
Heathrow Statutory Consultation.  September 2019.

Submitted on behalf of the Englefield Green Action Group. - (EGAG)

EGAG are a group representing concerned residents who support an active and 
vibrant Heathrow but not an expanded one. They also recognise that 
modernisation of airspace must be conducted in a fair and equitable manner but 
in a way that shares out both the benefits and the burdens which may ensue.

1 Q.    Please tell us what you think about any specific part of our Preferred 
Masterplan or the components that make up the Masterplan.

There is a misuse of the English language as the expansion of Heathrow 
represents the equivalent of the same number of flights that currently operate 
out of Gatwick. In affect this represents a new airport on top of the existing one.

The Government’s commitment to reach zero carbon by the year 2050 will be 
impossible unless the carbon offsetting results in a major reduction in 
manufacturing industry which does not seem consistent with the UK’s stated 
policy of an industrial renaissance.

The present levels of noise will be further increased and the simple truth is that 
the increased noise and air pollution will have to go somewhere. Residents who 
will inevitably suffer are still not aware of who they are because of the absence of
flight paths being made public which we believe is deliberate in order to 
obfuscate the impact. We are shocked that Heathrow are saying that the noise 
footprint and air pollution will not increase; there is no evidence to support this 
claim.

The economic case has now been discredited, yet despite this the Government 
still believes that the public purse will not be disadvantaged. This is incredulous 
as the infrastructure costs of rerouting roads and rivers as well as building on 
green belt will become matters of public concern and cost. Heathrow have 
capped their cost yet the latest estimates far exceed their forecasts. Latest 
estimates of total costs are £61 billion compared to Heathrow’s published figure 
of £16 billion!

Job vacancies in an area where there is little if any structural unemployment will 
continue to put pressure on housing and congestion in one of the most densely 
populated areas of the UK. The continuation of a London centric dominance is 
contrary to the rhetoric of development of a “Northern Powerhouse”
In fact Slough Council, who have been a strong supporter of expansion, due to all 
the inducements given by Heathrow, have just stated that instead of the 1000’s 
jobs they expected for their area, they now realise it will only be 100 jobs. 
Another  broken promise? 

2 Q          Please tell us what you think about the sites we have identified for 
buildings and facilities we are proposing to move.
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 The area outside of the zone identified for compensation, which is still near the 
airport, will receive no compensation for the loss of amenity and environmental 
peace. Englefield Green is on a hill some 250 feet above the airport and has 
already suffered increased noise with closer and lower flying aircraft. The PA 
Consulting and Anderson reports commissioned by Heathrow evidence this.  
There was a reasonable expectation for those who located to the Green from 
other locally blighted areas, such as Datchet, that there would be no further 
airport expansion – “No ifs, no Buts!” Expansion is therefore against natural 
justice as a premium price for housing was paid for the ‘privilege’ of moving to a 
less blighted area. We believe a rebalance of natural justice is required offering 
such areas compensation based on pre blighted market values of properties from
this point on until 2035 or ten years post the Heathrow DCOs being granted. If it 
can be independently verified that Heathrow’s  plans are robust then their 
compensation should, on their own belief be minimal.

3 Q.        Please tell us what you think of our boundary design proposals to 
manage noise and the effects on views around the boundary of the expanded 
airport  

 The beautiful and idyllic photos of families cycling and picnicking in open spaces
shown in the Consultation main document is treating residents as idiots. This 
proposed new airport will blight outside spaces and aesthetics, will not 
compensate for the noise, air, light and traffic pollution associated with 
Heathrow expansion.

4 Q Please tell us what you think about our development proposals and the 
measures proposed to reduce effects in these areas.

Places like Stanwell Moor will become large warehousing and distribution hubs 
to service this new airport. Amenities will be lost, never to return and the 
congestion from increased freight transport on local roads and villages will be 
nothing short of devastating. The noise maps on 8 out of the 10 indicative flight 
paths will have a major and negative impact on Englefield Green and on other 
local areas in Runnymede Borough, which have been excluded from the listed 
areas identified as impacted by the new airport.

