed the WHO guideline values. The
Group agrees that action is needed to bring down road traffic noise levels, and that action to
reduce community noise in west London should not be focussed solely on air traffic at
Heathrow.

1.16. Respondents pointed out the extent to which the number of people within Heathrow’s
57 decibel contour has decreased since the 1970s. The Group acknowledges that long term
air traffic noise trends must be taken into account, and this we do under Topic Three.
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Findings - Heathrow and Other Airports

1.17. The Group notes the views of respondents that the LDEN noise indicator provides the
best substitute - in the absence of the complete WHO data - for comparing the number of
people affected by air traffic noise at different airports.

1.18. The Group notes the large adverse gap between the number of people within the
Heathrow LDEN 55 decibel contour compared with: (a) London’s other main airports; (b)
airports in other parts of the UK; and (c) airports in other EU countries. The figures underline
the scale of the challenge that Heathrow faces in meeting the WHO guideline values
compared with the other airports, particularly in comparison with the hubs with which
Heathrow is said to be in direct competition for transfer passengers (Amsterdam, Frankfurt
and Paris).

1.19. The Group notes that the number of people exposed to LDEN 65 decibels from flight
paths at Heathrow is similar to that of three U. S. hubs - Chicago, Los Angeles and JFK New
York. But no evidence was produced re: the 55LDEN comparisons between Heathrow and
the American airports.

Actions

1.20. The Group will ask HAL to expand its assessment of air traffic noise based on the
LDEN noise indicator to include the WHO guideline values for community noise of 50 and
55 decibels LAEQ for the day/evening period (0700-2300) and for 40 and 55 decibels LAEQ
and 60 decibels LAMAX for the night period (2300-0700).

1.21. The Group will ask the Government for clarification of (a) the legal status of the
WHO guideline values; and (b) the UK’s strategy and timetable for reducing the levels of
community noise from aircraft and from other major noise sources to below the WHO
guideline values. The Group will also ask the Government to set targets for reducing
aircraft noise at Heathrow (and other UK airports) over the next ten years to 2025.

16



INQUIRY TOPICTWO:

NOISE MEASUREMENT INDICATORS

Question

2.1. Consultees were asked whether the Environmental Noise Directive enables the UK to
meet fully the criticisms that were made in the Report from the Heathrow Terminal Five
Public Inquiry that the 57 decibel noise contour (LAEQ) was by itself an inadequate indicator
for assessing the full impact of air traffic noise?

Background

2.2. The European Union Environmental Noise Directive was adopted in 2002 for the
purpose of assessing and managing environmental noise from major noise sources,
including air traffic. The Directive requires the noise indicators LDEN (noise averaged over
twenty-four hours) and LNIGHT (noise averaged over eight-hour night) to be used for
assessing the number of people and dwellings that are exposed to the following 5-decibel
bands, starting at 55 decibels for LDEN and 50 decibels for LNIGHT:

- LDEN: 55-59, 60-64, 65-69, 70-74, >75
- LNIGHT: 50-54, 55-59, 60-64, 65-69, >70

2.3. The Directive recognises that LDEN and LNIGHT by themselves may be insufficient for
assessing all noise impacts and provides for Member States to supplement LDEN and
LNIGHT with other noise indicators. The United Kingdom has adopted one supplementary
indicator, LAEQ (noise averaged over sixteen hours day and evening) for assessing the
number of people that are exposed to the following 3-decibel bands at and above 57
decibels:

- LAEQ: 57-59, 60-62, 63-65, 66-68, 69-71, >72

2.4. The report in 2000 by Roy Vandermeer QC to the Secretary of State on the Heathrow
Terminal Five Public Inquiry criticised the reliance that the Government placed on 57
decibels (LAEQ) as the sole indicator of the impact of air traffic noise at Heathrow.
Specifically, it found that:

- people living in areas outside Heathrow’s 57 decibels (LAEQ) were affected by noise;

- the research (dating from the early 1980s) did not support the claim that annoyance
from air traffic noise is significant only at 57 decibels (LAEQ);
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- LAEQ does not reflect the impact of the large increase that had taken place in the
number aircraft movements at Heathrow;

- LAEQ does not measure the benefit of runway alternation at Heathrow in providing
predictable periods of respite;

- LAEQdoes not evaluate noise from movements in the night period (2300-0700).

Responses - LAEQ as a Noise Indicator

2.5. Respondents generally were dissatisfied with LAEQ and were surprised by, and opposed
to, the Government continuing its official status in the new Aviation Policy Framework
(2013). There was concern that its use in conjunction with the Framework’s overall objective
on aircraft noise - to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK
significantly affected by aircraft noise - rendered the objective as effectively meaningless,
because it lacks quantitative targets and baseline reference points to protect health,
prevent annoyance, and tackle existing noise problems; and it does not prevent an increase
in noise.

2.6. Most respondents felt that the value of LAEQ in providing a continuum of historical data
for trends and long-term comparison was overstated, with more relevant alternative data
being available for the recent past. In the few cases where LAEQ does provide the basis for
policies, for example on compensation, the policies are not based on a valid evidence base.

2.7. A number of criticisms were made of the principle of averaging measured noise energy
over a period of time. These criticisms would apply to LDEN as well as to LAEQ:

- as a single indicator, averaging is unable to reflect the multiple characteristics of noise
and their impact.

- averaging does not reflect changes in noise levels within the measurement period and
the impact of these changes.

- averaging does not reflect the characteristics of single intermittent events such as the
maximum noise level or the duration of events, both of which are characteristic of
aircraft noise.

- averaging is insufficiently responsive to the number of noise events to which people are
reported to be increasingly sensitive.

- averaging does not accurately reflect periods of respite from aircraft noise, such as

occurs in response to wind direction and with runway alternation and departure
dispersals.
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2.8. There were other criticisms of LAEQ that would also apply to LDEN:

- A-weighted decibels do not fully recognise the impact of the lower frequencies within
the spectrum of frequencies produced by aircraft.

- contours on the horizontal are not adequately representative of how people experience
aircraft noise at specific locations.

- the indicator does not compare the air traffic noise levels with background noise levels
and does not adequately take “quiet areas” into consideration.

2.9. A number of criticisms of the values measured by LEQ that would apply to a lesser
degree to LDEN:

- the emphasis on 57 decibels is at the expense of consideration being given to the
greater noise impact of people exposed to higher levels.

- 57 decibels is significantly above the WHO guideline values.

- people below 57 decibels are affected by Heathrow air traffic noise.

- 57 decibels as the onset of significant community annoyance was based on a social
survey in 1982 but this threshold is now too high, as people are becoming less tolerant
of noise.

- 57 decibels is not a limit value and does not create an incentive to reduce noise levels

- the 3-decibel bands between the LAEQ noise contours are difficult to compare with the
5-decibel bands between LDEN noise contours.

2.10. The measurement period for LAEQ was subject to a number of criticisms that would
not apply to LDEN:

- LAEQ does not cover the night period.
- LAEQ amalgamates day and evening periods, with evening a more sensitive period.

- LAEQ is measured and averaged over 92 days in the summer and therefore is not
representative of other times of the year.
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Responses - LDEN and WHO guideline values

2.11. LDEN was said to share many of the criticisms made against LAEQ (see above). The
worst example given was the eight-hour night average (2300-0700). Heathrow’s night traffic
is scheduled in only three of the eight hours (2300-2330 and 0430-0700), so the inclusion of
five hours of silence understates the noise impact during the three hours of movements.

2.12. LDEN was said to be an improvement on LAEQ in some respects: it covers 24 hours,
with separate measurements for the day, evening and night periods and is measured over
the whole year. The evening and night were weighted to reflect people’s greater sensitivity
to noise in these periods although there was comment that the weighting is arbitrary.

2.13. LDEN is an improvement in measuring the absolute and relative impact of air traffic
noise, and provides improved comparison with other European airports. The LDEN 55
decibel day/evening threshold is approximately equivalent to the 53.4 LAEQ 16-hour noise
level (based on 2011 END results for London designated airports - CAA response) thus
reducing the gap between LAEQ and the higher WHO daytime guideline value.

Responses - Other Supplementary Noise Indicators

2.14. Generally, there was support for supplementary indicators that better reflect the
number of aircraft movements and their individual noise characteristics, flight path routing,
and respite. The National Aviation Policy Framework (2013) encourages airports to devise
supplementary indicators to suit their local situation. Heathrow’s Noise Action Plans
includes a 48 LAEQ 6.5-hour night supplementary indicator. The Airports Commission’s
Appraisal Framework (2014) includes a number of supplementary indicators: 54 LAEQ 16-
hour for the day/evening and 48 LAEQ 8-hour for the night, together with an indicator for
the number of noise events exceeding an outdoor maximum noise level in the day/evening
(70 LAMAX) and at night (60 LAMAX) and a formula for combining the day/evening and
night.

2.15. No obvious preferences were expressed in favour of any one supplementary indicator.
Nor is it clear how and when even a suite of indicators would limit the noise impact of air
traffic and bring it into line with the WHO guideline values. Several respondents referred to
the report Good practice guide on noise exposure and potential health effects that was
published in 2010 by the European Environment Agency, which aims to bring into practical
effect the measurement of noise and its impact through sustainable noise action plans for
airports and other major sources of environmental noise. But it was felt by some
respondents that there was a policy vacuum within the UK and that a Government initiative
is needed.
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Findings - LDEN and WHO Guideline Values

2.16. The lowest noise exposure values specified by the Environmental Noise Directive are
55 decibels for the day and the evening and 50 decibels at night. These values are higher
than the WHO guideline values of 50 decibels for the day and evening and 40 decibels at
night. But the Group could find nothing in the Directive that would prohibit noise
assessment down to the WHO values, in addition to the values for LDEN that the Directive
specifies. We therefore see no conflict between the Directive and our proposal in Topic One
that all the WHO values should be measured at Heathrow.

Findings - LEQ as a Noise Indicator

2.17. The Group finds that the legal position of LAEQ under the Environmental Noise
Directive is as a supplementary noise indicator to LDEN. But it appears that LAEQ continues
to be used as the decisive indicator in the development of noise policy at Heathrow,
virtually to the exclusion of LDEN. The pre-eminence of LAEQ gives rise to concerns for
residents.

- Firstly, it is not clear how LAEQ can be said to supplement LDEN, other than to report
noise in 3-decibel bands rather than in 5-decibel bands. But the different band values
are a source of confusion, because comparisons between the two are difficult.

- Secondly, the lowest LAEQ values - 57 decibels for the day and evening combined, and
48 decibels at night - are higher than the corresponding WHO guideline values. The
continued predominance of LAEQ at Heathrow conveys the message that the WHO
guideline values are excluded not only from the current noise assessment, but even
from longer term noise management plans.

- Thirdly, the criticisms that were made of LAEQ in the report on the Heathrow Terminal
Five Public Inquiry have not been resolved. The Government committed itself in 2001 to
underpin policy on aircraft noise by substantial research that commands the widest
possible confidence. But LAEQ continues unchanged, fuelling residents’ suspicions that
there is a reluctance within Government to acknowledge the extent of the noise impact
of Heathrow.

2.18. The Group recognises that data from the LAEQ indicator extends back many years for
daytime noise (although there is no corresponding long term data for the night). We
considered over what length of period, since the opening of Heathrow, that exact
comparisons are needed for monitoring noise trends. The noise history at Heathrow can be
said to fall into four periods, the first three each of approximately twenty years:

- late 1940s to early 1960s: mainly propeller aircraft initially and an increasing but
relatively limited number of movements, but none at night;
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- early 1960s to early 1980s: jet aircraft replacing propeller, with a continued increase in
the number of movements, including into the night;

- early 1980s to 2003: progressive withdrawal of the noisiest aircraft (culminating with
Concorde), with a continued increase in the number of movements, including at night;

- 2003 to the present: relative stability in noise per aircraft and in the number of
movements.

2.19. The Group considers that there is no real benefit in making exact comparisons back to
the 1940s or even back to the early 1980s. The problem of the noise for our constituents are
the present and future levels. We note that LDEN data for Heathrow was first prepared for
2001, with subsequent updates for 2003 and 2006, and for every year from 2009 to 2012.
We therefore conclude that the long-term trend at Heathrow should be monitored by LDEN
from 2001 (minus Concorde movements) and that LAEQ should be discontinued.

Findings - Other Supplementary Noise Indicators

2.20. The Group notes that LAEQ is the only supplementary indicator that the UK has
adopted, but that LAEQ is not included in the examples of supplementary indicators that are
listed in Annex | (3) of the Environmental Noise Directive. We therefore assume that
Member States are not restricted to only the supplementary indicators that are listed in
Annex | (3).

2.21. The Group considers that greater use could and should be made of supplementary
indicators, to supplement the LDEN information for a fuller assessment of the impact of
noise from Heathrow’s flight paths. We reach this view because LDEN (and LAEQ) report the
theoretical constant noise level across the measured period (day/week/month/year), which
implies that the noise source is constant over the same period. But that is not how noise
from the Heathrow flight paths is experienced - different areas will experience different
noise levels (and periods of no noise, including between movements over the same area)
due to weather and operational factors which change over the year. The WHO guideline
values recognise that average noise indicators do not fully capture the impact of
intermittent noise.

2.22. One of the criticisms of LAEQ at the Heathrow Terminal Five Public Inquiry was that it
failed to recognise the noise impact from the increase in the number of aircraft movements.
The Group notes the introduction at Sydney Airport of an indicator for the number of times
that aircraft noise exceeds maximum (i.e. not average) levels of 70 decibels over the day and
60 decibels over the night. But the results are converted into noise contours which again
smooth out the peaks and troughs in noise levels and the number of individual noise events.
The exclusion of some movements from this noise indicator further undermines its utility.
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2.23. Another criticism of LAEQ at the Heathrow Terminal Five Public Inquiry was that it
failed to recognise the benefits from runway alternation. The Group understands that the
same criticism would apply to LDEN. So here again the Group finds there is a case for
introducing a supplementary indicator.

2.24. The Group notes that Annex | (3) of the Environmental Noise Directive lists eleven
examples of supplementary indicators (see Appendix 5 to this report). It is beyond the scope
of this inquiry to make firm recommendations at this stage as to which of the eleven
examples may be appropriate for Heathrow. But we would recommend a supplementary
indicator that gives the number of days per year that each flight path is in use and the
number of movements that occur per year on each of the flight paths, in both cases with
separate numbers for the day and night periods. This information should be easy to compile
and would readily show how many individual noise events are experienced over the year in
each overflown area. The communities affected may find this information more useful and
less mysterious than the average noise level aggregated for all flight paths under LDEN and
LAEQ.

Actions

2.25. The Group will ask HAL to discontinue the use of LAEQ as a supplementary indicator
and to discuss with local communities and others the introduction of supplementary
indicators for:

1. The number of aircraft movements per hour in the day/evening period (0700-2300)
and the night period (2300-0700) per flight path.

2. The benefits that existing respite measures provide (particularly runway alternation),
including identification of the areas that benefit and the areas that do not.

3. Such other supplementary indicators from the list of examples in the Environmental
Noise Directive that would enhance the assessment of the noise impacts of flight
paths.
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INQUIRY TOPIC THREE:

SCOPE FOR LESS NOISY AIRCRAFT FLEET

Question

3.1. Consultees were asked what the prospects are for significantly less noisy aircraft at
Heathrow over the next ten years and are the prospects in any way dependent on the
development of the proposed third runway; and the extent to which there is a conflict
between the optimum reduction of aircraft noise and carbon emissions?

Background

3.2. The Government and the aviation industry both stated in evidence to the Heathrow
Terminal Five Public Inquiry that there would be limited scope for reductions in noise per
aircraft after the phase-out of Chapter 2 aircraft in 2002. Concerns have also been raised
that it will not be possible to make future reductions.

Responses

3.3. Respondents commented at some length on the prospects for less noisy aircraft and the
timescale for replacing the existing air fleet at Heathrow. Reference was also made to the
size of the population that would continue to experience air traffic noise. But before
addressing each of these issues, it is convenient to summarise the relatively few comments
that were made about any conflict between the need to reduce simultaneously aircraft
carbon and noise emissions.

Trade-off Between Less Noisy Aircraft and Lower Carbon Emissions

3.4. The SA Noise Road-Map - A Blueprint for Managing Noise from Aviation Sources to 2050
by Sustainable Aviation (2013) said more stringent noise regulations could mean aircraft
designs lead to higher fuel burn and hence emissions on account of increased weight and/or
drag. Conversely climate change and CO2 restrictions could mean that aircraft designs have
an adverse impact on noise. The SA Noise Road-Map baseline scenario, to which HAL's
noise estimates are aligned, is considered by Sustainable Aviation as representative of the
historical underlying balance of design priorities between noise and fuel burn without
radical changes in engine or aircraft configurations. But it was evident from the responses
that at the margin the tension between the two objectives is increasing.

Less Noisy Aircraft

3.5. Many responses acknowledged that aircraft had become less noisy since 1980.
References were made to several published reports, including the SA Noise Road-Map. This
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report was referred to or submitted as evidence by several respondents. The report says
‘Technology solutions were developed to reduce departure noise, only for this to make
arrival noise much more noticeable. Similarly, reducing the source noise of aircraft engines
created a new focus on airframe noise, as that source then became dominant.” The report
refers to two trends: an “evolutionary” trend delivering typically a 0.1 dB reduction in noise
per year and periodic “revolutionary” changes, such that the overall reduction has been
around 0.3 dB per year. The report goes on to say ‘A value of 0.1 dB reduction in noise per
annum is chosen as our baseline forecast based on the underlying component of historical
data (assuming no technology step-changes or major configurational changes)’. HAL use the
0.1 dB annual improvement in their estimates.

3.6. Respondents said that noise reduction achieved by new aircraft is not as great as
sometimes implied and they provided the example of an older Boeing 747-400 that has an
LAMAX (single event noise impact) when arriving at 1,000ft of 86dB whereas the newer
Airbus A380 has an LAMAX arriving at 1 000 of 85 dB. It was said that a 1 dB difference in
terms of a single event level would not be perceptible on the ground.

3.7. Future improvements in noise reduction on the landing are likely to be materially less
than on take-off. The HAL Report - Amec Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited,
Heathrow Airport Limited: Heathrow’s North-West Runway - Air and Ground Assessment (18
June 2014) refers to -1.0 dBA being applied to departures and -0.5 dBA being applied to
arrivals.

Aircraft Fleet Replacement

3.8. The aircraft fleet at Heathrow is made up of a variety of aircraft, each with different
noise characteristics, which in aggregate and along with fleet usage determine the noise
impact of the Heathrow fleet as a whole. The fleet is an allocation of aircraft from each
airline’s international fleet and is not solely governed by Heathrow requirements.

The following chart shows the ageing of Heathrow’s current aircraft fleet and is taken from
the CAA Noise Report - Managing Aviation Noise (2014).
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Figure 4.3: LHR Aircraft fleet 2013 - No. aircraft vs. year built

300 -

250 4

2004

150

100

50

1976
1978
1980
1982
1984
1986
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996
1998
2000
2002
2004
2006
2008
2010
2012

Source: ERCD data

3.9. The CAA Noise Report cautions that the introduction of new aircraft types is a ‘slow and
typically cyclical process that can be fraught with delays and issues’. Respondents noted that
replacement depends on the age of the current fleet, availability of new types of aircraft,
passenger and route demand, competition and cyclical airline profitability. It was also noted
that aircraft are expensive to design, build and operate and need a long life to be
economically viable, which may delay their replacement.

3.10. HAL assumes most of the current Heathrow fleet (around 3 500 aircraft according to
the above chart) are phased out by 2030, which would appear to be a significant shortening
of the fleet life to just over 15 years compared to the above chart where the life extends to
around 25 years. The table below compares the fleet composition for Heathrow, as
estimated in the HAL Report and in the Airports Commission’s Noise Report — Technical
Papers Noise-Local Assessment (2014). HAL's phasing out of the current aircraft types at
Heathrow, according to the table, is much faster than that estimated by the Airports
Commission.

Aircraft Two runway 2030 Three runway 2030 Two runway 2040 Three runway 2040
Generation
i HAL AC HAL AC HAL AC HAL AC

(See Appendix)

Current 6% 35% 7% 32% 15% 13%
Imminent 94% 65% 93% 67% 78% 73% 80% 76%
Future 0 0 0 0 22% 12% 20% 10%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Heathrow fleet HAL Report Table C1, 2014; Airports Commission (AC) Aviation Noise
Local Assessment Appendix A Table A2, 2014
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3.11. HAL commented on its provision of incentives through variable landing charges,
restrictions and penalties to encourage a less noisy fleet and says Heathrow attracts quieter
aircraft; the Airports Commission says it believes this assumption provides an explanation
for HAL's estimate of rapid fleet replacement at Heathrow. The CAA Report - Managing
Aviation Noise (2014) says ‘despite the existing incentives to improve fleet noise
performance, even at Heathrow, there has been no evidence that airlines have changed
their normal fleet replacement cycles (for instance, in early 2014, British Airways’ long-haul
fleet consisted of four Airbus A380s, 55 Boeing 747-400s, 21 Boeing 767-300s and 55 Boeing
777s covering an age range of 0 to 25 years)’.

3.12. HAL says the requirement to phase out certain classes of aircraft defined by ICAO
could reduce the fleet’s noise, and Heathrow’s night time regime has potential to control
noise through a noise quota system. But other respondents commented that these
standards tend to follow rather than bear down on noise. Some commented, without
specific conclusion, on potential interventions including noise tax and noise envelopes that
impact the fleet composition and hence its noise.

3.13. Generally, respondents expressed concern that assumptions used to estimate the
future rate of noise reduction from less noisy aircraft, and hence population exposure, are
too optimistic. CAA in its report Managing Aviation Noise (2014) says ‘With noise from
Heathrow alone affecting significantly more people than any other airport in Europe, the
CAA believes that the status quo is not acceptable, particularly if airport expansion is to
occur. As such, the CAA believes that while Sustainable Aviation is an effective forum to
coordinate efforts to manage and mitigate noise, industry’s ambition must be to actively
improve noise performance before, during and after expansion so as to ensure that in
future, fewer people are significantly affected by aircraft noise than today’.

Dependence of Noise Reduction on Development of a Third Runway

3.14. The previous table shows in both 2030 and 2040 there is little difference in the fleet
mix for the two and three runway cases although HAL says ‘a third runway offers
opportunities to further incentivise less noisy aircraft, for example, through “green slots”
where only the quietest category of aircraft are allocated new slots’.

Trends in Population Affected by Aircraft Noise (0700-2300)

3.15. Concerning historic trends and their relevance to the future, it can be seen from the
following chart, which was referred to by several respondents that the population exposed
to air traffic noise has decreased over time but at a decreasing rate. The trends are said to
be the result of less noisy aircraft and operational procedures offset by population growth in
areas under the flight paths and especially in earlier years the increased number of flights.

3.16. The 35 year historic trend is quoted by some respondents but others quoted more
recent trends since the phasing out of Chapter Two aircraft and Concorde. Thus, whereas
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the contour area contracted by about 6.25% per year between 1980 and 2003, it contracted
by only around 1.5% per year between 2004 and 2012.
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3.17. Respondents cited the HAL Report on future estimates of population exposure. HAL’s
estimate of reduction in contour area 2012 - 2030 is 2.4% (2.1 km?) per year, resulting in a
contour of 69.5 km? by 2030, as can be seen from the table below.

Heathrow - Projected Noise Exposure — 2 runway case:

Population Source 2012 2030 2040
Contour 57 LAEQ 16-
hour:
Contour area (km?) HAL 106.7 69.5 66.1
Population exposed No growth HAL 237 350 169 500 152 800
Population exposed Growth HAL 203 900 195 800
Population exposed Growth AC 221200 219 400
55 LDEN 24-hour:
Population exposed No growth HAL 725 000 446 350 375050
Population exposed Growth HAL 522 500 468 450
Population exposed Growth AC 580 500 588 900

Source: HAL Report (Tables E21, E23, E24, E52 &E55); Airports Commission Noise Baseline
Report (Tables 4.3 & 4.7)

3.18. The Airports Commission in its Noise Report says ‘in almost all cases, the exposure
metrics in [HAL] the promoter’s submission are substantially lower than the corresponding
Airports Commission figure’. In terms of population exposed (as opposed to contour area)
using the LDEN indicator and assuming population growth, HAL projects a reduction in the
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exposed population from 2012 to 2030 of 1.8% per annum and the Commission projects
1.2% per annum. The rate of reduction still leaves 580 500 people exposed to aircraft noise
in 2030 based on the LDEN indicator according to the Airports Commission. The projected
rate of reduction is still slower in the next ten years to 2040 and the Commission even
project the LDEN exposure increasing slightly.

Population Growth

3.19. The population growth in London, estimated in the Mayor’s Infrastructure Plan 2050
(July 2014) is 37% between 2011 and 2050, when population is estimated to be 11 million.
There is uncertainty as to where this growth might arise but HAL has made some estimates
for the two runway case assuming existing flight paths with the results shown in the above
table. The HAL estimates are based on CACI data that updated the 2001 census in 2013. HAL
estimate around 20% more people will be exposed to aircraft noise in 2030 comparing
exposure with and without population growth (based on the 57 LAeq contour).

