INTERNAL  CHECK  LIST

To be completed in respect of ALL Executive Committee reports.  Please note that committee clerks have been instructed to reject any report that is not accompanied by a completed internal check list.

Discussed with Portfolio Holder(s) and local Members on:


Insert Member[s] name[s] and date[s]

Joan Girling 17/04/03

Bryony Rudkin 17/04/03

The report has:

 Property and financial 

  implications


Discussed with:

None

Date[s]: 
None:



  Personnel implications


Discussed with: 
None

Date[s]:
None:



  Legal implications


Discussed with:
None

Date[s]:
None:



  Community safety implications


Discussed with:
None

Date[s]:
None:



MIKE MORE

Chief Executive

Report No

Committee:
Executive Committee

Meeting Date:
5 June 2003

Lead Councillor/s:
Joan Girling; Bryony Rudkin

Local Councillor/s:
County-wide

Sponsor:
P J Thompson, Director of Environment and Transport

Contact Point:
D W Ayre, 01473 583145

D Dobson-Mouawad, 01473 584227

government consultation: the future development of air transport in the united kingdom (february 2003)

briEf summary of report

1. The Department for Transport is consulting on the future development of air transport in the UK. The consultation follows completion of a wide ranging programme of studies, including the South-East and East of England Regional Air Services Study (SERAS).  It addresses three main issues:  should new airport capacity be provided over the next thirty years, and if so, how much; where should any new runway capacity be located; and how should the environmental implications of growth be managed? A White Paper will follow.

2. Seven regional reports cover the UK.  The report on the south-east, which includes the East of England region, describes a number of airport development options.  Of these, proposals for up to three new runways at Stansted Airport in Essex would have the most significant implications for Suffolk and the East of England. 

3. This report outlines a possible response on behalf of the County Council for consideration by Executive Committee.  Suggested answers to 21 specific questions posed by the Government are at Appendix A. 

Action Recommended

4. That the following points be made on behalf of the County Council in responding to the Government’s consultation:

a) the case for committing one or more new runways now in the south-east has not been made;

b) the full potential of existing runways in the south-east should be realised before any new runways are committed there;

c) expansion at regional airports outside the south-east, possibly including new runways, should be considered as part of an integrated national strategy for air transport;

d) notwithstanding the above views, the County Council believes that the further expansion of Stansted beyond the currently approved throughput of 25 million passengers per annum, possibly involving the provision of one new runway, should not be ruled out at this time.  Any such expansion should be subject to specified safeguards being put in place and significant investment being made in surface access improvements.

5. That the comments in paragraphs 55-75 of this report, together with the answers in appendix A to detailed questions posed in the Government’s consultation, also form part of the County Council’s response.

reason for recommendation

6. The significance of the potential outcomes of this consultation for Suffolk warrants the submission of representations to the Government. While acknowledging the potential environmental impact of a second runway at Stansted Airport and the air traffic movements it would generate, such development could have economic benefits for Suffolk and the East of England of a scale sufficient to outweigh those concerns.

Alternative Options

7. To submit a response which makes alternative or additional points to those referred to in paragraphs 4 and 5. In particular, the Committee might consider that the Council’s response should rule out the provision of any new runways at Stansted, on the basis of the adverse environmental impact which could result in Suffolk and elsewhere from such provision.

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

Introduction

8. This is the second occasion on which the Committee has considered the Government’s consultation on the future of air transport.  On 28 November 2002, the Committee agreed the response it wished to make (paper E02/131 and minutes, paper E02/138).  Two days earlier, a legal challenge to the consultation based on its exclusion of options for the expansion of Gatwick Airport was upheld.  The Government decided not to appeal against the ruling, but to issue revised consultation material and to extend the consultation period to 30 June 2003.  

9. Following the meeting on 28 November, the committee’s decision on its consultation response was called in to full Council by the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group and Councillor David Wood.  On 17 December, County Council resolved to refer the matter back to Executive Committee.  The reference back is dealt with in a paper to be considered later on this agenda.  

10. Although it draws heavily on reports prepared late last year, this paper constitutes a fresh look at issues raised by the Government’s consultation, including the new material published in February 2003 in a revised consultation document on the south-east region.  The paper is intended to enable Councillors finally to agree the Council’s response to the Government, and in so doing, to address the matters raised in the referral back from County Council.  Comments on these matters are included in paragraphs 55-75 outlining the proposed response.  Having come to a view, Councillors should then be able to deal quickly with the recommendations in the paper on the referral back on today's agenda.

11. This paper was considered by Sustainable Suffolk Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 20 May.  The Committee’s views will be reported orally.

The Government’s view on future demand for air travel, and the amount of additional capacity which might need to be provided

12. Unconstrained demand for air travel in the UK is predicted to rise to about 500 million passengers per annum (mppa) over the next 30 years, of which 300 million might arise in the south-east.  In 2000, 180 million passengers used UK airports, and 114 million used the four main airports in the south-east.  Heathrow’s two runways are full for most hours of the operating day.  Gatwick’s single runway is full for most of the day and Stansted is coming close to capacity in peak hours.  Some new runway capacity in the south-east will be needed soon to help meet demand.  A long term policy and development framework is required for this purpose.