5 Q Please tell us what you think of our construction proposals and the ways we 
are proposing to minimise effects on communities and the environment

 The construction traffic will be operating 24 hours and this will have a constant 
low-level noise annoyance to many residents within a 10-mile radius of 
Heathrow. The reversing klaxon on trucks will be a major annoyance, which will 
make the surrounding areas unlivable for a significant number of years and is 
totally unacceptable in a civilised society. Staines Moor, an SSI site will be 
destroyed and this important wildlife corridor  and habitat will be lost to future 
generations.

2



6 Q Please tell us what you think of our runway alternation proposals, In 
particular we would like to know if you think we should alternate the runway at 
2 p.m. or 3 p.m. 

Alternation seems to us to be a reduction of current respite for many. If we are 
wrong will the Government and Heathrow give categorical and enforceable 
assurances that this is not the case?

The lack of flight path details makes it almost impossible to appreciate the full 
scale of the proposals. It is “putting the cart before the horse”. We urge Heathrow
and the DFT to immediately give details of the proposed flight paths – not to do 
so, and for each party from the airline sector to say that it is the concern of 
another, is just not good enough and is not true consultation.

7 Q Please tell us what you think of our  preferred proposal for a ban on 
scheduled night flights and all whether you would prefer an alternative proposal

The absolute night flight quota number should not be increased. We believe that 
there should be a total ban on night flights between 11pm and 7am to provide 8 
hours respite for all communities overflown. The current night quota system 
allows for safety and operational reasons to fly outside of the official night 
period.
There should be a complete ban on all night flights with emergencies being the 
only exception We believe the absolute number of exceptions should not be 
increased and that there is a strong case to reduce the number if a new airport is 
actioned. Operational reasons should also be made much tighter. In the 
manufacturing industry if a factory is not permitted to work, say past 10 pm they
are unlikely to be allowed to “catch up” if there is a machinery breakdown or a 
glut of orders or if there is a power outage. The same principles should apply to 
aviation.
The NPS proposed no planes between 11pm and 7am  - Heathrow’s proposal 
ignores the NPS. The negative effects on health from sleep deprivation, on the 
education of the young, and on the health of the old and infirm, are well 
documented and this proposal is totally against improvements in the current 
status quo.

8 Q  Please tell us what you think about our proposals for managing early 
growth. 
An increase of a further 25k flights before a third runway is approved is totally 
unacceptable. It assumes that the airline sector believe they can push through 
local objections. We regard this as arrogant and anti democratic.

There are no safeguards and no environmental protections in their plan. It is a 
new proposal that was not made public when voted on by parliament and is 
another example of Heathrow pushing the boundaries against the interests of 

3



communities. It is Heathrow centric and in their drive for better commercial 
performance brushes aside community interests.

Government agreed the current level of a maximum of 480k flights as an 
absolute limit to protect local communities from the environmental harm they 
knew that they would ensue and should not be increased almost “on the nod”. 
Currently the DALY (Disability Adjusted Life Years) already runs at greater than 
£400 million/yr and to additional flights for this early growth and the proposed 
flight paths is unacceptable. An environmental assessment should be carried out 
on the impact of this proposal. Again this is a major omission in the consultation. 
Our analysis reviewing the “Annex A: Noise Envelopes” indicates that levels 
before 2035 could significantly increase beyond those of 2013. The NO2 
concentration and the effects of early growth are not evidenced and current 
emissions already exceed legal limits so we do not understand how further 
degradation can be acceptable or indeed legal. It is not acceptable to us. 
Heathrow must be specific on the limits that they will impose on noise, air 
quality, and congestion and respite.
Any changes to airspace and flight paths should prioritise the health and well 
being of those overflown and rank above the commercial interests of the airport.