Findings - Trade-off Between Noise and Carbon Reduction

3.20. The Group notes that respondents did not consider that the rate of replacing the
noisiest aircraft at Heathrow over the next ten years will be affected by the need to reduce
aircraft carbon emissions. The situation for new aircraft types after 2025 is less clear.

Findings - Less Noisy Aircraft and Fleet Replacement

3.21. As regards the size of the overflown areas and number of people exposed to aircraft
noise, no forecast has been produced for 2025 - the earliest forecast is for 2030.

3.22. Heathrow is currently operating at just under the existing planning limit of 480 000 air
transport movements per year (day and night). Assuming no third runway and a
continuation of the planning limit to 2025 and beyond, the overflown areas should not
experience an increase in the number of individual noise events (i.e. the number of
movements). The Group notes that the number of people exposed to aircraft noise over this
period is therefore essentially dependent on less noisy aircraft, fleet replacement and the
resultant contour area as offset by population growth.

3.23. Based on the LAEQ noise indicator, the size of the 57 decibel contour in 2030 would be
69.5 km? compared to 117.4 km? in 2004 according to HAL's forecast. The Group notes that
the annual rate of decrease in area between 2004 and 2030 - approximately 2 % per year
according to HAL's forecast will be much lower than the annual rate of decrease of around
6.25 % per year over a similar length of time between 1980 and 2003.

3.24. Examination of the recent trend in contour area shows that based on the LAEQ noise
indicator, the size of the 57 decibel contour contracted on a trend of around 1.4 km? (1.5%)
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per year over the 9 years 2004 to 2012 and were this trend to continue the contour would
be around 82 Km? in 2030. This compares with estimates by HAL of 69.5 Km? in 2030, which
is equivalent to a rate of 2.1 km? (2.4%) per year between 2012 and 2030 and thus much
faster than the recent historic trend. On this basis HAL’s estimate of contour area is around
15% less than the recent trend projected to 2030.

3.25. The Group notes that evolutionary developments in aircraft design are said to have
produced around 0.1 dB reduction in noise per year and that this is the rate incorporated
into HAL’s forecasts but at the same time recognising different sound level reductions of
about 1.0 dBA on departures and 0.5 dBA on arrivals. This disproportionate improvement
has significance given that the predominance of Heathrow arrivals are westerly operations
over the relatively high population density in London. Appendix 9 illustrates the current
population density around Heathrow. Some respondents questioned the noise reduction of
individual aircraft when checked against actual improvements on the ground.

3.26. The Group notes there appears to be disparity in the assumptions on the rate of fleet
replacement. For example, HAL assumes the current aircraft fleet will be replaced with less
noisy aircraft by 2030 but the Airports Commission in their appraisal estimates the rate to
be slower with 35% of the current fleet remaining at that date.

3.27. Regarding population growth and its dispersion the Group notes from respondents
that the planning system is said to form part of the noise management framework for
Heathrow. But over the years there has been an increase in the number of new residential
properties built within the LEQ noise indicator, with a consequent increase in the number of
exposed people, despite a contraction in the size of the affected areas. HAL estimates show
that population growth will expose 20% more people to aircraft noise in 2030 compared to
no population growth. Given the pressures for more homes to be built in the London area, it
seems inevitable that more residences will be built in areas affected by the noise from
Heathrow’s flight paths. The Group considers that allowance should be made in the noise
forecasts for an increase in the exposed population on account of new residences over the
next ten years, if it is not possible to prevent their construction.

3.28. The mass of an aircraft and its payload affects the noise generated. HAL projects
growth in passenger numbers from a current 72 million a year to 90 million without any
increase in aircraft movements but involving larger aircraft and higher load factors. The
noise impact is not identified in the responses but could be material.

3.29. Examination of the number of people exposed assuming less noisy aircraft and
population growth suggests over-optimism in HAL's forecasts. In the two runway case HAL
estimates the number of people exposed at 57 LAEQ in 2030 to be 203 900 compared to the
Commission’s estimate of 221 200. HAL estimate of the number of people exposed at 55
LDEN to be 522 500 people compared to the Commission’s estimate of 580 500 people.
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3.30. The Group considers that the number of exposures to the LAEQ and LDEN noise
indicators in 2030 is still significant. The number of exposures above the WHO guideline
values would be larger than the LAEQ indicator, for the reasons set out in Topic One,
although the Group is not able to estimate a figure. In addition, the sensitivity issues which
are not measured by noise averaging, as discussed in Topic Two, would continue to apply in
2030.

3.31. The Group notes that these estimates do not appear to be dependent on whether a
third runway is built.

3.32. The Group notes the views of respondents that the success of incentives and
restrictions at Heathrow to hasten the introduction of less noisy aircraft has been marginal
at best. The Group tends to the view that in the absence of international agreement to
phase out the noisiest aircraft within short timescales, it is probably unrealistic to expect
Heathrow to phase out aircraft that are still accepted in most other airports, with
consequent implications for Heathrow’s ability to comply with the WHO guideline values.

Action

3.33. The Group will ask HAL:

1. To confirm their estimate of the rate of noise reduction to 2025 in the light of
comments we received and our own observations indicating the rate may be over-
optimistic.

2. What measures are needed to prevent the building of new residential properties
under Heathrow’s flight paths.

3. Whether it is possible to strengthen the incentives to hasten the introduction of less
noisy aircraft.

31



INQUIRY TOPIC FOUR:

LESS NOISY OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES

Question

4.1. Consultees were asked if there are additional operational procedures for noise
reduction and respite at Heathrow that could be introduced within the next ten years; or
are any such noise improvements being held back for the development of a third runway?

Background

4.2. HAL's revised proposal for a third runway includes a number of options for reducing air
traffic noise by changes to existing operational procedures to mitigate noise impacts. The
aviation industry has long focused on reducing departure noise, given that the noise at
source is greater than on arrivals. But this has exposed the problem of dispersion of noise
from arrivals over a wide area, which is increasingly the topic of attention. Broadly, the
noise impact of operating procedures is a function of noise at source (e.g. landing gear
deployment), height of an aircraft (e.g. angle of descent), lateral dispersion of flight paths
and respite. Arriving aircraft can join their final flight paths 5 nautical miles ahead of
touchdown but in reality the majority will be on their final approach at least 10 nautical
miles from touchdown, with some joining as far as 20 nautical miles from touchdown.
Departing aircraft gain height and speed quickly using noise preferential routes. Appendix 6
briefly describes the operational procedures.

Responses

4.3. The main arrival procedures where the noise impact depends on noise at source and
aircraft height are shown in the following table. This information is not Heathrow specific
and was provided by the CAA Report - Managing Aviation Noise (2014) and the Sustainable
Aviation Report — SA Noise Road-Map. The table indicates where and over what distance the
procedures can have an impact on arrivals and the potential noise reduction. But the
evidence from respondents was somewhat patchy and inconsistent in respect of the
benefits. While the procedures were generally welcomed by respondents there were
reservations.
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Arrival Procedures: Nautical Potential Nautical Potential
miles noise miles noise
from improvements from improvements

runway decibel (SEL) runway decibel (SEL)
threshold threshold

SA SA CAA CAA
Continuous descent operation 10-25 15 10-20 5 5.5
CDO
Low .power/drag (e.g. deferred 13 5.10 3.5
landing gear)
Reduced landing flap 1 0-5 0.5-1.5
Steeper approaches e.g.
3.2deg cf current 3.0deg 0-20 Uptol 0-20 Uptol
Displaced threshold 0-20

4.4. It was said that some procedures can be combined but often individually they impact
only a segment of the flight path, as illustrated in the above table, and where the
procedures do overlap there can be conflicts so that the full potential of individual measures
is not always realised. Taking each procedure in turn the following comments were made -
on both noise reduction and deliverability including timescale, where such information was

provided:

- Continuous descent: It was said that CDO is already applied at Heathrow and there may

be only limited scope for further improvement in the noise climate. Evidence was said to
show that CDO concentrates aircraft along corridors which causes a significant increase
in complaints well beyond the 57 LAEQ contour, e.g. Greenwich and Reading.

Landing gear: There was support for more aircraft deferring landing gear deployment
with the enhanced procedures being implemented in the near term, which could lead to
reduced noise over a segment of a few miles on arrivals.

Reduced landing flap setting: Details were not provided but it was indicated that
procedures are already in place and the opportunity for future improvement to the
overall noise climate is relatively small.

Steeper approaches: It was generally thought steeper approaches could pay dividends in

the longer term. But the CAA Report - Managing Aviation Noise (2014) says ‘There are
potential difficulties in low visibility conditions and it is likely that even 3.2 degrees could
interfere with the ability to use low power/low drag and reduced landing flap
techniques’. It was said that the interference could increase noise over parts of the

approach. The Airports Commission in its Noise Discussion Paper (2013) says ‘with more
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aerodynamic aircraft of the future, designed to save fuel, steeper angles of descent
become more difficult to fly.” NATS in its response pointed out that ICAO recommend 3
degrees and ‘in excess of 3 degrees should not be used except where alternative means
of satisfying obstruction clearance requirements are impractical. Any deviation would
require the CAA to file a difference with ICAO and strong arguments would need to exist
for them to be persuaded to do so.’

- But HAL’s proposals to the Airports Commission assume 3.2 degrees can be achieved by
2030 in the two and three runway cases and 3.5 degrees by 2040 in the three runway
case. HAL says ‘increasing the glideslope to 3.2 degrees is already planned for Heathrow’
and ‘trials are planned for September 2015’. It was said that increasing the slope from 3
degrees to 3.2 degrees may offer scope for noise reduction of up to 1dBA SEL from
about 22 nautical miles to touchdown. The CAA says ‘It is clear that the additional
benefits of 3.2 degree approaches are relatively small’.

Displaced thresholds were said to require significant re-organisation of runway exits and

this is apparently not justified without a third runway and therefore will not happen
before 2025. NATS in its response says ‘All recent safety analysis of global accidents
shows that the vast majority of aviation fatalities result from runway excursions and
overruns. A very careful consideration would need to be given to reducing the amount of
landing run available’. Details of the noise impact of displaced thresholds were not
provided by respondents.

4.5. Departure procedures, it was said, are concerned with the aircraft’s speed and rate of
climb. It was commented that continuous climb is generally sought but that the noise
impact is of small benefit compared to the impact on CO2 and nitrogen dioxide pollution.

4.6. Respondents commented on arrival and departure flight paths and the dispersion of
noise. In particular, reference was made to concentration of aircraft over several flight paths
with rotation of the flight paths so as to provide respite. On arrivals this involves curved
flight paths joining the final straight line approach to each runway. For departures it could
involve early vectoring - again with alternation of the routes so as to provide respite. But
without definitive flight path proposals respondents were not able to comment on the
specific noise impact of these considerations. Nevertheless, relevant issues regarding flight
paths were raised as follows:

- NATS in its response says ‘At Heathrow there are stacks North and South, in order to
maintain a high landing rate, controllers need flexibility to vector aircraft and
consequently the ‘swathe’ of aircraft tracks into Heathrow is much greater. To develop a
track that could be altered for noise respite at Heathrow would give controllers far less
flexibility and be severely detrimental to throughput.’ However, it was said that
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consideration is being given to ‘tromboning’ whereby aircraft use several routes to a
specific point on the arrivals path.

Respondents made the point that operational procedures often depend on technical
advances and in particular Performance Based Navigation (PBN) that is now being
introduced. PBN enables accurate concentration of flights along planned flight paths,
thus potentially avoiding the more populated areas.

Respondents referred to a number of projects underway, such as the London Airspace
Management Programme (LAMP), which aim to improve the capacity, efficiency and
safety of London’s crowded airspace; these have potential to change the noise impact of
Heathrow arrivals and departures. It was noted that LAMP is scheduled for completion
by 2020. NATS in its response said ‘Air Traffic Management will change significantly over
the next 10 years, with constraints that limit the effectiveness of today’s operation
largely overcome by advances in ground-based and airborne technology’. It was
recognised that proposals for Heathrow’s flight paths will need to be integrated and
optimised with the re-design of the airspace over London and indeed that over the UK
and Europe which is also underway.

It was pointed out that the high population density east of Heathrow means it is difficult
to re-direct flights to avoid populated areas and often the noise impact is moved from
one populated area to another without much, if any, net benefit. It was said that
concentrating noise might expose fewer people but with more noise. The evidence was
not clear how people would respond to airspace changes (e.g. dispersion versus
concentration), although HAL referred to past consultations on specific issues and the
need for trials and further consultations.

Respondents referred to westerly preference, mixed mode and the Cranford Agreement.
Mixed mode (arrivals and departures on the same runway) generally was not supported.
Westerly preference could be withdrawn and HAL's proposal assumes the Cranfield
Agreement is terminated but comment on the merits or otherwise of these issues was
not sufficiently developed to comment on here.

4.7. Respite from overhead aircraft was considered important by respondents. In its

proposals to the Airports Commission, HAL described the changes to respite that might arise

with a third runway as discussed under Topic 7. But there is no suggestion that any of these

changes would take place before 2025 or indeed thereafter were there to be no third

runway.

4.8. Some changes to operational procedures are being considered primarily with the aim of

not reducing noise but improving performance, for example - resilience and reduced

congestion. Respondents mentioned queue management and time based separation and
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that indirectly these changes can affect the noise impact; for example less congestion
should reduce de-alternation of runway use during periods of respite but increasing the flow
rate could increase the noise impact. The noise impact of these measures was not
qguantified in any detail.

4.9. Respondents generally supported the assessment of the operational changes and the
opportunities they offered. Proponents of expansion tended to give a more confident
appraisal of the benefits and their deliverability than did other respondents. Where
reservations were expressed it was not clear to what extent the uncertainties might be
overcome. Generally, respondents expressed the view that changes to operational
procedures were likely to deliver only marginal noise reduction benéefits, if they were indeed
feasible at all.

Findings

4.10. The Group notes that some of the noise-management operational procedures have
already been introduced, at least in part, and that the introduction of the other procedures
under consideration are not dependent on HAL’s proposed third runway, other than
displaced thresholds.

4.11. It has not been possible to determine from the evidence supplied what might be the
combined noise impact on the population of the various operational changes identified,
notwithstanding indicative benefits suggested. Respondents did not translate single event
noise reduction of aircraft into noise contours or population affected.

4.12. It appears to the Group that the effect of the procedures individually and collectively
in reducing in absolute terms the present air traffic noise levels will be somewhat marginal.
The main effect appears to be a redistribution of noise from one area to another, including
possibly to areas that hitherto previously were not overflown regularly. It could be argued
that equity demands a more even distribution of noise.

4.13. The Group considers that future trials for testing changes to operational procedures
need to be independently undertaken and with greater transparency in terms of
information to the communities affected and evaluation of the noise effects.
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Actions

4.14. The Group will ask HAL to prepare a comprehensive plan that sets out for the
proposed noise-management operational procedures and for LAMP and associated
changes to London’s airspace:

1. The expected effect of each procedure in reducing the size of the air traffic noise
contours (day and night) and whether supplementary noise indicators would be
needed in order to understand the noise effects fully.

2. The flight paths and the overflown areas that the noise effect of each procedure would
be: (a) beneficial; (b) detrimental; (c) neither beneficial nor detrimental.

3. The timescales by which each procedure could be (a) introduced (if has not already
been introduced) and (b) operational fully in terms of the noise effects.

4. The arrangements for consulting communities in all the areas affected by procedure
trials and for evaluating the noise effects of trials.
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INQUIRY TOPIC FIVE:

FLIGHT PATHS FOR THIRD RUNWAY

Question

5.1. Consultees were asked - Over what areas will the arrival and departure flight paths for
the proposed third runway be routed, and which of those areas are not currently overflown
by Heathrow air traffic, either at all or only occasionally?

Background

5.2. HAL proposes to develop a third runway at Heathrow on a latitude that is
approximately half a mile to the north of the existing northern runway and between
longitudes that are approximately one mile further to the west than the existing northern
runway. The third runway would require its own set of arrival and departure flight paths (i.e.
in addition to flight paths for the existing two runways). HAL has assessed three options for
flight paths that would be shared between the third runway and the two existing runways
against the following policy criteria:

- Option T: flight paths for all three runways that would minimise the total number of

people overflown.

- Option N: flight paths for all three runways that would minimise the number of new

people overflown.

- Option R: flight paths for all three runways that would maximise the opportunities for
noise respite (i.e. intervals during the day and night in which areas under the flight paths
would not be overflown).

5.3. Flight path diagrams for the three options are set out in Appendix H starting on page
264 of the HAL Report, which can be accessed on the Group’s website.

5.4. Appendix H of the HAL Report contains sixteen diagrams for Option R and eight
diagrams each for Option T and Option N. For illustrative purposes only, two of the diagrams
for Option R in westerly operation (arrivals from the east/departures to the west) are re-
produced in Appendices 7 and 8 to this report. The grey lines show the distribution of
landing and departure flights with the existing two runway operation. The green lines show
arrivals and the blue lines show departures with three runway operations. The flight paths
shown on the diagrams are said by HAL to represent approximately 500 metres either side
of a centre line.
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5.5. Again for illustration only, the table below shows the four modal patterns for Options T
and N applied to westerly operations (arrivals from the east/departures to the west) and to
easterly operations (arrivals from the west/departures to the east). ‘M’ stands for mixed
mode (arrivals and departures operating on the same runway), ‘D’ stands for departures
and L for landings (arrivals). HAL’s intention is to switch between the modal patterns. For
example, if switching took place between 0700-2300 then each of the four modal patterns
If 0600-0700 from the night period were included, then each
modal pattern would be slightly longer.

would run for four hours.

Options T&N modal MDL MLD LDM DLM
patterns
New Third runway Arrival & Arrival & .
Arrival Departure
Departure Departure
Northern runway Departure Arrival Departure Arrival
Southern runway . Arrival & Arrival &
Arrival Departure
Departure Departure

5.6. HAL suggests that Option R arrivals would rotate between two different flight paths
during each of the four runway modal patterns thus resulting in eight arrival periods, as
shown in the table below; over 16 hours each period would last for two hours. Switching
involves additional traffic control work and switching modal patterns over four days may be

more practical than switching over 16 or 17 hours each day.

Option R MDL-1 MDL-2 | MLD-1 | MLD-2 | LDM-1 | LDM-2 | DLM-1 | DLM-2
modal patterns
Period 1 Period 2 Period 1 | Period2 | Period1 | Period2 | Period1 | Period 2
New Third runway Arrival & Arrival & .
Arrival Departure
Departure Departure
Northern runway Departure Arrival Departure Arrival
Southern runway . Arrival & Arrival &
Arrival Departure
Departure Departure

5.7. In summary, HAL's indicative flight paths for arrivals from the east, for example, are as

follows:

- Option T: one arrival flight path serves the new third runway and curves in from the

north over new territory not previously overflown by arrivals.

- Option N: two flight paths serve the new third runway and their use alternates

depending on runway modal pattern; one of the flight paths is in line with the existing
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northern flight path until the last 5 nautical miles when it lines up with the new third
runway and over territory not previously overflown by arrivals. The other flight path
curves in from the north and is over new territory not previously overflown by arrivals.
The paths merge before the final 5 nautical miles to touchdown.

- Option R: two flight paths serve the new third runway and their use alternates
depending on modal pattern and route alternation; both curve in from the north over
new territory not previously overflown by arrivals.

Responses

5.8. HAL said that the flight paths in their report were indicative only. It is too early to say
with any certainty where the third runway flight paths would be routed. The final decision
on their routing would be the subject of further work and consultation, if and when the
third runway was selected. HAL’s consultations to date show that the majority of those who
responded felt that providing periods of relief from flight path noise was more important
than minimising the number of overflown communities.

5.9. Other respondents said that the flight paths in HAL’'s proposal were not in sufficient
detail to identify with any precision the areas that would be within audible distance of the
third runway flight paths. Moreover, the flight paths were indicative only and could be
subject to change, so the lack of detail was compounded by additional uncertainty as to
which areas would ultimately be overflown.

5.10. These criticisms were directed at the arrival paths more than five miles from touch
down and the departure paths. It was acknowledged that arrivals in the five miles before
touch down would have to align with the third runway, so the areas overflown over this
distance could be identified accurately and would not, it was argued, change.

5.11. Some respondents attempted to identify in broad terms the areas likely to be
overflown by the third runway arrival paths more than five nautical miles from touchdown
and departure paths. There was wide consensus that the third runway flight paths would
mostly overfly areas and populations that hitherto were not exposed to flight path noise, at
least on a regular basis.

5.12. Respondents argued that the impact of the existing flight paths on areas away from
the immediate vicinity of Heathrow are disregarded in the noise assessments, particularly in
respect of arrivals at heights above 5 000 feet. More aircraft movements with a third
runway would probably result in more areas beyond 20 km from Heathrow being overflown
regularly by air traffic at high altitude but nevertheless clearly audible and often against low
background noise which accentuates the perceived annoyance from aircraft noise.

5.13. Generally respondents expressed concern about the lack of detail and certainty for the
third runway flight paths, and argued that detail and certainty had to be provided before
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the Airports Commission could make a recommendation and before any Government
decision. It was further argued that NATS should be involved on safety and related issues
because airspace is becoming increasingly crowded as the number of movements increase.

Findings

5.14. The Group concludes from HAL's proposal and the responses from consultees that the
third runway flight paths are likely to be routed at least partially and possibly almost entirely
over areas and populations that have not previously been exposed to flight path noise, at
least on a regular basis. No greater precision or certainty is available at this juncture,
because HAL’s proposals lack some precision and are in any case merely indicative and not
final.

5.15. The Group does not have much sympathy with the argument that people who do not
like aircraft noise should be careful about where they chose to live. But the argument loses
all force when applied to the development of a new runway and/or the introduction of new
flight paths. The Group was therefore disappointed that HAL has not been able to advise
people whether their areas will or will not be overflown by the third runway flight paths.

5.16. The Group notes that HAL appears to expect that the routing of the third runway flight
paths will only be agreed when the Government signals its backing for a third runway. The
attitude appears to be that the impact of flight path noise on areas that have not previously
been overflown regularly is not to be regarded as sufficiently important to influence the
decision on whether the Government should back a third runway, merely a detail to be
sorted out when the key decision has been made. Such an attitude can take comfort from
the fact that there is a statutory bar on seeking redress in the courts in respect of aircraft
noise; and that aircraft noise is outside the scope of local authority noise abatement orders.

Action

5.17. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to undertake research into all the
possible flight paths for the proposed third runway and the areas that would be overflown
regularly that are not overflown regularly at present; and to publish the results of this
research before the Airports Commission makes its final report.
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INQUIRY TOPIC SIX:

FLIGHT PATHS FOR EXISTING TWO RUNWAYS

Question

6.1. Consultees were asked - Would the flight paths for the third runway cause any
alteration to the present routing of the flight paths for the existing runways; and if so, to
what extent?

Background

6.2. The background to Topic 5 is pertinent to Topic 6 except that the flight paths
considered in Topic 6 are those that would serve the existing two runways if the third
runway came into operation. As in Topic 5, flight path diagrams for the three options are set
out in Appendix H starting on page 264 of the HAL Report, which can be accessed on the
Group’s website.

6.3. For illustrative purposes only, two of the diagrams for Option R in westerly operation
(arrivals from the east/departures to the west) are re-produced in Appendices 7 and 8 to
this report. The grey lines show the distribution of landing and departure flights with the
existing two runway operation. The green lines show arrivals and the blue lines show
departures with three runway operations. The flight paths shown on the diagrams are said
by HAL to represent approximately 500 metres either side of a centre line. The HAL
diagrams are indicative only so the brief description here is for illustration of the principals.
In summary, HAL's indicative flight paths for arrivals from the east, for example, are as
follows:

- Option T: two arrival flight paths serve the existing northern runway; they curve in from
the north and the south and merge onto a straight line ahead of the final 5 nautical
miles. They alternate with change in modal pattern. People east of the merge points
would no longer be exposed to arrival noise. One arrival flight path serves the southern
runway and curves in from the south. In this example of Option T, it would appear that
very approximately two thirds of the distances for the flight paths serving the existing
northern and southern runways would be over new territory and population not
previously exposed to noise from arrivals. This increases to approximately three quarters
of the distance if the new third runway were to be included.

- Option N: one arrival flight path serves the existing northern runway and one serves the
southern runway; both for the most part are over existing flight paths serving the two
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runways. The flight paths curve in to meet a straight line approach some ten nautical
miles from touch down and in comparison with Option T it would appear that there is a
smaller distance over new territory and population not previously exposed. It would
appear that very approximately one third of the distance for the flight paths serving the
existing northern and southern runways would be over new territory not previously
exposed to noise from arrivals. This increases to approximately half of the distance if the
new third runway were to be included.

- Option R: four arrival flight paths serve the existing northern runway and are used
alternately. Two of these flight paths curve in from the south, one from the north and
one is along the existing flight path. Two arrival flight paths serve the southern runway
and curve in from the south. It would appear that very approximately half of the
distances for the flight paths serving the existing northern and southern runways would
be over new territory and population not previously exposed to noise from arrivals. This
increases to approximately two thirds of the distance if the new third runway were to be
included.