13. Meeting anticipated demand is seen as important for the health of inward tourism, industry and commerce, and for the commercial success of the airlines and airports themselves.  The net economic benefit of meeting demand could be up to £18 billion in present values.  The figure would vary depending on how and where new capacity was provided.  New runways could create 55,000–80,000 direct and indirect additional jobs, again depending on how many were provided.

14. The south-east generates over half of current UK air travel demand.  Additional runway provision in the south-east would serve this demand and allow more travellers to fly from their preferred airport.

15. The consequences of not meeting demand in the south-east would include fare increases, because of premiums imposed at busiest airports; some potential passengers not being able to fly at all; some travellers based in the south-east having to use regional airports; and changes to the structure of air services, with routes providing lower margins for operators being dropped in favour of higher yielding ones.  Shortages of capacity would tend to affect leisure travellers more than business passengers.

16. The Government favours increased use of regional airports to meet as much local demand as possible, and assumes that ample capacity will exist at airports outside the south-east to meet unconstrained demand there up to 2030.  However it does not see regional airports as substituting for new capacity in the South East.

17. The White Paper will need to reach a view on whether Heathrow should continue to be the premier UK airport or whether an alternative airport should be developed to assume or share that role.  The implications for Heathrow would also need to be addressed.  In order to fully exploit its potential as a hub airport offering an extensive range of route options and connecting flights, Heathrow would need a third runway.  The adverse impacts, particularly of aircraft noise, would be substantial.

18. Alternatives suggested for this role would be Gatwick, Stansted, or a new airport at Cliffe in north Kent.  A legal agreement prevents construction of any new runways at Gatwick before 2019.  Stansted has the advantage that expansion could be undertaken in stages as and when demand increased.  Front-end costs for Cliffe would be very high.  The Government believes underlying demand would support two hub airports in the south-east.

19. A carbon dioxide tax would reduce travel demand, and at 100% on fuel would reduce demand by 10%.  However, continued fare reductions are expected which would increase demand, and probably outweigh the effects of any carbon tax.

Options identified by the Government for adding airport capacity

20. The starting point is a “base case” which assumes that only those developments currently allowed for under the planning system will proceed.  At Stansted this means expansion of throughput to 25 mppa, for which  planning permission was issued in January 2003.  A “maximum use” case assumes that the potential capacity of existing runways is all taken up.  This includes 35mppa for the existing runway at Stansted.  Options for further runway development are then outlined. 

21. Heathrow in 2000 handled 64 million passengers and 460,000 air transport movements (atm)  The option presented is for one new short runway built to the north of the existing airport, adjacent to the M4, for use by smaller, narrow bodied planes.  This would increase total capacity to 116 mppa, (possibly more with advances in air traffic control technology) and 655,000 atm.

22. Gatwick in 2000 handled 32 million passengers and 250,000 atm plus 320,000 tonnes of freight and 3,200 freight air transport movements (fatm), making it the second busiest UK airport.  It currently meets 27% of Greater London passenger demand and 40% of passengers originate there.  Options involving one or two new runways are presented, the timings being dependent on whether the legal agreement referred to in paragraph 18 remains in place.  Two new runways would increase capacity to 115 mppa and 675,000 atm. 

23. Stansted in 2000 handled 12 mppa and 133,000 atm plus 14,000 fatm.  The assumed maximum capacity with one runway is 35 mppa.  The airport currently meets 5% of Greater London passenger demand and 40% of passengers originate there.  Three options are presented, involving one, two, or three new runways.  These would increase capacity to 82, 102 and 129 mppa and 513,000, 637,000 and 756,000 atm respectively.  To be viable as a new hub airport, a significant amount of traffic would need to move there at the outset to create the necessary network and frequency of services. 

24. Luton in 2000 handled 6 mppa and 54,000 atm plus 6,000 fatm.  It meets 5% of Greater London demand and 33% of passengers originate there.  Identified options are for a new runway or realignment of the existing runway.  Both options would increase capacity to 31 mppa and 240,000 atm.

25. Cliffe This option is for a new hub airport on the Hoo Peninsula in north Kent with up to four main runways.  It would provide a large amount of capacity while minimising adverse effects on people, but would have major environmental impacts.  The option was identified following a detailed study of potential sites for a new airport as part of SERAS.  The preferred option on consultation is for two pairs of close parallel runways,  providing capacity for 113 mppa and 781,000 atm.  All four runways would not be needed until late in the period to 2030.  Such an airport could open in 2011 with the first two runways. As at Stansted, to be viable as a hub, a significant amount of traffic would need to move there at the outset to create a viable network and frequency of services, and major new transport investment would be required.

26. Other south-east airports SERAS concentrated on the four major south-east airports, which handled 98% of passenger traffic in the region in 2000.  Other airports can play a niche role by serving local markets, and catering for traffic displaced by capacity constraints at larger airports.  These include Southend and Cambridge, and Norwich, where additional terminal, apron and parking areas could increase capacity to 5mppa.  However their overall contribution to meeting demand in the south-east is seen as small, while demand would be limited if additional runways were built at major airports in the south-east. 

27. Alconbury This former military airfield to the north west of Huntingdon is identified as a site where provision could be made for substantial dedicated airfreight services, an express parcel hub, third party aircraft maintenance and low cost passenger operations.  Capacity could be up to 5 mppa and   1 million tonnes of freight.

Combinations of options on which the Government is seeking comments

28. Seventeen options are presented for airport development in the south-east, ranging from the “base” and “maximum use” cases, to development options involving up to three new runways at Stansted or four at Cliffe.

