Campaign against Climate Change response to Airports National Policy Statement
This response focuses on the incompatibility of a third runway at Heathrow with the UK's climate change commitments. However, this is not the only issue where negative impacts have been consistently understated and positive benefits oversold. We are very concerned that the materials provided in the consultation events and more generally in government statements about Heathrow expansion have been misleading and/or incomplete around climate change, air pollution, noise and traffic impacts, as well as the claimed economic benefits of a third runway. The latter issues are covered in more detail in the consultation responses from AirportWatch and other expert respondents.

There is a complete lack of transparency on climate change impacts and mitigation.
1. Analysis by the Environmental Audit Committee identified that there has been no clarity from the Government on carbon emissions, making any statements that Heathrow expansion is compatible with our climate obligations meaningless.

2. The Committee on Climate Change, in a statement in November 2015, said that government should publish an effective policy framework for aviation emissions by autumn 2016. That this document has not been published in advance of the public consultation is worrying. Firstly it does not give confidence that climate change impacts will be addressed in any meaningful way. Secondly, it reduces the value of the public consultation since there are no concrete proposals to evaluate.

3. It is vital that the government's proposals for managing the additional emissions from a third runway at Heathrow are published and independently scrutinised by the Committee on Climate Change before MPs are asked to vote on the NPS.

Building a third runway at Heathrow is not compatible with the aviation emissions levels the Committee on Climate Change have stated are the maximum to meet our obligations under the Climate Change Act
1. While aviation is not formally included in the Climate Change Act, it is clear that allowing this one sector to grow unchecked would make emissions reductions elsewhere pointless. The only difference between a tonne of CO2 from aviation and a tonne of CO2 from other sectors of the economy which are covered by the Act is that (as explained below) the former comes with additional non-CO2 impacts meaning it is more damaging. A working limit of 37.5Mt has been adopted by the Committee on Climate Change in recognition of this.

2. The Airports Commission has looked into hypothetical mechanisms which would enable this limit to be adhered to if a third runway was built. In the absence of any government statement on its aviation and climate change policy, we assume that there is no intention to actually impose a high carbon price to reduce passenger numbers at all airports across the country, balancing out increased flights at Heathrow with a reduction at all other airports.

There is no scope for the rest of the economy to take on additional emissions cuts to compensate for a third runway at Heathrow.
1. The Committee on Climate Change found that under current policies, the UK economy is on track to make about half the emissions reductions needed by 2030 under the Climate Change Act. Given the scale of the challenge to get back on track, making additional cuts to make room for an expanding aviation industry seems highly unlikely. [https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/meeting-carbon-budgets-2016-progress-report-to-parliament/]

2. It should also be noted that aviation's emissions are predicted to go over the 37.5Mt limit even without expanding Heathrow.

3. If the UK intends to implement the Paris climate agreement, it should be preparing to strengthen domestic action, not weakening it, since keeping to the emissions goals agreed would require greater global ambition than even the Climate Change Act embodies.

International offsetting is not a viable alternative to adhering to the UK's emission reduction obligations
Given the facts set out above, it seems that the government is preparing to reject Committee on Climate Change advice, allow aviation emissions to rise unchecked, and claim that buying international carbon offsets can compensate for this. The UN’s International Civil 

Aviation Organization (ICAO) has committed 

to introduce a Carbon Offsetting and 

Reduction Scheme for International 

Aviation (CORSIA) from 2020. As yet this exists only on paper and there are very strong reasons for believing that it would be ineffective in compensating for the rise in emissions from a third runway at Heathrow:

The CORSIA has a 

weak target

 that falls 

far short of the requirements of the Paris 

1. Agreement, aiming to keep net emissions to 2020 levels rather than reduce them in line with overall targets.

The non-CO2 emissions from aviation are ignored. Nitrogen oxide 

2. (NOx), water vapour, contrails, and soot and sulphate aerosols emitted at altitude has been estimated to roughly double the warming impact of aviation compared to CO2 alone. There are several factors that cause this 'radiative forcing' effect to vary for different flights. But under the proposed system, for every tonne of CO2 in a growing aviation sector that is offset, something close to its equivalent in non-CO2 warming remains, not offset or accounted for. Net emissions therefore increase in line with aviation growth rather than decreasing or even levelling off their impact.

Offsetting in general is disturbingly ineffective. The European Commission recently published a study of carbon offsets, finding that 85% of the offset projects under the UN’s Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) to date failed in the objective of reducing emissions.

3.  [https://ec.europa.eu/clima/sites/clima/files/ets/docs/clean_dev_mechanism_en.pdf] It is very difficult to: show additionality (that the reduction would not have happened anyway); monitor and verify the amount of emissions reductions; or ensure that they are not reversed (e.g. protected forest being burnt or logged).

There is no guarantee yet of the criteria that will be used for offsets under CORSIA to address these issues. Many countries and airlines are 

pushing for lax criteria to ensure maximum 

possible supply of offset credits at lowest 

4. possible cost.

5. The bottom line is that global emissions must be reduced. There is a risk that credits purchased by airlines are also counted by the countries in which they occur towards their own emissions reductions targets. This double counting would mean that the credits have no additional value in reducing global emissions and are therefore worthless.

The UK government should not assume that the CORSIA scheme will lead to a price for carbon credits that is high enough to influence airlines’ and consumers’ behaviour. ICAO is opposes this, referring in its Assembly Resolution to  “the need 

to provide for safeguards in the CORSIA 

to ensure the sustainable development 

of the international aviation sector and 

against inappropriate economic burden 

6. on international aviation”

7. The Committee on Climate Change is clear that the UK should take responsibility for reducing domestic emissions and not rely on international offsets.

The Airports Commission's figures are consistently over-optimistic on the scale of the challenge to reduce emissions

The Airports 

Commission’s conclusions 

about how emissions can be 

limited depend on optimistic 

assumptions about future efficiency 

improvements, which are not widely 

1. accepted. [http://www.bettertransport.org.uk/sites/default/files/pdfs/Air%20Traffic%20Controls%20report.pdf
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]

2. Biofuels are particularly problematic, because emissions from land use changes can eliminate any climate benefit. Experience from the EU shows the danger of incentivising expansion of biofuel use without stringent sustainability criteria, but putting such criteria in place tends to limit the extent of take-up [https://www.transportenvironment.org/sites/te/files/publications/2016_06_Aviation_biofuels_briefing_FINAL.pdf
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] 

3. When the government publishes its policy framework for reducing aviation emissions it is essential that it uses the most up to date evidence on issues such as the climate impact of biofuels and non-CO2 emissions from aviation so that future emissions levels are not underestimated.
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