Responses

6.4. HAL confirmed that a third runway would require the existing flight paths at Heathrow
to be modified; but regardless of the third runway decision, some modification is likely over
the next decade, due to the London Airspace Management Programme (LAMP) for
upgrading London’s airspace use (i.e. the LAMP modifications would apply across London
and not just at Heathrow). It was too early to say with any certainty what modifications
would be made to the existing runway flight paths or the areas that would be affected by
the modifications. But the final decision on their routing would be the subject of further
work and consultation.

6.5. Many respondents cited the lack of detail and the provisional nature of HAL's
‘indicative’ new flight paths for the existing runways as reasons for not being able to provide
a definitive response to the question. There was a general expression of concern that any
changes to the existing flight paths would have noise implications for areas that had not
previously been over-flown on a regular basis. Respondents argued that HAL and NATS
should be required to provide clarity and certainty about any changes to the existing flight
paths.

6.6. The Mayor of London argued that the continued use of Heathrow as the UK’s main
airport, located amidst sizeable concentrations of population, meant that neither of the
noise options for flight path modifications would produce palatable results (concentrating
movements on a small number of flight paths would expose a relatively small number of
homes, schools and medical facilities to significantly more noise disturbance; but dispersing
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movements across many flight paths would expose many more homes, schools and medical
facilities to noise disturbance, albeit less frequently).

6.7. Other respondents argued that proposals for flight path changes should be dovetailed
with other initiatives under the future Air Airspace Strategy; and that flight path changes
would be needed not just to accommodate third runway arrivals and departures, but also
for the overall increase in the number of movements.

6.8. It was argued that HAL’s proposal must indicate that NATS is confident that Heathrow
with three runways would not adversely affect any other London airports. But Hillingdon
Council drew attention to the close proximity of Heathrow to RAF Northolt and requested
that the Group should ask NATS about the potential impact of Heathrow on RAF Northolt.

6.9. It was argued by some that a subsequent fourth runway at Heathrow would effectively
prevent Gatwick and London City from continuing to operate.

Findings

6.10. The Group notes that the third runway would necessitate some changes to the routing
of the flight paths on the existing runways; but that some changes are in any case likely, due
to LAMP and regardless of whether or not a third runway is developed.

6.11. The Group can appreciate that LAMP is outside HAL’s control and that LAMP to some
extent cuts across the flight path changes that would happen with a third runway. But HAL
cannot hide behind LAMP: the areas and populations that would be affected by the flight
path changes consequent on a third runway need more complete and definite information
about the changes, sooner rather than later.

6.12. In other respects, the Group’s findings on this Topic are as stated in our findings on
Topic 5.

Action

6.13. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to undertake research into all the
possible flight paths for the existing runways and the areas that would be overflown; and
to publish the results of this research before the Airports Commission makes its final
report.
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INQUIRY TOPIC SEVEN:

DAYTIME RESPITE FROM FLIGHT PATH NOISE

Question

7.1. Consultees were asked - How would the proposed segregated mode respite periods
operate with three runways, compared with the existing runway alternation arrangements
(between 0700-2300 and between 2300-0700)?

Background

7.2. Heathrow has operated a runway alternation procedure since the early 1970s, whereby
all arrivals over London are routed to one runway between 0700-1500 and are switched to
the other runway between 1500-2300. Runway alternation currently provides a half-day of
relief from aircraft noise for many (but not all) of the residents overflown by the two flight
paths over London. It has been the intention of HAL to extend the benefit of alternation to
air traffic arriving over Windsor. HAL's revised proposal for a third runway gives a
commitment to operating periods of relief from aircraft noise even with three runways in
operation.

7.3. The following is a brief description of respite summarised from the HAL Report. The
three runways would operate with two arrival and two departure streams at any particular
time during the day, with one runway operating in segregated mode for arrivals, one
runway operating in segregated mode for departures, and one runway operating in mixed
mode for arrivals and departures. This plan of operation results in four combinations or
modal patterns which would be rotated between the three runways. The runway modes are
shown for westerly operations (arrivals from the east/departures to the west) in the
following diagrams.
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lllustration of effect on noise relief of rotating the four operating modes (shown for westerly

operations)
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Source: HAL Report page 18

7.4. The above diagrams show that the new third runway and existing southern runway
would each be used for arrivals in three of the four hour periods, i.e. for twelve hours thus
leaving four hours for respite. Eight of the twelve hours in use would be in mixed mode and
four hours in segregated mode. Similar arrangements apply to easterly operations and to
departures. The following table illustrates the use of all three runways assuming the modes
are rotated over sixteen hours but it could be over four days or another period.

Daily Runway and Flight path use and respite (arrivals-westerly operations) 0700-2300:

Runway modes Mixed mode Segregated mode Respite
hours hours hours
New Third runway 8 4 4
Northern runway 0 8 8
Southern runway 8 4 4

Source: Group Secretariat analysis of the HAL Report

7.5. The HAL Report explains that generally speaking, in mixed mode each arrival follows a
departure. The flow rate is not halved compared to segregated mode because the vortex
constraint (keeping the planes apart because of turbulence) can be relaxed to some extent.
Depending on operational considerations the average mixed mode flow rate is of the order
of two thirds the segregated rate.

7.6. The HAL report also explains that the use and respite experience outlined above would
be modified where on arrivals more than one flight path serves the runway before the flight
paths merge and on departures after each flight path divides. So near the airport respite
shown in the above table would be experienced but further away it could be increased. The
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respite for each flight path where there are multiple flight paths depends on the number of
flight paths and the number of modal patterns in which they are used. The number of flight
paths is indicative only at this stage so the following example is for illustration only. Option
R arrivals between 0700-2300 and during westerly operations might have four flight paths
serving the existing northern runway which could result in each having 14 hours of respite.
The new third runway and existing southern runway might each be served by two flight
paths each with ten hours of respite.

Responses

7.7. HAL re-iterated that the periods of respite from flight path noise in their third runway
proposal are just one way that operations might be planned. There would be further
consultation before a final decision is taken on the respite measures.

7.8. Other respondents stressed that runway alternation is important for the heavily
populated areas of west London over which the two arrival flight paths are routed, because
neither flight path has to take arrivals for more than eight hours per day in the sixteen hour
period between 0700-2300, thereby giving the overflown areas an eight hour rest from
flight path noise. Concern was expressed that a third runway would result in some areas
being overflown for twelve hours per day, with the break from flight path noise reduced to
four hours per day.

7.9. Concern was expressed that mixed mode would be used on the existing southern
runway and the third runway, despite previous statements from HAL that mixed mode
would add little to Heathrow’s operational capacity.

7.10. It was pointed out that the heavily populated areas between flight paths do not
benefit from respite to the full extent because they are within audible distance of both the
existing arrivals paths, and that this unsatisfactory situation would be replicated in areas
between the exiting northern runway and the new northern runway.

7.11. It was pointed out that at present some areas are exposed to both arrivals and
departures when the operations switch between easterlies and westerly operations. This
unsatisfactory situation would be replicated with a third runway.

7.12. It was argued that the loss of respite did not conform to the Aviation Policy
Framework objective to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK
significantly affected by aircraft noise.

7.13. It was argued that there was lack of detail and certainty about the respite proposals.
The view was expressed that without this detail it could not be seen how the Airports
Commission could properly inform itself as to the required mitigation strategy and hence
overall cost of a third runway.
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Findings

7.14. The Group notes that noise respite measures do not involve any reduction in the
overall quantity of noise generated by the flight paths, but are ‘merely’ the distribution of
the noise, with two runways or with three runways. Thus, while we support a strategy for
noise distribution because the flight path noise levels are so high, distribution should not be
seen as substitute for a strategy for overall noise reduction, with two runways or three
runways. We address noise reduction more fully under Topic 10.

7.15. The Group notes that flight path noise can be either concentrated over a small number
of areas or dispersed over a larger number of areas. Similarly, the noise over one area can
be concentrated into short periods or spread over longer periods. As regards the areas
affected, the effect of concentration is to create ‘noise ghettoes’. Equity therefore points
towards a more even distribution over as many areas as possible, but inevitably this would
mean that some areas would be overflown that have not previously been overflown, at least
on a regular basis. This would happen with two runways, but even more so with three
runways.

7.16. The Group finds that - as with HAL’s indicative flight paths for the third runway (Topic
5) and for the existing runways (Topic 6) - there is insufficient detail or certainty about the
respite possibilities. It is therefore difficult to identify the areas that would be overflown for
longer or shorter periods than at present, or the areas that would be newly overflown.
These are serious gaps in information for residents that need to be filled before the Airports
Commission makes its final report.

7.17. The Group considers that the reduction in flight path noise respite from eight hours to
four hours per day in some areas would be a serious imposition on many people. Similarly,
the area between the existing northern runway and the new northern runway are likely to
lose entirely the respite from flight path noise that they currently obtain from alternation of
the existing runways.

7.18. The Group notes that an increase in the existing number of flight paths could enhance
the scope for more respite from flight path noise. With two runways in operation, this may
be an absolute gain compared with the present situation. But with a third runway, there is
the risk that any gains from more flight paths could be offset by the increase in the number
of aircraft movements (1 315 per day with two runways to 2 027 per day with three
runways).
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Actions

7.19. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to recommend in its final report (if it
were to recommend Heathrow) that 8-hour runway alternation should be retained at
Heathrow in all scenarios.

7.20. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to identify all the flight path noise
respite options and permutations, with two and proposed three runways, together with
an assessment of the most equitable package, having regard to the gains and losses for
each overflown area.
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INQUIRY TOPIC EIGHT:

NIGHT FLIGHTS

Question

8.1. Consultees were asked whether a third runway would enable Heathrow to operate
without flights in the night period (2300-0700)

Background

8.2. The current system of restrictions on night flights at Heathrow between 2330-0600 (the
‘night noise quota period’) have operated since 1993, with limits on the number of
scheduled aircraft movements and the noise level (as measured by noise quota points),
below which the permitted number of movements must operate:

- The permitted number of movements across the winter and summer seasons has been 5
800 since 1993/94. The actual number of movements has increased from 5 257 in
1993/94 to 5434 in 2011/12.

- The permitted number of noise quota points has decreased from 12 000 in 1993/94 to 9
180 since 2011/12. The actual number points used has decreased from 9 493 in 1993/4
to7321in2011/12.

8.3. There is no limit on the number of movements or noise quota points between 2300-
2330 or 0600-0700, despite a recommendation from the Heathrow Terminal Five Public
Inquiry that there should be a limit between 0600-0700. The number of movements in this
hour has increased steadily since the early 1990s.

Responses

8.4. It was acknowledged that noise from Heathrow’s flight paths at night is a major concern
for residents and some respondents thought it the most important noise issue. There were
broadly two opposing views as to the need for night flights. But it was generally thought
that Heathrow would operate with night flights with or without a third runway.

8.5. Some argued that night flights are crucial in order to satisfy passenger preference,
particularly business, and freight and to support UK connectivity; and that the demand
would switch to other hub airports in Europe if night capacity were reduced or withdrawn
altogether. Night flights were said to be essential to the operation of a hub airport, whereby
arriving long-haul passengers are positioned to transfer to connecting flights at the start of
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the day. It was pointed out that business demand for night flights made night flights most
profitable for the airlines. It was stated that a third runway would not reduce the need.

8.6. The contrasting views were that the need was not time sensitive and could still be met
in the daytime if daytime capacity were made available by more efficient use of the
runways. Some respondents said that there was already sufficient daytime capacity to shift
all the night flights currently scheduled between 2300 and 0700 into the day, but that with a
third runway capacity constraint could no longer be an excuse for not banning all night
flights, or at least those before 0600. Some of those who accepted that there might be a
need for night flights still argued that the environmental cost is too high.

8.7. One respondent claimed that BA had claimed at the Terminal Five Public Inquiry that it
could eliminate all but one of its flights in the night quota period due to larger terminal and
aircraft capacity but this promise has not been delivered. Another respondent commented
that future demand for more daytime movements should prompt a proportionate increase
in demand for more movements at night.

8.8. It was claimed that other EU airports, such as Frankfurt, have banned night flights
without the airline threats that they would move their business becoming a reality. It was
also said that it would be a lost opportunity if HAL did not promise that a third runway
would result in the total elimination of night noise or a dramatic reduction by 2030 or even
2040. Others thought that it was only a matter of time before a case would be made to
increase night flights claiming economic need and a reduction of noise.

8.9. HAL suggested that with three runways the night time arrivals could be rotated
between at least three approaches from the east or west and weather permitting between
six approaches from both directions compared to the rotation between up to four
approaches currently. HAL argued that this rotation and less noisy aircraft and operational
improvements would reduce night flight noise and the need to reduce night flights but it has
not sought in its proposals to offset this redistribution noise with an increase in the number
of night flights.

8.10. Improved noise impact based on rotation between six arrival approaches was
guestioned because night flights on the third runway flight paths would expose people who
are not currently exposed to aircraft noise at night, although those who are currently
exposed to aircraft noise at night would benefit from less frequent noise. Some commented
that notwithstanding retention of the night time quota regime between 2330 and 0600,
there is likely to be a significant increase in the number of flights between 0600-0700 with a
third runway and that this would offset any respite from rotation. It was pointed out that
HAL’s projected noise contours for 2030 and 2040 showed over the ten years some
reduction in noise in the full night period (2300-0700) for the two runway case but an
increase for the three runway case.

51



Findings

8.11. The Group has little doubt that air traffic in the night period (2300-0700 hours) is the
worst of Heathrow’s aircraft noise impacts for many of our constituents. We were
disappointed to find that HAL would not use the additional capacity from a third runway to
phase out the very small number of movements at Heathrow in the night quota period
(accounting for less than two per cent of all Heathrow’s movements).

8.12. The Group notes that night flights are an important part of the function of a hub
airport; and that the number of movements per year would increase from 480 000 to 740
000 with a third runway (an increase of fifty-four per cent); but that HAL would not seek to
increase the number of movements between 2330-0600. We find it difficult to accept that
the airlines (either those already at Heathrow or those who would be entitled to slots on the
third runway) would not demand additional movements between 2330-0600; or that a
future HAL management would not argue that the limits on the number of movements in
the night quota period were preventing Heathrow from fulfilling its full hub role.

8.13. The Group notes also that HAL’s proposal that the third runway could be used to
provide some respite for areas currently overflown by the night flights would mean that
areas not currently overflown by the night flights would be affected. This again points to the
need to identify where the third runway flight paths would be routed.

8.14. The Group notes finally that HAL argues that improved operational procedures and
less noisy aircraft should reduce noise overall, but that the rate of improvement in the night
period according to HAL's forecasts is markedly slower than in the daytime, presumably due
to further increases in the number of movements between 2330-2300 and 0600-0700. We
comment on this more fully in Topic 10.

Action

8.15. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to assess the likely future demand for
night flights at Heathrow and their impact on flight path noise levels at night; and to
consider the options for phasing out aircraft movements in the night period at Heathrow
and across South East England more generally if additional runway capacity were to be
provided in South East England.

52



INQUIRY TOPIC NINE:

REACHING CAPACITY WITH THREE RUNWAYS

Question

9.1. Consultees were asked how quickly Heathrow with the proposed third runway would
reach its stated capacity of 740 000 aircraft movements (ATMs) per year; and how much
resilience would there be with 740 000 ATMs.

Background

9.2. The Heathrow Terminal Five Public Inquiry established that Heathrow with a fifth
terminal and two runways would have an annual capacity of 90 - 95 million passengers and
480 000 aircraft movements. These figures were arrived at on the basis that: (a) it would be
feasible to carry 90-95 million passengers in 480 000 movements; and (b) 480 000
movements would permit unbroken runway alternation between 0700-2300 without the
need for more movements in the night quota period (2330-0600), both key measures for
mitigating the noise impact of Heathrow’s flight paths with five terminals in full use.

9.3. Heathrow handled 72 million passengers in 470 000 movements in 2013, with spare
capacity per year of 18-23 million passengers and 10 000 movements. But despite still
operating below its passenger and movement capacities, Heathrow is said to have reached a
resilience crisis due to insufficient runway capacity. The lack of resilience has resulted in the
periodic suspension of runway alternation between 0700-2300; and has prompted the
Airports Commission to recommend that the number of movements should be increased
before 0600 in order to manage the regular congestion post 0600.

Responses

9.4. HAL envisages that, with the third runway open in 2025, Heathrow would handle about
570 000 movements per year by 2030 and would reach about 740 000 movements per year
by 2040. HAL has worked with NATS in determining 740 000 movements as the practical
limit for operating the three runways with the proposed alternation system, while providing
also the necessary resilience. Improvements and efficiencies in air and ground traffic
management are expected to reduce the scale of the resilience problems compared with
today.

9.5. Other respondents (including the Mayor of London and the 2M Group) commented that
lack of resilience would re-emerge as Heathrow approaches capacity with three runways.
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Insufficient resilience would have a knock-on effect on alternation and other noise respite
measures, with the possibility of more movements at night - all of which would have
adverse noise implications for the overflown areas. The guidance from IATA is that no more
than 70 per cent of runway capacity should be utilised.

9.6. Some respondents thought that full use of a third runway would build up more quickly
than predicted by HAL, with resilience and noise issues arising earlier than 2040. It was likely
that suppressed demand would build up by 2025; Heathrow, as a dominant hub airport,
would seek to increase its market share once the third runway opened; HAL would want to
recover its substantial development costs as quickly as possible; airlines would rush to get
the new slots, in some measure to avoid subsequently paying the substantial slot premium
in the secondary market. The Airports Commission’s Technical Papers - Strategic Fit
Forecasts, in support of the Commission’s current consultation, estimates the number of
movements per year by 2030 as ranging between 625 000 and 740 000.

9.7. Some respondents expressed concern at the lack of substantive evidence and
information about resilience. It was suggested that local communities would bear the risks
of insufficient resilience and that the number of movements should be capped to preserve
sufficient spare capacity for full resilience .

Findings

9.8. The Group notes HAL’s assurance that Heathrow with three runways would not face the
resilience difficulties that have been experienced in recent years with two runways. But the
Group notes also that BAA - HAL’s predecessor - gave assurances to the Terminal Five Public
Inquiry that resilience would be provided for with 480 000 movements, by reserving periods
of the day when relatively few movements would be scheduled in order to handle any build-
up of delays in the preceding peak hours.

9.10. In the light of the present resilience problems and with the benefit of hindsight, it can
be seen that the resilience needs of Heathrow with 480 000 movements were under-
estimated at the Terminal Five Public Inquiry. As a consequence, two of the noise respite
measures that were promised to local communities - unbroken runway alternation in the
daytime and no increase in the number of movements before 0600 - are now in jeopardy,
with some loss already of alternation before Heathrow has reached 480 000 movements,
and the threat of more flights before 0600. The Group is therefore not entirely comfortable
with HAL’s assurance that 740 000 movements per year would leave adequate resilience.

9.11. For example, there are resilience difficulties at present with just under 480 000
movements (i.e. approximately 240 000 movements per runway). With 740 000
movements, there would be approximately 247 000 movements per runway. That is to say,
Heathrow would be making even more intensive use of the three runways and airspace in
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future than it is with two runways at present. That would appear to leave even less spare
capacity than there is at present for handling delays.

9.12. The increase in the overall number of movements from 480 000 to 740 000 (i.e. an
increase of more than fifty per cent) would presumably bring with it - when the three
runways are all operating at capacity - the risk of a proportionate increase in the number of
delays (i.e. for every ten delays at present there could be fifteen delays in 2040). Efficiency
improvements may well be able to handle some of the surge in delays, but would there be
any significant reduction in the number of delays in absolute terms?

9.13. The Group considers that there is a real risk that Heathrow with three runways could
reach capacity sooner than HAL is anticipating, and that resilience difficulties could re-
emerge that are at least as bad as at present. For communities under the flight paths there
could be a return to suspended runway alternation for at least part of the daytime, and an
increase in the number of movements before 0600.

9.14. The Group’s inquiry into resilience has focussed on its noise implications. But a
number of respondents commented on the wider implications of Heathrow reaching
capacity even with three runways. The Group will consider these wider implications in our
separate inquiry into Heathrow and the Economy.

Action

9.15. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to factor into their aircraft noise
assessments the possibility that Heathrow with a third runway would experience
resilience difficulties as it nears handling 740 000 aircraft movements per year.
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INQUIRY TOPIC TEN:

WHO GUIDELINES WITH TWO AND THREE RUNWAYS

Question

10.1. Consultees were asked - Would the proposed third runway hasten or delay the date by
which the air traffic noise levels at Heathrow would not exceed the World Health
Organization’s guideline values on community noise?

Background

10.2. The table below set out estimates by HAL and the Airports Commission (AC) of the
number of people who would in 2040 be exposed to noise from Heathrow’s flight paths
(assuming population growth):

- With two runways and 480 000 movements per year.

- With three runways and 740 000 movements per year for the three flight path options
(Options T, N and R) referred to in Topics 5-7 above, and for a fourth option (Option T-C)
introduced by the Airports Commission. Options T, N and R are based on a carbon
capped scenario and Option T-C is based on a carbon traded scenario which is less
restrictive.

10.3. HAL’s estimates were published in support of their revised third runway proposal in
May 2015 and were available to the consultees who submitted evidence in response to the
Group’s questions. The Airport Commission’s estimates were published in November 2014
and have been included in the table below for completeness, although the consultees in this
inquiry were clearly not in a position to comment on the Airports Commission’s estimates in
their responses to Group’s questions.

10.4. In addition to the figures in the table below, HAL and the Airports Commission have
published a number of additional estimates of noise exposure, at 57 LAEQ (0700-2300) and
Numbers Above Averages (0700-2300 and 2300-0700). These additional estimates have not
been included in the table below because 54 LAEQ is closer than 57 LAEQ to the higher
WHO guideline value of 55 LAEQ for day; and Numbers Above are difficult to compare with
the WHO guideline values.
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55 LDEN (24 hours) | 54 LAEQ (0700-2300) | 48 LAEQ,(2300-0700)

HAL AC HAL AC HAL AC

2 runway 468 450 | 588900 | 405600 | 460600 | 254700 | 337000

3 runway - Option T | 408450 | 618100 | 439250 | 488600 | 265500 | 308 500

3 runway - Option N | 653000 | 702500 | 568950 | 593900 | 307150 | 385300

3 runway - OptionR | 507450 | 515200 | 463800 | 455700 | 263650 | 308 900

3 runway - Option T-

C - 667 200 - 522 800 - 309 700

Source: HAL Report E52, E55 & E58; Airports Commission Consultation Nov 2014 - Technical
papers, noise - local assessment 4.7, 4.29,4.48 & 4.70 and noise baseline 4.7.

Responses

10.5. HAL said that there is no date by which the WHO guideline values are required to be
met; and that the guidelines were not aviation-specific and had to be seen in a wider
context than Heathrow. In particular, the levels of community noise in much of west London
and the Thames Valley exceed the guideline values due to noise sources other than air
traffic. HAL said additionally that its funding of home noise insulation should be taken into
account in reaching the guideline values; and that the employment provided by Heathrow
has a corresponding benefit on health that should be balanced against the impact of air
traffic noise.

10.6. Transport for London referred to the assessment that it had commissioned of the
noise from Heathrow’s flight path with three runways. The assessment was based on
relatively conservative modelling assumptions and found that in comparison with 2012, an
additional 372 100 people would be exposed to noise above 55 LDEN with a third runway in
2050 (725 100 exposures in 2012 and 1 097 200 exposures in 2050, assuming no growth in
population in the overflown areas).

10.7. One respondent argued that no Government that is committed to meeting the WHO
guideline values would be able to approve a third runway. Another respondent argued that
a third runway would conflict with the objective of the Aviation Policy Framework and
National Policy Statement for Noise to avoid significant adverse impacts on health and
quality of life.

10.8. A number of other respondents argued that a third runway would delay reaching meet
the WHO guideline values by a much wider margin than would be the case with two
runways; and that a third runway would affect areas that currently do not exceed the WHO
guideline values, at least as regards noise from air traffic.
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Findings

10.9. The Group notes that the Airports Commission’s estimates all show a larger number of
exposures than do HAL's original estimates. But we consider that the margin of difference is
not so small as to invalidate the comments submitted by consultees. Of more concern to the
Group is the much larger margin of difference between the number of LDEN exposures with
three runways in 2050 according to Transport for London (1 097 200) and the largest
number of LDEN exposures with three runways in 2040 in the options considered by HAL
(653 000) and the Airports Commission (702 500). The Group recognises that forecasting
over such a long period involves an element of guesswork. Our concern is that the
guesswork may err on under-estimating the number of exposures. We have not been able
to call on expert forecasting advice, but we consider it a matter of great importance that all
the assumptions that have been fed into the noise forecasts should be tested by
independent experts; including consideration of whether additional assumptions need to be
fed in.