29. The Government proposes that, irrespective of new runway construction, maximum use should be made of existing runways at Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted and Luton.  Given the lead time for construction this is the only way new capacity could become available in the south-east for about a decade after the White Paper is published.

30. The consultation then shows, for each new runway combination in the south-east, the total potential capacity at each of the main airports and a forecast of traffic expected to be using them by 2030.  It also shows the expected position at other UK airports under each combination, and numbers of passengers who would travel by other means or start their air journey outside the UK.  These demand figures underpin the economic appraisal.

31. Claimed net economic benefits over the “base case” vary from £4.9 billion for “maximum use” to £18.3 billion for a combination of one new runway at Heathrow and two at Gatwick.  This assumes capacity is provided outside the south-east to meet demand there.  If such capacity was constrained, benefits from provision in the south-east would be higher still.  The largest element of gross benefit is the reduction in costs to passengers who would travel from less favoured airports or not travel at all.

32. The environmental costs of additional carbon dioxide emissions and noise were factored in.  The latter was assessed by considering the possible effects on house prices.  Tentatively, a 1 dBA change in noise level was estimated to equate to a 0.5% –1.0 % change in house prices.

33. Wider economic impacts are cited as a potential increase in productivity across the economy as a whole; an increase in foreign direct investment and trade; and benefits gained by individual industries, for example tourism, which are closely associated with aviation.

34. Recent growth in demand at Stansted has in part been generated by low cost airlines seeking to avoid high airport charges.  The capital costs of any additional capacity at Stansted are expected to be significantly less than at Heathrow, but net airport revenues would also be low with Stansted’s existing pattern of traffic.  Stansted with additional capacity might act more as a hub predominantly for international scheduled passengers, bringing net revenues per passenger close to those of Heathrow.

The Government’s view on environmental issues

35. All options for additional runways would have adverse environmental impacts.  No option could be approved on the basis of accepting these impacts without control or mitigation.  The Government is currently in discussions with aviation industry stakeholders, based on its report Aviation and the environment - using economic instruments (March 2003).  This looks at the use of such instruments to encourage the industry to take account of, and where appropriate reduce, its contribution to global warming and to local air and noise pollution.

36. To maintain and improve local air quality, mandatory European Union (EU) limits for specified pollutants will be coming into force in the next few years, and will apply irrespective of the source.  Meeting EU limits for nitrogen dioxide at Heathrow will be challenging, even without a third runway.  There are unlikely to be any unmanageable air quality problems arising from options being considered for Luton, Cliffe or Stansted.  Potential problems at Gatwick would be considerably less than at Heathrow.

37. There would be major noise issues with a new runway at Heathrow, with the greatest number of people being affected of all options.

38. Maximum use at Gatwick would lead to no worsening of noise and could lead to some improvement, given that the existing S106 agreement commits the airport operator to reduce daytime noise up to 2008.  However the addition of a second wide-spaced runway or two new runways would increase significantly the number of people affected.

39. Just one additional runway at Stansted would provide capacity equivalent to six times the number of passengers using the airport now.  It would be more difficult than at Heathrow to avoid deterioration in overall noise conditions,  but the number of people affected would be small compared to Heathrow.  The Government would expect a legally binding noise contour limit to be imposed in relation to an expanded airport.

40. Noise impacts at Cliffe would be new and inevitably lead to a deterioration in current conditions, but numbers affected would be small compared to Heathrow, or to Stansted if all development was to be concentrated there.

41. The Government assumes no increase in night flights anywhere other than at Alconbury and Cliffe.  Future limits on night flights are to be the subject of a separate consultation in 2003.

42. The Government expects that the aviation industry would fund necessary noise mitigation measures. 

43. The aviation industry should contribute funding for surface access improvements, taking account of the extent to which it benefits.  Airport operators would be expected to meet the full cost of construction and maintenance of new roads or improvements needed to accommodate traffic resulting from new airport capacity.  Further work will be undertaken to identify investment required for any development proposals put forward in the White Paper.

44. The consultation asserts that the consequences for air traffic control under any of the combinations of options could be accommodated.

The Government’s view on the implications of the Stansted options

45. For the larger options, it is assumed that the role of the airport would change, from a facility serving a relatively local catchment and with mainly low cost carriers, to an international hub airport.

Forecast use of Stansted in 2030 under different options

Year
mppa
% of 2000
atm
% of 2000

Use in 2000

12

133,000


Base Case

15
125
131,000
98

Maximum Use

26
217
231,000
174

+ 1 new runway

74
617
492,000
370

+ 2 new runways

98
817
624,000
470

+ 3 new runways

122
1017
746,000
561

46. A single new runway would be widely spaced from and to the east of the existing runway, with terminal and stand capacity between the two. A two new runway option would add a second runway adjacent to the north west side of the existing runway.  A three new runway option would place a third adjacent to and east of the first addition, giving a layout with two widely spaced pairs of close parallel runways. 

Impact on rail and road networks

47. Some additional rail investment will be required close to the airport to accommodate expansion up to 25mppa, and again up to 35mppa under the “maximum use” option.  Significant further work would be necessary to support the one or two new runway options, but in the Government’s view only a three new runway option could require a new rail line to Braintree, allowing the running of services to Norwich, Ipswich and Chelmsford.

