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Heathrow / Gatwick / new runway?
Political parties stay silent on the issue leading up to the election

The coalition government deliberately instructed the Airports Commission to report AFTER the general
election, so there would be no active runway planning during the course of the last parliament. And the
main parties are keeping pretty tight-lipped on the matter of a new runway in this election campaign, aware
of just how unpopular a runway decision would be. So, while the airports lobby feverishly, and the
campaigners against airport expansion campaign, the electorate does not get to discuss the issue before
they vote. The Tories just say they will “respond to the Commission” and Labour that it will “make a swift
decision.” They are not even saying if they will take any notice of the Commission’s recommendation.

Gwyn Topham, with an excellent round-up on the issue in the Guardian says: ... decisions over the
nation’s infrastructure after the 7 May election will involve billions in spending; affect tens of thousands of
jobs; consign many communities to blight, noise and pollution; and alter the economic map of the UK.

Yet political debate about the two most critical transport projects undertaken in decades [HS2 and a new
runway] is all but absent.” 5.5.2015 http://www:.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26159

What the Conservative manifesto says on runways (nothing), climate etc (not a lot)

The Conservative Party manifesto was launched on 14th April 2015. On runways or airports, its only
mention is to say: ""We will deliver on our National Infrastructure Plan and respond to the Airports
Commission’s final report.” ie. there will be no "swift" decision as per Labour. Does that mean they will
revisit the Estuary airport idea, or Stansted? There is little on climate, other than to say (carefully chosen,
non-committal wording) that: "We will push for a strong global climate deal later this year — one that keeps
the goal of limiting global warming to two-degrees firmly in reach. At home, we will continue to support
the UK Climate Change Act.”

They say: "We will build new roads and railways in a way that limits, as far as possible, their impact on the
environment.” [But there is no mention of building a new runway in an environmentally sensitive way!]
And they "will protect the Green Belt, and maintain national protections for AONBs, National Parks,
SSSIs and other environmental designations.” Several important Conservative figures actively oppose a
3" Heathrow runway, including Theresa May, Phillip Hammond, Justine Greening, Adam Afriye and Zac
Goldsmith. That could cause significant internal tension in the party if the Commission recommends
Heathrow.

There is no mention of Air Passenger Duty (APD) in the manifesto, but David Cameron has said that a
Conservative government would draw up plans within months of the election to examine how to vary rates
of APD, to protect airports in the north of England, if Scotland cuts the tax.

14.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25879
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What the Labour Manifesto says on runways, climate
etc (notalet ...)

Only thing the Labour Party Manifesto says on the airport / runway
issue is: "Following the Davies Review, we will make a swift
decision on expanding airport capacity in London and the South
East, balancing the need for growth and the environmental
impact.” On climate it says: "Our country faces global challenges of
climate change, terrorism and the spread of disease. In particular, tackling climate change is an economic
necessity and the most important thing we must do for our children, our grandchildren and future
generations.” And "We will put climate change at the heart of our foreign policy”... and there is a bit more
on climate. Several senior Labour figures have been recorded as saying they accept there is a need for
additional airport capacity, including Ed Balls. Ed Miliband was opposed to Heathrow expansion when
part of the previous Labour Government, before 2010, and is thought to only support expansion if stringent
environmental limits, related to air pollution and CO2 emissions, can be met. The manifesto does not
mention Air Passenger Duty, but Labour does not want UK airports disadvantaged by competition from
those in Scotland, if the Scottish government removes APD.

13.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25870

Lib Dem manifesto says they oppose any new SE runway (Heathrow, Gatwick,
Stansted or Estuary)

The Lib Dem manifesto states that they will: *"Ensure our airport infrastructure meets the needs of a
modern and open economy, without allowing emissions from aviation to undermine our goal of a zero-
carbon Britain by 2050. We will carefully consider the conclusions of the Davies Review into runway
capacity and develop a strategic airports policy for the whole of the UK in the light of those
recommendations and advice from the Committee on Climate Change. We remain opposed to any
expansion of Heathrow, Stansted or Gatwick and any new airport in the Thames Estuary, because of
local issues of air and noise pollution. We will ensure no net increase in runways across the UK."

However, when questioned by Eddie Mair on PM, on what the party would do in coalition - if the lead
partner wanted a runway - Danny Alexander wriggled and said the party would look carefully if there was
any "compelling new evidence™ produced. He would not confirm the Lib Dems would stick to their new
runway policy, if required to drop it in coalition. At their autumn conference in 2014 senior members of
the party attempted to get approval to back a runway at Gatwick, but were defeated by the membership.

The manifesto says their Zero Carbon Britain Act will include: "A new legally-binding target for Zero
Carbon Britain by 2050, to be monitored and audited by the Climate Change Committee (CCC). The
Climate Change Act 2008 established an aim to reduce UK greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 2050
based on the 1990 baseline.” The Lib Dem manifesto makes a clear link between aviation policy and the
neec for CO2 cuts, which has not been done by Labour or the Conservatives. Mention is made of
devolving APD to Wales . Some members have mentioned that the aviation sector is under-taxed, paying
no fuel duty or VAT, and say that APD helps to make up some of the tax shortfall.