10.10. For example, we note that Heathrow with three runways would handle 740 000
movements per year, which is 260 000 more per year than 480 000 movement with two
runways, an increase of approximately 54 per cent. But the increase in the number of
exposures from 740 000 movements compared with 480 000 movements is much lower -
approximately 39 per cent and 19 per cent respectively for HAL's and the Airports
Commission’s third runway LDEN options with the largest exposure numbers compared with
their two-runway figures. The significance of the number movements as individual noise
events - and the consequent adverse impact from an increase in the number of movements
- was a major factor in the report from the Heathrow Terminal Five Public Inquiry (see Topic
2 above) that HAL and the Airports Commission appear to have both ignored.

10.11. Setting aside the concerns the Group has about the forecasting assumptions, we
consider that the figures prepared by HAL and the Airports Commission, even taken at face
value, show that far too many people would still be exposed to flight path noise in the day
and night in 2040 with two runways, and even more so with three runways. We say this
against the background that Heathrow in 2040 would be approaching nearly one hundred
years of operations. While we note HAL's comment that there are no deadlines for meeting
the WHO guideline values, we consider that a faster pace of noise reduction is necessary
over the next twenty five years, regardless of whether Heathrow is then operating with two
or three runways.

10.12. The Group reaches this view because neither HAL’s nor the Airports Commission’s
estimates measure the number of exposures down to the lowest WHO guideline values for
the day or the night. As we discussed in Topic 1 above, there is no measured data for
Heathrow against the lower WHO guideline values. But we are advised as crude estimates
that the number of people exposed to the lower WHO guideline value of 50 LAEQ for day is

58



likely to be approximately twice the numbers given for 54 LAEQ by HAL and the Airports
Commission; and that the numbers given by HAL and the Airports Commission for 48 LAEQ
would need to be doubled and re-doubled for an approximation of the number of people
exposed to the long term WHO guideline value of 40 LAEQ for night.

10.13. The Group considered the argument that the number of exposures in 2040 is likely to
be lower than at present, regardless of the precise figures. But this provides cold comfort
for the overflown communities: any reduction would be in the areas furthest away from
Heathrow which currently experience the lowest noise exposure, whereas the communities
closer to the airport that currently experience higher noise exposure would still be affected,
both in the daytime and at night. Moreover, the third runway would bring in communities
that are not currently overflown on a regular basis in either the day or the night.

10.14. The Group recognises that the community noise levels in much of west London and
the Thames Valley may exceed the WHO guideline values due to noise sources other than
air traffic, as argued by HAL, but we consider that each noise source must make its own
reduction, rather than despair at the magnitude of the overall task.

10.15. The Group recognises the health and other benefits of employment at Heathrow, as
argued by HAL, but we do not consider that they would be put in jeopardy if Heathrow
moved at a faster pace towards the WHO guideline values.

10.16. The Group recognises the need for - and the importance of - generous provision for
home noise insulation, as argued by HAL, but we consider that noise insulation is an
intermediate measure until ambient noise levels reach the WHO guideline values, and
should not be seen as an alternative to reaching WHO guideline values.

Actions

10.17. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to extend its LDEN assessment of
future air traffic noise at Heathrow to include the WHO lower guideline values for
community noise (50 decibels LAEQ for 0700-2300 and 40 decibels LAEQ and 60 decibels
LMAX for 2300-0700), together with the supplementary noise indicators that we
recommended to HAL in response to Topic 2.

10.18. The Group will ask the Airports Commission to initiate a peer review of its noise
forecasting assumptions and methodology.

10.19. The Group will ask the Government to set targets for reducing the levels of aircraft
noise at Heathrow (and other UK airports) to below the WHO guideline values by 2040.
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APPENDIX 1: GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS

AC Airports Commission.

ANASE Attitudes to Noise from Aviation Sources in England Study.

ANCON ANCON is the CAA’s UK civil aviation aircraft noise contour model. It is
developed to international standards and incorporates noise
measurements and radar track information obtained from the London
airports including Heathrow. (see also INM).

Aircraft ‘Imminent aircraft’ types incorporate Generation 1 technology with

Generations

significant fuel burn and noise benefits. These have recently entered, or
are currently offered for sale to the market, and include all-new aircraft
as well as re-engined aircraft. ‘Future’ aircraft types incorporate
Generation 2 technology, which aim to achieve the noise goals set out in
Flightpath 2050. These types are envisaged to eventually replace
Imminent Generation 1 aircraft.

ATM Air Traffic Movement-the landing or departure of an aircraft.

CAA Civil Aviation Authority.

CACI CACl are a company that prepare demographic datasets.

(p]e)] Continuous Descent Operations.

Ccco Continuous Climb Operations.

COo2 Carbon Dioxide.

Cranford A 1952 Ministerial verbal statement of best endeavours that the

Agreement northern runway would not be used for take-offs to the east.

dB Decibel-this is a unit for measuring the relative magnitude of noise on a
logarithmic scale. An increase or decrease of 3dB(A) represents a
doubling or halving of noise energy.

dBA ‘A’ weighted decibel. This is a system of adjustment applied to sound of
different frequencies to take account of the way the sensitivity of the
human ear varies with sound frequency.

DEFRA Department of Food, Environment and Rural Affairs.

DfT Department for Transport.

DM Do-Minimum case.

Easterly When aircraft make their final approach to land from the west (over the

operations
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(easterlies)

Windsor area) and take-off towards the east (over London).

END European Union Environmental Noise Directive, 2002

ERCD The CAA’s Environmental Research and Consultancy Department.

FAS Future Airspace Strategy.

GAL Gatwick Airport Limited.

HAL Heathrow Airport Limited.

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organisation.

INM Integrated Noise Model — this is an aircraft noise modelling tool that is
used internationally to assess noise from airports. (see also ANCON).

LAMP London Airspace Management Programme.

LAEQ, 16-hour

Equivalent continuous sound level of aircraft noise in dB during an
average summer day. For conventional historical contours this is based
on the daily average movements that take place in the 16 hour period
(0700-2300 hours local time) during the 92 day period between the 16
June and 15 September inclusive.

LAEQ, 8-hour
night

LNIGHT

Equivalent continuous sound level of aircraft noise in dB during an
average summer night. The indicator uses average movements that take
place during an 8- hour night-time period (2300-0700 hours local time)
during the 92 day period between the 16 June and 15 September
inclusive.

LAMAX

Maximum sound pressure level. The simplest measure of a noise event
such as the over-flight of an aircraft is the maximum sound level that
occurred during the event, measured in dB(A). As the name implies, it is
the highest sound level that occurred during the over-flight. The greater
the value, the greater the risk of disturbance or intrusion.

LDAY

Covers the period 0700 — 1900 hours in any 24 hour period.

LDEN

The day, evening, night level, LDEN is a composite of a 12-hour annual
average daytime noise level (LDAY), a 4-hour annual average evening
noise level (LEVENING) with a penalty of 5 dB added, and an 8-hour
annual average night-time noise level (LNIGHT) with a penalty of 10 dB
added.

LEQ

A measure of long term average noise exposure and is shorthand for
‘equivalent continuous noise level’. For aircraft it is the level of a steady
sound which, if heard continuously over the same period of time, would
contain the same total sound energy as all the aircraft noise events.
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LEVENING

Covers the period 1900 — 2300 hours in any 24 hour period.

Mixed mode

A method of operating two runways allowing for a mix of both take-offs
and landings on each. (see also segregated mode).

N60 (night-time)

Number of times a threshold level (in this case 60 dB) is exceeded within
the 8-hour night period 2300-0700.

N70 (daytime) Number of times a threshold level (in this case 70 dB) is exceeded within
the 16-hour period 0700-2300.

NATS National Air Traffic Service.

Nautical mile Equals 1.1508 statute miles, 6 076 feet and 1 852 metres.

(nm)

Night Quota 6 % hour period between 2330-0600. The number of aircraft

period movements are restricted are there are noise quotas set for each
summer and winter season.

NNI Noise and Number Index.

NPR Noise Preferential Route-departure routings which are designed to
avoid, as far as possible, major built-up areas.

PBN Performance Based Navigation.

P-RNAV Precision Area Navigation.

SA Sustainable Aviation — an alliance of the UK’s airlines, airports,

aerospace manufacturers and air navigation service providers.

Segregated mode

A method of operating a pair of runways where one runway is used for
departing aircraft and the other for arriving aircraft. (see also mixed
mode).

SEL

Sound Exposure Level —a measure of noise from a single event which
accounts for both its duration and intensity. It is the level which, if
maintained for one second, would have the same acoustic energy as the
noise event.

SID

Standard Instrument Departure. A designated departure route linking
the aerodrome with a specified point at which the en-route phase of a
flight commences. It gives a set of instructions that should allow the
aircraft to fly along an NPR.

T5

Terminal 5.

TEAM

Tactically Enhanced Arrival Measures — used to reduce delays in holding
stacks by temporarily suspending runway alternation by allowing the
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departure to be used for arrivals.

TfL Transport for London.

Tromboning A concept whereby aircraft can route to a specific point on the arrivals
path.

Westerly When aircraft make their final approach to land from the east (over

operations London) and take-off towards the west (over the Windsor area).

(westerlies)

Westerly Maintaining operations in a westerly direction when there is a light
preference easterly tail-wind up to five knots.
WHO World Health Organisation.
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APPENDIX 2: QUESTIONS TO CONSULTEES

Question 1:

Question 2:

Question 3:

Question 4:

Question 5:

Question 6:

Question 7:

Question 8:

Question 9:

By what margin - in terms of the number of people affected - does the
present noise from Heathrow’s existing flight paths exceed the World Health
Organisation (WHO) guideline values on community noise in the day/evening
period (0700-2300) and in the night period (2300-0700)? How does this
compare with other airports within the UK and the EU?

Does the Environmental Noise Directive enable the UK to meet fully the
criticisms that were made in the Report from the Heathrow Terminal Five
Public Inquiry that the 57 decibel noise contour was by itself an inadequate
measure for assessing the full impact of air traffic noise?

What are the prospects for significantly less noisy aircraft at Heathrow over
the next ten years and are the prospects in any way dependent on the
development of the proposed third runway? To what extent is there a
conflict between the optimum reduction of aircraft noise and carbon
emissions?

Are there additional operational procedures for noise reduction and respite
at Heathrow that could be introduced within the next ten years; or are any
such noise improvements being held back for the development of a third
runway?

Over what areas will the arrival and departure flight paths for the proposed
third runway be routed, and which of those areas are not currently overflown
by Heathrow air traffic, either at all or only occasionally?

Would the flight paths for the third runway cause any alteration to the
present routing of the flight paths for the existing runways; and if so, to what
extent?

How would the proposed segregated mode respite periods operate with
three runways, compared with the existing runway alternation arrangements
(between 0700-2300 and 2300-0700)?

Would the third runway enable Heathrow to operate without flights in the
night period (2300-0700)?

How quickly would Heathrow with the proposed third runway reach its stated
capacity of 740 000 aircraft movements (ATMs) per year; and how much
resilience would there be with 740 000 ATMs?

64



Question 10: Would the proposed third runway hasten or delay the date by which the air
traffic noise levels at Heathrow would not exceed the World Health
Organization’s guideline values on community noise?
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APPENDIX 3: RESPONDENTS SUBMITTING WRITTEN EVIDENCE TO THE CONSULTATION

All-Party Parliamentary Group on Heathrow and the Wider Economy
First Inquiry: Noise from Heathrow’s Flight paths.

2M Group of Local Authorities*

Aviation Environment Federation (AEF)

Civil Aviation Authority (CAA)

Ealing Aircraft Noise Action Group (EANAG)
Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL)

Hammersmith & Fulham (London Borough of)
Heathrow Airports Limited (HAL)*

Heathrow Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise (HACAN) *

Hillingdon (London Borough of)

Local Authorities Aircraft Noise Council (LAANC)*
NATS

Richmond Heathrow Campaign*

Richmond upon Thames (London Borough of)
The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead
Transport for London (Mayoral Submission) (TfL)
Virgin Atlantic

Wandsworth (London Borough of)

.* Attended Oral Hearing on Tuesday 15 July 2014
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APPENDIX 5: SUPPLEMENTARY NOISE MEASUREMENT INDICATORS

Annex | (3) of the Environmental Noise Directive (Directive 2002/49/EC of 25 June 2002)
states:

3. Supplementary noise indicators

In some cases, in addition to LDEN and LNIGHT, and where appropriate LDAY and
LEVENING, it may be advantageous to use special noise indicators and related limit
values. Some examples are given below:

- the noise source under consideration operates only for a small proportion of the
time (for example, less than 20 % of the time over the total day periods in a year; the
total of the evening periods in a year, the total of the night periods in a year).

- the average number of noise events in one or more of the periods is very low (for
example, less than one event per hour; a noise event could be defined as a noise
that lasts less than five minutes; examples are the noise from a passing train or a
passing aircraft).

- the low-frequency content of the noise is strong.

- LMAX or SEL (sound exposure level) for night period protection in the case of noise
peaks.

- extra protection at the weekend or a specific part of the year.

- extra protection of the day period.

- extra protection of the evening period.

- acombination of noises from different sources.

- quiet areas in open country.

- the noise contains strong tonal components.

- the noise has an impulsive character.
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APPENDIX 6: DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES

The following descriptions of procedures have been prepared from the responses and
references.

Continuous Descent Operation (CDO)

CDO provides the optimal trajectory giving minimum noise and minimum fuel burn. HAL
assumes that by 2030 CDO will be applied across all aircraft from 6,000ft. CDO tends to
concentrate aircraft along corridors some 19nm from Heathrow.

Low power/drag

Over the intermediate approach on arrivals phase, flaps and landing gear are deployed to
maintain lift and prepare for landing. Selecting more flap than is needed can increase noise
by about 1 dBA SEL. Landing gear deployment increases noise by 3-5 dBA SEL. Deployment
needs to occur no less than 5 nm from touchdown but early deployment sometimes occurs.
Deploying landing gear increases drag and airframe noise and increases engine power and
therefore engine noise.

Reduced landing flap

Most aircraft are certified with two landing flap angle settings — maximum and reduced.
Reduced landing flap typically results in noise reductions of 0.5 dBA SEL over the segment of
about 5nm to touchdown.

Steeper Approaches

Increasing an aircraft’s glide path reduces noise by increasing the aircraft’s height and
distance over which sound travels before it reaches a population. Secondly, it increases an
aircraft’s rate of descent, reducing the amount of engine power required, and thus reducing
the amount of noise emitted.

Displaced runway thresholds

The threshold is where aircraft cross a point on the runway at 50 feet. Displacement allows
aircraft to fly at higher altitudes over communities located near the airport. Current
displacements at Heathrow are around 310 metres. HAL’s proposals increase these to 1162
metres on the northern and 862 metres on the southern runway. The proposed third
runway is offset to the west by around 1,900 metres and the threshold displacement is 700
metres. These displacements add about 150 feet aircraft height. The third runway offset
increases the height by about 300 feet. The proportional increase in height diminishes with
distance from the airport. At Heston the height is currently around 950 feet and at
Brentford 1,600 feet.

Continuous Climb Operations (CCO)

Following take-off there is a balance between gaining altitude and speed and the power
difference this means. More power produces more noise but if the power is used to gain
height the greater height more quickly dissipates the noise at ground level. Stepped climbs
may be needed for safe operations to avoid other aircraft but generally they are more noisy.
HAL is promoting CCO.
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Dispersion of flight paths

NATS says ‘LAMP sees a complete redesign of the arrival routes and departure routes for
traffic operating in to and out of the five London airports.” LAMP is scheduled for
completion by 2020. Government’s current policy is one of concentration and flight path
changes are its responsibility and subject to the CAA’s Airspace Change Process, with the
environmental impact being subject to public consultation. Departing aircraft use Noise
Preferential Routes (NPRs) to avoid noise-sensitive areas. NPRs rise to 4,000 feet and form
the first part of the Standard Instrument Departure routes (SIDs). NPRs have a swathe
measuring 1.5 km either side of a centre line. Using Performance Based Navigation (PBN) to
concentrate tracks on either side of the centre line and alternate between them to provide
respite is being considered. Above 4,000 feet pilots can vector away from the NPR. Changing
departure SID’s and early vectoring are under review. Arriving aircraft: HAL’s proposals for a
third runway include corridors 500m either side of a PBN-based centre line to a distance of
approximately 15 nautical miles from the airport. The proposals apply multiple curved route
corridors to arrivals with route alternation. It brings dispersal on arrival much nearer to the
airport, i.e. about 5 nautical miles.
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APPENDIX 7: HEATHROW INDICATIVE FLIGHT PATHS — EXAMPLE 1
Three Runway Option R — Westerly Operations - Maximise Respite MLD-1

Source: Heathrow’s North-West Runway — Air and Ground Noise Assessment Appendix H —
Figure H 19, June 2014
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The grey lines are existing departure and arrival tracks

The width of the flight path does not represent the noise footprint on the ground
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APPENDIX 8: HEATHROW INDICATIVE FLIGHT PATHS — EXAMPLE 2

Three Runway Option R — Westerly Operations - Maximise Respite MLD-2

Source: Heathrow’s North-West Runway — Air and Ground Noise Assessment Appendix H —
Figure H 19, June 2014
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The grey lines are existing departure and arrival tracks

The width of the flight path does not represent the noise footprint on the ground
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APPENDIX 9: POPULATION AROUND HEATHROW

Source: CAA- ERCD Report 1301, Noise Contours 2012

ERCD Report 1301 Nolse Exposure Contours for Heathrow Alrport 2012
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ALL PARTY PARLIAMENTARY GROUP ON HEATHROW AND THE WIDER

ECONOMY

INTRODUCTION

The All Party Parliamentary Group on Heathrow and the Wider Economy was formed on 10
June 2014. Its terms of reference are to examine the implications of new runway capacity in
London, in particular at Heathrow.

On 18 December the Group published its report - Noise from Heathrow Airport - which set
out the results of the Group’s first inquiry into present and future noise impact of Heathrow’s
flight paths. The report can be found online at the Group’s website www.heathrowappg.com

One of the Group’s aims is to examine the impact of Heathrow’s expansion on the UK
economy. To this end the Group has been looking into the aviation forecasts made by the
Airports Commission (the Commission) in its consultation published on 11 November 2013.
The consultation is on the Commission’s assessment of proposals for additional runway
capacity at Gatwick and Heathrow airports.

The Commission’s brief is to examine the scale and timing of any requirement for additional
capacity to maintain the UK’s position as Europe’s most important aviation hub. In
addressing the issue the Commission has said it will seek to balance the wider economic
benefits of expansion with the environmental costs.

The Commission has also recognised the importance of regional aviation markets to the
regional and national economies. In addition, the Government’s Aviation Policy Framework
supports airports outside the South East of England.

It is in the context of these aims and policies that the Group has examined the Commissions
forecasts of air passenger demand, related flights and destinations for the UK as a whole.
They are the cornerstone of the wider economic benefits from Heathrow’s expansion.

We understand the Strategic Fit section of the consultation will form a key part of the
Commission’s recommendation but the analysis contained in this report seemingly has not
been undertaken or published. So the exercise is a case of filling a gap rather than
challenging any findings by the Commission.

The findings challenges the aim of maintaining the UK’s position as Europe’s most important
hub. They also challenges the National Aviation Policy Framework, which specifically
supports growth outside the southeast, and they substantially reduce the wider economic
benefits in weighing up the balance with local environmental costs such as noise.

Inevitably, examination of Heathrow’s impact on passenger numbers involves other airports
and while the analysis has not focussed on Gatwick, similar findings arise and these are
commented on briefly in the report.


http://www.heathrowappg.com

The framework for the analysis is explained in the Methodology but it may be helpful to
briefly describe the approach as a lead into the Executive Summary.

The approach has been to establish the passenger numbers for three cases:

(1) without expansion of Heathrow or Gatwick (termed the Do Minimum or DM case);
(2) with Heathrow expansion, and
(3) with Gatwick expansion.

The years examined are 2011, 2030, and 2050 and 2040 where data is available. Focus is on
Heathrow’s northwest runway option (NWR) and Gatwick’s second runway 2R option.

The main objective has been to examine incremental changes to passenger numbers, flights
and destinations - comparing the DM case with the expansion case. It was found to be
important to look behind the headline incremental change and at the considerable re-
distribution of demand that is forecast to take place between Heathrow and other airports.

Publication/website

The wider economy - impact of Heathrow Airport’s expansion on the number and distribution
of UK passengers and destinations can be found online at the Group’s website
www.heathrowappg.com.



http://www.heathrowappg.com.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.  Examination of the Airports Commission’s passenger forecasts suggests that on any
reasonable assumption there would be no overall increase in the number of UK passengers,
flights or destinations as a result of Heathrow’s expansion. Instead, the expansion would be
fed almost entirely by re-distributing growth from other UK airports and in particular the
regional airports.

2. This raises serious doubts about there being any net benefit to the wider UK economy
brought about by Heathrow’s expansion - not only because of the lack of any incremental
growth but quite possibly due to a significant negative impact on the regions and the overall
efficiency of the UK economy.

3. Connectivity was examined in terms of the number of destinations and service frequency
with special mention of international transfers. These represent a large incremental addition
to Heathrow’s forecast passenger demand and this report raises doubts about their value to
the UK economy.



METHODOLOGY

1.  Allthe raw data analysed here, except some data on international transfers, is contained in
the Commission’s consultation document - Strategic Fit: AC 05 Forecasts. The aim has
been to complete this report by the 3™ February when the Commission’s consultation closes.
This has meant there has been no time to consider evidence from other sources or to study
all of the vast quantity of information published by the Commission in its consultation. The
analysis has relied almost entirely on a set of data published in the Strategic Fit Forecasts
and we cannot be entirely sure other relevant consultation material has not been overlooked.

2. We have not examined the Department for Transport model used by the Commission and
so are unable to comment in detail on the underlying forecasts presented by the Commission
on which we base this Report. But we are concerned that the future number of Heathrow
aircraft movements may be overstated, as was discussed in our recent Noise Report.

3.  The data has been extracted from the Commission’s tables and the results assembled in a
set of tables contained in the Annexes to this report.

4.  Broadly speaking, the tables detail the passenger numbers for the three cases: (1) without
expansion of Heathrow or Gatwick (the Do Minimum or DM case); (2) with Heathrow
expansion and (3) with Gatwick expansion. These tables provide the comparison needed to
determine the overall impact on UK passenger numbers. Usually there are two adjacent
tables presented in the Annexes - one for the Heathrow expansion and the other for the
Gatwick expansion and both on an incremental basis. They show the re-distribution of
passengers between airports taking place to produce the net change in total passengers.

5. The airports examined are Heathrow, Gatwick, other southeast (Stansted, Luton and
London City) and the regional airports. This broadly fits with the Commission’s breakdown
of the figures.

6.  The Commission has conducted their appraisal using five scenarios. The Commission says
‘An important aspect of the Commission’s appraisals is that they are not centred on one
potential view of the future. This is because the future development of the aviation sector
is inherently difficult to predict.’ It goes on to say ‘By considering each scheme in relation
to multiple potential futures, the Commission aims to stress-test the robustness of its
analysis, and ultimately its final recommendations to Government.” The Commission’s
description of the five scenarios is contained in Annex 1 of this report.

7. The Commission also takes two different approaches to CO2 - one is termed carbon capped
(CC) and the other - carbon traded (CT). These are further described in Annex 1.

8. Combining the above five scenarios with the two carbon scenarios results in ten scenarios,
all of which are retained in this analysis.

9.  Ithasnot been possible to undertake a risk analysis using the scenarios. But min-max figures
across each of the ten scenarios provide the outer extremities of probable variation and a measure



10.
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12.

13.

14.

of the uncertainty. What can be said is that the analysis demonstrates that the simple un-risked mean
is similar to the median for each of the ten scenarios, which suggests a ‘normal’ statistical
distribution. In considering the results, the term ‘average’ (although not strictly scientific) is
used to give focus to a large quantity of information and a measure of the outcome on any
reasonable assumption but it is recognised there is a range of potential outcomes distributed
on either side of the average. Each range provides information - some ranges are small and
others are larger thus providing insight into the level of uncertainty.

It must be stressed that the Group has taken no particular view on where the outcome might
be within the range of possibilities. Accordingly, throughout the report a central outcome
is placed in the context of the range of possible outcomes.

Initially the Heathrow extended runway option (ENR) was also examined but it was found
the results are very similar to those for the NWR option, and so only a few of the ENR

results are included to illustrate the similarity of outcome.

The results are shown in the body of the report as tables and charts. Both are sourced from
the tables in the Annexes.

Occasionally there are rounding differences in the tables.

All the charts and tables have been prepared by the Group secretariat based on the Airports
Commission Consultation.



UK AIR PASSENGERS
1. The table and charts in this section are sourced from Annexes 2, 3 and 9.

2. The following table details the Total UK passengers in 2050 based on the forecasts made by the
Commission. The total is sub-divided in two ways - long-haul/short haul split and purpose of travel.
The figures for the Total UK passengers and each market segment are the averages of the
Commission’s ten scenarios in each case.

3. The outcome without expansion (do minimum case) is shown in the column headed DM. The
Heathrow expansion case is shown in the column headed NWR. The Net increment between the two
is analysed as the contribution from Heathrow (LHR), Gatwick (LGW), Other SE airports and
regional airports. The other SE airports are Stansted, Luton and London City combined.