9 Q Please tell us what you think about our proposals and how we could further 
encourage or improve public transport access to the airport 

Our belief is that the proposals to encourage or improve public transport access 
to the airport are “hope over reality.” The NPS targets compared to past practice 
are unlikely to be met – the Southern Rail access was promised when Terminal 5 
was built.. The costs of increased congestion has not been taken into account in 
the financial models, principally because Government is not holding them to 
account. Heathrow only underwrites £1b of the estimates of up to circa £15b for 
infrastructure costs, so there is a significant under funding which will have to be 
found by the taxpayer or local authorities. Words like encouraging and seeking 
to improve are nebulous and not measurable and therefore have no credibility.

10 Q Please tell us what you think about our proposals for Heathrow ultra low 
emission zone and Heathrow vehicle access charge as ways to manage 
congestion and air quality impacts

A reduction in emissions is essential to comply with EU law. Heathrow low 
emission zone etc.  - In themselves must be supported but this is irrespective of 
whether there is an expansion. The separation of cause and effect of expansion 
with Heathrow activity is a fallacy. The stretch of the M25 between junctions 10 
to 16 is significantly congested with two runways. When the Icelandic volcano 
disruption occurred and Heathrow activity significantly reduced the M25 was 
smooth running so it is false to take the view that the M25 congestion has 
nothing to do with Heathrow.

Heathrow should fund all rail connections to Heathrow.
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11 Q  Do you have any other comments on our surface access proposals?

There is a lack of defined and costed plans to achieve a shift in how people travel 
to the airport. The reality is, to get to the airport with luggage is very difficult, 
unless there is car travel (private or taxis) to either a local train station, which is 
very limited, or by direct underground train which is not very convenient.
The myth about cycling or walking to the airport to travel by air is simply “green 
wash.”
Road access, although not welcome, contributes significantly less carbon 
emissions compared to planes. We therefore suggest that the best way to reduce 
carbon emissions is by not expanding the airport at Heathrow.

12 Q  Please tell us what you think about our proposals to manage the 
environmental effects of expansion.

The Paris agreement should be the minimum standard that the UK government 
accepts and should conform to all the Committee on Climate Change (CCC) advice
which includes aviation emissions for the UK’s carbon budget  – we are in a 
climate emergency and to do anything other is damaging to future generations. A
new runway will increase emissions by 8-9 million tonnes per annum. We totally
disagree with the principle of carbon offsetting either in the UK or by 
international offsetting because it has been proven not to work. Even if you 
accept  that principle (which we do not) it is almost impossible to police.
In fact the UN criticised carbon offsetting this year stating, “The era of carbon 
offsets is drawing to a close. Buying carbon credits in exchange for a clean 
conscience while you carry on flying, buying diesel cars and powering your 
home with fossil fuels is no longer acceptable or widely accepted.”
Aircraft emissions, which are excluded from the UK’s calculations, should be (and
as the Committee for Climate change argues), must be counted. Impacts of 
airside and access are also excluded by Heathrow and should not be.

13 Q  please tell us if there are any other initiatives or proposals that we should 
consider in order to address the emissions from airport related traffic or airport 
operations

We strongly dispute the claim by Heathrow that aircraft emissions are dispersed 
so do not have a significant effect on air quality. There is significant
evidence to the contrary both within DEFRA (Air quality Expert Group) and 
others.

The current WHO guidelines are exceeded by Heathrow activity. The PM2.5s 
limit is two and a half times the recommended standard. On hourly and daily 
maxima and on ultra fine particles the measures are inadequate.

Unless the WHO standards are met any new runway construction should be 
halted. A private members Air pollution Bill will be presented to Parliament 
requiring Government to adopt tighter limits based on the new WHO 
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recommendations. EGAG urge the Government to adopt the measures in the 
forthcoming Environment Bill. It is estimated that air pollution cuts short the 
lives of 36000 people per annum and costs the economy £20b annually in 
healthcare and impact on businesses.

14 Q  Please tell us what you think about our proposals to help health and 
wellbeing. Are there any other proposals that you think we should consider to 
address the effects of the project on the health and wellbeing of our colleagues, 
neighbours and passengers?

The consultation documents admit that children and young people, older or frail 
people, and those with existing poor health will be vulnerable. Will Heathrow 
offer relocation assistance and compensation for these groups? Again our view is
the compensation should be market price for their property plus 25%.