48. Under “maximum use”, there would be significant congestion near the airport on the A10, A120 and M25.  SERAS assumed that by 2030 the M25 would need to be improved to dual 4-lane between junctions 26 (A121 Waltham Abbey) and 27 (M11), irrespective of growth at Stansted.  One new runway is not expected to require anything further beyond this improvement.  Two additional runways would require widening of M11 between junctions 6 (M25) and 7 (A414 Harlow).  Three additional runways would also require widening between junctions 7 and 8 (A120 Bishops Stortford).

Impact on people and the environment 

49. The area of the airport would increase from 9.5 sq km to 16.5 sq km (one new runway), 19 sq km (two new runways) or 22 sq km (three new runways), the extensions all requiring high grade agricultural land.  100 homes would be taken with one runway, or 200 with two or three runways.  Scheduled Ancient Monuments and grade II listed buildings would be lost under all options, and the three runway option would take half of a Site of Special Scientific Interest.  River engineering works would be required, and additional water demands might be difficult to meet. 

50. Based on an average 16 hour day between 7am and 11pm, numbers of people affected by noise at the 57dBA level at which nuisance is generally considered to occur vary from 6,000 in 2000 to 14,000 (one new runway) 24,000 (two) and 28,000 (three) in 2030.  Equivalent areas affected are 53, 127, 191 and 228 sq km respectively.

51. Small numbers of people could be exposed to levels of nitrogen dioxide above EU limits: about 20 in 2015 with one new runway, and about 300 by 2030 with three new runways.  The report asserts that such air quality impacts could probably be prevented in practice.

Impacts on regional planning
52. Stansted impacts on the wider London/Stansted/Cambridge Sub-Region.  The consultation notes that this sub-region has been studied as a potential growth area in the context of preparatory work on Regional Planning Guidance for the East of England (RPG14). 

53. Stansted generated about 10,000 jobs in 1998 in a core catchment area comprising Uttlesford, East Hertfordshire and Harlow Districts.  The new runway options could increase this to between 56,000 and 93,000 by 2030. A catchment area potentially including Braintree, Chelmsford, Harlow, Broxbourne, Epping Forest and north east London would need to be considered for the larger options.  Job growth (without airport growth) is currently projected at 74,000 for this larger area.  Meeting the labour demand associated with new runways would mean considerable change in the present employment structure.  

54. One or more new runways would also mean significant additional housing development, probably requiring a change in existing planning policies.  Consequently any decision to expand Stansted would have to be integrated with a review of Regional Planning Guidance for the East of England (RPG14) which is currently in preparation. For the purposes of RPG14, expected to be submitted to the Government in February 2004, the East of England Local Government Conference has assumed that future growth at Stansted will be limited to the 35mppa capacity of the existing runway.  New runways would also have a significant influence on future reviews of the Regional Economic Strategy.

Suggested County Council response to the Government consultation

Preliminary comments

55. The Government’s wish to establish a long term agreed framework for the future of aviation in the UK is welcome.  It is hard to dispute the view that much past decision making has been ad hoc and piecemeal, with less than ideal outcomes.

56. The consultation follows a wide ranging programme of studies, including SERAS, which over three years covered all aspects of commercial aviation.  Without the benefit of external advice, it would be inappropriate to question the Government’s conclusions on technical (as opposed to policy) matters in the consultation documents.

57. The consultation does not prejudge the issue of whether new capacity should be provided.  However it does say that the timing of any new runway construction will be a decision for project promoters and will depend upon the commercial case for investment at the time.  Given the thirty year timescale being considered, and the scale of the possible demand, it seems likely that the White Paper will envisage some new provision beyond the “maximum use” scenario. Bearing in mind the possible travel and economic benefits to Suffolk residents and businesses, a stance of outright opposition to any further development is not considered to be in the interests of the county as a whole.

Should new capacity be provided in the south east over the next thirty years, and if so, how much?

58. The Government states that it is committed to ensuring that the long term development of aviation is sustainable.  If new capacity is provided to meet anything like the unconstrained demand forecasts set out in the document, it is debatable whether an environmentally and socially sustainable outcome would be achieved.  This view reflects the likely impact on air quality, noise levels and surface access movement, and the effects of the additional transport infrastructure which would be required.  

59. As part of a more environmentally and socially sustainable approach, the Government should review its forecasts of demand to fly, distancing itself more clearly from “predict and provide”.  In particular, the effects of a carbon tax on fuel at levels more consistent with greenhouse gas emission targets should be considered.   However, the Government forecasts would still appear to imply a requirement for additional capacity at some point in the future, beyond that provided by a strategy based on maximum use of existing runways.

60. The true environmental and social cost should be factored into the sustainability appraisal of any preferred development package, including for example the implications for and cost of climate change, taking into account national and international targets and obligations.  The possibility of capping volumes of air travel in the south-east and the UK as a whole should also be evaluated as part of this process.  A precautionary approach would be to minimise any initial commitment to new runway construction, and to defer even this commitment until such time as fuller use is being made of existing capacity, including capacity outside the south-east. 

Where should any additional capacity in the south-east be provided?

