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Foreword

London boroughs, through the Association of London Government (ALG) have demonstrated a strong unanimity in the ALG’s response to the Government’s  consultation, “The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom: South East”.  The ALG has objected to unconstrained growth in air transport.  Whilst air transport offers benefits in terms of our freedom to move around the globe, this comes at a cost, not only in terms of the ticket price we pay for air fares but also in air pollution, noise and land take to mention but a few. 

We believe that a sensible and balanced approach needs to be taken that does not seek to meet demand for air transport but rather to monitor and manage it.  We have already learnt the lessons of undertaking a policy of unconstrained growth in road transport during the 1970s and 1980s and we have been left, particularly in London, with a road transport system that offers poor service.  In no other form of transport do we accept that we should pay and provide for the provision of all forecast growth.  It is not clear why air transport should be different.   

The ALG believe that whatever development in air transport does take place, it should be strategically located to maximise its economic benefits to areas of need.  It should also be accompanied by significant investment in public transport.  Indeed, many of the existing airports need enhanced public transport provision now.  A central issue must also be the local environmental impacts of different options for air transport development.

If the Government decides to allow further growth at Heathrow, it will have devastating effects for London and West London in particular.  Of all the proposed options, Heathrow clearly has the largest negative impact in terms of housing demolition, transport congestion, and air and noise pollution.  Conversely, the undoubted local economic benefits that would flow from air transport developments would be best addressed to the east of London where the greatest concentration of deprivation lies within the capital.

Therefore, this report sets out the reasoning behind the ALG’s position to support the development of one new runway at Stansted now, followed by a further one at Gatwick at a later stage.  This decision has been reached following detailed consultations and seminars with all London boroughs and other organisations in the capital.  We believe our response is in the best interest of London and Londoners and we await the Government’s decision at the end of the year with keen interest.

Cllr Philip Portwood

Chair, Transport and Environment Committee

Association of London Government  

ALG Transport & Environment Committee 2003/4
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	Summary of the ALG’s view: 
	· accept the principle that some growth in air transport  is needed but reject the principle of “predict and provide” in determining the future development of air transport in favour of a “plan, monitor and manage” approach;

· agree that the Government should consider removing all tax benefits and other indirect subsidies to the aviation industry as a first step in future aviation policy; 

· agree the principle that airport development should be evenly spread across several medium size regional hub airport, rather than one or two large hubs on the basis that more even development will disperse the demand on already highly strained surface transport, enhance the role of catchment areas and promote competition;

· reject proposals for any further expansion at Heathrow and suggest that the Government consider enhanced mitigation of existing, land based transport infrastructure, noise and pollution levels;

· agree, subject to the principle above, the phased expansions listed in the consultation at Stansted (one new runway by 2011), Gatwick (one close parallel built by 2024) and Luton but only on the basis that appropriate levels of surface access are provided over and above existing and future demand and planned capacity increases.  

· reject proposals for Cliffe on the basis that the likelihood of a hazard caused by bird strike is too high, in that the airport could not operate safely and on the basis of air space congestion and conflict with the operation of other airports in the South East; 

· to reject proposals to expand or make further use of smaller airports with the exception of City Airport; and

· agree to raise a serious concern that the consultation does not adequately cover plans for road, rail or other surface transport infrastructure.  In the case of rail services, new transport provision should not be provided at the expense of local services;

· agree to raise the concern that the Government in developing the proposals in the consultation  has not adequately engaged with the development of the London Plan, the Mayor’s Transport Strategy for London or other strategic transport plans;  

· agree to raise a concern that the role of travel planning, land based alternatives to air transport, like hi speed rail or the impact of noise pollution outside of the 57dba contour have not been adequately considered. 




Introduction

1
The Government has conducted a national consultation concerning the future of airport and air traffic policy in England up until 2030.  Seven regional plans have been drawn up, one of which is for the south east of England and will have considerable implications in terms of economics (in particular the south east of England maintaining its dominant air traffic position in Europe) and the environment (in terms of pollution, land take, housing, surface transport requirements and a range of other issues).  The results of the consultation will inform the development of a new white paper on air transport that will set policy for the next thirty years.

2
The consultation paper asks the following questions:

· Should new airport capacity be provided over the next 30 years?

· Does the south east need a new hub airport?

· If capacity is provided, how much should be provided and where should it be located?

· What measures are needed to control environmental impacts of any growth?

3
The consultation follows the conclusion of the South East Regional Air Service Study (SERAS)  and forecasts for growth in air transport made by the Government in 2000.  The forecasts find that demand for air transport in the south east alone could be around 303 million passenger per annum (mppa) trips by 2030 trebling from an existing 118mppa.  The forecasts inevitably raise the question should we support a demand led or demand restraint policy to future air provision in the south east.  

4
The initial consultation did not include Gatwick but this was subsequently amended following a High Court decision in November 2002.