15 Q  please tell us what you think about our noise insulation schemes.

You cannot insulate open spaces from noise. The measurement of noise is critical
and LAaeq levels are averages. People don’t hear average noise they hear noise 
in real time. Therefore NA above a certain level must be used along with an 
Lmax, SEL levels and incidence which better reflect annoyance.  The DFT accept 
noise events (N<65 dB Lmax) and single mode should be used as a key 
supplementary metric . We agree with that.

Insulation and double-glazing for properties subjected to aircraft noise to levels 
of 51 dB should be agreed as a minimum.
The World Health Organisation (WHO) limits should be used, not those 
prescribed by the flawed static SoNA study, as the WHO onset of annoyance is 6-
9dB lower than SoNA. This is especially the case as Heathrow expansion is a 
dynamic noise increase scenario which exactly aligns with the WHO survey.

Again insulation cannot be determined in the absence of flight path details.

Increasing take off profiles are supported but words like we will “strive” are too 
weak and easily forgotten.  Airlines  are predominantly interested  only  in their 
bottom line  and will, in our view “kick back`’. This is as evidenced  today in the 
Heathrow instigated “Reduced Thrust takeoffs initiative, with the objective of 
reduced running costs of the airlines trumping interests of  communities who 
suffer from lower climbing aircraft and more noise and pollution.  There should 
be an enforceable standard in advance of any new runway going ahead, and our 
view is that communities are only considered as part of political or PR 
expediency.

We totally dispute the statement that with 3 runways there will be less noise 
than today.  We welcome this statement by Heathrow only so that it can be 
scrutinised.  We suggest Heathrow provide ambitious target commitments with 
severe penalties if not delivered on, Given the massive bonanza that the third 
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runway gives Heathrow at the expense of local communities, any benefits in 
aircraft noise  must be given back to local communities before the industry sees 
any increase in flights allowed. 
Heathrow have stated that they will go for a fourth runway, which is against the 
Airports Commission recommendations. This strikes at the very nature of “trust” 
and we firmly reject any such suggestion as consistent with any intent to reduce 
noise and air pollution for communities and is another example of gradual creep 
and breaking of implied promises.

We are most concerned about the introduction of PBN and believe this cannot be 
separated from the proposed third runway, in fact the third runway is predicated
on PBN due to the South East being at capacity. The potential for concentrated 
flight paths, less dispersal and routing over semi rural communities will be a 
significant issue, which we believe needs to be made public before the DCO 
process is agreed. 

We remind you of the concerns Heathrow raised with the EU regarding the lack 
of an environmental assessment on PBN, captured in:

 
“European Aviation Safety Agency Comment-Response Document 2015-01 
Performance-based navigation implementation in the European air traffic 
management network” 

Comment 103 The Social Impact of PBN trials in the UK has 
been enormous, therefore this should be considered and not 
dismissed in one sentence.There does not appear to be an 
environmental assessment of this proposed change in terms 
of noise.The Benefit section takes no account of the cost of 
airspace consultation which results in an incomplete 
assessment. Mixed conventional and PBN operations are not 
supported by the UK CAA. Consequently, this NPA is not 
supported by Heathrow Airport Limited.”

Comment 107by:Heathrow Airport Limited This is absolutely 
wrong.What evidence has been used to make this statement? 
Heathrow has witnessed a huge social impact of 
concentrating routes through PBN - suggest you intelligence 
gather in the UK and look at the impact the PBN trials across 
the country have had and complete further research. 
response Noted.The social impact is due to the noise issue 
which is not easy to address because it depends on the 
context. On the one hand, more accurate routes could 
(improved track keeping performance) help avoid the 
overflight of certain areas and reduce noise impact on them. 
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On the other hand, lack of route dispersion could have the 
opposite effect and increase noise under the new PBN routes.
As PBN is to be implemented based on a performance 
objective, it is part of the local assessment and social impact 
could also be taken into consideration”

We also draw your attention to the issues the United States 
FAA Report No. AV2019062 where they found “that 
considerable delays have occurred largely due to increased 
community concerns about aircraft noise associated with 
PBN and consequent litigation, 

We support widely dispersed flight paths, non-concentration and those currently
overflown to be minimally affected by a third runway. There should be an 
equitable distribution of noise and air pollution.