61. This is a matter for the Government.  It would be inappropriate for the County Council to argue for or against particular national policy options purely on the basis of local interests or concerns.  (For this reason, the inclusion of Gatwick options in the further consultation, while welcome, should have no material influence on the County Council's position.)  However a focus on options consistent with a precautionary approach and involving a single additional runway would militate against the opening up of a new site such as Cliffe, where large scale development would need to be committed to defray high initial costs including transport infrastructure.  Commitment at this stage to an expanded Stansted with two or three new runways would also be inconsistent with such an approach.

62. A single new runway at Heathrow, Gatwick or Stansted would provide major additional capacity.  In the case of Heathrow, its existing hub role would be reinforced. In the latter two cases, the hub role in the south-east would be split between Heathrow and another site.  Such expansion at Stansted would constitute a greater step change in potential throughput than a subsequent move to three or four runways.  Remodelling at Luton would provide a smaller additional increment of capacity, but appears to have relatively modest environmental impacts and could be considered as a forerunner to another single runway option. 

63. A second runway at Stansted at some point in the future should not be ruled out now.  The site can be developed, and is as well placed as any south-east alternative apart from Heathrow to the main centre of demand in Greater London. 

64. Expansion at Stansted, even up to the maximum capacity of the existing runway, could bring substantial travel and economic benefits for the Suffolk and regional population, economy, businesses and inward investment.  These would include a greater range of destinations and more frequent services for travellers; improved employment prospects for towns such as Sudbury and Haverhill from expansion of the airport labour catchment; and possible new business activity associated with additional freight services.  The effect on local tourism would probably be neutral given that additional incoming visitors could well be counterbalanced by East of England residents using increased overseas travel opportunities arising from airport growth.  There could also be some adverse effect on tourism from increased air traffic noise.

65. Although the consultation suggests that extensions to housing and labour catchments associated with new runway development would primarily be to the south of the airport, some additional demand for housing and employment land could well arise in the south and west of Suffolk.  Such requirements would need to be addressed through a review of Regional Planning Guidance (RPG14) and Local Development Documents.

66. Expansion of Stansted to accommodate traffic on the scale currently handled by Heathrow would be likely to mean at least five times as many people accessing Stansted from Suffolk and the East of England as at present.  Growth on this scale should be accompanied by new direct rail access and services from the Great Eastern main line at Witham towards Colchester, Ipswich and beyond.  Improvements to the A120 between Braintree and the A12 at Marks Tey would also be required, possibly including full dualling.  Fast, high quality integrated bus and coach links on key routes serving the region and funded by airport owners would also be appropriate. 
67. Any preferred development option emerging in the White Paper should be subject to a full sustainability appraisal before being progressed further through the planning process. 

How should the environmental impacts of growth be managed

68. Impacts in the immediate vicinity of Stansted are primarily a matter for the County and District Councils concerned.  However, a single new runway located adjacent to the existing runway, rather than well to the east as suggested in the consultation, would limit the physical expansion of the site and therefore some of its local impact.  A wide spacing, as well as increasing the local impact, might be seen as pre-empting decisions about further expansion in the longer term. 

69. The evaluation of noise impact by equating given changes in levels to change in house values is weak, ignoring the qualitative nature of the issue.  From a Suffolk standpoint the major concerns are, firstly,  the noise currently generated by aircraft either crossing the county, leaving or approaching Stansted, or stacking around it while waiting to land; secondly, the additional noise which would arise from substantial further growth in traffic.

70. No indication is given of the impact of potential additional air traffic on existing flight-paths, or where new flight paths might be located if required. The consultation asserts that noise nuisance only begins to arise within the 57dBA noise contour.  This does not currently impinge on Suffolk and is not predicted to do so in 2030 even under the three new runway option. However this contour does not adequately reflect the adverse impact of aircraft noise, particularly in otherwise quiet areas such as the Dedham Vale AONB.  Recent experience of changes to flight paths there, at some distance from the airport, shows that many residents suffer disturbance at levels well below 57dBA. 

71. The issue of noise should be reviewed in full as part of the sustainability appraisal of any preferred development option,  The review should be based on a clear understanding of the proposed pattern of flight paths and stacks.  It should also take account of cumulative impact and night time noise, and adopt a more realistic view of what constitutes an aviation noise nuisance.

72. The analysis of air quality is limited to the incidence of particles and nitrogen dioxide.  The consultation states that numbers who could be affected by a breach of EU limits under the largest development option are likely to be small, and that such impacts could probably be prevented. However no further information is provided to explain how this could be done, and the consequences if it could not.  Sustainability appraisal should also  cover this issue.

73. Reference was made in the County Council debate on 17 December to a report by the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution on the environmental effects of civil aircraft in flight.  The report addresses issues which go beyond the impact of particular runway development options.

74. In its report, the Commission expresses concern about the global impacts of rapid growth in air travel.  It believes that emissions from aircraft are likely to be a major contributor to global warming if the present rate of increase in air traffic continues unchecked, contrary to the Government’s stated goal of sustainable development.  The Commission emphasises the disproportionately large contribution of short-haul flights to these impacts.  Instead of encouraging airport expansion, it favours measures to moderate demand and to promote modal shift from air to high speed rail for internal UK travel and some journeys within Europe.  Specific recommendations are made for this purpose.  

75. The views expressed in this paper, particularly those in paragraphs 58-60, are consistent with the conclusions of the Royal Commission.

ANTICIPATED TARGETS AND ACHIEVEMENT TIMESCALES

76. The closing date for responses to the Department for Transport is 30 June.  The response agreed by the Committee will be submitted before the closing date.