Should new air transport capacity be provided

The Forecasts

5
In order to evaluate how much demand could pontentially be required, the Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) predicted in May 2000, that if a situation of unconstrained supply existed to match demand in air traffic, then by the year 2030 the UK demand would be 501mppa.  Of this, 301mppa would be demand in the south east.  The forecast was made on the basis of the location of existing airports and overall costs faced by passengers in a situation of no capacity limitations.

6
The forecasts take into account developing “market maturity” (i.e. as gross domestic product increases, demand for air traffic decreases) which is more apparent in the south east.  This accounts for a slower increase in demand for air transport in the south east than the other regions. 

7
Many other factors could have serious impacts on the forecasts.  These could include:

· Removing subsidies and imposing an environmental tax. The Government consultation states “it is Government policy that aviation should meet its external costs including environmental costs”.   However, air transport is currently subsidised by the Government as no duty is currently paid on fuel.     In addition the industry is subject to certain other benefits like ground vehicles being allowed to run on red diesel.  There is strong pressure being exerted for these advantages to be removed and for an environmental tax to be introduced.   Current Government estimates in the consultation paper suggest that such an environmental tax on the aviation industry would add about 5-12% to the cost of flying and would potentially reduce demand by around 10%.  During the consultation period concerns were  raised by the Sustainable Development Commission and the Institute for Public Policy and Research (IPPR) that unconstrained development of air transport would lead to the UK failing to reach internationally ratified greenhouse gas emission targets.  In addition, the publication by the Department of Transport of “Aviation and the Environment – Using Economic Instruments” reported that the costs of climate change arising from air transport will rise form £1.4billion in 2000 to £4.8 billion by 2030, making the economic case for growth less convincing.  The IPPR have also produced a discussion paper calling fro the use of taxation measure to manage demand; and

· The consultation supposes that technology will advance sufficiently to allow air traffic control (ATC) and aircraft design to meet increasingly stringent noise and pollution standards and manage increasingly complex air traffic control. These advances are not given and may hold back the number of aircraft that can be safely managed by current ATC equipment.   Although advances in aircraft technology may make them quieter and allow more flights to be made at noise restricted airports, there is pressure to reduce EU acceptable noise levels.

· Earlier “market maturity” than supposed in the model.  Transport 2000 find that if demand rises in line with forecasts for 2020 then “everyone who flies now would need to fly on average at least five times a year”.   Although the trend for more holidays is going up, this prediction does seem excessive.  

· Potential funding problems.  The development of airports requires operators to support the airport.   The consultation paper argues that there is likely to be severe competition from Europe.  If this is the case, then some air operators may prefer to locate outside of the UK.  Of the main rivals, Frankfurt has the potential to expand given its role as the Star Alliance hub serving the Far East and Africa.  However, it is doubtful that competition from other European airport competitors is as great as is suggested.  Existing capacity at Schiphol or Charles de Gaulle is unlikely to be filled as a noise cap has been placed on Schiphol and the French government is considering a new airport to serve Paris, which suggests that pressures are being placed on Charles de Gaulle to limit usage.

· Trend for hub and spoke airports.  The United States has witnessed a move away from developing large hub airports to developing regional hubs and spokes serving local demand.  The section of this report dealing with hub and spoke issues expands on this but in terms of South East capability to meet demand, it would tend to support development of regional airports, which could reduce pressure on the South East.

· Capacity.  Capacity for air traffic is based on three issues: air terminal capacity (including surface access), runway capacity and air space capacity.   Doubt has been expressed by the National Air Traffic Service, that there is sufficient airspace capacity to meet the growth projections for all the new runway capacity in the south east.   Additional runway capacity will also need additional terminal capacity.


The ALG responded to the consultation on the basis that:

8
Undoubtedly, there will be increasing demand for air transport but the scale of such demand is uncertain.  Whilst having a figure to look to for planning purposes is useful it should not be considered as a target to aim for.  Simply accepting projections based on previous growth trends is contrary to other parts of transport policy such as roads policy – where ‘predict and provide’ was abandoned as unrealistic more than 10 years ago – and, more recently, European transport policy which seeks to decouple economic growth from transport growth.

9
A time phased development would facilitate the adoption of a “plan, monitor and manage” approach to future development as opposed to “predict and provide”.  It may be that the unconstrained demand forecasts are unrealistic and that ten years into the White Paper monitoring revels that demand in the south east is less than forecast.  For example a scenario could exist where a single additional runway at Stansted built in 2011, (which would increase capacity in the southeast to 248.5mppa) is sufficient to meet actual and future demand.  Continuous monitoring of the industry would reveal if further provision were to be needed.  Our recommendation is that expansion of Gatwick after 2019 should be considered if this is the case.  
10
This is similar to the current approach taken in the development of road traffic forecasts.  These tend to be predicted over long periods of time but national transport strategies like the Governments “ten year plan” are for shorter periods of time.  In effect however, they are reviewed on an annual basis through the spending review.   It is also similar in principle to the ALG response to the population forecasts in the London Plan where the ALG has suggested that a “plan, monitor and manage” approach also be taken.