4. So for example, expanding Heathrow increases the Total UK passengers by just 5 mppa in 2050 from
402 mppa to 407 mppa. The increase of 43 mppa at Heathrow is offset by decreases of 4 mppa at
Gatwick, 6 mppa at other SE airports and 28 mppa at regional airports. These decreases arise through
a decrease in growth and are not decreases measured against 2011.

5. It can be seen that all the main segments of UK passenger demand are reduced by the expansion of
Heathrow except long-haul demand, which has a relatively small increase of 8 mppa (8% above the
DM case) and international transfers which show a very large increase of 19 mppa compared to the
DM case, which is discussed later in the section on Destinations.

UK Passengers - million passengers per annum (mppa)
Actual DM No NWR NWR Expansion
expansion Expansion
Total Total Total Incremental
UK UK UK LHR LGW Other Regions Net
SE change

Year 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Total UK Passengers 218 402 407 43 -4 -6 -28 5
Long haul 54 104 112 14 0 0 -6 8
Short haul 136 245 245 28 -4 -4 -20 0
Domestic 28 53 50 1 0 2 2 -3
Travel purpose:
Business UK resident 19 42 42 4 -1 -1 2 0
Business foreign resident 15 31 31 3 -1 -1 -1 0
Leisure foreign resident 35 64 61 5 -2 1 -5 3
Leisure UK resident 102 207 198 10 0 -1 -18 -9
Business Domestic 14 27 26 1 0 1 1 1
Leisure Domestic 13 25 24 1 0 1 -1 1
International (I to I) transfers 20 6 25 19 0 0 0 19




It is notable that segments that are potentially beneficial to the UK economy, namely business UK
resident, business foreign resident and leisure foreign resident (tourists) are no better off with
Heathrow’s expansion. The leisure UK resident segment, which is said to act negatively on the UK
balance of payments, is marginally reduced compared to the DM case. Long haul is potentially
beneficial for business connectivity with emerging markets but it is shown to increase only marginally.

7. The figures in the above table are the average of the Commission’s scenarios and it is
important to examine the distribution around the average, as illustrated by the following chart. Each
of the ten scenarios described in Annex 1 is shown with the average and median of all ten also shown
on the right side of the chart. The red columns show the Total UK passengers in the DM case. The
yellow columns show the totals with Heathrow expanded by the north west runway option and the green
columns show the totals with Heathrow expanded by the extended runway option. Expansion of
Gatwick is shown by the blue columns.
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8. The Heathrow ENR option results are very similar to those for the NWR option and so are not
discussed further.

9. The Gatwick 2R option generally results in slightly more Total UK passengers than the Heathrow
option and is briefly discussed later.

10. The outcomes in 2030 and 2040 have also been examined, and while the demand is less in these years
compared to 2050, there appear to be no discontinuities or other features that warrant additional
comment here. The conclusions are broadly the same as those for the 2050 outcome.

11. Expanded annual capacity is around 150 mppa in the Heathrow NWR option. It is clear from

the above table that servicing up to as many as 60 mppa additional passengers at Heathrow is
largely the result of the re-distribution of passengers from other airports, particularly from the
regions. This is further illustrated by the following chart.

12. The yellow columns show the additional Heathrow passengers in each of the ten scenarios in



13.

2050. But a major proportion of these passengers are offset by a reduction in the number of
passengers at regional airports (the green columns). Gatwick (blue columns) and other
southeast airports (red columns) also experience reduced numbers of passengers in the carbon
capped scenarios.

The net effect on Total UK passengers compared to the DM case is shown by the crimson
columns. The net effect ranges between minus 27 mppa (GF CC case) and plus 38 mppa (GG
CT case). It should be stressed this is an incremental analysis and a reduction is the result of
a reduced growth rate rather than an absolute reduction compared to 2011.
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On an individual airport basis the expansion of Heathrow reduces the passengers in 2050 compared
to the DM case by about 8% at Gatwick, 7% at other southeast airports and 15% at regional airports
but there is considerable variation depending on the scenario. The loss at regional airports can be as
high as 28%.

The carbon capped scenarios appear to result in the greater re-distribution of passengers from the
regions to Heathrow.

The re-distribution of passenger growth to Heathrow from the regions is not a result of insufficient
capacity at regional airports. This is discussed later in the section on Air traffic movements.

There is possibly some “spill” from Heathrow to other airports and suppressed demand prior to
expansion. But these market distortions, if they exist, should disperse within a few years of adding
capacity and yet the re-distribution from other airports to Heathrow continues through to 2050.

The forecast range of max-min passenger numbers is an indication of the uncertainty and risk and with
Heathrow expansion the range at each airport increases, principally due to a reduction in the minimum
number of passengers. This suggests an increased risk for the regional airports and one that is largely
on the downside. Also, the range of outcomes is greater across the carbon traded cases
compared to the carbon capped cases.




19. The Annexes provide the same detail for Gatwick as provided for Heathrow. But the Gatwick expansion

is not the primary focus of this report so we have limited the discussion on Gatwick to the following
chart which examines the incremental impact of Gatwick expansion compared to the DM case. The
outcome in 2050 is similar to that for the Heathrow expansion described above but the net effect on
Total UK passengers compared to the DM case, as shown by the crimson columns, ranges
between minus 4 mppa and plus 44 mppa and on average the Total UK passengers rises by 13
mppa from 402 mppa in the DM case to 415 mppa. The overall impact on Total UK
passengers is therefore slightly more positive than in the case of Heathrow
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20. On an individual airport basis the expansion of Gatwick reduces the passengers in 2050

21.

compared to the DM case by about 1% at Heathrow, 1% at other southeast airports and 8%
at regional airports and there is less variation in range of outcomes than in the case of the
Heathrow expansion, which indicates less risk. But in every scenario, demand growth is
redistributed from the regions to Gatwick, although to a lesser extent than experienced with
Heathrow’s expansion.

The expansion of Heathrow slightly reduces the passenger kilometres in the carbon capped
scenarios and increases them in the carbon traded scenarios resulting in an overall increase of
around 4% by 2050 on average across all scenarios and for the UK as a whole - see Annex 9.
The UK legal limit for carbon emissions is 37.5 MTCO?2 in 2050. The Climate Change
Committee estimate a passenger limit of 370 mppa in 2050 whereas the Commission estimate
389 mppa if the emissions are to not exceed the carbon limit. The carbon traded scenarios rely
on trading to reduce the gross carbon emissions and it is questionable and not clear from the
Commission’s consultation to what extent this will be feasible.

10



UK MARKET SHARES
1. The tables and charts in this section are sourced from Annexes 4 and 5.
2. The following table shows the market share of Total UK passengers without expansion (do

minimum case DM) and with an additional northwest runway at Heathrow. The figures for
each airport or group of airports are the averages of the Commission’s ten scenarios in each case.

Market Share of Total UK Passengers (%)
Actual DM No Expansion NWR Expansion
Year 2011 2050 2050
Heathrow 321% 23.8% 34.5%
Gatwick 15.6 % 11.5% 10.4 %
Other southeast airports 142 % 14.9 % 13.4%
Regional airports 38.1 % 49.8 % 41.7 %
Total UK 100% 100% 100%

1. Not surprisingly Heathrow’s market share increases compared to the DM case. But the
adverse impact on the regions is most notable. The DM case shows a rising regional share
between 2011 and 2050, reaching nearly 50%. In itself this is not unexpected given the long
term historical trend whereby the regional airports have increased their market share from
30.6% in 1972 to 38.1% in 2011. Many of these years were before capacity constraints at
Heathrow and so it difficult to see this growth trend arising from passenger “spill” from a
constrained Heathrow. The expansion of Heathrow results in a reversal in growth of the
regional share.

2. The following chart shows the range of possible outcomes for the regions depending on

Regional Airports UK Market Share - 2050
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scenario. It can be seen that the regions could gain 60% of the UK passenger market in the
GG CT scenario DM case but this and other possible outcomes are substantially held back
by expansion at Heathrow and to a lesser extent by expansion at Gatwick as shown
respectively by the yellow and blue columns.

3. Heathrow’s market share of Total UK passengers in contrast could rise by 2050 to over
40% with a third runway as shown in the following chart. This is substantial concentration
at a single airport and one which seems unlikely to serve the nation well - potentially stifling
competition and regional economic growth, causing higher costs of airport access from a
large Heathrow catchment area and increasing operational, commercial and financial risk.

Heathrow UK Market Share - 2050
Total passengers

H O 1 WwWR Expansion Bl SGatwick 2R Expansion

Base 32_1% UK market shareimn 2011

AR S RDE LR =F AN S ROE LK SF Aoeg Median

= = L= (= - = = = = T T T T T

4. Heathrow’s share of the various market segments is also important. The following chart
illustrates the point. Heathrow already has a relatively high UK market share of long haul
flights - 70% in 2011. But this could reduce to 60% in the DM case with regional airports
picking up a greater share. Yet this is reversed were Heathrow to expand.

Heathrow UK Market Shares - 2050
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5. The passenger segmentation at the regional airports in 2050 is shown by the following
chart.
If Heathrow were expanded there is no forecast improvement in the key segment that is
beneficial to the regional economies, namely the business UK resident segment compared to
the DM case. There is a reduction in the business foreign resident and leisure foreign
resident (tourist) segments both of which contribute to the regional economies.

Regional Airports UK Market Shares - 2050
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6. Heathrow expansion results in Gatwick and other southeast airports all losing market share
across all market segments apart from leisure travel by UK residents where the shares
remain largely unchanged from the DM case. The Annexes illustrate the results.

7. The market share outcome, should Gatwick be expanded, is more muted than is the case
for Heathrow as can be seen from the above charts.
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UK PASSENGER GROWTH RATES
1. The tables and charts in this section are sourced from Annex 6.

2. The following table details the compound growth rates in passenger numbers between 2030 and
2050 based on the forecasts made by the Commission. Data was not available from the dates of
opening the new runways in the mid-2020s but this seems unlikely to materially alter the findings.
Rates for the different market segments have been calculated.- long-haul/short haul split and
purpose of travel. The figures are the average of the Commission’s ten scenarios for each segment.

UK Passenger compound growth rates 2030 - 2305 ( % per annum)

DM No expansion NWR Expansion

Year 2050 2050
Total UK Passengers 1.4 % 1.4 %
Long haul 1.7% 1.6 %
Short haul 1.2% 1.1%
Travel purpose:

Business UK resident 2.1% 2.1%
Business foreign resident 1.9% 1.9%
Leisure foreign resident 1.3% 1.2%
Leisure UK resident 1.6 % 1.5%
Business Domestic 1.5% 1.5%
Leisure Domestic 1.6 % 1.5%
International transfers 1.2 % -1.8%

3. The growth rate for Total UK passengers of 1.4% per annum between 2030 and 2050 in
the DM case does not appear to change materially with Heathrow expansion. What is
noticeable is how low this rate is compared with historic GDP growth. The GDP growth
rate between 1954 and 2014 (60 years as considered in the consultation) was 2.45% per
annum. The consultation report on Wider Impacts applies a long term steady state growth
rate of 2.75% per annum which the report says is in line with HM Treasury’s trend growth
rate assumption for GDP.

4. The relatively low 1.4% rate suggests the aviation sector is not forecast to lead the growth
of the UK economy, which adds further doubt as to whether there are economic benefits to
the UK economy from expanding Heathrow.

5. The Total UK passenger growth rates range from 1.2% to 1.6% per annum in the DM
case, as is shown in the following chart. In the Heathrow expansion case the rates for Total
UK passengers range from 0.9% to 2.0%. The growth rate is reduced by Heathrow
expansion in all carbon capped scenarios.
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6.

In most scenarios Gatwick’ expansion results in slightly higher growth rates than in the

case of Heathrow’s expansion.
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UK AIR TRANSPORT MOVEMENTS
1. The table and charts in this section are sourced from Annex 7.

2. The following table details the Total UK air transport movements (ATMs) in 2050 based on the
forecasts made by the Commission. The figures are the average of the Commission’s ten scenarios.

UK Air transport movements per annum (‘000)
Actual DM No NWR NWR Expansion
expansion Expansion
Total Total Total Incremental
UK UK UK LHR LGW Other SE Regions Net
change
Year 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Total UK aircraft 1985 3131 3133 267 -20 -38 -207 2
movements (ATMs)

3. The outcome mirrors that for total UK passengers but the growth rate in ATMs is less on
account of the trend towards larger planes and higher load factors.

4. The following chart shows the position in 2050 in a similar manner to that illustrated in the
earlier section on UK passengers. It illustrates the average number of ATMs with and
without expansion at Heathrow or Gatwick and the variation around the average
depending on scenario.

Total UK ATMs - 2050
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5. Expanding Heathrow increases the total UK ATMs by just 2,000 flights in 2050 from 3,131,000 to
3,133,000 flights. The increase of some 267,000 ATMs per annum at Heathrow is offset by ATM
decreases at Gatwick of 20,000, 38,000 at other SE airports and 207,000 at regional airports. These
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decreases arise through a decrease in growth and are not decreases measured against 2011.

The figures in the above table are the average of the Commission’s scenarios and it is
important to examine the distribution around the average as illustrated by the following chart.
The red columns show the Total UK ATMs in the do minimum case. The yellow columns show the
totals with Heathrow expanded by the north west runway option and the green columns show the
totals with Heathrow expanded by the extended runway option. Expansion of Gatwick is shown by
the blue columns. The net change in ATMs is shown by the crimson columns.
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Expanded annual runway capacity is around 740,000 ATMs per annum in the Heathrow NWR
option. It is clear from the above table and charts that providing for up to 260,000 additional ATMs
at Heathrow is largely the result of the redistribution of ATMs from other airports, particularly from
the regions.

The substantial spare runway capacity in the regions in 2050 is illustrated in the following chart in
the DM case and cannot be said to constrain growth of regional aviation.

Airport Capacity & Usage 2050
Do Minimum Case
Capacity 2050 (000

G00 T AThis)
E6D
500 |80 X
=

i e 2011 Use
=2
= 200 H
o
ﬁ _ Miin Do Miindnmem wse
5 4‘;“ 205D All Scenarios
[ =1
o
=
=T

Mace Do minimum wse
— 2050 All Scenanos

g0
Awg Do mindmmunm wse

&= H.
s 205D
Rl

17




DESTINATIONS

The tables and charts in this section are sourced from Annex 8.

The following table details the number of destinations in 2050 based on the forecasts made by the
Commission. The total is sub-divided into All destinations, the long haul segment, those destinations
served by at least one daily flight and long haul flights with at least one daily flight. The figures for
All destinations and for each sub-section are the averages of the Commission’s ten scenarios in each
case.

The outcome without expansion (do minimum case) is shown in the column headed DM. The
Heathrow expansion case is shown in the column headed NWR. The Net increment between the two
is analysed in respect of Heathrow (LHR), London airports and regional airports.

The figures are the number destinations and not routes. The number of routes and
destinations at a single airport are the same. But when airports are grouped together for
analysis there can be several routes to the same destination from different airports within the
group. So the figures presented are not additive. This is the way the Commission provides
the data.

No data is provided by the Commission separately for Gatwick in the Heathrow expansion
case - but it is provided for the five London Airports, including Heathrow, as a group.

UK Destinations

Actual DM No NWR NWR Expansion
expansion Expansion

Total Total Total Incremental

UK UK UK LHR LGW London Regions Net
change

Year

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050

All destinations 361 402 401 58 na 6 -14 -1

All destinations - 107 130 132 7 na 3 -9 2
long-haul

Daily destinations 192 244 256 46 na 16 -18 12

Daily destinations - 61 84 91 10 na 7 -4 6
long-Haul

Expanding Heathrow reduces the Total UK destinations by one destination in 2050 from 402 to 401.
Heathrow gains 58 destinations, and the regions lose 14 destinations. Since the figures are not additive
(see above for the distinction between destination and route) it is not possible to attribute the net
incremental change to any one airport or group of airports.

The daily destination analysis is slightly more positive but presumably there is an equal and
opposite reduction in the number of thin routes, although in the absence of the data this has not
been proven. Arguably thin routes are important because destinations to new emerging markets
might often start out with less than a daily service. The implication, although not proven here,
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is that the expansion of Heathrow will add frequency to the most popular routes which has
been the case for many years, rather than adding connectivity to emerging markets.

8. The Section on ATMs reports on there being no additional UK ATMs in 2050 as a result of
Heathrow expansion. With a similar outcome on destinations the implication is that overall UK
frequencies do not increase as a result of Heathrow expansion. So if neither the number of
destinations nor the destination frequencies increase then any improvement in UK connectivity
is questionable. It is appreciated underlying changes to destinations and frequencies are likely
to occur.

9. The Total UK destinations are shown in the following chart where it can seen that the scenarios
make little difference to the outcome; it might be implied there is little dependency on the
scenarios and little uncertainty in the outcome.

Total UK Destinations - 2050
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10. A matter of concern is the number of international transfers which were identified in the
section on UK air passengers. The following table is extracted from the table in that section.

International (I to I) transfer passengers - million passengers per annum (mppa)
Actual DM No NWR NWR Expansion
expansion Expansion
Total Total Total Incremental
UK UK UK LHR LGW Other SE Regions Net
change

Year 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
International (I to I) transfers 20 6 25 19 0 0 0 19
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1.

12.

In the absence of Heathrow expansion the number of international transfers (in the UK but
mostly at Heathrow) decreases from 20 mppa in 2011 to 6 mppa in 2050. The figures are the
average of the Commission’s ten scenarios. But with Heathrow expansion the international transfers rise
to 25 mppa.

The variation in international transfers across all ten scenarios is illustrated in the following chart for
the DM case and for expansion at Heathrow and expansion at Gatwick.

UK International Transfers (I to I) - 2050
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13.

14.

15.

Heathrow served 18.1 mppa international transfers in 2011 or 91% of the UK total. The
incremental increase of 19 mppa by 2050 in international passengers at Heathrow is a very large
increase in demand and hence use of capacity compared to the DM case and in relation to a total
increase of Heathrow passengers of between 40 and 60 mppa.

Transfer passengers do not leave the airside at Heathrow and while they contribute to the
airline and airport profits their value is said to be in providing minimum aircraft loads for
otherwise unviable routes or adding to route frequency. However, there are very few thin low
frequency international routes from Heathrow that have any international transfers.

The follow table covers the 70 lowest frequency services out of 181 international services from

Heathrow in 2011. It shows that only 9 had transfers and only 7 of these were long haul. 37
of the low frequency services were long haul and had no transfers at all.
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Heathrow thin destinations in 2011
Long haul Short haul Total
Destinations without Internationsl transfers 37 24 61
Destinations with Internationsl transfers 7 2 9
Total 44 26 70

16. The 7 low frequency long haul destinations with international transfers are shown in the
following table. Even these destinations are not necessarily economically vulnerable if there
were fewer or no transfers. For example, [slamabad, had relatively high loads 0f 333 passengers
and if the 13 transfers per ATM were not available then it seems unlikely the service of once
every 2 days would be at risk. In most of the other cases if there were no transfers there could
be a service at least weekly.

Heathrow Low Frequency Long Haul Destinations with Transfers 2011
Destination Distance Passengers Transfer Transfer Frequency Aircraft
km ‘000 per yr. passengers Passenger % | ATMs per day (Arr. | Passenger Loads
‘000 per yr. & Dep.)
USA Raleigh 6218 111 48 43% 1.9 157
Argentine Buenos Aires 11140 155 91 59% 1.9 220
USA Phoenix 8465 179 104 58% 1.7 288
India Chennai 8304 115 67 58% 1.4 220
India Hyderabad 6391 96 76 79% 1.4 184
Uganda Entebbe 6499 71 47 67% 1.4 137
Pakistan Islamabad 6068 136 13 10% 1.1 333

Source: CAA

17. Instead, international transfers add frequency to the most popular routes and there is surely a
question of diminishing returns as the frequency is increased. The following table illustrates the

point.
Heathrow Highest Frequency International Destinations 2011
Destination Distance km | Passengers Transfer Trnfrs Frequency Aircraft UK Airport
‘000 per yr passengers ATMs per day [Passenger Loads Routes
‘000 per yr (Arr & Dep) (Avg)
Frankfurt Main 653 1470 244 17% 332 152 16
Amsterdam 370 1407 418 30% 344 112 27
New York (JFK) 5547 2679 893 33% 34.0 216 4
Dublin 449 1556 572 37% 335 127 28
Paris (CDG) 354 1272 457 36% 30.8 113 20
Source: CAA

18. New York JFK and Newark together have over 28 departures from Heathrow every day.
Average loads were just 211 on flights to New York JFK in 2011, which is low compared to
modern aircraft seating capacity. While accepting that frequency is important to connectivity
there is a question of diminishing returns and efficient use of resources. Overall UK demand
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is forecast to increase by around 1.8 times between 2011 and 2050 using an average of the
scenarios. Details as to how this is distributed between destinations is not available but applying
the multiple to New York would mean around 50 departures a day from Heathrow or one
every 20 minutes over a 16 hour day.

End

22



ANNEX 1

Glossary and Abbreviations

ATM Air transport Movement

Carbon-capped Modelling scenario where CO2 emissions are limited to 2005
CC levels through both an ETS and higher carbon prices
Carbon-traded Modelling scenarios where CO2 emissions are part of an

CT Emissions Trading Scheme

Do Minimum (DM) The option of adding no new runway capacity as assessed in the

Airports Commission’s Interim Report 2013

ENR Heathrow’s Extended Runway Option

HH Heathrow Hub Limited, the promoter of the Heathrow Airport
Extended Northern Runway Option

HAL Heathrow Airport Limited, the promoter of the Heathrow Airport
North West Runway Option

I[tol International to International interliners, i.e. passengers who are
transferring via a UK airport with their origin and destination
outside the UK

LGW 2R Gatwick Airport Second Runway, the option promoted by
Gatwick Airp[ort Limited

NWR Heathrow’s North West Runway Option

mppa Million passengers per annum

Airports Commission Future Scenarios

Assessment of Need Future demand is primarily determined by

AON central projections published by sources
such as the Office for Budgetary
Responsibility, OECD and IMF.

Global Growth This scenario sees higher global growth in

GG demand for air travel. It adopts higher GDP
growth forecasts for all world regions,
coupled with lower operating costs.



Relative Decline of Europe
RDE

Low-cost is king
LCK

Global fragmentation GF

This scenario sees higher relative growth of
passenger demand in emerging economies in
the future compared to the growth in the
developed world. It adopts higher GDP
growth rates for newly industrialised and
developing countries, and a strengthened
position of Far and Middle Eastern aviation
hubs and airlines.

This scenario sees the low-cost carriers
strengthening their position in the short-haul
market and capturing a substantial share of
the long-haul market. As with the global
growth scenario, it also sees GDP growth
rates for all world regions and lower
operating costs, resulting in higher
passenger demand growth rates.

This scenario sees economies close
themselves off by adopting more conditional
and interventionist national policies. As a
result, there is a decline in GDP growth
rates for all world regions, coupled with
higher operating costs. This results in lower
passenger demand growth rates.