POLICY AND PERFORMANCE PLAN
77. A sustainable policy framework for the future of aviation would contribute to the following element of the “Ambition for Suffolk 2013” set out in the Policy and Performance Plan 2003:

“In 2013, Suffolk will be a county where the countryside and coast, heritage and environment are safeguarded and enhanced for everyone's enjoyment, there is a thriving economy with good jobs in our communities and transport needs are met."

CONSULTATIONS

78. None.

Sources of further information

e) The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom: South East:  Second edition   Department for Transport, February 2003.      Available at 

http://www.aviation.dft.gov.uk/consult/airconsult/se/index.htm
f) East of England: your region, your choice, your future.  Consultation on options leading to Regional Planning Guidance (RPG14) for the East of England 2021  East of England Local Government Conference, September 2002.  Available at 

http://www.eelgc.gov.uk/img/eelgcrpg14.pdf

g) Sustainability Appraisal of RPG14 Options Consultation Document  Levett-Therivel Sustainability Consultants and Land Use Consultants, September 2002.  Available at 

http://www.eelgc.gov.uk
h) The Environmental Effects of Civil Aircraft in Flight  Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution, November 2002.  Available at

http://www.rcep.org.uk/avreport.html
i) Aviation and the Environment : Using Economic Instruments  Department for Transport, March 2003.  Available at 

http://www.aviation.dft.gov.uk/instruments/pdf/instruments.pdf


APPENDIX A
THE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF AIR TRANSPORT IN THE UNITED KINGDOM: CONSULTATION ON THE SOUTH-EAST REGION, JULY 2002

RESPONSES BY SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL TO THE GOVERNMENT’S SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

SECTION 1 – HOW MUCH CAPACITY SHOULD BE PROVIDED?

Q1 Should new airport capacity be provided in the South East over the next 30 years and, if so, how much?  What are the main reasons for your answer and how does it measure against the environmental, economic and social objectives of the Government’s strategy for sustainable development?

Suffolk County Council supports the Government’s intention to establish an agreed, long-term policy and development framework for the future of aviation in the United Kingdom. 

The Government states that it is committed to ensuring that the long term development of aviation is sustainable.  If new capacity is provided to meet anything like the unconstrained demand forecasts set out in the document, it is debatable whether an environmentally and socially sustainable outcome would be achieved.  This view reflects the likely impact on air quality, noise levels and surface access movement, and the effects of the additional transport infrastructure which would be required.  

As part of a more environmentally and socially sustainable approach, the Government should review its forecasts of demand to fly, distancing itself more clearly from “predict and provide”.  In particular, the effects of a carbon tax on fuel at levels more consistent with greenhouse gas emission targets should be considered.   However, the Government forecasts would still appear to imply a requirement for additional capacity at some point in the future, beyond that provided by a strategy based on maximum use of existing runways. Suffolk County Council accepts that the longer-term development framework may include new runway capacity in the south-east.

The true environmental and social cost should be factored into the sustainability appraisal of any preferred development package, including for example the implications for and cost of climate change, taking into account national and international targets and obligations.  The possibility of capping volumes of air travel in the south-east and the UK as a whole should also be evaluated as part of this process.  A precautionary approach would be to minimise any initial commitment to new runway construction, and to defer even this commitment until such time as fuller use is being made of existing capacity, including capacity outside the south-east.

The industry has been adept in the past at accommodating growth in traffic in the south-east without additional runways.  The “base case” could add a further 40 mppa of capacity, and  the “maximum use of existing runways” case another 40 mppa, although the implications of realising this potential would require assessment.  Given the major sustainability issues raised by even the minimum addition of one new runway and related development, and the uncertainty over long term increases in demand to fly, a commitment to some of the larger scale options presented in the consultation would not be appropriate at this time.

Q2 Should the Government aim to maintain at least one large hub airport in the South East? Is a second hub plausible, and if so, should Government seek to promote one, and what would it need to do to achieve this?

The consultation makes clear that Heathrow already functions as a large hub airport, and prospers accordingly.  It is difficult to envisage circumstances under which this role would change.  Indeed, given the part that the airport plays in the economy of the immediate area and the wider south-east, it is debatable whether a policy calling that role into question should be pursued.  

There seems no reason in principle why the hub role should not be split between Heathrow and another site, assuming the further development required at a second site is deemed acceptable, and that it is accompanied by the necessary transport infrastructure.

Q3 Are there any benefits of aviation to passengers, the aviation industry or the wider economy that the Government should aim in particular to secure through its airports policy? Are there any drawbacks it should aim to avoid?

The Government should ensure full co-ordination between any airport growth and the evolution of regional land use, housing, economic development and transport strategies, in order to maximise economic and infrastructure benefits for the wider community, and to achieve the most sustainable overall pattern of development.  Decisions on aviation policy and development should be fully integrated with the Regional Planning Guidance process.

Q4 Should the Government seek to ensure that the potential employment benefits of aviation growth are spread to those people and localities which are most in need of such benefits? If so, what should it do to achieve this?

This question appears to imply that decisions on the location of new capacity should be influenced primarily by economic conditions in particular localities.  Factors such as the distribution of demand, regional development perspectives and the environmental and infrastructure implications of particular options ought to carry more weight.  However, every effort should be made to maximise the local economic and employment benefits of any investment decision, not least to help offset local environmental impacts.