11
Whilst it is useful to predict growth over thirty years the future air transport White Paper should be flexible enough to accommodate changing circumstances.  There are many reasons why the forecasts may be inaccurate and it will be necessary to vary policies on the future of air transport in relation to these factors.  Flexibility needs to be built into the White Paper to take account of emerging trends or technologies as they develop.

Is a further hub airport needed in the south east?

12
A hub airport is not defined by the consultation but the characteristics of one are:

· High capacity and usage

· A wide range of destinations

· A dense route network with high frequencies

· Plays a key factor in driving the regional economies

13
Currently Heathrow acts as a hub airport and if expanded to meet forecast demand could attract 126mppa, according to the consultation.  This is neither likely nor desirable but it is inevitable demand will grow although, as seen above, not necessarily in line with the forecast estimates.   It is therefore, safe to say that a second hub could be supported even if the forecasts are overestimates.  The ALG argues that Cliffe, Gatwick or Stansted make the best overall case for such a location based on the factors mentioned later in this report.  Stansted and Gatwick are the better of the options because they are more likely to attract investment as well as patronage by an airline or airlines.  Stansted or Gatwick could also be developed in stages, whereas Cliffe would have to be built in one go for reasons of economies of scale.  

14
The table below shows potential capacity that could be gained through the various options and some combinations of options.  The table assumes that all other airports will operate at levels approaching full capacity.  As a reminder, the forecasts predict a demand of 301mppa by 2030 in the South East.  Interestingly, Stansted with 2 new runways, means 268.5mppa could be coped with by the existing south east airports.  With 3 new runways 292.5mppa could be met.  Two new runways at Stansted and one new runway at Heathrow mean that 295.5mppa could be managed.  One runway at Stanstead by 2011 followed by a further one at Gatwick would give a potential of 261mppa. The Cliffe option on its own, means South East airports could manage 311.5mppa.  Not all this potential would be realised as total capacity will take time to fill, even more so for totally new airports like Cliffe where development will depend on patronage and take up of capacity by one or more airlines.  

	
	
	Heathrow
	Gatwick
	Stansted
	Luton
	Cliffe
	Total

	Base Case
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	40

40
	15

15
	10

10
	-

-
	154

153

	Maximum Use
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	46.5

41
	35

26
	31

29
	-

-
	201.5

185

	Heathrow

(one – 2011)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

115
	46.5

46.5
	35

26
	31

27
	-

-
	228.5

214.5

	Gatwick (one close parallel -

2011)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

86
	62

61
	35

26
	31

28
	-

-
	217

201


	
	
	Heathrow
	Gatwick
	Stansted
	Luton
	Cliffe
	Total

	Gatwick (one close parallel -2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	62

62
	35

26
	31

28
	-

-
	217

205

	Gatwick (one new wide-spaced – 2011)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	83

77
	35

26
	31

27
	-

-
	238

219

	Gatwick (one new wide-spaced – 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	83

76
	35

26
	31

29
	-

-
	238

220

	Stansted

(one – 2011)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

84
	46.5

38
	82

74
	31

29
	-

-
	248.5

225

	Stansted

(two – 2011 & 2021)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

82
	46.5

40
	102

 98
	31

23
	-

-
	268.5

243

	Gatwick (two – 2011 & 2021)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	115

109
	35

27
	31

19
	-

-
	270

243

	Gatwick (two – both 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

89
	115

112
	35

29
	31

16
	-

-
	270

246

	Heathrow (one – 2011) & Gatwick (one – 2021)
	Capacity 

Traffic

Mppa
	116

112
	62

62
	35

27
	31

20
	-

-
	240

221

	Heathrow (one – 2011) & Gatwick (one – 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	62

62
	35

26
	31

22
	-

-
	240

226

	Heathrow (one – 2011) & 

Stansted (one – 2021)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	46.5

41
	82

76
	31

16
	-

-
	275.5

249

	Gatwick (one – 2011) & Stansted (one – 2021)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

86
	62

58
	82

74
	31

25
	-

-
	261

243

	Stansted (one – 2011) & Gatwick (one – 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

83
	62

59
	82

75
	31

23
	-

-
	261

240

	Heathrow (one – 2011)

Gatwick (one – 2018) & Stansted (one – 2024)


	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	62

59
	82

78
	31

13
	-

-
	291

266

	Heathrow (one – 2011), Stansted (one – 2018) & Gatwick (one – 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	62

60
	82

74
	31

13
	-

-
	291

263

	Heathrow (one – 2011) & Stansted (two – 2018/2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	46.5

42
	102

 96
	31

12
	-

-
	295.5

266


	
	
	Heathrow
	Gatwick
	Stansted
	Luton
	Cliffe
	Total

	Heathrow (one – 2011) & Gatwick (two – 2018/2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	115

108
	35

28
	31

12
	-

-
	297

264

	Heathrow (one – 2011) & Gatwick (two – both 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	116