File:Demand 3 Source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 UK PASSENGERS WITH & WITHOUT EXPANSION - PURPOSE OF TRAVEL
30-Jan-15 Passengers mppa ANNEX 2
Incremental Analysis Incremental Analysis
DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion
Business UK resident 2071 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 Business Domestic 20711 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGw LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 18.9 40 39 40 4 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1 3 -0 -1 0 AON CC 14.3 26 24 26 1 0 -1 -2 -2 -0 0 -0 -0 -0
GG CC 47 46 47 5 -2 -2 -2 -1 -1 2 -1 -1 0 GG CC 26 24 26 1 0 -1 -2 -2 -0 0 -0 -1 -1
RDE CC 43 43 44 4 -1 -2 -1 -0 -1 1 0 -0 1 RDE CC 25 24 25 0 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 0 -0 -0
LCK CC 47 46 47 5 -2 -2 -2 -1 -1 4 -1 -1 0 LCK CC 26 24 24 1 0 -1 -2 -2 -0 3 -3 -2 -2
GF CC 33 32 33 3 -1 -0 -2 -1 -0 2 0 -1 0 GF CC 24 20 28 1 0 -1 -4 -4 -0 0 -0 -1 -1
AON CT 40 41 41 4 -1 -1 -2 1 -1 3 -1 -1 1 AON CT 28 28 28 1 0 -1 -0 0 -0 1 -0 0
GG CT 48 49 50 4 -1 -1 -2 1 -2 5 -0 -1 1 GG CT 32 32 32 1 -0 -1 -0 0 0 1 -0 0 0
RDE CT 44 45 45 4 -1 -1 -2 1 -2 3 -0 -1 1 RDE CT 28 28 28 1 0 -1 -0 0 -0 1 -1 0 0
LCK CT 48 49 50 4 -1 -1 -1 1 -2 4 0 -0 2 LCK CT 32 32 32 1 -0 -0 -0 0 -0 2 -2 -0 -0
GF CT 33 34 34 3 -1 -0 -1 0 -1 2 -0 -1 0 GF CT 25 25 25 1 0 -1 -0 0 -0 0 -0 -0 0
Avg 42 42 43 4 -1 -1 -2 -0 -1 3 -0 -1 1 Avg 27 26 27 1 0 0 -1 -1 -0 1 -1 -0 -0
Median 44 44 44 4 -1 -1 -2 0 -1 3 -0 -1 0 Median 26 25 26 1 0 -1 -1 -1 -0 1 -0 -0 -0
DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion
Business foreign resid 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 Leisure Domestic 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGw LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 14.4 29 28 29 3 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1 2 -0 -1 0 AON CC 13.3 25 22 25 1 0 -2 -2 -3 0 1 -1 -0 -0
GG CC 34 33 33 4 -1 -2 -1 -1 -1 2 -1 -1 -0 GG CC 23 20 23 0 0 -1 -2 -3 0 1 -0 -0 -0
RDE CC 32 32 33 3 -1 -1 -1 -0 -0 1 0 -0 1 RDE CC 24 23 24 0 1 -1 -1 -1 -0 1 -0 -0 -0
LCK CC 33 33 35 4 -1 -2 -1 -1 -1 3 -1 -1 1 LCK CC 23 21 21 0 0 -1 -2 -2 -0 1 -1 -2 -2
GF CC 25 24 25 2 -1 -0 -2 -1 -1 1 0 -1 -0 GF CC 24 19 23 0 0 -1 -4 -5 -0 1 -1 -1 -1
AON CT 29 30 29 3 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 3 -1 -1 0 AON CT 27 27 27 1 1 -1 -0 0 0 1 -1 -0 0
GG CT 36 36 36 3 -1 -1 -1 0 -2 3 -1 -1 0 GG CT 29 30 30 1 -0 -0 0 1 0 1 -0 0 1
RDE CT 33 33 34 3 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 3 -0 -1 1 RDE CT 27 27 27 1 1 -1 -0 0 0 2 -1 -0 0
LCK CT 35 36 37 3 -1 -1 -1 0 -2 3 1 -0 2 LCK CT 29 30 30 0 -0 0 1 1 0 1 -1 0 0
GF CT 25 25 25 2 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 1 0 -1 0 GF CT 24 25 25 1 0 -1 0 1 -0 1 -0 0 1
Avg 31 31 32 3 -1 -1 -1 -0 -1 2 -0 -1 1 Avg 25 24 25 1 0 -1 -1 -1 -0 1 -1 -0 -0
Median 32 32 33 3 -1 -1 -1 -0 -1 2 -0 -1 0 Median 25 24 25 0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 1 -1 -0 0
DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion
Leisure foreign resider 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050  intrntni(ito I) Transfers 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGw LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 35.3 59 52 59 4 -2 -2 -7 -7 -1 5 -0 -3 0 AON CC 20.4 8 30 12 22 0 0 0 22 3 1 0 0 4
GG CC 54 47 53 4 -3 -3 -5 -7 -1 3 -1 -2 -1 GG CC 9 31 13 21 0 0 0 21 3 1 0 0 4
RDE CC 59 56 63 5 -3 -3 -3 -3 -0 3 1 0 4 RDE CC 6 16 8 10 0 0 0 10 2 1 0 -0 2
LCK CC 54 48 57 5 -3 -4 -5 -6 -3 9 -1 -2 2 LCK CC 9 26 21 17 0 0 0 17 2 9 0 0 12
GF CC 62 52 60 2 -2 -2 -8 -10 -1 3 1 -4 -1 GF CC 8 38 12 30 0 0 -0 30 3 0 0 -0 4
AON CT 64 65 65 6 -1 -0 -4 1 -1 7 -1 -4 2 AON CT 7 23 13 16 0 0 0 16 5 1 0 0 6
GG CT 75 78 78 8 -0 0 -5 3 -3 11 -0 -5 3 GG CT 1 23 12 22 0 0 0 22 8 3 0 0 11
RDE CT 68 69 74 6 -0 -0 -5 1 -2 9 1 -1 6 RDE CT 4 13 8 9 0 0 0 10 2 2 0 0 5
LCK CT 75 78 83 9 -1 -0 -6 2 -1 9 2 -2 7 LCK CT 1 21 17 20 0 0 0 20 8 9 0 0 17
GF CT 63 64 63 6 -0 -1 -4 1 -1 4 1 -3 1 GF CT 8 24 11 17 0 0 -0 17 3 0 0 -0 4
Avg 63 61 66 5 -2 -1 -5 -2 -1 6 0 -3 2 Avg 6 25 13 18 0 0 0 19 4 3 0 0 7
Median 62 60 63 6 -2 -1 -5 -1 -1 6 0 -3 2 Median 7 24 12 18 0 0 0 19 3 1 0 0 4
DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion
Leisure UK resident 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050  Total UK Passengers 2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGwW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 101.3 198 173 199 7 -2 -2 -28 -26 -2 11 2 -1 1 AON CC 386 369 391 41 -6 -9 44 17 -1 23 0 -17 5
GG CC 168 142 164 7 -5 -7 -22 -26 -1 7 -1 -9 -4 GG CC 361 342 359 42 -10 -16 -35  -19 -0 15 -3 -14 -2
RDE CC 185 173 187 12 -3 -6 -15 -12 -2 6 -0 -2 2 RDE CC 374 365 383 35 -7 -14 -23 -9 -3 14 1 -2 9
LCK CC 168 146 160 10 -5 -7 -20 -22 -4 13 -4 -13 -8 LCK CC 361 343 365 42 -1 -17 =32 17 -7 42 -1 -20 4
GF CC 217 180 212 2 -3 -2 -33 -36 -2 10 -1 -12 -4 GF CC 393 366 389 40 -6 -8 -53 27 -1 17 -0 -19 -4
AON CT 216 222 223 12 1 4 -10 6 -1 18 2 -12 7 AON CT 411 436 426 43 -1 -0 -17 25 1 34 -1 -19 15
GG CT 236 248 251 18 2 3 -1 12 -2 28 2 -14 15 GG CT 457 496 488 57 1 0 -19 39 0 51 1 -21 31
RDE CT 215 220 224 12 3 4 -14 5 -3 17 2 -8 9 RDE CT 418 435 440 36 3 0 -22 17 -5 37 0 -10 22
LCK CT 237 248 254 20 3 2 -14 11 3 23 1 -10 17 LCK CT 458 494 502 58 0 0 -22 37 6 51 0 -13 44
GF CT 220 224 223 10 1 3 -10 4 -1 13 0 -8 4 GF CT 397 420 406 39 0 0 -16 23 -1 22 1 -13 9
Avg 206 198 210 11 -1 -1 -18 -8 -1 15 0 -10 4 Avg 401 407 415 43 -4 -6 -28 5 -1 31 -1 -15 14
Median 216 200 217 11 -1 -0 -15 -4 -2 13 0 -1 3 Median 395 394 398 42 -3 -4 -23 4 -1 29 0 -15 9
AC Strat Fit tables 5.5 5.5/6 6.15/16 6.13/6.14 5.5 5.5/6 6.15/16 6.13/6.14
Prepared by APPG Secretariat DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NWR: Heathrow North west runway ; ENR: Heathr runway ; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion




File:Demand 3  source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 UK PASSENGERS WITH & WITHOUT EXPANSION - LONG HAUL-SHORT HAUL SPLIT ANNEX 3
30-Jan-15 Passengers mppa
Incremental Analysis

Long Haul DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR ENR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 54 96 102 101 99 11 -2 1 -5 5 0 1 3 -2 2
GG CC 105 109 108 106 12 -2 -2 -5 4 0 1 1 -2 1
RDE CC 101 103 103 102 3 -0 1 -3 1 -2 2 3 -2 1
LCK CC 105 107 107 115 9 -1 -1 -4 2 -15 30 -1 -3 11
GF CC 90 97 9% 90 15 -2 1 -6 8 1 1 1 -2 1
AON CT 101 112 110 106 13 -0 0 -2 11 2 2 3 -2 5
GG CT 122 139 137 131 31 -0 0 -14 17 -4 19 4 -1 9
RDE CT 110 116 115 114 4 3 2 -2 6 -5 10 1 -3 3
LCK CT 122 138 136 142 26 2 0 -13 15 1 33 0 -15 20
GF CT 90 100 98 93 12 -0 0 -2 10 3 1 0 -1 3
Avg 104 112 111 110 14 -0 0 -6 8 -2 10 1 -4 5
Median 103 108 107 106 12 -0 0 -5 7 0 2 1 -2 3
Short Haul DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR ENR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 136 238 221 224 241 29 -5 -7 -34 17 -1 20 -2 -15 3
GG CC 207 189 192 205 28 -9 -1 -26  -18 -0 13 -4 -1 -2
RDE CC 223 216 218 233 31 -8 -13 -18 -7 1 10 -2 -0 9
LCK CC 207 192 197 205 32 -10 -14 -24  -15 9 9 -6 -14 -2
GF CC 255 230 233 253 24 -4 -6 -39 -25 -2 15 -0 -16 -3
AON CT 255 268 266 265 28 -1 2 -15 13 -1 30 -3 -17 10
GG CT 274 295 292 295 24 1 1 -4 21 4 31 -3 -10 22
RDE CT 254 264 263 272 30 -1 -0 -19 10 -0 25 2 -8 18
LCK CT 275 295 292 299 31 -2 0 -9 20 5 14 3 1 24
GF CT 258 270 267 264 25 0 1 -14 12 -3 20 1 -12 6
Avg 245 244 244 253 28 -4 -5 -20 -1 1 19 -1 -10 9
Median 254 247 248 258 28 -3 -3 -19 1 -0 18 -2 -1 8
Domestic DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR ENR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 28 51 46 47 51 2 1 -3 -5 -5 -0 1 -1 -1 -0
GG CC 49 44 45 48 2 0 -2 -5 -5 -0 1 -1 -1 -1
RDE CC 49 47 47 49 1 1 -2 -2 -2 -1 1 0 -0 -0
LCK CC 49 45 46 46 1 1 -2 -4 -4 -0 3 -4 -3 -4
GF CC 48 39 40 47 1 0 -3 -8 -9 -0 1 -1 -2 -2
AON CT 54 55 55 55 2 1 -2 -0 1 -0 2 -1 -0 1
GG CT 61 62 62 62 2 -0 -1 0 1 0 1 -1 0 1
RDE CT 54 55 55 55 2 1 -1 -0 0 -0 3 -2 -0 0
LCK CT 61 62 62 61 1 -0 0 0 1 -0 3 -3 -0 0
GF CT 49 50 50 50 2 0 -1 -0 1 -0 1 -0 -0 1
Avg 53 50 51 52 1 0 -2 -2 -2 -0 2 -1 -1 -0
Median 50 48 48 50 2 0 -2 -1 -1 -0 1 -1 -0 -0
Total UK Passengers DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR ENR LGW LHR LGW Other SE Regions net LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
AON CC 218 386 369 372 391 42 -6 -9 -43 17 -1 23 0 -17 5
GG CC 361 342 344 359 42 -1 -16 -35  -20 -0 15 -4 -14 -2
RDE CC 374 365 368 383 35 -7 -14 -23 -8 -3 13 1 -2 9
LCK CC 361 343 349 365 42 -10 -17 =32 17 -7 42 -1 -20 5
GF CC 393 366 370 389 40 -7 -8 -53  -27 -1 17 -0 -19 -3
AON CT 411 436 431 426 43 -1 -0 -17 25 1 35 -1 -19 16
GG CT 457 495 491 488 57 0 0 -19 39 0 51 1 -21 31
RDE CT 418 435 432 440 36 3 0 -22 17 -5 37 0 -1 22
LCK CT 458 494 489 502 58 -0 0 -22 36 6 51 0 -13 44
GF CT 397 420 415 406 39 0 0 -17 23 -1 22 1 -13 9
Avg 401 407 406 415 43 -4 -6 -28 5 -1 31 -1 -15 14
Median 395 394 393 398 42 -3 -4 -23 4 -1 29 0 -15 9
AC Strat Fit tables 5.5 6.9/10 6.9/10 6.11/12 6.7/8
Prepared by APPG Secretariat DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NWR: Heathrow North west runway exp ; ENR: Heathr runway ; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion




File:Demand 3  source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 UK PASSENGER MARKET SHARES - PURPOSE OF TRAVEL ANNEX 4

30-Jan-15 Passengers % of Total UK
Business UK resident Business Foreign resident Leisure Foreign resident Leisure UK resident
DM Expansion DM Expansion DM Expansion DM Expansion

Heathrow 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR LGW
AON CC 48.1% 45.1% 56.5% 43.1% 52.1% 44.8% 56.5% 42.3% 357% 323% 44.0% 30.5% 20.0% 17.4% 23.9% 16.5%
GG CC 48.1% 59.7% 46.9% 47.8% 60.1% 46.1% 35.6% 48.9% 34.8% 172% 256% 17.1%
RDE CC 48.6% 58.3% 45.8% 49.4% 59.4% 46.5% 34.2% 46.1% 31.5% 174% 257% 16.5%
LCK CC 47.9% 60.3% 45.4% 476% 61.0% 43.8% 354% 50.4% 28.7% 171% 26.6% 15.3%
GF CC 45.9% 55.1% 44.4% 46.4% 55.8% 44.5% 31.6% 41.1% 30.3% 18.0% 22.9% 17.4%
AON CT 44.3% 53.5% 42.1% 44.0% 53.9% 41.4% 30.9% 39.8% 28.9% 16.9% 21.6% 15.9%
GG CT 45.0% 52.7% 40.2% 451% 53.1% 40.6% 27.6% 36.4% 23.4% 129% 195% 11.4%
RDE CT 47.2% 55.0% 43.0% 48.0% 56.8% 43.5% 33.1% 41.5% 27.4% 16.8% 21.9% 15.0%
LCK CT 45.0% 52.4% 39.4% 446% 52.9% 38.2% 27.4% 386% 23.8% 13.0% 20.6% 13.3%
GF CT 45.8% 53.4% 43.3% 46.2% 54.6% 43.4% 31.4% 39.6% 29.4% 17.9% 22.2% 17.0%
Avg 48.1% 46.3% 55.7% 43.4% 52.1% 46.4% 56.4% 43.0% 35.7% 31.9% 42.6% 28.9% 20.0% 16.4% 23.0% 15.5%
Median 48.1% 45.9% 55.1% 43.2% 52.1% 46.3% 56.2% 43.5% 357% 31.9% 413% 29.2% 20.0% 17.2% 225% 16.2%
Gatwick 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: DM NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM  NWR LGwW DM  NWR LGW
AON CC 12.2% 11.7% 8.9% 17.8% 11.1% 10.7% 74% 17.9% 19.3% 13.8% 11.6% 21.8% 19.7% 14.3% 151% 19.9%
GG CC 12.2% 8.8% 16.4% 11.3% 71% 16.5% 14.0% 102% 19.1% 15.1% 145% 19.6%
RDE CC 12.5% 9.8% 15.6% 11.6% 82% 15.0% 15.2% 11.6% 19.5% 14.6% 13.8% 17.4%
LCK CcC 12.2% 8.9% 20.0% 11.4% 7.0% 20.5% 14.0% 9.1% 29.0% 149% 139% 23.8%
GF CC 10.9% 8.7% 15.9% 10.1% 71% 14.6% 133% 11.8% 18.2% 135% 14.6% 18.6%
AON CT 11.1% 9.0% 19.0% 10.2% 77% 19.3% 132% 11.9% 24.2% 13.7% 13.7% 21.2%
GG CT 10.3% 8.5% 19.1% 9.6% 7.9% 19.0% 11.7% 10.9% 252% 10.6% 11.0% 21.1%
RDE CT 11.3% 10.1% 18.5% 10.3% 85% 18.2% 12.6% 12.3% 23.9% 124% 13.6% 19.4%
LCK CT 10.3% 8.3% 17.6% 10.2% 8.1% 17.9% 12.0% 10.2% 21.4% 104% 11.1% 18.9%
GF CT 10.8% 9.0% 17.0% 10.0% 7.6% 15.7% 13.1% 12.3%  19.0% 134% 13.7%  19.0%
Avg 12.2% 11.3% 9.0% 17.7% 11.1% 10.5% 77% 17.5% 19.3% 133% 11.2% 22.1% 19.7% 13.3% 135% 19.9%
Median 12.2% 11.2% 8.9% 17.7% 11.1% 10.3% 7.7% 17.9% 19.3% 132% 11.6% 21.6% 19.7% 13.6% 13.8% 19.5%
Other Southeast 20711 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: DM NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW
AON CC 15.3% 15.2% 12.5% 14.6% 16.0% 15.9% 13.1% 14.8% 19.8% 189% 17.6% 18.3% 147% 15.0% 16.0% 15.9%
GG CC 15.0% 10.9% 13.9% 15.8% 11.7% 14.4% 19.2% 153% 18.1% 171% 15.6% 17.0%
RDE CC 13.9% 10.3% 14.4% 144% 104% 14.7% 189% 14.7% 18.5% 16.7% 143% 16.5%
LCK CC 14.7% 9.8% 12.3% 15.6% 10.4% 13.3% 19.3% 145% 16.0% 173% 151% 15.8%
GF CC 14.2% 13.3% 14.4% 14.5% 13.8% 15.4% 19.4% 19.3% 21.0% 14.8% 16.5% 14.8%
AON CT 14.9% 12.2% 13.1% 16.0% 12.8% 13.2% 18.0% 17.4% 16.3% 135% 14.8% 14.1%
GG CT 13.4% 11.4% 12.9% 14.9% 121% 132% 15.9% 15.6% 15.0% 11.3% 11.9% 11.6%
RDE CT 13.4% 11.2% 12.5% 14.0% 11.2% 13.2% 16.8% 159% 16.4% 135% 14.9% 13.9%
LCK CT 13.8% 11.9% 14.0% 15.0% 12.3% 16.0% 15.7% 151% 16.5% 11.3% 11.6% 10.7%
GF CT 14.2% 12.8% 13.7% 14.9%  12.9% 14.9% 19.5% 18.2% 20.5% 14.3% 153% 14.2%
Avg 15.3% 14.3% 11.6% 13.6% 16.0% 15.1%  12.0% 14.3% 19.8% 18.2% 16.4% 17.7% 14.7% 14.5% 14.6% 14.5%
Median 15.3% 14.2% 11.7% 13.8% 16.0% 15.0% 122% 14.5% 19.8% 189% 15.7% 17.3% 147% 146% 15.0% 14.5%
Regions 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: DM NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW
AON CC 24.3% 27.9% 22.1% 24.5% 20.8% 28.6% 23.0% 25.1% 252% 35.0% 26.7% 29.4% 455% 53.4% 45.0% 47.6%
GG CC 24.8% 20.6% 22.8% 251% 21.2% 23.1% 31.2% 25.6% 28.0% 50.6% 44.3% 46.2%
RDE CC 25.0% 21.7% 24.3% 24.7% 22.0% 23.7% 31.7% 27.6% 30.4% 51.2% 46.1% 49.7%
LCK CC 25.2% 20.9% 22.3% 254% 21.6% 22.5% 31.3% 259% 26.2% 50.7% 44.3% 45.1%
GF CC 29.0% 22.9% 25.2% 29.0% 23.3% 25.5% 35.8% 27.8% 30.5% 53.7% 46.0% 49.2%
AON CT 29.7% 25.3% 25.8% 29.7% 25.6% 26.1% 38.0% 31.0% 30.6% 56.0% 50.0% 48.8%
GG CT 31.2% 27.4% 27.9% 304% 27.0% 27.2% 448% 371% 36.5% 65.2% 57.6% 55.9%
RDE CT 28.1% 23.7% 26.1% 27.7% 23.6% 25.0% 37.5% 30.2% 32.3% 574% 49.7% 51.7%
LCK CT 30.8% 27.3% 29.0% 30.2% 26.6% 27.9% 45.0% 36.2% 38.3% 65.4% 56.7% 57.0%
GF CT 29.2% 24.8% 26.0% 28.9% 24.9% 26.1% 36.0% 29.9% 31.1% 54.4% 48.8% 49.7%
Avg 24.3% 28.1% 23.7% 25.4% 20.8% 28.0% 23.9% 25.2% 252% 36.6% 29.8% 31.3% 455% 55.8% 48.9% 50.1%
Median 24.3% 28.6% 23.3% 25.5% 20.8% 28.8% 234% 25.3% 252% 359% 28.8% 30.5% 455% 54.1% 47.5% 49.4%

Prepared by APPG Secr DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NW R: Heathrow North west runway expansion; ENR: Heathrow extended runway expansion; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion



File:Demand 3 Source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 UK PASSENGER MARKET SHARES - LONG HAUL-SHORT HAUL SPLIT ANNEX 5

30-Jan-15 Passengers % of Total UK
TOTAL Passengers Long Haul Passengers Short Haul Passengers
DM Expansion DM Expansion DM Expansion

Heathrow 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR  LGW
AON CC 321% 244% 36.6% 23.8% 69.6% 63.5% 71.0% 62.3% 222% 132% 271% 12.5%
GG CC 269% 40.6% 26.7% 63.7% 729% 63.7% 13.9% 30.1% 13.8%
RDE CC 259% 36.2% 24.5% 59.7% 622% 57.2% 15.2% 30.2% 14.8%
LCK CC 26.6% 40.2% 24.7% 63.7% 704% 44.7% 13.8% 31.7% 18.1%
GF CC 23.9% 36.6% 23.9% 62.8% 73.1% 63.8% 144% 265% 13.7%
AON CT 231% 31.7% 22.5% 62.0% 67.7% 61.1% 122% 21.8% 11.4%
GG CT 19.9% 29.8% 18.6% 49.3% 65.9% 43.3% 10.7% 17.9% 11.2%
RDE CT 23.9% 31.3% 21.5% 59.2% 59.4%  53.4% 132% 242% 122%
LCK CT 19.9% 30.2% 19.3% 50.6% 64.1% 44.2% 101%  19.9% 11.1%
GF CT 237% 31.7% 22.9% 62.3% 682% 63.6% 141%  22.9% 12.6%
Avg 321% 23.8% 345% 22.9% 69.6% 59.7% 67.5% 55.7% 222% 131% 252% 13.2%
Median 321% 23.9% 339% 23.3% 69.6% 62.2% 67.9% 59.1% 222% 135% 254% 12.6%
Gatwick 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: DM  NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM NWR  LGW
AON CC 15.6% 122% 11.1% 17.6% 12.0% 10.9% 89% 11.8% 18.6% 14.2% 131% 22.5%
GG CC 12.5% 9.9% 16.7% 10.8% 88% 11.4% 152% 11.8% 21.8%
RDE CC 12.6% 11.0% 15.9% 14.3% 13.9% 15.9% 13.8% 10.7% 17.8%
LCK CC 12.2% 9.9% 23.6% 10.7% 9.6%  35.6% 15.0% 11.0% 19.5%
GF CC 11.7% 109% 16.2% 10.9% 78% 11.7% 134% 129% 19.6%
AON CT 11.4% 10.8% 19.2% 10.8% 96% 12.2% 135% 124% 24.5%
GG CT 9.8% 9.1% 19.7% 10.0% 8.7%  23.6% 11.0% 104% 20.7%
RDE CT 11.0% 11.3% 18.8% 124% 14.3%  20.6% 11.8% 11.1% 20.0%
LCK CT 9.8% 91% 19.1% 10.0% 105% 32.2% 10.9% 9.6% 14.8%
GF CT 11.6% 11.0% 16.7% 10.9% 9.5% 11.9% 132% 12.7% 20.4%
Avg 15.6% 11.5% 10.4% 18.4% 12.0% 11.2% 10.2% 18.7% 18.6% 13.2% 11.6% 20.1%
Median 15.6% 11.6% 10.9% 18.2% 12.0% 10.8% 9.5%  14.0% 18.6% 13.4% 11.5% 20.2%
Other Southeast 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: DM  NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM NWR  LGW
AON CC 142% 155% 141% 15.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.9% 2.7% 20.2% 21.6% 20.1% 20.7%
GG CC 16.6% 13.2% 15.9% 2.0% 0.0% 3.2% 23.9% 202% 22.2%
RDE CC 16.3% 12.9% 15.9% 0.4% 1.5% 2.9% 234% 18.2% 21.8%
LCK CC 16.9% 12.8% 13.7% 1.9% 0.9% 0.9% 24.0% 18.8% 21.4%
GF CC 15.5% 145% 15.4% 0.0% 0.9% 0.8% 20.5% 20.2% 20.6%
AON CT 14.8% 13.8% 14.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 20.1% 19.7% 18.3%
GG CT 10.3% 12.3% 12.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3.4% 185% 17.5% 16.2%
RDE CT 14.4% 13.8% 13.8% 0.0% 1.5% 0.6% 20.1% 19.2% 19.4%
LCK CT 13.3% 123% 12.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 184% 17.2% 18.0%
GF CT 151% 14.5% 15.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 20.2% 19.7% 20.2%
Avg 14.2% 14.9% 13.4% 14.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 1.7% 202% 211% 19.1% 19.9%
Median 14.2% 15.3% 13.5% 14.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.6% 1.7% 20.2% 20.4% 19.5% 20.4%
Regions 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050 2011 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: DM  NWR LGW DM  NWR LGW DM NWR  LGW
AON CC 38.1% 47.9% 38.2% 43.0% 18.0% 256% 192% 23.1% 39.0% 51.0% 39.6% 44.3%
GG CC 38.1% 44.0% 36.3% 40.7% 235% 182% 21.7% 47.0% 37.9% 422%
RDE CC 38.1% 452% 40.0% 43.6% 256% 224% 24.0% 47.6%  40.9% 45.6%
LCK CC 38.1% 44.3% 37.0% 38.1% 236% 19.1%  18.8% 47.2%  38.5% 41.0%
GF CC 38.1% 489% 38.0% 44.5% 26.3% 18.1% 23.8% 51.7% 40.4% 46.1%
AON CT 38.1% 50.6% 43.7% 44.1% 272% 228% 242% 54.2% 46.0% 45.8%
GG CT 38.1% 60.0% 48.8% 49.0% 40.6% 254% 29.7% 59.9% 54.1% 52.0%
RDE CT 38.1% 50.7% 43.7% 45.8% 284% 24.8% 254% 54.9% 454% 48.3%
LCK CT 38.1% 57.0% 484% 49.4% 39.4% 254% 23.6% 60.6% 53.3% 56.2%
GF CT 381% 49.6% 429% 453% 26.8% 221%  24.5% 52.5% 44.8% 46.8%
Avg 381% 49.8% 41.7% 44.3% 18.0% 28.7% 21.8% 23.9% 39.0% 52.6% 44.1% 46.8%
Median 38.1% 49.2% 41.4% 44.3% 18.0% 26.5% 22.2% 23.9% 39.0% 52.1% 42.8% 45.9%