15.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25901

Green Party manifesto against any new runway,
and against favourable tax treatment of aviation

The Green Party says: "Long-distance travel by air is one of the most energy-intensive and polluting
forms of transport and causes health-damaging local pollution near airports. Aviation fuel goes untaxed
and there is no VAT on tickets, amounting to a £16 billion a year subsidy in the UK. We need a shift in
priority, removing subsidies from air travel to invest in public transport that supports the common
good.™ .... ""Against this backdrop, mainstream transport policy, which urges us to travel further and
faster than ever before, is senseless, yet this is what all parties except the Green Party offer you." ....
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"The key to getting this right is to manage demand
rather than increase it; that is, to reduce the need to
travel in the first place.”” [Though most of the
suggestions deal with local travel, they include]: -

iGENERAI.’
EI.ECTIQN

"Encourage alternatives to travel, such as video-
conferencing. ™ ..."" The major challenge for our

transport system is to decarbonise it and end its reliance
on fossil fuels. We would: .... End the favourable tax
treatment of aviation and have a separate target for
aviation emissions below 37.5 million tonnes CO2

equivalent a year."... And: "'Stop airport expansion, in
particular no new runways at either Heathrow or
Gatwick, and ban night flying.”

15.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25896

UKIP:

While their candidates near Heathrow and Gatwick are against new runways there, the manifesto says:
"UKIP will consider [the Airports Commission's] recommendations and then take a position on the
basis of what we genuinely believe to be in the long-term best interests of the country. However, we
firmly believe that part of the solution to address the lack of airport capacity in the South East is

to re-open Manston Airport. Manston is ideally placed to take low-cost airlines and freight-only aircraft;
it is close to the railway network; enjoys good connections to Ashford International; will release
additional capacity in the region; and take pressure off other airports.” http:/tinyurl.com/UKIP-the-manifesto

Scottish National Party:

Their manifesto does not mention the new runway issue. However, given the party is expected to make
major gains across Scotland, the SNP could play a crucial role in the next Government’s decision on a
runway. It is thought that some in the party would be reluctant to advocate the demolition of homes, as at
Harmondsworth and Longford, when people in England have not voted for the SNP. Their manifesto says
they will “press for the early devolution of APD...to encourage more direct flights to Scotland with a
reduction of 50% and longer term plans to abolish APD completely. ”

On climate change the SNP says it will “use our influence at Westminster to ensure the UK matches, and
supports, Scotland’s ambitious commitments to carbon reduction®. The Scottish Climate Change Act
includes emissions from international aviation, unlike the UK Climate Change Act. It has been speculated
that the SNP might urge the next government to do this. http://tinyurl.com/SNP-the-manifesto

Alliance (Northern Ireland):

Their manifesto says it will advocate “an early decision, within the first year of the next Parliament, on
airport capacity in the south-east of England. We will also push for decision to recognise the need for
an international airport ‘hub’ in the UK and for any expansion to take account of the specific needs of
business exports, such as cargo capacity and connectivity.” They also back a reduction in APD across the
UK, or its abolition. http://tinyurl.com/Alliance-the-manifesto

Democratic Unionist Party (DUP — Northern Ireland):

Their manifesto backs a 3" runway at Heathrow. They say they support more airport capacity in the South
East and will support the recommendations of the Airport Commission. They also support the removal of
APD. http://tinyurl.com/DUP-the-manifesto ~ There is no mention of aviation in the SDLP manifesto.

Plaid Cymru:

Their manifesto says they: “will not support the creation of a major new UK airport to the east of
London” ie. Boris Island in the Thames Estuary. They want APD to be to the Welsh Government,
devolved for both short and long haul flights. . http://tinyurl.com/Plaid-the-manifesto
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Why the ruling by the Supreme Court on air pollution
could stop plans for a new SE runway (Heathrow or even Gatwick)

The Supreme Court has ruled that the Government must produce a new action plan by the end of this year
for bringing UK air pollution within legal limits. The Supreme Court Justices were unanimous in their
decision, saying: “The new Government, whatever its political complexion, should be left in no doubt as to
the need for immediate action to address this issue.”

In their verdict, 5 judges ordered the Secretary of State at DEFRA to consult on strict new air pollution
plans that must be submitted to the European Commission by 31 December 2015. The EU Air Quality
Directive demanded the UK brought pollution down to legal limits by 2010 or apply for an extension by
2015. But the government in 2011 said that a number of areas, including London, would be unable to
comply by 2015 and instead argued the law allowed it to comply "as soon as possible™. The judgement
marks a victory for the campaigning legal firm ClientEarth.
' l This could have implications for a 3rd runway at
|l s i B -;'“_ Heathrow, as areas around the airport continue to be
; |9 stubbornly above the EU legal limits. That is due both to
B air pollution from the planes in addition to the huge
o £ amount of traffic on the M4 and M25. HACAN

commented: "This is a potential show-stopper as far as a
3rd runway is concerned. It could scupper it."

