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Dear Sir 
 

Putney Society: Response to the Airports Commission consultation 

I am writing on behalf of the 1,000 households in Putney and Roehampton who are 
members of the Putney Society, a local amenity group, who will be significantly affected by 
the increased noise disruption if one of the options for an additional runway at Heathrow is 
taken forward. 

Putney already suffers considerably from aircraft noise given our proximity to Heathrow. 
The two Heathrow schemes (Extended Northern Runway and North West Third Runway) 
propose 220,000 and 260,000 additional Air Traffic Movements (ATMs) respectively each 
year. This would be intolerable for residents in West London. 

We note that the Commission has assessed the noise impacts for both Heathrow options as 
having “significantly adverse” effects. Residents in Putney are particularly disturbed by early 
morning flights and your own noise analysis, issued in December, forecast an increase in 
early morning (6am-7am) arrivals from the Americas and the Far East. This is supported by 
the two Heathrow bids which base part of their argument for expansion on the need (for 
them) to provide extra flight capacity to the Far East and other new markets. We also note 
with dismay from the Commission’s December noise analysis of the Extended Northern 
Runway scheme that, in the opinion of your consultants, to serve the required markets and 
estimated ATMs there would need to be an increase in night time (11.30pm-6am) 
movements. 

The Heathrow options set out several ways of how they might mitigate noise which, while 
welcome, have several shortcomings. Firstly, much emphasis has been placed on 
improvements in aircraft technology which will lead to quieter aircraft and therefore less 
disturbance. However, these improvements primarily affect noise on take-off. While 
beneficial for those in the immediate vicinity of Heathrow this is less pertinent to those, 
such as Putney and Roehampton residents, who are affected more by the noise of a greatly 
increased volume of planes descending as they approach Heathrow. We fear that an 
increase in flight numbers will cancel out such noise mitigation measures. 

They have proposed altering the flight paths but the Commission’s own analysis says that 
recent trials of airspace change, which we assume must also refer to the prematurely 



 

 

curtailed trial last autumn, “have shown the difficulties in practice in making changes to 
established procedures” that have evolved over decades. Proposals have also been made to 
introduce a steeper glide path of 3.5⁰ descent which would help mitigate aircraft noise. 
However, by your own analysis this is only a realistic assumption by 2050. 

Residents in West London are keen to preserve the existing periods of respite from noise 
whatever the outcome of this consultation. And while the two options claim that their 
proposals would offer respite through greater flexibility of runways this flexibility is likely to 
diminish once traffic grows and room for manoeuvre is lost. 

We are also deeply concerned by the impact on air quality of both Heathrow schemes. Your 
analysis refers to the “substantial negative impact of the scheme on air quality” (North West 
Third Runway) and “the scheme performance is significantly adverse in relation to the 
objective of improving air quality consistent with EU standards and local planning 
requirements” (Extended Northern Runway). 

Finally, we treat with scepticism the claimed scale of the economic benefits of the Heathrow 
bids. The Heathrow bids were overly optimistic in their estimation of construction costs 
even though there is already much material in the public domain over what these schemes 
must cost to build. In contrast, forecasts over what economic growth might result over a 
nearly 40 year period is very much based on guesswork. We would urge you to consider 
these estimates with caution. In practice, businesses will continue to wish to be based in the 
region whether or not Heathrow expands simply because of the draw of London.   

The Society strongly supports the Gatwick proposal because it would be substantially 
cheaper for the taxpayer than the Heathrow options to construct an additional runway at 
Gatwick, would give West London residents a much needed respite from further aircraft 
noise, yet would only affect comparatively few people in its immediate vicinity.   

 
Yours faithfully 
 
Judith Chegwidden 
Chair 
The Putney Society 