116
	115

108
	35

28
	31

14
	-

-
	297

266

	Gatwick (one – 2011) & Stansted (two – 2018/2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

81
	62

59


	102

 98
	31

18
	-

-
	294

256

	Stansted (two – 2011 & 2018) & Gatwick (one – 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

82
	62

58
	102

 98
	31

17
	-

-
	294

256 

	Gatwick (two – 2011/2018) & Stansted (one – 2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

84
	115

106
	82

71
	31

12
	-

-
	314

273

	Stansted (one – 2011 & Gatwick (two – both 2024
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

83
	115

107
	82

78
	31

17
	-

-
	314

285

	Stansted (three – 2011/2018/2024)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

81
	46.5

41
	129

122
	31

15
	-

-
	295.5

258

	Cliffe 

(4 runways 2011/2021)
	Capacity

Traffic

Mppa
	89

87
	46.5

40
	35

26
	31

 9
	113

110
	314.5

272


15
For the south east and London, it is preferable to have two hub airports or more  serving the region rather than one large hub.  For example Stansted with 2 new runways would have a net estimated economic benefit of £9.4billion and with three, £12.6billion.   Based on regeneration arguments such an additional hub should serve the east of London and or Thames Gateway rather than the West, which is already overheated economically.  This is in accord with the proposals in the Mayor’s draft London Plan.  Economic growth associated with airport development would be more sustainable if the benefits were spread over a wider area.

16
With the inclusion of Gatwick it can be argued that three moderate size hubs as opposed to two larger hubs are better.  This is on the basis that:

· three would be beneficial in terms of geographical spread and more equitable catchment areas; 

· that regeneration benefits would be spread with Gatwick serving the south of London the south coast and parts of Thames Gateway, Stansted serving east and north London; 

· three moderate hubs may reduce land based travel requirements to and from airports and would spread the burden on surface transport infrastructure; 

· the smaller scale expansions of Stansted (with one new runway) and Gatwick (with one close parallel runway) have significantly less negative externalities than their larger expansion proposals and still allow for expansion of planned development to allow for a capacity of 261mppa in the south east although only 240 mppa would be filled by 2030 (table 14.3 of the second edition consultation).   As a reminder the unconstrained demand scenario forecast a need for a capacity of 301mppa in the south east, which compares to the existing usage of 118mppa;

· three hubs may generate more competition between hubs and keep prices low although this will depend on how the different air alliances operate, over which there is no certainty; 
· that development could be phased with Stansted developing first to the proposed date of 2011 and Gatwick by 2024.  This has the added benefit that the legal agreement between Gatwick and West Sussex County Council would not need to be overturned; and
· the development in phases allows for a more prudent “plan monitor and manage” approach to be taken to future provision. 
17
In addition, growth in regional airports at Birmingham, Manchester, Glasgow and Edinburgh should be supported.   South east airports already serve some of the demand for the regions, which could potentially be met by expanding regional airports.  Simple interlining traffic through the London airports is not of great economic benefit to London, except in terms of increasing the frequency and number of direct locations that an airport can accommodate.    Based on American experience the current trend in air transport is to move away from large ‘hub and spoke’ networks serving national demand to supporting medium size airports acting as regional hubs.  In a report to the United States Congress by the Federal Aviation Administration in 1991, entitled “A case study of potential new connecting hub airports” the case for smaller hubs (or regional airports) was made.  This supports a case for two or more moderate size hubs in the South East as opposed to expanding Heathrow into one large hub.

The role of hub airports in maintaining a lead in Europe

18
A second or third hub airport would possibly allow the South East to maintain or at least holds its own, in terms of being a major centre for air traffic in Northern Europe.  A survey by the Corporation of London showed that air transport links are important for London businesses.  The headline results of the survey showed that: 

· 70% of firms consider air travel to be critical for business travel by their staff (3% view it as not important) 
· Heathrow planes carry 141 passengers, those at Charles De Gaulle and Schiphol carry 95 which means for each delayed plane at London due to runway shortages there is a disproportionate effect on business passengers 

· Almost half respondents saw air services as critical for their clients to meet with them 

· Heathrow is the favoured airport and Gatwick is second 
19
The consultation paper finds that one quarter of Europe’s largest companies chose to locate in London and air transport accessibility may have a role to play in this, although it should be noted that there are many other factors influencing foreign investment.  However, the South East’s lead role in Europe could potentially be eroded if other Northern European airports are able to expand sufficiently.  

20
 At present there are three main European airports that fulfil hub status and are possible competitors to Heathrow.  These are Charles de Gaulle, Schiphol and Frankfurt.   All three airports have large excess capacity, which could be filled.  Frankfurt represents a serious competitor to Heathrow given its role as the Star Alliance’s hub, with a developed route network to Africa and the Far East.  At the moment, Heathrow has a competitive advantage over Charles de Gaulle and Schiphol in terms of route network and links with the US but this benefit is likely to be eroded as capacity is filled at these other European airports.  However, as this report has mentioned before, the main competitor airports to Heathrow face similar pressures in terms of noise and air pollution and although capacity exists, doubt has been cast on the likelihood that it will be filled.  Schiphol for example has had a noise ceiling imposed that prevents further development until such time as aircraft become less noise polluting.      