A decision to allow another Heathrow runway could be
legally challenged unless the Government's new plans are
sufficiently ambitious to reduce emissions of a 2 runway
airport below the legal limit - and also leave enough headroom to accommodate the negative impact of a
3rd runway. There is only pure speculation on how it could be achieved.

The court ruling also suggests that the cost-benefit analysis for adding a
runway will need to be revised, as the Government has previously
claimed that complying with air quality law would be too expensive.

And this does not only affect Heathrow, but Gatwick too. Gatwick is keen
to claim it does not have a poor air quality problem. But EU regulations
require not only that poor air quality must be improved but also that good
air quality should be protected. A 2nd Gatwick runway would mean local
air pollution hotspots, with a risk of breaching the legal limits. The E—
Airports Commission has a duty to the public not to recommend a project that would significantly damage
people's health. It would also be a poor use of taxpayer's money to make recommendations that invite a
legal challenge.

29.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26129

Heathrow hopes of cutting NO2 by congestion charge etc
could transfer air quality problems to other areas

Gatwick Airport commissioned a report by ERM to show up the air quality problems at Heathrow, making
a 3rd Heathrow runway a practical impossibility. The report says the air quality mitigations proposed for a
the runway are too vague to be properly evaluated or quantified in any detail. As the majority of the air
pollution is due to road vehicles, many on trips associated with the airport, there needs to be credible detail
on how this could be cut. But the measures lack the necessary implementation specifics to make them
meaningful. Neither do the proposals address the potential consequential effects on road traffic distribution
in the wider area around Heathrow. Efforts to reduce air pollution, by cutting traffic, round Heathrow
might well cause shifts in road traffic congestion, and therefore the transfer the air quality problems to
other areas — just moving the problem. 20.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25953
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Not only is the election silent on climate or the new runway issue,
but the runway debate is silent on climate change

The glaring omission in this election of discussion of a range of issues has been noted by many
commentators. A recent open letter in the Independent asked the parties to set out their polices on a range
of climate issues. Tim Johnson, Director of the Aviation Environment Federation (AEF), in a letter in the
Independent, has said of the gap in the current political discourse about climate change, that this is:

"nowhere more apparent than in relation to the impending decision on airport expansion....

“Shortly after the election, the new government will receive the advice of the Airports Commission in
relation to new runway capacity. But while the commission’s head, Howard Davies, speaks as though
climate change impacts are being taken fully into account, in fact the Commission’s own analysis
predicts that aviation emissions will exceed the maximum level compatible with the UK’s Climate
Change Act if any of its shortlisted schemes at Heathrow or Gatwick is granted approval. ....

This enormous climate hurdle in the way of expansion appears almost totally absent from political
debate. With a new runway potentially locking the UK into an emissions path entirely at odds with
our long-term climate commitments, politicians will very soon need to face up to the CO2
consequences of sanctioning airport growth."

28.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26068

BA’s CEO, Willie Walsh, says post-election indecision
will block building of any new south east runway

Willie Walsh, CEO of IAG, the parent company of British Airways, has again said that there will not be a
new south east runway. He has often said this before, but this time he sees the likelihood of political
indecision after the election as an additional issue. Willie Walsh thinks that to build a runway, there would
need to be “political consensus across all the parties — not just coalition partners."

He also warned that the cost of each of the 3 runway proposals would all be prohibitive. The expense
would lead to higher landing costs, and airlines would not find that acceptable. Willie Walsh reiterated his
view that there was “no business case” for a 2nd Gatwick runway, with not enough demand from airlines
for it. He has said in the past that Gatwick does not have the same international attraction as Heathrow.

He commented that Heathrow was already "the most expensive airport around." The runway decision
would be a political one, and with a coalition government looking to be inevitable, there would be huge
political difficulties in pushing through an unpopular runway, with dubious benefits even to the airlines.
1.5.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26112

New briefing on the Airports Commission —
why their runway recommendation is likely to be flawed and incomplete

Before the 2010 General Election, both Conservatives and LibDems had come out against new runways in
SE England. However, by September 2012 the Coalition government set up an “Independent Commission”
to look into the runway issue.

Though the impression has been given that the Commission’s work is thorough, painstaking, and has
assiduously covered every issue, the reality is somewhat different. A short paper produced for
AirportWatch (very readable) sets out the areas where the Commission's analysis has not dealt with issues
adequately, including key social, health and environmental costs.

Some examples are that the extent of claimed economic benefits of a new runway are based on an
“innovative” - ie. unproven - economic model, which leaves out the cost of noise and air pollution. There
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is obfuscation on climate change, where the bald fact is that any new runway would almost certainly be
inconsistent with the UK’s climate target for 2050. Air quality work has not been done.