16 Q  Please tell us what factors are most important as we develop our proposals 
for noise management in particular our proposals for the design and 
implementation of a noise envelope.

LOAL ( Lowest  Observed Effect Level) of 51dB should be the minimum with the 
new WHO level of 45dB guidelines be put in place within an agreed time period.
Lower flying larger and quieter planes with the same noise footprint on the 
ground give nothing to communities. Noise benefits from technological and 
operational improvements should be used to reduce noise on the ground and not
used for the commercial benefits of the airline sector. This should be the 
minimum quid pro quo for any third runway expansion. We do not support a 
noise quota system, which does not give benefits to communities as the range is 
too wide and is not transparent or verifiable by communities. 

Again we believe representative metrics need to be used that show what 
communities are truly being subjected to, not those used by the industry, which 
does not show the real harm and health costs.   The existing noise metrics are 
airline sector biased and confusing -  a single metric based on a basket of say a 
number of metrics, -  N60 (or lower if measurable in quieter areas - as no aircraft
noise should be omitted), SEL, LAmax and single mode operation should be 
developed. Measured noise, not modeled noise must be used.  Modelled noise 
should only be used when it is closely aligned to measured noise and should be 
kept under constant verification. CAP1758 reported historic Lmax errors, 
identified by communities, that have underestimated areas affected by noise by 
between 25 and 38% for many years. This highlights the need for independent 
validation.
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LAeq is not a sufficient metric to measure annoyance as it does not take into 
account the number of events. As an example, on a two runway operation with 
alternation, the LAeq is the same as a single runway operation without 
alternation as it has the same number of flights but the events for those 
overflown will be twice as many as a 2 runway operation. This was highlighted in
a draft version of SoNA 2014 obtained by FOI, but that observation was removed 
from the final SoNA report, published in 2017, which only supported LAeq.
Earlier noise models (NNI) better correlated to the annoyance and would show 
less reducing noise contours than that currently being shown. LAeq metrics, we 
believe shows a bias to the airline industry. 
The deficiency in LAeq is further highlighted by the often quoted, i.e. one 
Concorde flight passing over an area creates the same LAeq as 120 Boeing 757’s 
flying over the same area, every 2 minutes for 4 hours – We dare the DfT to ask 
anyone which they would prefer - our view is numbers of flights overhead 
matter enormously. This is why PBN with LAeq is an inappropriate way to 
express the noise effect on communities and as such should not be used.

One aspect of the mitigation for increased noise in Chapter 3.5 of the PEIR 
document lists 6 schools that meet the criteria for compensation for insulation. 
These schools are in the area close to Heathrow. We would point out that there 
are five schools in Englefield Green with pupils under 13 years of age. The 
planned flight path changes due to be implemented prior to the building of the 
third runway and subsequently when built, will see a considerable increase in 
the number of planes flying over the village at decreased heights. This will have a
considerable impact on the development and mental health of local children. 
These schools should be subject to special assistance on insulation.

We believe that a full Health Impact Assessment should be undertaken in 
conjunction with healthcare professionals to fully address these health related 
consequences on the IPA flight path changes.

17 Q  Please tell us what you think of our proposals for maximising new jobs and 
training. Are there any other ways that we can maximise skills and training 
opportunities to benefit and local communities?