The ALG should respond to the question about whether a second hub is desirable on the following basis:

21
There will be a need to expand airports in the next thirty years.  Maximising use of existing facilities will meet about two thirds of the expected demand whilst a strategically located additional hub to Heathrow would possibly allow the south east to hold a dominant position in Europe.  The link between air services and the attractiveness of the South East for investment and settlement by international business has been noted.  A second or third new hub could be accommodated and it would have significant economic regeneration benefits for London.   However, assessing whether the costs may be higher than the net benefit is highly subjective.   On a purely economic basis a second or third hub is supported on the basis that these should be of moderate rather than super hub status and size. 

Options in the consultation for the location of an additional runways

22
The options proposed include.  At least three new runways in the south east, including:

· A new short runway at Heathrow (and possibly a sixth terminal);

· One, two or three new runways at Stansted;

· A new four runway airport at Cliffe, in Kent;

· A close parallel runway and or larger runway at Gatwick; and

· Realigning of the Luton runway.

23
In addition, there are suggestions for increasing flights to some of the smaller airports serving London but it is acknowledged that these could make only a small contribution.  Of note to London boroughs are suggestions that Biggin Hill
, in LB Bromley, could manage up to 500,000 flights per year and that City Airport could increase to 5mppa from an existing 1.6mppa.  In addition, there are suggestions that Northolt could manage up to 7000 air traffic movements in addition to military use.  The answer to creating the supply needed is unlikely to be met by maximising use of small airports, even for business use.  Small airports are unlikely to make a good case when comparing the level of local nuisance in terms of noise and local surface transport congestion to the local economic benefit they can offer.  In principle, expansion of smaller airports should be resisted.  

24
A proposal for realigning the runway at Luton is considered.  However, the potential to expand Luton to two or three runways has not.  No reason for this is given despite Luton being in a designated regeneration area.  In addition, Manston (in Kent) is also not considered.  Manston has the potential to offer similar economic advantages to expansion at Cliffe.  Whilst it would undoubtedly expose more people to noise and air pollution (Margate, Ramsden and possibly Canterbury) it would have less damaging impacts on the environment and a greater economic benefit to the immediate area.   While it is further from London, it is no further than Alconbury – another airport suggested for growth.  Doubt has also been cast on the benefits of Cliffe, as a possible location by the National Air Traffic Service
.  This is on the basis that the resulting air congestion would mean that other South East airports would be adversely affected.   

25
There are clearly other options available, which the consultation paper does not consider adequately.  Of the options selected for consultation an evaluation of the impacts has been made.  In general a great deal of research has been done but there are still inadequacies in the assessments carried out that make it difficult to make a truly informed decision.  Of note is the scarcity of any data on impacts on road and rail networks in terms of trips generated.  

26
Below are very brief summaries of the main issues evaluated under each of the options.  These are highlighted in table 1.1 in the appendix.  Data on roads and rail is not included because the lack of data supplied in the consultation makes it hard to evaluate in any comparable manner.

Planning/Regeneration Value/ Job creation/Housing

27
Housing.  Loss of housing is greatest at Cliffe (1100), which also generates the highest demand for housing at 162,000 dwellings.  Under the Heathrow option 260 houses are lost, which is the second highest. Under the two runway expansion of Gatwick 430 houses are lost but under its smaller expansion of one close parallel runway, only 50 are lost.  Other losses are fairly comparable except for Luton where only 10 are lost.  

28
Planning. Priority should be given to airport expansion serving east London over west London as prioritised in the draft London Plan.  Manston might also be another site, which would support Thames Gateway.  It is however, relatively remote and would have an upper capacity limit of only 3mppa with the current runway.

29
Job creation. Expansion at Heathrow will not have the economic benefits for East London and Thames Gateway.   It would create only 15,000 jobs, which compares poorly with job creation possibilities under the Cliffe (79,000) or Stansted (between 46,000 and 83,000) options.  Gatwick would create between 8,000 and 50,000 new jobs depending on the option chosen to expand by one or two runways or a combination.  In the Stansted options for one, two or three additional runways, employment demand would overspill into the wider area and London, because it is unlikely that housing demands could be accommodated locally without severe impact on the green belt.  

30
Regeneration. In London, the West is well served by Gatwick and Heathrow.  Growth at these airports would provide only minor regeneration value or job creation for London’s residents.  They are also likely to place additional stress on demand for housing.  In contrast, the plans for Stansted, Luton and Cliffe would offer far greater levels of regeneration value to London.  In particular, Stansted and Cliffe would benefit East London.  They would also complement established regional Planning Guidance 9 (RPG9) and emerging regional planning policy developing in the Mayor’s Draft Spatial Development Strategy and East London boroughs Unitary Development Plans.  To complement these plans a Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment of the proposed options is required at an early stage and certainly before final location decisions are made. This should include an examination of the 'risks and realism' of development which would be associated with each option. The infrastructure requirements of each option should be understood. Initial assessments should be made of the costs and finance available to provide the infrastructure required including rail and road capacity.
Noise, Emissions

31
The consultation paper calculates that unacceptable levels of noise are those above 57dBA and quantifies the number of people affected by using a noise contour.