The paper concludes: ... politicians and others should feel entirely free to make their own judgements
about airport expansion — based if possible on genuinely independent and unbiased evidence. They
should not be influenced by recommendations from the Airports Commission.**

29.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26103

Briefing http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/AC_and_airport_expansion_28.4.2015.pdf

Public inquiry into the ending of the “Cranford Agreement”
to start on 2nd June and last 3 weeks

The Cranford Agreement was made in the 1950s, to ensure planes cannot take off from Heathrow's
northern runway, to the east, except in exceptional circumstances. That protected Cranford when there are
easterly winds. However, it has meant that on easterly operations all take offs are from the southern
runway, and all landings on the northern - hitting Windsor hard. Ending the Cranford Agreement would
give Windsor residents more respite from the noise. Though the Agreement was formally ended in 2010,
Heathrow needed to make changes in access and exit taxiways off the northern runway and consent is
needed from Hillingdon Council. They have refused permission (on noise and air quality grounds), but the
issue is now going to a public inquiry. The Heathrow plans needing consent are also the creation of a new
'hold area’ at the western end of the northern runway, and the construction of a 5 metre high acoustic noise
barrier to the south of Longford Village. 5.5.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25940

Harmondsworth Open Day shows the extent of
the threat of a Heathrow runway, and what it would destroy

On Sunday 12th April the village of Harmondsworth hosted
an open day, to show off the village - and inform visitor

| about what plans for a Heathrow north-west runway would
mean for the area. The Heathrow Villages are fighting for
their survival. If Heathrow is allowed to build its north west
runway, Harmondsworth will be destroyed. Much of it
would be built over, with the airport's northern boundary

' slicing off around half of the village. Longford would

. disappear altogether.

During the open day, held on the village green, there were
tours of the magnificent early 15th Century Great Barn, and
walking tours of the village and of Harmondsworth Moor. A huge canvas had been created, showing a
plane and a wire boundary fence - which would be where the airport would come to W|th|n a few yards of
the current village centre. The photo shows Neil Keveren, of ? '
SHE, explaining the canvas.

Though the Great Barn and the Church of St Mary the Virgin
would not be demolished, their proximity to the airport
boundary would mean the level of noise and air pollution
would be intolerable. 13.4.2015
http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/2015/04/harmondsworth-day/

In an effective short video, Neil explains how people in the
area have been living through hell, unable to plan for their
future - or even make decisions about whether to do
improvement work on their homes - because of the Sword of Damocles threat hanging over them.
Christine Taylor shows on a map what would be destroyed. Do watch the video — though it is upsetting.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hvJmG4M1soU&feature=youtu.be
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Heathrow “Community Noise Forum”
to get independent study into continuing changes (or not) to flight paths

In December 2014 Heathrow decided to set up a "Community Noise Forum™ to start dialogue with deeply
upset and angry community groups - and try to build up some trust. There is already a separate “Noise
Forum.” The Community Noise Forum consists of representatives of the Airport, the CAA, NATS, BA,
local authorities, community organisations and campaign groups. One key task of the new Forum is to try
to resolve the dispute between Heathrow and the communities affected by the flight path trials. These took
place last year, and while the airport is adamant that the situation has returned to the pre-trial pattern,
residents in areas such as Ascot, Teddington, Englefield Green, Lightwater, Binfield and Bracknell, are
adamant that it has not.

The Forum is going to commission an independent study (it has to be independent) to look at the flight
paths before the trials, during and afterwards. The aim is to see whether flight paths post-trial really have
gone back to their pre-trial routes, or not. The independent study will also look into whether any other
changes had taken place. Heathrow can give technical assistance and will pay for the study. A steering
group will draw up the brief for the study, and report back to the Forum.

2.5.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25798

Heathrow finally completes £4.8 million
of insulation work on schools etc — after 10 years

Heathrow has finally finished installing noise insulation at the 42 schools and other community buildings
(31 in Hounslow) where it promised - in 2005 - to carry out the work. It has taken 10 years, and it cost
Heathrow £4.8 million. Heathrow said in 2005 it would install double glazing and make other
improvements to minimise the din from aircraft, at selected schools etc under its flight paths. Now, finally,
lobbying for his new runway, John Holland-Kaye ensured the work under the Community Building Noise
Insulation scheme was completed this April.

Part of the cost is the adobe buildings for school playgrounds, in which children can be taught "outdoors"
under the dome. How being inside an adobe dome counts as being "outdoors™ is a mystery. The adobe
buildings have cost £1.8 million, from Heathrow, and have been installed in 5 schools in Hounslow and
Slough - with 5 more due to be completed in Hounslow this year. If Heathrow gets a 3rd runway, it has
"promised" to spend £700 million insulating homes, schools and other buildings affected by aircraft noise -
more than 20 times the £30 million currently on offer. (Could that ever be legally enforced?)