Prepared by APPG Secretariat DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NWR: Heathrow North west runway expansion; ENR: Heathrow extended runway expansion; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion



File:Demand  Source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 UK PASSENGER GROWTH RATES 2030 to 2050 ANNEX 6
30-Jan-15 Compund rates per annum
Long Haul Short Haul Business UK resident Business foreign resident Leisure foreign resident
DM  Expansion DM  Expansion DM Expansion DM Expansion DM  Expansion
Scenario: NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR  LGW NWR LGW
AON CC 14% 1.5% 1.5% 1.1% 0.9% 1.2% 19% 1.9% 21% 1.7% 1.7% 1.8% 1.1% 0.8% 1.1%
GG CC 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 08% 0.7% 0.8% 22% 24% 2.4% 22% 2.2% 2.2% 1.1% 09% 1.1%
RDE CC 1.8% 1.5% 1.9% 1.0% 0.8% 1.0% 22% 22% 2.2% 20% 2.1% 2.1% 1.2% 1.0% 1.2%
LCK CC 1.7% 1.6% 2.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 24% 2.4% 2.5% 22% 2.2% 2.3% 1.1% 09% 1.1%
GF CC 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.0% 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 09% 1.3%
AON CT 1.5% 1.5% 1.7% 1.2% 1.3% 1.4% 20% 2.0% 2.0% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.3% 1.3% 1.4%
GG CT 20% 2.0% 2.2% 14% 1.5% 1.7% 24% 25% 2.5% 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9%
RDE CT 1.9% 1.7% 2.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.4% 22% 2.3% 2.3% 21% 2.2% 2.1% 1.5% 1.5% 1.6%
LCK CT 20% 2.0% 2.1% 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 24% 25% 2.5% 2.3% 2.4% 2.3% 1.8% 1.9% 1.7%
GF CT 1.3% 1.5% 1.4% 14% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4%
AVG 1.7% 1.6% 1.8% 1.2% 1.1% 1.3% 21%  21% 2.2% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 1.3% 12% 1.4%
Median 1.7% 1.6% 1.8% 1.2% 1.1% 1.4% 22% 2.2% 2.2% 21% 2.1% 2.1% 1.3% 12% 1.3%
Leisure UK resident Business domestic Leisure domestic International transfers Total passengers
DM  Expansion DM  Expansion DM Expansion DM Expansion DM  Expansion
Scenario: NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR  LGW NWR LGW
AON CC 1.5% 1.2% 1.5% 14% 1.3% 1.4% 16% 1.3% 1.6% -47% -04% -3.0% 1.2% 1.0% 1.3%
GG CC 1.2% 09% 1.2% 1.5% 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% 1.5% -4.4% -0.6% -3.1% 12% 09% 1.1%
RDE CC 1.3% 1.1% 1.3% 14% 1.3% 1.3% 15% 1.4% 1.4% -5.5% -29% -3.8% 1.2% 1.1% 1.3%
LCK CC 1.2% 09% 1.1% 1.6% 1.4% 1.4% 15% 1.3% 1.4% -4.6% -1.4% -1.2% 1.2% 09% 1.2%
GF CC 1.8% 1.4% 1.8% 1.3% 0.9% 1.2% 15% 1.0% 1.4% -4.4% -01% -2.8% 1.4% 1.0% 1.3%
AON CT 1.7% 1.7% 1.8% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% -5.4% -22% -2.8% 1.4% 1.6% 1.5%
GG CT 1.9% 2.0% 2.1% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 2.0% -15.1% -2.8% -3.6% 1.6% 2.0% 1.9%
RDE CT 1.7% 1.7% 1.8% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.7% 1.7% 1.8% -7.9% -4.0% -4.0% 1.5% 1.7% 1.7%
LCK CT 1.9% 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 1.9% -15.1% -2.8% -2.6% 1.6% 2.0% 21%
GF CT 1.8% 1.9% 1.9% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 14% 1.6% 1.6% -4.8% -0.9% -3.3% 1.4% 1.7% 1.5%
Avg 1.6% 1.5% 1.6% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.6% 1.5% 1.6% 71.2% -1.8% -3.0% 1.4% 1.4% 1.5%
Median 1.7% 1.5% 1.8% 1.5% 1.4% 1.5% 15% 1.5% 1.6% 5.1% -1.8% -3.0% 14% 1.4% 1.4%

Prepared by APPG Secrete DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NW R: Heathrow North west runway expansion; ENR: Heathrow extended runway expansion; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion



File:Demand 3  Source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014

02-Feb-15

Total UK ATMs
2011
Scenario:
AON CC 1985
GG CC
RDE CC
LCK CC
GF CC
AON CT
GG CT
RDE CT
LCK CT
GF CT
Avg 1985
Median

AC Strat Fit tables 5.14

Prepared by APPG Secretariat

‘000 per annum

NWR Expansion

UK AIRCRAFT TRANSPORT MOVEMENTS (ATMs)

Incremental Analysis

DM Expansion

2050 2050 2050 2050

NWR ENR LGW
3040 2890 2904 3075
2850 2668 2705 2835
2939 2887 2883 3032
2848 2704 2766 2944
2848 2704 2766 2944
3213 3318 3302 3273
3446 3626 3565 3620
3240 3323 3275 3338
3442 3605 3572 3780
3442 3605 3572 3780
3131 3133 3131 3262
3127 3104 3090 3174
5.13/14 6.39/40 6.41/42 6.37/6.38

2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
LHR LGW Other SE  Regions net
269 -20 -58 -341 -150
264 -59 -92 -295 -182
260 -38 -79 -195 -52
268 -58 -82 =272 -144
260 -26 -54 -324 -144
268 0 -10 -153 105
280 -4 -12 -84 180
260 16 5 -198 83
291 -15 3 -116 163
260 0 -2 -95 163
268 -20 -38 -207 2
266 -18 -33 -197 16

ANNEX 7
Gatwick Expansion

2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
LHR LGW Other SE Regions net
-5 196 -8 -148 35
-3 133 24 121 -15
0 132 7 -46 93

8 285 -48  -149 96

0 140 -10 -34 96

1 279 -13 =207 60
22 288 -7 129 174
-6 283 14 -193 98
22 283 29 4 338
-2 172 -6 174 338
4 219 -7 -85 131

0 238 -8  -125 96

DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NWR: Heathrow North west runway expansion; ENR: Heathrow extended runway expansion; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion



File:Demand 3  source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 DESTINATIONS
30-Jan-15 Passengers mppa
Incremental Analysis

All Destinations DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW London Regions net LHR LGW London Regions net
AON CC 361 400 397 400 47 na 5 -18 -3 na 61 8 -5 0
GG CC 400 396 399 51 na -1 -26 -4 na 35 4 -4 -1
RDE CC 400 397 401 94 na 4 -13 -3 na 14 5 -5 1
LCK CC 400 396 405 80 na 0 -20 -4 na 52 4 -36 5
GF CC 401 400 400 43 na 1 -22 -1 na 8 7 -10 -1
AON CT 402 405 405 36 na 10 15 3 na 63 10 23 3
GG CT 404 407 403 37 na 14 -16 3 na 92 13 -4 -1
RDE CT 404 403 406 67 na 6 -1 -1 na 33 10 -8 2
LCK CT 406 407 410 78 na 18 -13 1 na 61 15 -13 4
GF CT 401 402 401 43 na 6 -15 1 na 14 8 -5 0
Avg 361 402 401 403 58 na 6 -14 -1 na 43 8 -7 1
Median 401 401 402 49 6 -16 -1 44 8 -5 1
Long Haul Destinations DM  Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW London Regions net LHR LGW London Regions net
AON CC 107 130 130 130 9 na 1 -8 0 na 3 1 -3 0
GG CC 131 132 131 9 na 2 -15 1 na 3 1 -4 0
RDE CC 129 130 129 1 na 2 2 1 na 1 1 0 0
LCK CC 131 131 133 6 na 1 -12 0 na 61 3 -29 2
GF CC 130 131 130 9 na 1 -18 1 na 2 1 -7 0
AON CT 130 133 131 10 na 4 -7 3 na 4 2 -1 1
GG CT 129 134 130 13 na 7 -12 5 na 27 2 0 1
RDE CT 131 131 131 1 na 1 -2 0 na 11 1 -2 0
LCK CT 130 134 135 5 na 6 -13 4 na 71 7 -14 5
GF CT 130 131 130 8 na 2 -9 1 na 1 1 -1 0
Avg 107 130 132 131 7 na 3 -9 2 na 18 2 -6 1
Median 130 131 131 9 2 -1 1 4 1 -3 0
Daily Destinations DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW London Regions net LHR LGW London Regions net
AON CC 192 241 251 250 43 na 13 -15 10 na 35 11 -7 9
GG CC 241 253 246 47 na 16 -23 12 na 23 8 -13 5
RDE CC 241 255 243 52 na 15 -12 14 na 17 -5 -8 2
LCK CC 239 254 232 57 na 18 -19 15 na 39 -7 -15 -7
GF CC 244 251 256 35 na 10 -25 7 na 24 4 -14 12
AON CT 245 257 259 39 na 18 -17 12 na 53 20 -19 14
GG CT 251 264 258 41 na 20 -22 13 na 59 16 -14 7
RDE CT 247 259 252 47 na 17 -9 12 na 40 1 -5 5
LCK CT 250 266 257 64 na 24 -34 16 na 51 9 -22 7
GF CT 243 249 258 36 na 8 -8 6 na 33 17 -8 15
Avg 192 244 256 251 46 na 16 -18 12 na 37 8 -13 7
Median 244 255 254 45 17 -18 12 37 10 -14 7
Daily Long Haul Destinations DM Expansion NWR Expansion Gatwick Expansion

2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
Scenario: NWR LGW LHR LGW London Regions net LHR LGW London Regions net
AON CC 61 82 87 85 10 na 5 -2 5 na 4 3 -1 3
GG CC 86 91 88 11 na 5 -2 5 na 0 2 -2 2
RDE CC 83 85 83 2 na 2 -1 2 na 0 0 -1 0
LCK CC 85 90 80 10 na 5 -2 5 na 30 -5 -2 -5
GF CC 82 86 82 9 na 4 -3 4 na 0 0 -1 0
AON CT 83 92 88 12 na 9 -3 9 na 1 5 -1 5
GG CT 87 100 86 19 na 14 -10 13 na 18 0 -3 -1
RDE CT 87 90 86 2 na 3 0 3 na 9 -1 0 -1
LCK CT 87 101 95 15 na 15 -12 14 na 40 9 -14 8
GF CT 82 86 83 7 na 4 -1 4 na 1 1 0 1
Avg 61 84 91 86 10 na 7 -4 6 na 10 1 -3 1
Median 84 90 86 10 5 -2 5 3 1 -1 1

AC Strat Fit tables (5.1, 5.12, 5.9/10,6.33/34,6.25/6.26)
Figures are number of destinations - not routes. Some destinations have several routes from different airports

Prepared by APPG Secretariat DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NWR: Heathrow North west runway expansion; ENR: Heathrow extended runway expansion; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion

ANNEX 8



File:Demand : Source: AC Strategic Fit Forecasts Nov 2014 PASSENGER-KILOMETRES ANNEX 9

30 Jan 2015 millions
DM Expansion Increment with DM
2011 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050 2050
NWR LGW NWR LGW NWR LGW
Scenario:

AON CC 616,595 1,141,253 1,133,122 1154707 -8,131 13,454 -0.7% 1.2%
GG CC 1,139,860 1,124,502 1135138 -15,358 -4,722 -1.3% -0.4%
RDE CC 1,128,994 1,120,563 1145405 -8,431 16,411 -0.7% 1.5%
LCK CC 1,137,873 1,123,036 1130165 -14,837 -7,708 -1.3% -0.7%
GF CC 1,133,083 1,133,534 1129532 451 -3,551 0.0% -0.3%
AON CT 1,210,828 1,306,338 1,252,881 95,510 42,053 7.9% 3.5%
GG CT 1,391,635 1,553,309 1,482,006 161,674 90,371 11.6% 6.5%
RDE CT 1,252,463 1,308,851 1,300,309 56,388 47,846 4.5% 3.8%
LCK CT 1,395,124 1,544,548 1,540,068 149,424 144,944 10.7% 10.4%
GF CT 1,141,804 1,233,487 1,169,397 91,683 27,593 8.0% 2.4%
AVG 616,595 1,207,292 1,258,129 1,243,961 50,837 36,669 4.2% 3.0%
Median 1,141,529 1,183,511 1,162,052 28,420 22,002 2.5% 1.9%

AC Strat Fit tables 5.13/14, 6.43/44, 6.45/46
Prepared by APPG Secretariat DM: Do Minimum (no expansion); NWR: Heathrow North west runway expansion; ENR: Heathrow extended runway expansion; LGW Gatwick 2R expansion



All Party Parliamentary Group on Heathrow and the Wider Economy
The Wider Economy - Report 2

Questions raised by the APPG on the Airports Commission’s Consultation

Introduction

The All Party Parliamentary Group on Heathrow and the wider economy (the Group) is concurrently
submitting a report to the Airports Commission titled ‘The Wider Economy - Impact of Heathrow
Airport’s expansion on the number and distribution of UK passengers and destinations’ referred to
here as the APPG Passenger Report. The report focuses on the Commission’s Strategic Fit Forecasts -
Report 5.

The following report is a second report from the Group on the Wider Economy and comprises two
parts. Part A raises questions specifically on the Airports Commission’s Technical PWC Report -
Economy: Wider Impacts Assessment — prepared by PWC and dated November 2014 (the PWC
Report). Part B raises a set of questions that do not explicitly address any particular consultation
report.

Consultation Documents were published by the Airports Commission (the Commission) on 11"
November 2014 with a deadline for responses by 3rd February 2015. The APPG has undertaken an
initial review of the Commission’s Consultation and prepared comments and questions to better
understand the direction the Commission is taking on the Economy, the analysis undertaken to date
and the analysis to be undertaken.

Publication/website
The Wider Economy — Report 2 can be found online at the Group’s website
www.heathrowappg.com.

2 February 2015

This is not an official publication of the House of Commons or the House of Lords. It has not been approved by
either House or its Committees. All-Party Groups are informal groups of members of both Houses with a
common interest in particular issues. The views expressed in this Report are those of the Group.


http://www.heathrowappg.com./

Questions raised on the Airports Commission’s Technical PWC Report - Economy: Wider Impacts

PART A

Assessment — prepared by PWC and dated November 2014

The PWC Report describes the substantial efforts that have been made in developing a model
appropriate for forecasting the impacts of increases in aviation capacity on GDP and highlights the
difficulties in attempting to forecast those impacts. The PWC Report details a substantial Literature
Review that has been undertaken including consideration of case studies, with particular reference
to the Australian studies in Sydney, to inform the decision on the approach and the model to be

adopted to forecast these ‘wider impacts’.

The Group’s questions comprise three parts —
1. the assumptions input into the model,

2. clarification of the calibration and validation processes, techniques and methods used to
ensure that the results coming out of the complex (S-CGE) model are robust and can be used

with confidence,

3. the results from the model.

To place the subject in context, the following table shows the wider economic values forecast by the
Commission for the Heathrow northwest runway expansion case and the Gatwick two runway
expansion case for five economic scenarios described by the Commission. The values are the
incremental values compared to a baseline ‘do minimum’ (DM) case.

TABLE 1 Present Value of Real GDP impacts by Scenario (£bn, 2014 prices)

Scenario

Heathrow NWR expansion

Gatwick 2R expansion

Assessment of Need (AON) CT 147.2 89.0
Global Growth (GG) CT 211.4 114.7
Relative Decline of Europe (RDE) CT 111.7 62.8
Low Cost is King (LCK) CT 209.6 127.4
Global Fragmentation (GF) CT 118.3 41.7
Range 112 -210 42-128

% increase in GDP over 60 years

0.3%to 1.2%

0.2% to 1.0%

Source: Airports Commission PWC Report Table 29/Figure 38 and Table 11/Figure 6)

The key ‘Effects’ as derived for Heathrow expansion are shown in the following table.




TABLE 2 Present Value of Real GDP impacts by ‘Effect’ (Ebn, 2014 prices)

Effect Low High

1. Passenger Flow 16.7 (RDE) 32.8 (AON)
2. Productivity 41.8 (RDE) 79.7 (GG)
3. Frequency 4.5 (GF) 10.6 (LCK)
4. Transport Economic Efficiency 21.6 (AON) 73.6 (LCK)

Source: Airports Commission PWC Report Table 32

The PWC Report divides the effects into the construction and operational phases with the former
forecast to have a PV on Real GDP over the 60 year appraisal period of £12.6bn.

The Report describes the effects as follows:

Effect 1: changes in passenger flows — Changes in passenger flows will result in changes in the pattern
and level of spending in the UK and overseas.

Effect 2: productivity effects (captured through increased international trade) — The increase in
connectivity associated with more passenger flights will provide a productivity benefit to businesses.

Effect 3: frequency benefits to airport users — An increase in flight frequency also means that business
travellers benefit from greater choice and a reduction in effective travel time and time spent while
transferring at the airport.

Effect 4: transport economic efficiency effects (TEE) — The relaxation of the capacity constraint in the UK
aviation sector may reduce prices and make aviation affordable to more customers, but may also reduce
the margins that airlines are able to charge. The net effect on the economy is captured through this

effect.

The PWC Report says the Effects 1 and 2 are directly dependent on passenger forecasts.

Assumptions input into the PWC model

The following questions arise:

1. The APPG Passenger Report examined the Commission’s forecast of Total UK passenger
numbers and it was found that a reasonable assessment through to 2050 would be no increase
over the DM case on account of Heathrow expansion.

Q1 Does this remove a significant part, if not all, of the value attributed to the Passenger
Flow and Productivity Effects shown in table 2, above, and hence a large part of the overall
value attributed to the Wider Economy?

2. The APPG Passenger Report also finds that the Commission’s forecasts result in no incremental
increase in the Total UK business passengers through to 2050, either those that are UK resident
or those that are foreign resident and no increase in leisure foreign resident passengers. These
three groups potentially add value to the UK.

Q2 With no impact from Heathrow expansion on the three potentially economically
valuable market segments, are not the Passenger Flow and Productivity Effects undermined?



The PWC Report says it is based solely on the carbon traded scenarios. The APPG Passenger
Report found all carbon traded scenarios increased Total UK passengers. But Heathrow
expansion in all the carbon capped scenarios is forecast by the Commission to reduce Total UK
passengers compared to the DM case. The Commission has not provided a risk assessment of its
ten scenarios (the five basic scenarios each with a carbon traded and carbon capped case) but it
is not unreasonable to assume in the absence of further guidance that the risked outcome will
be around the middle of the carbon traded and carbon capped scenarios and that this would
result in no increase in Total UK passengers arising from Heathrow expansion.

Q3 By modelling only the carbon traded scenarios is not the result significantly biased
towards an overstatement of economic value?

The PWC Report says it is based on the assumption that removal of the runway capacity
bottleneck in the southeast will allow more passenger flights to and from a wider range of
destinations and that this will benefit Effects 1 and 2. However, there are three concerns: (1)
This ignores the carbon capped scenarios that are severely restricted by carbon limits, and in so
far as the runway restriction is replaced by a carbon restriction, the benefit to the wider
economy seems likely to be significantly overstated. (2) The Commission’s forecasts strongly
imply that by 2040 or even 2035 Heathrow could reach the capacity of its three runways - thus
re-instating a runway bottleneck. (3) The expansion of Heathrow, according to the
Commission’s forecasts, does not increase the number of UK destinations, and whichever
scenario materialises, the forecast number of UK destinations remains at around 400 in 2050, as
in the DM case.

Q4 Will it not be the case that carbon restriction, renewed runway constraint and lack of
additional destinations are likely to reduce or even eliminate the benefits to the wider economy
from Effects 1 and 2?

The number of destinations and frequency of flights are key to connectivity. The absence of any
additional destinations in the Commission’s forecasts was referred to in para. 4. But the APPG
Passenger Report also found that it is reasonable to assume Heathrow expansion will not add to
the number of Total UK flights. So given an unchanged number of destinations and unchanged
number of flights the overall frequency of flights would be unchanged - resulting in no
frequency benefit to connectivity.

Q5 Will not the absence of an overall frequency increase largely, if not entirely, remove the
benefit to the wider economy of Effect 3?

The PWC Report says that the removal of the southeast bottleneck results in lower air fares as
airlines are less able to charge premium prices for congested peak services. However, the
Commission’s forecasts point to substantially increased aeronautical charges required to pay for
Heathrow’s expansion. Also, in the carbon capped scenarios the price of carbon sky rockets to
over £800 a tonne in order to keep to the carbon limits. As discussed above the Heathrow’s
runways may rapidly fill up to capacity thus re-instating a bottleneck and higher prices. PWC
Report admits to higher costs but says on page 53 that ‘the impacts of higher airport charges
have been considered in the AC’s airline competition and cost and commercial work, but are not
explicitly included in its modelling of TEE’. The PWC Report goes on to say that ‘The relatively
limited nature of the work undertaken so far to understand the possible impacts of aeronautical
charges on fares and demand, and the lack of explicit modelling to take account of the possible
impact of aero charges to generate TEE inputs, is an important limitation of the analysis.’

Q6 In the absence of an increase in overall flight frequencies is it not likely there will be no
value added to the wider economy from Effect 4?
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7. On page 41 of the PWC Report it says ‘In the model, the baseline GDP and employment numbers
are based on the 2010 IO table. The model then projects this baseline over a 60 year horizon. In
2010 London & South East constituted 38.7% of UK GDP and 30.2% of UK employment while the
Rest of England constituted 47.1% and 55.0% respectively and the Rest of the UK constituted
14.1% and 14.8% respectively.” Yet the APPG Passenger Report observes that in all the
scenarios passengers and flights are re-distributed from regional airports to Heathrow. In many
of the scenarios the Heathrow expansion is largely sourced from this re-distribution. It seems
illogical and inequitable for the largest economic area of the UK (i.e. that outside the southeast)
to have its growth held back by concentrating UK aviation at Heathrow.

Q7 Will not the re-distribution of passenger and flight growth from other airports, and in
particular the regions, harm the wider economy? Will not the result be a concentration of risk
on a single UK airport, over - heating of the south east, stifling of competition and regional
economic growth, higher costs of airport access from a large catchment area and increasing
operational, commercial and financial risk?

8. The APPG Passenger Report raises doubts about the value to the UK economy of
international transfer passengers. The evidence provided suggests they add to the frequency of
the most popular routes but do little to sustain the thin routes which it is said are needed to
open up international markets. The Commission forecasts a large incremental increase in
international transfers at Heathrow compared to the DM case, which results in a significant
amount of runway capacity being used.

Q8 What justification in terms of benefits to the wider economy is there for international
transfers at Heathrow if they do not support low frequency flights?

9. The PWC Report does not appear to have taken into account the issue as to whether or not
Heathrow expansion would be compatible with national climate change commitments. There
are potential constraints and costs in meeting the commitments. The Commission’s forecasts of
carbon dioxide emissions from aviation would appear to be lower than official forecasts from
the Department for Transport, according to the Aviation Environment Federation. The AEF
makes the point that even with lower forecasts the Commission’s own work has shown that
building a new runway would be inconsistent with UK climate change commitments unless new,
unspecified action was taken by Government to cap aviation emissions. But there is currently no
clear policy statement on what action might be taken. The Climate Change Committee has
estimated that between 2009 and 2050, the aviation industry might become about 35% more
fuel efficient in “carbon intensity.” With larger planes, some biofuel, more efficient routing and
other changes, the CCC estimated that all this would allow around 55% more flights by 2050
compared to 2005 — and about 60% more passengers. This amounts to approximately 370
mppa UK passengers in 2050. The Commissions forecasts for the carbon traded scenarios in
2050 with Heathrow expansion range from 420 mppa to 496 mppa or 456 mppa on average, all
of which are clearly in breach of the carbon limit. The carbon capped scenarios with Heathrow
expansion range from 342 mppa to 369 mppa or on average 357 mppa, all of which are
compliant. The Commission has calculated a slightly higher compliant maximum of 389 mppa.
Apparently, the carbon traded figures have been made into input assumptions in the PWC
model but the figures would all appear to be in breach of CCC limits.