32
Emissions are calculated on land and in relation to direct delivery to the upper atmosphere.  The models show where EU levels of various emissions will be exceeded.  The impact of releasing CO2 direct into the upper atmosphere has been estimated to have three times more radiative forcing (greenhouse effect) effect than would be expected from other forms of transport and would have a social cost of £70/tonne.  Such a cost if imposed on the air industry through an environmental tax would be expected to cause a 5-12% reduction in demand.

33
The consultation indicates that new technologies are likely to be developed that will make aircraft quieter and mean that they produce fewer emissions.  Advances will undoubtedly be made but their effect will be less certain and raises certain questions, like;

· What impact they will have on current levels to the extent that they will allow further development at existing airport sites where emissions and noise are unacceptable to EU levels now? 

· Will there be further reductions in the legal limits of acceptable noise and air pollution?  For example there is currently pressure to reduce the legally acceptable EU limits for level for noise.  The Institute of Public Policy and Research have suggested that the Government’s use of classifying unacceptable levels of noise to 57dBA is too high.  

There are clearly many uncertainties, which make assessment of options difficult.  

34
There is still very little research to allow the Government to effectively quantify the health and well being costs of the various levels of noise or air pollution.  Neither has the effect been researched for the impact of noise and air pollution at low levels but over prolonged periods.  Such research should be undertaken to assess the long term impacts of the future development of air transport in the South East.  

35
It is clear from the data supplied that of the options in the consultation, Heathrow will have by far the largest effect on the largest number of people.  It exposes 332,000 people to levels of noise in excess of 57dBA and 35,000 people will be affected by harmful levels of air pollution.  Gatwick with two new runways is second highest with 31,000 and 10,000 with one close parallel runway.  Stansted with three new runways will effect 28,000 and 14,000 with one.  

36
In view of these concerns it is difficult to justify expansion at Heathrow. In addition, the Department for Transport (DfT) proposals to consult on removal of the Cranford Agreement and to change the “westerly preferences” policy at Heathrow would result in negative noise impacts over West London.  The larger scale expansion of Gatwick or Stansted have a negative impact on a large amount of people although not to the same extent as Heathrow.  All these options would require successful mitigation measures to be introduced to reduce the effect of air pollution.  On noise and air pollution grounds development of Cliffe, a one or two runway expansion at Stansted, or a single distant or close parallel runway at Gatwick would be comparatively more acceptable to further expansion at Heathrow.  

Habitat

37
In terms of loss of habitat Cliffe is by far the worst option.  An airport at Cliffe would result in the loss of:

· A Ramsar Site (special site for birds and protected through treaty). 

· A site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). A SSSI has the highest designation of legal protection for conservation in UK environmental law.

· Marine Special Protection Area

38
The consultation finds that mitigation measures could compensate for loss of habitat but no Environmental Assessment has been carried out.  It is therefore impossible to evaluate the conservation consequences of the plan.  It is also very unlikely that mitigation measures could compensate for a loss in traditional habitats for migrating birds.  

39
During the consultation period a document produced by the DfT and entitled a “Study on the potential safety risks from birds at and around a potential new airport at Cliffe Marshes and measures for mitigating those risks” (2003) was published. This revealed that revealed the risk of bird strike to be too great for the airport to operate safely.  

40
The Stansted two and three runway options would have an impact on locally protected conservation sites and in the single new runway option there would be some loss of green belt, which would also be lost in the other options.  Heathrow was not identified in the consultation as having a significant impact on conserved land or ecology. 

Road and Rail Infrastructure

41
The lack of information supplied on road and rail improvements makes it difficult to predict the effects on road and rail networks.   There are several problems with the data supplied, including: 

· Most of the options only consider very minor local changes to strategic road and rail improvements. 

· No detailed traffic impact assessments have been carried out and little consideration has been given to road and rail networks already operating at or near capacity.

· There are no estimates of car or public transport generated traffic as a result of the different options.

· The consultation paper inappropriately takes into account the effect of new transport proposals now being developed such as Crossrail, the M25 ORBIT scheme and assumes these will create sufficient capacity when they are being built to manage existing new airport growth and associated traffic when they are being implemented to increase capacity to manage existing capacity shortages or future projected traffic levels modelled without reference to airport growth.

· Although the consultation paper states that “the proportion of journeys made to airports by public transport should increase”, no consideration is given to the role airport travel plans could make in reducing the need to travel by car or how such travel plans could be funded or enforced.