SECTION 2 – WHERE TO PROVIDE ANY NEW AIRPORT CAPACITY?

Q5 To which criteria should the Government attach the most and the least weight in reaching decisions about the location of any new capacity, and why?

The consultation documents place a very heavy emphasis on the economic benefits of growth in air travel, despite the fact that the largest part of the benefit accrues to airports, airlines and passengers, rather than to the wider community.  This is reinforced by the assertion that the timing of any new runways will be a matter for project promoters and depend upon commercial considerations prevailing at the time.  Environmental criteria should carry equal weight to the needs of the business sector, both in terms of local ecological, heritage and safety impacts, and the wider effects of noise, air pollution, traffic generation and other infrastructure investment associated with airport growth.  Qualitative impacts, such as aircraft noise at levels below those believed to cause nuisance, should not be given less weight simply because they are difficult to value.

Q6 What are the relative merits of alternative combinations of possible airport development as set out in Chapter 14?

Suffolk County Council does not wish to respond to this question.
Q7 Giving reasons for your answer, which combinations do you prefer and which do you not favour?

Recognising the travel and economic benefits for Suffolk and the East of England which could result, Suffolk County Council would not wish to rule out the provision of a second runway at Stansted at some point in the future.  However it does not believe that the case has been made for committing now to a second runway at Stansted, or a further runway anywhere else in the south-east, at this stage.  Given the potential adverse impacts, any decision to commit to such a development should be conditional on the satisfactory outcome of a full sustainability appraisal as indicated in response to questions 14 and 15 below.  The County Council would not accept provision of a third or fourth runway at Stansted.

The County Council would not wish to see a new airport at Cliffe, because of the potential environmental impact of the development and the difficulties of achieving satisfactory access.

Before any further runways are committed, all elements of the “maximum use” option should be assessed fully, and implemented as appropriate.  It is accepted that maximum take-up of all potential under this option might not be necessary if a new runway were to be provided in the south-east.  

Q8 If you think either Cliffe or Stansted should be developed as a hub airport, should the Government take action to ensure such development can be financed and subsequently fully utilised and if so what form should any action take?

Taking into account also the future role of Heathrow,  Stansted should not be developed to a level whereby it could serve as a single hub airport for the south-east.  With one additional runway, the consultation acknowledges that Stansted could provide an extensive range of frequent services similar to those currently provided by Heathrow, and that together, the two airports could fulfil satisfactorily the hub role.  However the Government should take the opportunity to review the development of the Crossrail Line 1 project, having regard to its benefits for passengers interchanging between Heathrow and any Stansted hub.

Other South East airports (Chapter 12)

Q9 Should the Government encourage the development of smaller airports to meet as much of the demand as they can attract?

As part of a sustainable overall approach, under which as much demand as possible is met locally, the principle of further development at Norwich is supported, although the implications for transport infrastructure would need to be reviewed.

Q10 Should support be given for a specialised low cost/freight and maintenance facility at Alconbury?

Suffolk County Council does not wish to express a view on the principle of development at Alconbury.  However, if such a project were to proceed, the Government should ensure that any A14 and other trunk road schemes required to enable speedy road freight access from the east are progressed in parallel.

Q11 If so, what conditions, in broad terms, should be attached to this support?

See response to question 10.

Q12 What views do you have about the six sites identified in the SERAS study as having the potential to cater for the demand for Business and other General Aviation?

Suffolk County Council does not wish to express a view on the merits of these six sites.

Freight (Chapter 13)

Q13 How far should the Government make specific provision for the air freight sector in its decisions about future airport capacity in the South East? What might this involve in practice?

Suffolk County Council does not wish to offer a view on the first part of this question.  However, concentration of freight at particular airports would be likely to have significant impacts on rail and road freight movements.  These should be identified and funding provided for any transport schemes needed to accommodate them.

SECTION 3 MANAGING THE IMPACTS OF AIRPORT GROWTH

Q14 Are there any specific conditions that you feel should be attached to any or all of the airport options described in Chapters 7-11?

The County Council does not wish to respond on specific conditions relating to named options.  However, any option which the Government is minded to promote should be subject to full sustainability appraisal.  In the event that this demonstrates sustainability subject to specific conditions, the option should be conditioned accordingly.

Q15 Are there any impacts reported in the chapters on individual airport options that you consider unacceptable?

Impacts associated with options at Stansted involving two or three additional runways are considered unacceptable.  Options involving maximum use of the existing runway at Stansted or the provision of one additional runway should be subject to full sustainability appraisal before being progressed further through the planning system. 

Q16 How can local noise and air quality impacts in particular, best be reduced, controlled and mitigated?
The impacts of noise and air quality are best controlled by a combination of actions at national and local level.  Reductions can be achieved by national initiatives relating to technological improvements, and restrictions on the use of older, more noisy and polluting aircraft types.  However, controls relating to restrictions on night-time flights should be addressed at a local level.  Consideration of flight paths, stacking areas and location of navigation beacons should be agreed by wide local consultation.  Although densely populated areas should be avoided, there is also a need to consider the protection of tranquil areas, and over-flight of special Designated Areas such as SSSIs and AONBs. The criteria for mitigation schemes should be developed at a national level, to ensure continuity across the country but provisions implemented at a local level to ensure local contacts.  Ground noise control should be exercised at a local level, with monitoring regimes put into place.  Local Authorities should have some involvement.   It is suggested that the current system of BAA Stansted monitoring noise levels and flight paths should continue.
Noise controls (Chapter 16)

Q17 What are your views on the following points on the control of noise impacts:

a) Do you think that caps on the size of noise contours are the best way to determine a noise limit for an airport? If not, what other limits might you suggest?