But Heathrow is not saying if it will make any improvements, if it does not get a runway. John Stewart,
chairman of HACAN, said: "What's important is that further insulation should not be dependent on a third
runway." 26.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26025

Polar bears & anti-2nd-runway campaigners
descend on Gatwick terminal with dance & song

On Saturday morning, in Gatwick's South Terminal, an invasion of
fancy-dress polar bears took place, who danced, chanted and
unequivocally put their "NO NEW RUNWAY" message across, for
about half an hour. The dancing polar bears - Plane Stupid -
descended on the terminal, to make the point that a new runway
(either at Heathrow or Gatwick) is a
threat to our carbon targets. Asking"
Whose Climate?"(response: "Our
Climate™) and "Whose Future?" (response: "Our Future™) and with huge
banners proclaiming "Any Runway is Plane Stupid™" and "Climate Chaos
Obviously" (rather that Gatwick Airport's mantra of "Gatwick Obviously"
they entertained travellers, putting their message across in a good humoured
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way (somewhat perplexing the security guards...). No arrests were made, and the polar bears danced their
way out of the terminal. (No passengers were inconvenienced in the course of this protest).

Other protesters against the 2nd runway sang the "No Way, 2nd runway, NEVER NEVER NEVER" song,
and marched a “NO 2" Runway” banner around the terminal. Their T-shirts read: "NO 2nd runway."
"Save our tranquillity.” "Save our economy." "Save our countryside.” "Save our environment.” "No new
flight paths." 25.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26037

GACC critical of Gatwick’s promises
— unless part of legal agreements signed before any runway consent

Gatwick’s latest leaflet to those that live around Gatwick is full of promises - but provides no guarantees
and misses much of the detail, as usual. GACC (the Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign) has suggested
to the Airports Commission that they need to make sure that all the attractive looking promises made by
the airport are real, and not just part of their publicity campaign - to be forgotten when the airport is sold.

The promises should not unduly sway a decision about a 2nd runway, unless the airport can be compelled
to keep their word. The reality is that there is no method of enforcing the various undertakings being made
by Gatwick, other than by legal agreements. However, any new legal agreement needs to be negotiated
before approval is given in principle for the runway, otherwise all bargaining power would be lost.

GACC has informed Crawley Borough Council of this, but they appeared to be unaware of it. Signing
binding legal agreements would prove the airport's sincerity about its offers, rather than just using them for
PR purposes — to try to get its runway.

What Gatwick is promising includes some compensation on council tax to a small number of people; it is
promising £5,000 per house built for a Gatwick employee; £10 million towards motorway widening; and
that landing charges would not rise above £15 till 2030 (only if the government signs a deal blocking other
runways).

5.5.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26144

Gatwick distributes 400,000 flyers around west London
warning of Heathrow noise (to get backing for Gatwick runway)

As Gatwick has difficulty getting much local support for its runway plans (almost all local councils and
local MPs oppose it) during April the airport distributed 400,000 flyers to homes across west London.
Uxbridge and South Ruislip in particular are being targeted, (86,000 leaflets) warning about the increased
noise there would be from a Heathrow 3rd runway. That is the constituency where Boris Johnson is
standing — and he has been consistently strongly opposed to a Heathrow runway.

While failing to engage with local communities around its own airport, Gatwick has focused its attention
on negative campaigning about Heathrow, though Heathrow has not - publicly - being doing the equivalent
in reverse. Gatwick is not revealing the cost of their 400,000 leaflet effort. As the local residents do not
have the ability to choose whether a runway is built, the aim is to influence local politicians.

. :

w ﬁ Gatwick claims that 683,000 people and 362 schools would be impacted by
I_. F — noise if a 3rd Heathrow runway was built, while only 36,000 people and 15
S e . . .*T‘ schools by a Gatwick runway. In the 55 Lden contour. (That is prescient of

& Gatwick, as the flight paths for a new runway are not yet know .... nobody
knows the numbers affected).

Lonpon Epezfecechs Gatwick appears to discount and down-play the impact of increased noise
SEle from its own planned runway. Their leaflet is inaccurate as it ignores the fact
. that lower background noise levels around Gatwick mean that almost as many
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people would be annoyed as at Heathrow. This has infuriated local residents in the Gatwick area. Their
ploy of leafleting people near Heathrow, who are rightly frightened at the prospect of a 3rd runway -
playing on their fears - has further increased local opposition.

Three MPs, Crispin Blunt, Kwasi Kwarteng and Sam Gyimah (all Surrey MPs in the Coalition government
and Conservative candidates) have written to Gatwick Airport Chairman, Sir Roy McNulty, to complain
about Gatwick leafletting the Heathrow area.

The MPs said Gatwick's actions demonstrate "an astonishing disregard for the concerns of families and
communities around Gatwick, about whom you should have most concern.” They say: "Instead of
frightening the communities around your competitor, you should focus on engaging with the communities
that surround your airport."”