Q9 Is it not the case that the passenger number assumptions used by the model result in a
substantial breach of future carbon limits and therefore an over-estimate of the contribution

from Heathrow’s expansion to the value of the wider economy?

10. The PWC Report says it is assumed that Heathrow expansion is financed by the domestic
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11.

12.

13.

financial markets and that the surface access is financed by the government, although it says
the latter assumption is for modelling purposes only. The northwest runway scheme is forecast
by the Commission to cost in 2014 prices £18.6bn plus £5.7bn for surface access. It forecasts
that additional debt of £23.4bn and £3.7bn of equity will be required (excluding surface access
funding) over the assessment period 2014-2050. The Commission’s raises doubts that this very
high requirement can be met by the domestic market alone. This requirement funds ongoing
asset replacement in addition to expansion. But given the size of the funding challenge, the
incremental impact at the margin in terms of financing cost could be substantial. It is possible
that a substantial part of the funding would have to be provided by the Government but this is
not recognised by the PWC Report.

Q10 Has not the PWC Report substantially under-estimated the financing cost and the
feasibility of funding the expansion of Heathrow?

The PWC Report says ‘Demand for transport is what economists term a “derived” demand —
travel is not (normally) seen as an end in itself, but as a means to an end.’ It goes on to say ‘So
improving air connectivity acts as an “enabler” for sectors other than aviation to expand. This is
the reason that the extent of GDP growth may appear large relative to the initial investment ...’
‘Furthermore, in order for GDP to expand as much as predicted by our S-CGE model, businesses
outside of the aviation sector must take advantage of the new opportunities open to them as a
result of improved air connectivity by making their own investments and incurring operating
costs associated with extra output. The overall forecast additional GDP figure is underpinned by
significant investment that is additional to the initial airports investment, which is made across a
wide range of businesses in the UK economy, incentivised by the new opportunities associated
with improved air connectivity. For this reason a calculation which expressed the additional GDP
we have estimated as a multiple of only the additional airport investment would be highly
misleading if compared with, for example, the ratio of the PV of revenue to the PV of investment
in standard discounted cash flow appraisal, or the ratio of the PV of benefits to the PV of
investment in transport cost benefit analysis.’

If the PV benefits to the wider economy cannot be compared logically with the investment cost
then logically the PV cannot be compared with any other cost, such as the monetised
environmental cost of noise. It would only be possible if the other investment costs were
forecast and netted off against the value as currently calculated. As it stands, the values quoted
in tables 1 and 2 above for the wider economic value are akin to the revenue in a company and
do not give any idea as to the company’s profit after deduction of costs.

Q11 This raises the question as to what use is the economic value as calculated? Will the
substantial investment required in the wider economy to support the benefits be forecast and
netted off against the value to the wider economy of Heathrow’s expansion?

The PWC Report aims to gauge the incremental impact on the UK GDP and on page 57 the
report says ‘In the baseline, the economy grows at a steady-state growth rate of 2.75% per
annum. This in is line with HM Treasury’s (HMT’s) trend growth rate assumption for GDP.’
However, the APPG Passenger Report finds that Total UK passenger growth between 2030 and
2050 is 1.44% per annum. Not only is this significantly lagging the UK GDP growth but the rate is
not increased by expanding Heathrow.

Q12 Under these circumstances, is it not the case that there will be little if any overall
contribution to the UK GDP from the expansion of Heathrow?

As noted in table 1 above the percent increase in GDP over 60 years from the expansion of
Heathrow is estimated in the PWC Report as between 0.3% and 1.2%. This is small and more or
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less within the margin of error that might be expected of an untested model. Also, many of the
sub-sectors that contribute to GDP are shown by the PWC Report to have negative impact on
the GDP.

Q13 Is not the size of the added value and increase in GDP from Heathrow expansion
relatively insignificant in the context of the UK as a whole?

14. The wide range in the PV forecasts, as illustrated by tables 1 and 2 above, suggests considerable
uncertainty in the forecasts. Reference in para. 9 to potential climate change restrictions on
growth present substantial additional commercial and financial risk to the wider economy.

Q14 Is not the risk of adding value to the wider economy from Heathrow expansion high and
unmitigated?

15. The PWC Report says that ‘All PVs are calculated on the basis of a 60 year appraisal period (from
2019 to 2078) using a 3.5% discount rate for the first 30 years and a 3.0% rate for the remaining
years (following HM Treasury Green Book guidance)’. A higher discount rate could materially
reduce the PV.

Q15 Should not the discount rate used to calculate the PV be higher on account of
substantial carbon and financing risks, especially if the Government has to guarantee funding?

The economic model

The following is a brief examination of the “spatial” CGS (S-CGS) model employed by PWC to estimate
the wider economic benefits of expansion of Heathrow. The section numbers refer to those in the PWC
Report.

Section 1.3, third paragraph states that ‘The equations in the S-GCE model are calibrated based on
historic actual UK economic data and a baseline scenario for the economy (absent any new airport
capacity) has been created.’

Q16 Would the Commission please provide details of that calibration and validation process,
including details of comparisons made between ‘observed’ and model output ‘forecasts’?

Q17 Has a separate validation exercise been undertaken using independent observed data not used
in the model calibration process?

Q18 Do the calibration and validation processes undertaken meet industry standards? If so ‘how’,
and if not ‘why not’?

Q19 If the model has not been calibrated and validated ‘satisfactorily’, has it been used to ‘back’
forecast so as to increase confidence in the model and its forecasts?; e.g. using the model to
‘forecast’ the ‘change in GDP relative to the baseline’ for say 1994 and 1974 resulting in changes
in airport capacity?

Section 2.8, last paragraph, page 23, states that ‘CGE models are technically superior to these (multiplier
and 10 models) approaches but their application is still in its infancy’.

Q20 Does the Commission have any qualitative forecast and observed data either from this exercise
or others to show that the results from CGE models are (the most) robust and can be used with

confidence to forecast the GDP implications of increasing aviation capacity?

Section 3.4 states that the model is categorised by three regions (London and South East, Rest of



England and Rest of UK); 23 industries and 23 product markets, and 11 GDP sub sectors.
Q21 Has the calibration and validation been undertaken at each of these levels of categorisation?

Section 7.8 describes the sensitivity analysis and the use of Monte Carlo analysis of the model
elasticities, concluding that ‘the average difference between the central estimate and each of the upper
and lower bound estimates is between 0.05 and 0.1% of GDP.......Any variation outside of this would only
be driven by changes in the model inputs’.

Q22 Would the Commission elaborate on the reasons for that conclusion and how it relates to
section 5.3 Levels of certainty in model inputs? Additionally, have alternative model inputs been
used in the model to test the robustness of the forecast changes in GDP?

Model results

Section 6.3 Table 11 and Section 7.3 table 29 show that the range in the increases in GDP across the five
passenger forecast scenarios for LGW is £42bn to £127bn and for LHR North West Runway £112bn to
£211bn. Those GDP impacts are 1% or less of the forecast GDP whilst the range across the five passenger
forecast scenarios for LGW is a factor 3 between high and low, and similarly for LHR is a factor of 2. With
such a small impact on GDP, the tremendous uncertainty as implied by the ranges across scenarios and
the overlap between LGW and LHR,

Q23 Do these forecasts provide a robust basis for decision making between options and why should
they be used for decision making?

Q24 How do the changes in GDP resulting from the changes in aviation capacity compare with those
resulting from projects such as HS2, Lower Thames Crossing, etc?

The Commission has rejected a dispersed strategy that maximises the use of the capacity of the existing
London airports and a strategy of maximising the use of other UK airports.

Q25 Was the S-CGE model used to provide data on the GDP implications of those two strategies as
part of that rejection process?

Section 5.1 on page 59, explains that the GDP benefit should not be expressed as a ratio of the cost of
airport expansion as ‘business outside of the aviation sector must take advantage of the new
opportunities open to them as a result of improved air connectivity by making their own
investments and incurring operating costs associated with extra output’.

Q26 Have those extra costs (investments) been incorporated into the model and taken account of in
the resultant forecasts? and

Q27 Based on previous experience what proportion of those ‘new opportunities’ would be taken up
by ‘business outside of the aviation sector’?

Q28 Assuming the ‘take up’ will be less than 100%, how will that effect the forecast changes in GDP?

Section 5.1 continues on page 59 to define ‘the three links between investment in an airport scheme and
the GDP impact we have forecast:

Link 1: The scale of the direct impact on aviation outcomes associated with new capacity needs to be
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forecast, in terms of the forecast effects on passenger journeys, air fares and journey time savings;

Link 2: The aviation impacts in Link (1) need to be input as effects into our S-CGE model. In some cases
this is straightforward, in others we rely on proxy effects or econometric estimation; and

Link 3; Once the effects in Link (2) have been inputted, the S-CGE model generates implied GDP and other
economic changes through its model structure and parameters.

PWC are responsible for links (2) and (3) and the AC for link (1).

Section 5.1 continues on page 60 acknowledging that judgement calls are required by PWC for links 2
and 3, and that “different modelling choices would yield different results.” However, the Report concludes
that:

i)  for link 2: ‘we have no reason to believe that our judgements or our choice of effect
implementation have had a material impact in either direction on the final results’;

ii)  for link 3; ‘we have no reason to believe that the S-CGE modelling itself in step 3 has resulted
in any exaggeration in the overall GDP impact calculated’; and

iii) as a result of those two conclusions; ‘this implies that the scale of the GDP effects forecast
are largely driven by the AC’s forecasts of significantly increased aviation activity in step 1,
combined with the positive relationship we have identified between air connectivity and
economic growth’.

These conclusions raise the following questions;

Q29 Re Link 1; have ranges of ‘increased aviation activity’ been tested for each of the five passenger
forecast scenarios tested?

Q30 Re Link 2; what is the basis for the conclusion and have different judgements been tested?

Q31 Re Link 3; what is the basis for the conclusion that the S-CGE modelling has not resulted in an
exaggeration in the overall GDP impact calculated?

Continued/



PART B

Questions that do not explicitly address any particular consultation report

The following set of questions is limited to the main issues determined to date. The issues apply to the
HAL proposal for a northwest third runway (NWR). They would also apply, to a lesser extent, to Hub
Limited’s proposal for an extended runway (ENR).

The Wider Economy
Heathrow has claimed that its expansion proposals bring the following benefits:

- 120,000+ new jobs across the UK
- Economic benefits of £100bn plus
- Forty new long haul destinations

Will these figures for new jobs have any influence on the Commission’s recommendations, given
that they are, at best, unclear? Heathrow is in an area of low unemployment. Job creation in the local
area would necessitate an influx from other areas, causing a drain on resources elsewhere. It is not
clear whether this has been taken into account in the numbers put forward. The claim for 120,000+
new jobs includes 70,000 outside the Heathrow area. There is no certainty that such jobs would be
generated in the UK. It is not possible to control how many of these jobs would actually be generated
overseas, with little or no benefit to the UK economy.

What further work will the Commission carry out in order to avoid relying on these unverified
economic benefits? The economic benefits reported by the Airports Commission have not been
calibrated or validated. The figures are highly sensitive to changes in modelling assumptions such as
interest rate and discount rate. It is not clear whether any account has been taken of negative
economic benefit to the regional airports or other London airports through losing flights to Heathrow.
- These claimed benefits could easily be wiped out by negative impacts of Heathrow expansion on the
regional airports, which are currently experiencing strong growth, and on the other London airports.

- These benefits come at a real economic cost of noise, air quality, congestion, security risk and
accident risk.

Will the Commission confirm that claims by Heathrow of 40 additional destinations do not make
sense? The claim of 40 new destinations is not Heathrow’s to make. Gatwick Airport serves more
destinations than Heathrow. Manchester airport serves more destinations than Heathrow. Heathrow,
being larger that either Gatwick or Manchester, cannot therefore claim that the number of
destinations it currently serves is somehow constrained by its size, or that increased capacity will
increase the number of destinations. The airlines have been reducing the number of destinations
served by Heathrow consistently, as Heathrow has expanded, over a number of years.

Furthermore, we have a number of questions regarding the Commission’s failure to take into
consideration a number of critical points.

1 Can the Commission please explain its recommendation for an additional runway, increasing
capacity by up to 260,000 flights, when there is current spare capacity of over 3,000,000
flights across the UK?

Heathrow expansion could create additional capacity for around 260,000 flights, yet London’s airports
currently have a combined spare capacity of 241,000 flights. UK spare capacity is 3,258,000 flights.
The total existing capacity of London’s airports is 1,247,000 flights, the largest in Europe by far.
Furthermore, the UK’s regional airports have a spare capacity of 3,017,000 flights. Additional capacity
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at Heathrow is not needed.

2 Will the Commission be recommending any changes to the current Government subsidies to
air travel, which create an unjustified cost to the taxpayer?

The Government subsidises air travel way beyond any other form of transport. The cost to the nation
of these subsidies (VAT and Fuel tax exemptions, APD exemptions) reduces the effective taxation level
to approx. one quarter of that on other forms of transport. This is a cost borne by all taxpayers.

3 How will the Commission incorporate the significant bias of Heathrow towards leisure and
transfer flights in its recommendation?

Business travel has a positive impact on the economy but represents only 24% (UK resident 13% and
foreign resident 11%) of the 70.1 million passengers in 2011. Leisure travel is the largest sector of
travel at Heathrow Airport representing 47%. Overseas leisure travel by UK residents (29%) has a
negative impact on the UK economy on account of the overseas spend. International transfer
passengers are a significant proportion of passengers at Heathrow (26% in 2011) and they take up
double the capacity per passenger (arrival and departure) and are exempt from Air passenger Duty.
Domestic business and leisure travel is a small 3% of the total passengers.

4 What view does the Commission have on the anti-competitive nature of expansion of
Heathrow?

The Competition Commission ruled in 2009 that the owners of Heathrow had to dispose of Gatwick
and Stansted in order to maintain a competitive environment at London’s airports. Any additional
runway capacity at Heathrow would create a three-runway airport competing with single runway
alternatives. They would not be able to compete at the same level. Heathrow will no doubt attract
flights from the other London airports, making London’s other airports even less competitive. There is
no suggestion by Heathrow or others that Heathrow expansion will reduce fares or maintain a
competitive market.

5 Does the Commission agree that expansion of Heathrow could create no additional airport
capacity, operating within Carbon limits?

The Commission’s own figures show that the UK Aviation industry will exceed the 37.5 MtCO2 limit,
even without any additional runway. The entire capacity increase at Heathrow from a third runway
could therefore be wiped out by an equivalent restriction on regional airports, leaving UK total airport
capacity unchanged by the additional runway, but tilting the London/Regions economic bias further
towards London.

6 Can the Commission explain why it has put forward a proposal to expand Heathrow that
requires Government Financing, contrary to current regulations?

Heathrow is the only proposal seeking Government support for the financing of its own capital costs of
expansion. We have seen no satisfactory justification for public financing of this private project.

End
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All Party Parliamentary Group on Heathrow and the Wider Economy
Heathrow Airport Surface Access

Questions raised by the APPG on the Airports Commission’s Consultation

Introduction

Consultation Documents were published by the Airports Commission (the Commission) on 11th
November 2014 with a deadline for responses by 3rd February 2015. The APPG has undertaken an
initial review of the Commission’s Consultation and prepared comments and questions to better
understand the direction the Commission is taking on Heathrow Surface Access, the analysis
undertaken to date and the analysis to be undertaken.
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Heathrow Airport Surface Access

Questions raised by the APPG on the Airports Commission’s Consultation

Background

The following set of issues is limited to the main issues determined to date. The issues apply to
both the HAL proposal for a northwest third runway (NWR) and to Hub Limited’s proposal for
an extended runway (ENR). There are differences because of spatial arrangements and
implications for the M25 and local roads. Also, Hub Ltd proposes a transport hub north of the
airport. In its appraisal the Commission excludes the transport hub from the ENR proposal and
treats it as a separate project potentially applicable to either of the Heathrow proposals.

We understand that the Commission’s assessment was undertaken in reference to a Core
Transport Baseline and an extended Transport Baseline, which together listed transport
infrastructure and services expected or likely to be in place by 2030 regardless of any airport
expansion. We understand that:-

a. the Core Baseline includes the following public services and various upgrades:
Heathrow Express, LU Piccadilly line, Crossrail, and HS2 with Heathrow passengers
using a connection at Old Oak Common. In regard to roads it includes “smart
motorway” upgrades to certain junctions on the M23, M25 and M3.

b. the extended Baseline includes the Western Rail Access (WRA) to Heathrow which
does not yet have a fully secured funding package.

C. two additional schemes not included in the extended Baseline are a Southern Rail
Access (SRA) and increased Crossrail frequency. The SRA and certain road
enhancements are allocated to the Heathrow project on the basis they are required
to service the expansion of Heathrow as opposed to background non-airport
demand.

Just as we do not believe it is reasonable or responsible for any Government to make a
decision on airport expansion without first identifying and then consulting those who will be
affected by new flight paths, equally, we do not believe a decision should be taken until the
full costs are known in relation to West London’s surface transport.

Issues and guestions

4.

Although the Airports Commission has produced a figure - in the region of £5.7bn - for
improvements to surface access, last May TfL produced a range of performance based
estimates ranging from £2.1bn to £17.6bn for Heathrow’s surface access. We have examined
the service levels contained in the Commission’s consultation and query whether the levels for
Heathrow’s passengers are adequate. In particular we note that demand for seating capacity
on segments of the Piccadilly line and Crossrail far exceed the available seating capacity.
While this might be a lesser problem for non-airport users, Heathrow’s passengers may have
luggage, whole families in tow, and long flights ahead or behind them.



We would be interested to learn whether the service levels projected for Heathrow
passengers on public transport in terms of comfort, journey times and frequency,
interchanges, ease of use, and reliability etc. are appropriate, and if not, what might be
realistic target service levels? We would be interested to learn of similar issues relating to
access by road?

We note that the Commission’s study period for surface access ends in 2030 but elsewhere in
the Consultation, Heathrow demand is forecast to grow subsequently by another 50%.
Inevitably non-airport background demand will continue to grow, not least because of
population growth and propensity to travel. A 15 year study period seems wholly inadequate.
There is no proposal on how the substantial growth in demand after 2030 will be served or the
necessary capacity financed.

We would be interested to learn what might be the estimate of surface access demand for
both Heathrow and relevant non-airport users up to 2030 and beyond to the point when
Heathrow reaches capacity, say in 2040, assuming an appropriate level of service?

We have not been able to draw firm conclusions on the changing shares of Heathrow access
demand for car, bus and rail in the Consultation because we have not found detailed comment
on behavioural change of existing users and the choice made by new users who contribute to
the growth from Heathrow’s enlarged catchment area. There is little evidence or analysis of
people’s choice in deciding to use car, bus or rail either in relation to background non-airport
or airport demand. Significant shifts in modal share are predicted but there is no sense check
on whether or not the significant switch to public transport is achievable in the 15 year
assessment period used. For example, by 2030 with or without a third runway, overall journey
times for rail (incl. crossrail, underground and HEX) from 33 London boroughs do not improve.
In fact, times increase for 15 boroughs, reduce marginally for 10 boroughs and stay the same
for 8 boroughs.

We would be interested to learn what might regard as realistic shares going forward for each
mode of transport and indeed the sub-categories such as various individual rail services, e.g.
underground, Crossrail etc.?

We are concerned that taking into account the points on demand in paragraphs 1 to 3 above,
the result might be that there will be insufficient appropriate capacity for Heathrow
passengers even after the planned capacity for both Heathrow and non-airport demand
detailed in the Consultation.

We would be interested to learn whether there might be a gap in the provision of capacity in
aggregate and in respect of any particular access channel up to the time when Heathrow
reaches full capacity?

We are concerned that the remedying of a capacity shortfall as might arise under paragraph 4,
particularly after 2030, has not been adequately addressed — both as to how the mitigation
might be achieved and at what cost. Also, it is not clear what might be the costs associated
with a shortfall in capacity — for example, road congestion, longer journey times, wasted time
etc. if the target service levels are not achieved.



We would be interested what might be the mitigation of insufficient capacity as currently
forecast and the consequences and costs of not satisfying passenger and employee access
needs?

We have noted a number of gaps in the Consultation so far. We gather the Commission regard
this missing information to be at a level of detail that will not impact the choice between the
airport options. However, we are concerned that, although the incremental evaluation is
important, the viability and value for money of each scheme depends on the absolute values
apparently missing at this stage. The Commission says there are a number of studies still
underway, for example concerning local roads, local pollution and freight. These are
important issues and it cannot be said the detail will not impact the choice of airport proposal.
It is unclear when results of these studies will be published and consulted on including their
impact on the material consulted on to date. It is possible where we say below that the
information is missing, it is somewhere in the large number of documents which we have not
had time to fully examine.

a. Base case is missing. There is no coherent statement of the current or recent situation
(e.g. demand, capacity and service level).

b. Population data is missing. There appear to be no estimates of population growth and
population distribution or evidence of how these factors convert into travel demand
and no reconciliation with the Mayor’s recent London Infrastructure Plan (July 2014).
Specifically, expansion of Heathrow with or without additional flights is said to add to
local economic activity but the impact on the non-airport background surface access
demand is unclear and appears not to have been included.

C. Background non-airport demand is missing. The assumptions on background surface
access demand appear either missing or unclear and often only partly available by
doing reverse engineering of the figures. Such information is essential in appraising
congestion, overcrowding etc.

d. Freight Assessment is missing. The Commission says a freight assessment is required.

e. Local Road assumptions and analysis are missing. Local roads have been explicitly
excluded from the proposals. Not only is this omission unjustified in terms of the failure
to address congestion and service levels on local roads but results in no basis for
properly examining local air quality which is critical and already in exceedance of
statutory limits in the vicinity of the airport.

f. Cost-benefit analysis is missing. The Government’s Webtag transport appraisal requires
a proper cost-benefit analysis. This is not provided.

g. Analysis of downtime at level crossings in the southern rail access proposal and a cost-
benefit analysis is missing.

h. Who finances the surface access. The Consultation avoids this critical issue. There is
considerable doubt as to whether private finance is available to fund additional funds
of over £30bn required in the NWR case and over £24bn required in the ENR case, plus
surface access costs of £5.7bn for the former and £6.3bn for the latter. HAL have
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floated the possibility of road charging. Availability of Government funding is in doubt
given the UK deficit, the funding required for non-airport background surface access
capacity, the additional capacity required after 2030, the private ownership of the
airports, the need for funding surface access for competing airports and the fact that a
high percentage of the incremental surface access demand at Heathrow will be from
UK resident passengers going on long haul holidays. Heathrow is already going to
benefit from capacity being created for background non-airport demand possibly
without contributing its share of costs (e.g. WRA).

There are other issues that we wish to raise as follows:

Inconsistencies and lack of coherence in the consultation report. It has proved difficult
and sometimes impossible within a reasonable period of time to reconcile the figures
provided in the Commission’s detailed technical papers with both gaps and
inconsistencies present. It has proved impossible to trace key demand and capacity
assumptions through to the impact on service levels with the degree of confidence
required for rational decisions. The focus on incremental analysis (e.g. comparing the
two and three runway cases) omits key absolute data and over-uses percentages
without absolute figures which prevents there being a proper trail or audit of the
figures.

Questionable reliance on Peak Hour assessment. The choice of the same peak hour
(0700-0800) for people arriving and departing the airport and reliance on a morning
peak hour alone is not explained and quite arguably inadequate for a £5bn plus
investment. It is not clear whether the peak is an annual average or otherwise.

Viability of southwest rail access (SRA) — Staines/ Richmond/Waterloo. This project is
projected to provide 17% of Heathrow’s rail access by 2030. But in its previous form as
‘Airtrack’ there were a number of unresolved issues including the number of closures of
level crossing for local traffic.

Increased catchment area adverse impact on the regions. A significant output of the
surface access appraisal is the large increase in catchment area for Heathrow on
account of HS2 and western rail access (WRA) via Reading. Other Commission papers
show an additional Heathrow runway substituting a large part of the growth in regional
aviation that would occur if there were no additional runway and presumably this is
facilitated by HS2 which raises a question of economic balance between the regions
and the southeast and value for money. It is not clear whether the response from
regional airports to this challenge is factored into the demand.

Independent appraisal. The Commission has taken on the role of both proposing and
appraising its own surface access proposals and this raises the question of who will be
undertaking an independent appraisal and who will lead on the proposals after the
Commission makes its recommendation in mid-2015.