· There is no consideration given to future funding needs for congestion charging or low emission zones, which could mitigate some of the harmful impacts of airport development.  Contingency should be made to fund these from the outset as part of airport development costs.  Revenue from an environmental tax could potentially be used to pay for such schemes but it is recognised that there would be competing demands for this.  Local authorities should not be left with meeting the costs of road and rail improvements that result as a consequence of airport development.

· No consideration is given to assessing what level of future air traffic demand could be met by alternative forms of land based transport.

· No consideration is given to strategically improving surface transport options to facilitate filling demand capacity between regional airports. The introduction of a fast TGV service between Paris and Marseille resulted in an 80% cut in air traffic between the two cities;
· Rail capacity at some of the London termini would be hard pressed to cope with additional demand of the scale proposed.  This would be particularly so for Cliffe, Gatwick and Stansted.   

· Consideration is given to allow airport operators to recover some of the revenue gained by rail operators in terms of additional traffic generated but no consideration is given to reducing public transport costs in order to encourage less car use.  

· That hi speed London rail services to airports will take capacity from local train services because of the higher income rewards to train operating companies, particularly in London where train paths are in short supply;

· That the SRA decision to cut services to reduce rail congestion, thereby improving reliability are reducing capacity when more is actually required;

· That the opportunity to link with various regional transport strategies has been missed.  This is the case for the London Plan, the Mayors Transport Strategy due to be rewritten over the next six months and the SRAs Strategic Plan which only looks as far as 2010; and

· That there should be improved rail links to Heathrow regardless of proposals for further expansion.
42
Clearly, a great deal of further work is needed to evaluate one option against another in terms of road and rail impacts.  Without such information it is only possible to draw broad assumptions that the Cliffe, Stansted, Gatwick and Heathrow options will all have considerable impacts on London’s rail and road networks, which are already nearing capacity or at capacity.  The Strategic Rail Authority’s consultation in late 2002, sought views on how to generate addition capacity on a rail network already operating near, at or exceeding its limits.  This suggests that there has been a lack of integration between the air proposals and road and rail authorities.  Extended Crossrail schemes could run to Heathrow, Stansted and Cliffe and to some extent existing plans reflect this.  There is however, no analysis of available capacity or potential capacity that the airports would generate.   A link between Cliffe and the CTRL is proposed and would be essential under that proposal, as would a further rail line between Stansted and London (Crossrail2) and Stansted and Stratford (Crossrail1).  


The ALG responded to the consultation on the various options suggesting that:

43
There are options outside of the consultation that have not been given appropriate consideration.  Examples are Manston and Gatwick.  Whilst general development in the West is not supported, if there were a choice between expanding Gatwick or Heathrow, the latter is by far the more damaging in terms of environmental impacts.    Manston would have certain benefits over Cliffe in terms of air space but has not been considered appropriate to expand.

44
Whilst the data supplied on impacts is generally good there are gaps that make it difficult to draw support for some options over another.  The biggest gap is in terms of information on road and rail impacts.  This is a key issue to London where we require precise modelling of impacts to be made for both road and rail networks.  This is important because these networks are operating near or at capacity already.  Future air transport proposals will need to be fully integrated into terrestrial transport networks.  In order to do this the ALG seeks assurances that:  

· The ALG, and boroughs concerned be involved in the planning and development of proposed road and rail links in development of the white paper on aviation;

· A further consultation should be initiated which considers the modelling of likely road and rail traffic increases and the effects this will have on local authorities;

· Appropriate levels of funding should be made available to local authorities to mitigate against increased traffic or other externalities generated by whichever proposals are eventually supported by the forthcoming aviation White Paper;

· That greater consideration should be given to the role terrestrial transport could make in reducing the need and benefits to flying for short haul flights;

· At an early stage in development local authorities will need to be involved in developing airport travel plans or congestion management or charging policies that will need to be adequately funded.  The method of funding should be open for discussion; and

· No development should be implemented until adequate public transport has been provided.

45
The following agreement to the options in the consultation is made in principle and on the basis that:

· a satisfactory resolution to road and rail network impacts is reached between the Government and the London local authorities affected.

· that in accordance with the stated aims of the Government, the true costs of flying be met by the industry/customer and an appropriate environmental tax is introduced and other benefits like, no tax on aviation fuel are removed. 

46
Of the options in the consultation the ALG views are that further expansion at Heathrow is undesirable in terms of environmental impact and particularly noise and air pollution.  Heathrow already performs a valuable strategic function for the West of London, which is already overheated economically.  The east and Thames Gateway is not well served and development serving these areas  is preferred.  Of the options serving these areas Stansted is the preferred option.  The habitat loss at Cliffe is substantial and the demands placed on new house building is huge in comparison to the other options.  In addition we are aware that doubt has been cast on air space capacity demands that an airport at Cliffe would generate and we consider that the DfTs own research shows that operation of cliffe would be unsafe.   Manston has not been considered by the SERAS report for major expansion but development here would have similar regeneration benefits for the Thames Gateway.  

