
New Draft London Plan  

Response to Panel’s questions M87 in respect of Policy T8 (aviation) 

from West London Friends of the Earth 

 

West London Friends of the Earth is a network of local borough-based groups in west London. We 

are concerned with a range of issues but concentrate particularly on Heathrow.  This response is 

therefore confined to Heathrow issues (including reference to Green Belt and MOL policies).  We 

rely on submissions from others in Friends of the Earth on other matters covered by the London 

Plan.   

We welcome the principle of the Mayor’s opposition to a third runway at Heathrow, but there are 

some critical concerns and caveats that have not been addressed in the ‘Minor Suggested Changes’.  

We identify these in the context of inspectors’ question:   

“M87. (a) Are the requirements of Policy T8 necessary to address the strategic priorities of London 

and, if so, would they be effective in that regard? (b) Or does policy T8 cover matters that are dealt 

with by national policy and/or would be more appropriately dealt with through local plans or 

neighbourhood plans? (c) Are changes to Policy T8 and/or other parts of the Plan necessary to 

ensure consistency with national policy relating to Heathrow Airport including the Airports 

National Policy Statement: new runway capacity and infrastructure at airports in the South East of 

England (June 2018)?” 

In answer to both (a) and (b) we comment as follows. 

The policy on Heathrow has been determined entirely at a national level.  Thus comments on the 

national policy, in particular, the justification or otherwise of the preferred runway option, are not 

appropriate at the London level, let alone at local plan or neighbourhood plan level.  (At the more 

detailed Development Consent Order (DCO) process stage, where local impacts are being 

considered, involvement London local plan or neighbourhood plan would be more relevant.)  

For this reason we consider that Policy the first sentence of 10.84 should be deleted or amended. 

The expression “need” is subjective and a value judgement; “.. the need for additional runway 

capacity” is an unevidenced assertion.  

As explained in our original submission, if a third runway were not built at Heathrow, government 

forecasts show that most of the increasing demand would simply be met at other airports.  The main 

loss of traffic at UK level would be interchange traffic, which brings virtually no economic benefit 

to the UK. 

Also as explained in our original submission, the net economic benefit of a third runway (as 

compared with no new runways) is approximately zero.  The Net Present Value (NPV) of the 

scheme has been adjusted downward again by the DfT- it is now between minus £2.5 billion and 

plus £2.9bn over 60 years.  

Furthermore, it has come to light that the net economic benefit leaves out the cost of air pollution 

from extra flights emitted more than 2 miles from the airport and leaves out all the economic costs 

of CO2 and other greenhouse gases emitted by the extra planes.  No economic cost has been 

included for the extra congestion that would be inevitable, given that the neither the government nor 

Heathrow are prepared to fund the road and rail schemes which TfL have identified as necessary if 



the target (aspiration) of not increasing road traffic is to be met. Allowing for these, the net 

economic benefit is substantially negative. 

These points are not made in an attempt to re-run the debate on pros and cons of a third runway. 

They are made in order to show that there is no strong or consistent evidence of need for a third 

runway at Heathrow.  And if there is no consistent evidence of need at Heathrow, there is certainly 

no evidence of need for new runways elsewhere in the southeast.  The decision to expand Heathrow 

(to be challenged in Court on 11th March) was, in the absence of sound economic justification, 

based on political/ideological grounds.  This being so, there is no need for the London Plan to take a 

view on need. 

Asserting “need” is at best unhelpful, given that it is undefined and unevidenced.  At worst, making 

such assertions can undermine the Plan’s general credibility.  

If the inspectors wish to retain some comment on the subject, we suggest a more neutral text “The 

Mayor recognises there is demand for extra capacity in the southeast of England.”. 

We strongly support the first part of Policy C which addresses environmental impacts and we 

support the inclusion of “health”.  However we are strongly opposed to the clause “any airport 

expansion scheme must be appropriately assessed and if required demonstrate that there is an 

overriding public interest or no suitable alternative solution with fewer environmental impacts.”  

This is an open invitation to cite economic benefits and jobs as overriding public interest (even 

where the claimed benefits are not actually present) and thereby ignore the environmental and 

health impacts. 

We remain concerned that Policy D is ambiguous and therefore weak in that, taken in isolation, it 

could imply that benefits achieved elsewhere, eg from cleaner motor vehicles, could be ‘used up’ by 

extra aviation emissions.  We recognise that 10.8.5-7 aim to cover this point. 

Policy H eg “increase the proportion of journeys passengers and staff make by sustainable means” 

is extremely weak.  An increase in the proportion of sustainable modes could still mean a big 

increase in the absolute amount of unsustainable modes (because there would be about 50% more 

passengers and freight in total with a third runway).  The policy should be to prevent an increase in 

absolute terms of unsustainable modes and have a binding condition placed on Heathrow to the 

effect that extra runway capacity (with 2 runways or 3) cannot be taken up until this target is 

actually achieved.  This issue is critical in light of a recent report by London Travelwatch ‘Way to 

go: Improving public transport access to London’s airports. January 2019’ which shows virtually no 

progress in improving the proportion of access by public transport over a period of 6 years. 

 

We support the suggested changes in Policy I which, in our view, strengthen it. 

       

We support the suggested changes in 10.8.5-7. 

 

We support 10.8.8 except insofar as “major investment by .. central government.” We do not see 

why London and other UK taxpayers should subsidise Heathrow by paying for schemes which are 

only needed as a result of airport expansion. 

 

In answer to Panel question (c) we comment as follows. 

We very much support the Mayor’s policies on protection of Green Belt and Metropolitan Open 

Land in Policies G2 and G3.  But a third runway and associated infrastructure on Green Belt would 



be completely contrary to the principle of protection and should therefore be cited in Policy T8 as a 

reason for opposing Heathrow expansion.   

Given the over-riding significance of climate change, we find 10.8.9 extremely weak.  The 

government’s Committee on Climate Change (CCC) concluded that the aviation sector could not 

emit more than 37.5 million tonnes (mt) of CO2 at 2050 while keeping within the UK’s overall 

target of reducing emissions by 80% in accordance with the Climate Act.  Furthermore, even this 

allowance would require other sectors of the economic to reduce their emissions by more than 80% 

to compensate.  This view has been confirmed in a recent letter from CCC to government “UK 

aviation emissions in 2050 should be around their 2005 level (i.e. 37.5 MtCO
2
e).”   

Official government forecasts in Oct 2017 estimated the emissions of CO2 at 39.3 mt with a third 

runway and 37.0 mt for the ‘baseline’, that is no third runway (and no new runways elsewhere).    

But in the final NPS (National Policy Statement), the government re-forecasted the CO2 emissions 

with a third runway at 40.3 mt based on “best use” of non-Heathrow airports - that is where current 

planning limits are relaxed.  (Additional material with references can be provided.) 

The upshot is that the UK’s target for CO2 emission would be missed due to third runway at 

Heathrow.  It would increase CO2 emissions by 3.3 mt (40.3 – 37.0) and break the CCC limit by 

2.8 mt (40.3 – 37.5).   

Simply saying “The aviation impacts on climate change must be fully recognised and emissions from 

aviation activities must be compatible with national and international obligations to tackle climate 

change.” is weak and looks like pushing the problem away.  When Heathrow expansion would 

specifically and uniquely cause UK climate targets to be breached, it is perverse not to highlight this in 

this part of the Plan.  

If London is to be respected as a world city, it must surely address climate change with deadly 

seriousness.  The Plan is (rightly) concerned about the local impacts of noise and air pollution.  But 

it must also recognise the impacts of London on the global environment and the world’s citizens.  In 

this context, nothing is more important than climate change. 
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