16.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25906

Gatwick’s anti-Heathrow leaflets in Boris’ constituency may cause him trouble

Gatwick particularly targeted Uxbridge and South Ruislip, with 86,000 leaflets being distributed there,
more than in any other constituency. Uxbridge happens to be the seat being contested by Boris Johnson.
Boris is known to have strong views against a new runway at Heathrow; if he is elected, and if the courts
were to decide that the leaflets give tacit support to his campaign, the cost of the leaflets would need to be
added to his election expenses. If that took him over the limit it could result in his election being declared
void. Just a thought .... http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25922

Great majority of election candidates around Gatwick oppose a 2nd runway

GACC (Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign) members have carried out a survey of the views of
parliamentary candidates about a new runway at Gatwick. All 11 Conservative Parliamentary candidates in
the seats around Gatwick (Crawley, Horsham, Arundel and South Downs, Mole Valley, Reigate, East
Surrey, Sevenoaks, Tonbridge & Malling, Tunbridge Wells, Mid Sussex, and Wealden) say they oppose a
2nd runway. So do all Green Party candidates. So do all UKIP candidates.

Almost all Lib Dem candidates oppose a 2nd runway - except for a few; the odd ones out being the
candidates for Crawley and Horsham. The Labour candidates are about equally divided, half for and half
against the runway.

Many of the candidates have now signed a pledge against the runway, appreciating the runway would
produce an increase in aircraft noise, worsened environment and lack of infrastructure such as roads, rail,
schools and hospitals. At the national level both the Labour and Conservative manifestos say in effect that
they will wait for the recommendations of the Airports Commission (expected June/July). At the Lib Dem
conference last year a resolution supporting a Gatwick runway was overwhelmingly defeated, and their
manifesto reflects this policy but leaves a little wriggle room if the Airports Commission comes up with
"compelling new evidence." 26.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26030

Stop Stansted Expansion calls for
cross-party support at the election, to end night flights

Ahead of the general election and local council elections (on 7th May), SSE is calling upon all local
candidates to support a ban on night flights at Stansted. The airport currently has permission to operate
12,000 night flights a year, between 11.30pm - 6am. That is more than twice as many as are permitted at
Heathrow. [Heathrow is restricted to 5,800 night take-offs & landings /year between 11.30pm- 6am].

SSE has long argued to the Government that night flights have a far greater impact on local residents
around Stansted, than people in more urban areas, because of its rural location where background noise
levels are generally very low. The number of Stansted night flights has significantly increased over the past
year, and this is believed to be largely due to the closure of Manston Airport and transfer of its cargo
flights.
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SSE says "night"” should not only be a 6% hour period, but should be the 8 hours between 11.00pm to
7.00am, to give people a proper night's rest. There are no restrictions on the number of aircraft permitted to
take-off and land at Stansted during the so-called shoulder periods between 11.00pm and 11.30pm and
between 6.00am and 7.00am.

SSE is inviting politicians of all parties to support a timetable to progressively phase out nights flights.
25.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26005

Newham Council lacks the bravery of Boris to turn down unsuitable developments
like City Airport expansion

On Saturday 25th April there was a local celebration party
for people living in the Royal Docks area, close to London
City Airport. They held their party to celebrate the fact that
at the end of March, London Mayor Boris Johnson had
overturned Newham Council’s decision to grant permission
for London City airport to expand. Local children have
formed a lively choir, which entertained the assembled
guests.

People who suffer from the noise from the airport are
delighted that Boris has helped them, and opposed the
airport’s environmentally-destructive plans, which
unfortunately have been backed by the (Labour) Newham
council.

Though Newham argues that the airport would bring jobs for
local people and local economic benefits, it actually provides
little of either. No more than about 500 Newham residents are employed directly by the airport. The
business passengers don't linger round the airport, but head off to business meetings in the City or the West
End.

It was clear at Saturday’s event that the local community regards the airport on their doorstep not as a
benefit but as problem which brings noise, air pollution and blight. They feel they might be better off with
something else there. Compared to the nearby Excel Centre it provides far fewer jobs or wider economic
benefit.

26.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26057

Campaigners at London City Airport demand true noise measurement —
combining Heathrow + London City flight noise

Campaigners at City Airport, HACAN East, are calling for a change in the way aircraft noise is measured,
and say more needs to be done to protect people living under noisy flight paths. The group’s chair, John
Stewart, says the problem for areas of east and south east London, is partly down to a lack of measurement
of the cumulative noise produced by flight paths from several airports (Heathrow and London City here)
which both affect some areas. Separate measurements of just each airport’s noise fail to give a true picture
of the actual impact on residents, resulting in official statistics that underestimate aircraft noise levels.
HACAN East says the Greater London Assembly backed cumulative noise readings, from both airports
combined, two years ago, and the airport should recognise this. It suits the aviation industry to deliberately
keep the noise figures separate

The aircraft noise from both airports needs to be combined — not just looked at separately - in order to get
an accurate assessment of the total noise level, as it is experienced by residents. The concerns remain
despite mayor of London Boris Johnson’s blocking of London City Airport’s proposed expansion..
7.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25829
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Edinburgh Airport unveils 5 month trial of flight path to boost the airport’s capacity