47
The south east already holds a dominant air transport position within Europe and nationally.  There are strong arguments to suggest that growth in the other regions will help fuel those regional economies rather than further overheating the south east and in particular the west of London.  It follows, therefore, that the approach in the South East should be to concentrate more on the use of economic instruments than on new provision.   Initially a single runway development at Stansted may strike the right balance as the need for some growth on economic and particularly regeneration grounds (which Stansted offers for the East of London) would appear to be justified.  If necessary and subject to future prevailing economic and environmental conditions, further growth at Gatwick may be necessary but it may be more prudent to monitor the industry as it develops before firmly committing to this.
48
With the exception of Manston and City Airport the ALG would not support further expansion at smaller airports in the South East. 

Congested Skies

49
The Consultation reports that with regard to airspace demand they “ are confident that the difficulties are not insuperable and any additional capacity could be accommodated”.  The difficulties mentioned include:

· managing three times the amount of air traffic although this could reduce with larger planes, developing new software programmes, 

· simulation, 

· phased implementation, 

· development of several new Air Traffic Control tools and;

· changed working practices including better integration with other European systems through the “Single Sky” programme.  Plans are being made to manage additional demand but current technology would not sufficient.


The ALG additionally voice concerns that there will be insufficient air capacity:

50
The ALG is concerned that there is insufficient air space capacity to meet the demand forecasts.  There is an assumed dependence in the consultation document that technologies will advance to meet demand requirements.  We urge caution in taking such developments as granted when they could have serious repercussions on the White Paper’s deliverability.  We are also aware that some combinations (Cliffe and Heathrow) of proposals will have conflicting or overly congested flight paths, thereby reducing potential capacity.  We would wish this to be avoided.   

Heathrow issues

51
The opportunity to strengthen arguments against Heathrow have arisen on basis that further reports and discussions have shown that the impacts of Heathrow proposals as initially stated in the consultation have been revealed to be greater than stated.  Doubts were cast at the Heathrow Airport Consultative Committee on the 27 November 2002 and by BAA that the estimated benefits in terms of passenger capacity have been overestimated by as much as 26mppa.  The later is caused by all aircraft using the new proposed runway having to cross the existing northern runway in order to pick up and drop off.  This essentially means that it would require a 6th terminal if capacity were to be realised.

52
Further to this there is much debate about when an airport is considered to have reached a threshold size.   The experience of the United States would indicate that it is when externality costs like pollution, noise and traffic congestion begin to have a cost effect that starts to drive up flight prices.  Heathrow is demonstrating this scenario with recent increases in airport rental charges.  

53
Regional planning policy for the south east (RPG9), which states that in the Western Policy Area planning policy is to ensure that the economy grows without excessive pressure on limited land and labour resources.  The proposed airport expansion at Heathrow would be likely to place excessive pressures as the West is already overheating economically.  
Conclusion

54
The previous ALG position on the consultation is largely unchanged following the inclusion of Gatwick and other related developments have supported and strengthened the initial ALG recommendations or the principles on which they were based.  Most importantly the inclusion of Gatwick means that discussions have allowed the consideration of a one, two or three hub scenario.  On the basis of arguments given above the three hub scenario with hubs of limited size would strike a balance between, economic development and environmental issues.   Evidence against further development and indeed for further mitigation is apparent for Heathrow and Cliffe has now been largely ruled out of the consultation for safety reasons.   

55
The key issue, if we accept that some airport development is desirable, is how much growth is acceptable.   Clearly “predict and provide” is not the answer and a more managed approach to demand possibly utilising the principle of “planning, monitoring and managing” in respect to evolving circumstances would be more appropriate.  Managing may not necessarily mean providing and could in practice involve the use of economic instruments.  Just as “predict and provide” is one extreme, a policy using economic instruments to keep demand at existing levels is the other.  It is the right balance of demand management using taxation and actual provision that needs to be sought.  

16
The south east already holds a dominant air transport position within Europe and nationally.  There are strong arguments to suggest that growth in the other regions will help fuel those regional economies rather than further overheating the south east and in particular the west of London.  It follows, therefore, that the approach in the South East should be to concentrate more on the use of economic instruments than on new provision.   Initially a single runway development at Stansted may strike the right balance as the need for some growth on economic and particularly regeneration grounds (which Stansted offers for the east of London) would appear to be justified.  If necessary and subject to future prevailing economic and environmental conditions, further growth at Gatwick may be necessary but it may be more prudent to monitor the industry as it develops before firmly committing to this.

17
Many issues of great concern remain including air transports contribution to greenhouse gases and air space capacity.  However, the key concern expressed by boroughs was the totally inadequate consideration of surface transport requirements or alternatives to air transport.  This is to the extent that a proviso has been added to the recommendations in this report that development at Stansted and Gatwick or any other airport are only agreeable on condition that “appropriate levels of surface access are provided over and above existing and future demand and planned capacity increases”.   
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�  Legal agreement exists between the LB Bromley and the Biggin Hill airport operators that would have an impact on its potential capacity.  This was not adequately considered in the consultation.
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