Proposals for maximising jobs in an area west of London where there is 
effectively no structural unemployment is somewhat southern centric when 
there are swathes of the country where unemployment, low skilled jobs and 
prospects are poor.  The cost of housing is relatively expensive and the majority 
of new jobs at Heathrow will be in the service, security and catering sectors not 
known for high pay. This will put more pressure on social housing and social 
services. There is no sign of this being addressed in the consultation. The 
Commission’s analysis suggests that upwards of 70k more homes will be 
required. The southeast and particularly the west of the airport is already part of 
a regionally overheated economy with an acute shortage of housing supply. To 
further increase this problem and to put further pressure on the local greenbelt 
is a folly.
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18 Q  Please tell us what you think about our approach to addressing the effects 
on the historic environment including any particular proposals you would like us
to consider

Englefield Green is at the top of the Runnymede slopes, the home of the Magna 
Carta, The JFK memorial, the American Bar acre, the Writ in Water and the Jurors
chairs. The Airforces Memorial is an historic site and one where many tourists 
from all over the world come to pay their respects in quiet contemplation to the 
25k Commonwealth airmen and women without known graves from the Second 
World War. It is 250 feet above Heathrow and therefore aircraft heights are 
lower than in surrounding areas.

Englefield Green is also the home of over 12k students at Royal Holloway 
University, most of whom are not on the population count, as they are not 
registered voters whilst at the University. The ecology of the ancient village is 
finely balanced as more traffic is routing through it as the M25 becomes so 
congested. During any building stage there is a major concern that the local rural 
roads will become rat runs to avoid M25 congestion.

19 Q  Please tell us what you think of our proposed approach to manage the 
future growth of the airport within environmental limits. Is there anything else 
we should consider as we develop a framework and its potential limits?

We have said it all before. The environmental outcome of an expanded Heathrow
will have, under all scenarios, catastrophic effects on our village. There is no 
evidence of enforceable limits on noise, air pollution, levels or traffic congestion; 
the housing crisis will be further stressed and there is no provision to give 
further assistance to strengthen NHS services, care homes, hospitals or schools 
in the area. Temporary workers on construction will have to be imported into 
the locality, putting even more strain on the overburdened public services.
The ecology of the area will be further eroded and light pollution will move our 
area into an urban jungle.

20 Q  Please tell us what you think about our proposals for the fund including 
what is spent on where it is spent and how it should be funded and delivered

The fund is not enough to genuinely help local schools, or to give real mitigation 
on noise. The mitigation area should be extended to include our village and be 
based on noise metrics rather than just distance from the new runway.
Local councils should be able to allocate funds through independent bodies set 
up with the full involvement of community groups.

21 Q please tell us what you think about our interim property policies including a
general approach to buying properties and land and our approach to 
compensation including our discretionary compensation offers
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If Heathrow believe their plans have little negative effect on local residents or 
property prices then they should be prepared to offer residents in Englefield 
Green the market price plus a relocation premium of 25% to purchase their 
properties. It would also convince residents of the good intent of Heathrow and 
of their belief that negative effects were minimal as claimed. This is risk free if 
the offer is not taken up within a limited time period and if there are no negative 
effects as claimed by Heathrow.

22 Q  do you have any commentD on what we think will need to be contained in 
our DCO and do you have any views on anything else that DCO should contain

It is our view that it will be extraordinarily unreasonable if the final flight paths 
are not included in the DCO process. The noise implications for every postcode 
affected should be made public before any DCO is granted.

A full impact study should be commissioned to establish the negative effects of 
new flight paths on health and the implications of night time sleep deprivation.

Car and HGV parking is contra to the view that there will be no more road 
congestion.

We support a frequent flyer levy and a level playing field on fuel taxes for the 
airline industry.

HGV’s carrying dangerous goods are not permitted in tunnels. If the M25 is 
rerouted through a tunnel and these rules apply, it will result in local roads 
having to carry this freight. This is a serious traffic and safety consideration for 
our area. 

23 Q Do you have any other comments in response to this consultation?

No other comments.

24 Q Please give us your feedback on this consultation such as the quality of the 
documents website and events.

The complexity of the documentation and the wonderful PR gloss give the 
impression that the expansion is good for communities. It is a serious distortion 
of reality. Whatever way it is presented the simple facts are that another 
minimum 260k flights will cause significantly more noise and air pollution with 
the consequential impact on the environment, traffic chaos and unbudgeted 
infrastructure costs.
The Government, DfT and the airline sector should produce a simple guide giving
best, worst and average case scenarios for each location affected. We in 
Englefield Green see no upside from this proposed “new airport”!!
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