Edinburgh Airport has unveiled details of a 5-month trial of a new flight path for aircraft taking off to the
west, in a bid to increase capauty The Airspace Trial, which will begin on 25 June, will introduce a new
SRR [a;'g 2 RS, sy ‘ SID route, the purpose of which is to allow more flights to
WS P B N = % . use the runway, and allow aircraft to take off at one-
; X % 4 minute intervals. This is to "allow the airport to maintain
- safe and sustainable growth without affecting punctuality."”
' Most of the time the flights take off to the west and there
: .. arecurrently 3 SID routes - known as Grice (which goes
i | north), Gosam (which goes south west) and Talla (south).
The new route - Tutur - will see aircraft take off in a south
westerly direction and turn right towards the River Forth, passing over West Lothian and to the east of
Linlithgow. The settlements worse affected, with planes at 1900 - 2000 feet, would be Uphall and
Dechmont. The airport says the aircraft using the trial route are likely to be their least noisy, and the trial
would monitor the impact on local communities, with noise monitors placed along the flight path to collect

data on the flights. 30.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26107
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Heathrow to reduce charges on domestic flights from £29.59 to £19.59
from 1st Jan 2016 — to deter passengers flying via Schiphol

Heathrow plans to cut the fees it charges airlines for domestic passengers. It says that from 1st January
2016 it will reduce the minimum departure charge for all flights (currently £1,406) to £1,268.40 per
domestic flight. It will also cut the charge from £29.59 to £19.59 per passenger, in a bid to increase the
number of passengers flying between UK regional airports and Heathrow.

Heathrow serves just 7 regional destinations, down from 18 in 1990. It hopes the lower charges on
domestic routes would encourage fuller planes and make more efficient use of the limited number of slots
for regional flights, which are less profitable for airlines than long haul flights. Heathrow also says it will
reduce minimum charges per plane to £1,592.15 for EU flights and £2,689.82 for non-EU destinations. It
will also cut the per passenger charge for passengers flying to European destinations by £5 to £24.59. The
aim is discouraging passengers flying via European airports like Schiphol — taking money away from
Heathrow.

They plan instead to charge more for the noisiest planes, and those that emit more NOXx - with the overall
changes revenue neutral. The environmental fees would rise from being 21% to being 28% of total airport
charges. Heathrow also say that, if they get a 3rd runway, (only if...) they would open 5 new domestic
routes, including Humberside, Newquay and Liverpool.

4.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25800

DfT appoint bankers, Rothschild,
to advise government on runway after Airports Commission reports

The DfT has appointed the bankers, Rothschild, to help evaluate Gatwick and Heathrow’s runway plans,
after the publication of the Airports Commissions report that is due in June. That implies the Commission
will not have ruled one or the other out. Either of the runway plans would rank among Britain’s biggest-
ever, and most expensive, infrastructure projects. Rothschild would provide advice to ministers and
officials, and DfT said: "Rothschild was appointed to provide financial advice to assist our understanding
of the deliverability of any new runway capacity.” Labour and the Conservatives have been urged by
business lobbying groups to make a swift decision to approve a runway.

The reality is that a huge number of issues have not been fully dealt with by the Commission, and a great
deal of further work needs to be done, before a runway could properly be considered. The Airports

Commission estimated the cost of Heathrow's NW runway at £18.6bn without factoring in public money
for improved road and rail links; cost of Heathrow Hub’s Plan at £13.5bn; Gatwick’s plan at £9.3bn. The
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Commission acknowledges that its economic analysis has been done using “innovative” (untested)
methodology. The Commission estimated that HAH could have to raise additional equity of up to
approximately £8.4bn and debt of up to roughly £29.9bn. "Raising this level of financing would be
challenging."

Hence the need for bankers to advise. 14.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=25876

Teddington residents miserable under Heathrow easterly take-offs
— though officially they are not affected

< Harmona swortn i 2 ' Kew . Teddington is an area largely affected by
o Cranford . . #.\ %4 | BARNES \H
noford e e L moriane s g FUL  easterly take-offs from Heathrow. The
owell Mogr' ] | g Hamon g MOUNSLOW T s - 0 wind direction in the south east of
MO i roenagies  ENGland is generally for westerly winds
- on row (] ermina .
Stanwell FEUHA: i o ' for around 70 - 77% of the time. The level
East Bedfont = e ' of aircraft noise over Teddington is
. m . .
-7 ASHFORD P o " therefore not a problem during westerly
: v ULy WwmsLeoo take-offs. The way aircraft noise is
S-UPON-THAMES Hany Hempron Yl WIMBLEDC : y
e | R N measured - by taking an average over a
iy |V ZI Sovegat/ _ KINGSTON UPON THAMES | neriod of time, and over

many months, rather than

the plane noise on a particular day - means that Teddington and areas like it are not deemed
to be within the noise contours that imply a significant level of noise nuisance. However,
during periods of easterly winds, which can last for over 10 days, the level of noise is
deeply intrusive.

The campaign, Teddington Action

THE AIRPORTS COMMISSION Grogp, has made a p(_)werful short film
that illustrates the noise they are
LED BY HOWARD DAVIES subjected to, for perhaps 25 -30% of the
SAYS TEDDINGTON IS NOT AFFECTED year. Yet, on the noise averaging system
BY AIRCRAFT NOISE used by the CAA and the Airports

Commission, they are considered not to
be affected by noise. They wonder how
many other areas can be regarded as untroubled by noise, when the reality on the ground is very different.
And how much worse would this situation get, with how many more affected, if there was a Heathrow 3rd
runway. 23.4.2015 Watch the film. (Photo on the right taken from the film).
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MR00hem1JcM&feature=youtu.be

Conservative and Labour candidates in Brentford & Isleworth say they would defy
their parties to oppose a Heathrow runway, if necessary

At a Brentford & Isleworth hustings, Conservative parliamentary candidate Mary Macleod and Labour's
Ruth Cadbury told the audience they would vote against Heathrow's 3rd runway even if it was supported
by their respective parties. The Hounslow candidates are Joe Bourke (Liberal Democrat), Mary Macleod
(Conservative), Ruth Cadbury (Labour), Richard Hendron (UKIP) and Daniel Goldsmith (Green). Both
Mary Macleod and Ruth Cadbury said they would not resign should their parties decide to support a 3rd
runway, but they would instead try to fight the policy from within the fold. The official policies of both
Conservatives and Labour is to wait for the findings of the Airports Commission, which might make its
announcement as early as late May, or else by the end of June. Green Party candidate Daniel Goldsmith
and Liberal Democrat Joe Bourke both said their parties were clear in their opposition to a 3rd runway.
But UKIP's Richard Hendron was the only candidate in favour of the runway, even though his party's
manifesto is opposed to it (and backs Manston instead). The anti-expansion candidates said they wanted
Heathrow to remain as Britain's “premier” airport. Ben Goldsmith said he didn't want Hounslow to be too
reliant on a single industry. 17.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26034
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Research, in “Science” calls for ‘airspace reserves’
with reduced or restricted human activity (eg flights)

Researchers in Argentina and Wales have written a new paper, showing the increasing extent to which
man-made structures, and human activities, are having an impact on creatures that fly. The scientists say
growing numbers of skyscrapers, wind turbines, power lines, planes and drones threaten billions of flying
birds and animals, huge numbers of which are killed in collisions.

The researchers say "airspace reserves" should be created to protect wildlife, by providing airspace zones
where human activity is partially or totally restricted to reduce the aerial conflict. These could be
temporary zones, for example to help protect birds on their seasonal migrations, or permanent areas, put in
place over key habitats. They need to be taken account of in planning for major construction projects. The
authors say: "Most of the conservation in reserves and national parks is mainly focussed on the ground or
more recently on water. None of them have focussed on the airspace.”

Bird strikes with planes cause a risk to humans, so drastic measures are taken to remove birds from the
vicinity of airports. The impact of drones is yet to be assessed, but could become a problem.
1.4.2015 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26124

Speculation from Swedish research
that stress from aircraft noise could raise risk of obesity

Millions of urban Europeans are exposed to aviation noise that contributes to stress, high blood pressure
and even weight gain, say health specialists who want stronger measures to make flying quieter. While
plane engines have become slightly less noisy over the past 3 decades, there are considerably more flights
and also demand for bigger passenger planes - which make more noise than smaller ones. As well as the
effects of exposure to noise being linked to heart and blood pressure problems, and slower learning in
children in some circumstances, there is now concern about an increase in obesity.

Medical researchers at the Karolinska Institutet in Stockholm have added weight gain to the potential
impact of noise on public health. In a study of people living near the Swedish capital’s Arlanda Airport, the
research team found that prolonged exposure to aircraft noise caused a “statistically significant” increase in
waist sizes. They found a noise level raised by 5 decibels correlated with an increase in waist size of
1.5cm. The mechanism for this may be that stress from sleep disturbance and annoyance could increase
production of cortisol, leading to increased appetite.

July 2014 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/?p=26162

Useful Links

- For large amounts of up-to-date news on airports and aviation, see AirportWatch's news pages

www.airportwatch.org.uk/?page_id=148
- For daily transport news in the UK - Transportinfo at transportinfo.org.uk
- European Transport & Environment (T&E) http://www.transportenvironment.org

Twitter @transenv
- News and expert analysis on the AEF website at www.aef.org.uk and on Twitter @The AEF
- HACAN www.hacan.org.uk Twitter @HACAN1

and GACC www.gacc.org.uk/latest-news

- Gatwick Obviously NOT (GON) http://www.gatwickobviouslynot.org
- Stop Heathrow Expansion (SHE) http://www.stopheathrowexpansion.co.uk
- Taming Aviation petition to European Parliament. http://www.tamingaviation.eu
- AirportWatch Europe http://www.airportwatcheurope.com Twitter @AirportWatchEU

- Follow AirportWatch on Twitter @AirportWatch and Facebook on.fb.me/UoSKEx

Bulletin compiled by Sarah Clayton - with thanks to many people for their help & contributions. 6.5.2015
www.airportwatch.org.uk
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