Contour caps do not take account of existing noise levels and therefore the likely changes impacting on the area surrounding an airport. The shape of the noise contours produced are normally elongated parallel to the direction of the runway, and a cap relating to km2 may result in impacts at a considerable distance from the airport.  Capping does not necessarily take account of the number of aircraft movements; any reductions in noise level brought about by better technology would allow increased numbers of landings and take-offs within the contour.  Neither does it control unnecessary noise at landing and take off, closer to the runway. Whilst the 57dB LAeq contour represents “the onset of significant community annoyance” it presents an overall level and takes no account of likely increases in noise level generated, and therefore may offer little comfort to affected residents. Height and location of stacking areas with numbers of properties affected should also be a consideration. The impact on SSSIs and AONBs etc. should also be carefully considered.  Restrictions on flight numbers might prove more useful.
b) If you agree with the concept of contour caps, what size of noise contours might be desirable and feasible for each option?

The size of any contour caps should be established after a detailed and realistic analysis of flight paths has been carried out, taking account of technological improvements.
c)
How do you think a contour cap might be regulated and enforced?


Contour caps should be regulated and enforced at a local level by BAA and the Local Authority.
As a general comment on the noise issue, existing and future flight paths and stacks and their noise impacts, including cumulative noise and night noise, should be reviewed in full as part of the sustainability appraisal of any option which the Government is minded to promote.

Noise mitigation and compensation (Chapter 16)

Q18 What views do you have on the following possible measures:

a) Should any residential property which suffers an increase in noise of 3dBA or more as a result of any of these options, and which would be exposed to a noise level of 63dBA daytime or more, be eligible for acoustic insulation?

The level of eligibility at Stansted is currently set at the 66dBLAeq 16 hour daytime contour and a threshold reduction to 63dBA would therefore be welcomed.  The above would represent an improvement over the existing threshold level, although to qualify under the 3 dB(A) increase rule would require an approximate doubling of aircraft movements over that already experienced.  This increase requirement is too great, and it is suggested that a figure of 1dBA be used.
b) Should acoustic insulation for households be extended to other noise-sensitive buildings not normally eligible, such as schools and hospitals, depending on detailed circumstances?

The scheme should be extended to cover other noise sensitive buildings.  Schools and hospitals together with certain recreational facilities should be offered insulation.  Recent research has highlighted the effect of high noise levels on learning in schools, and this should be viewed as particularly important.

c) Should those eligible for insulation be given the choice of either having the insulation work done or accepting a cash payment of an equivalent amount?

Assuming that the offer is on a once and for all basis, the insulation work should be carried out so that the property benefits in perpetuity. Cash payments can be pocketed, and properties re-sold, and whilst it could be argued that the new owner should know what they are purchasing, noise impacts are not always obvious from quick viewing of properties.
d) Should assistance with relocation expenses be offered to households subject to very high levels of noise (such as 69dBA or more)?

Assistance with relocation expenses should be offered to those subject to high noise levels and large increases. 

e) Should offers be made to purchase those properties which would be subject to both a very high level of noise and a large increase in noise?

Offers to purchase should be made to those properties subject to a high noise level and large increase in noise.  In the latter case, it is likely that the property will be devalued due to the increase, and in both cases properties will be less attractive to prospective purchasers.  Offers to purchase should also be made at lower noise levels and increases for those dwellings that remain unsold for more than a pre-determined period.  This assumes that all reasonable efforts have been made to sell on the open market. 

f) Should cash compensation be offered to those households suffering a significant increase in noise to a level greater than 57dBA but less than 63dBA – and therefore not qualifying for insulation?

Yes, in recognition of property devaluation.  Increases in noise level could well be significant, but the overall noise level could be just under the eligibility threshold.
Night noise (Chapter 16)

Q19 Do you think that a five-yearly review cycle for the night restrictions regime for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted is appropriate or should some other review cycle be considered and, if so, what would you suggest? Are specific night noise restrictions needed at any other airport, and if so how should these be determined?

The results of further research projects are awaited, and there should be an opportunity for night-time regimes to be reviewed in the light of the findings.  Thereafter reviews should be at 5 yearly intervals depending on the rate of expansion.
Access to airports by rail and road (Chapter 17)

Q20 Are there specific surface access improvements that should be made a condition of any airport option and any that should not be included?

The consultation provides only an indication of what might be required in association with each option.  The full list of improvements is unlikely to be clear until an option reaches the detailed planning stage.  The White Paper should commit the Government to ensure the provision of all schemes identified through that process.  This commitment should cover schemes required to accommodate movements in the immediate vicinity, and those facilitating access from the broader catchment area, giving particular attention to public transport improvements.

Expansion of Stansted to accommodate traffic on the scale currently handled by Heathrow would be likely to mean at least five times as many people accessing Stansted from Suffolk and the East of England as at present.  Growth on this scale should be accompanied by new direct rail access and services from the Great Eastern main line at Witham towards Colchester, Ipswich and beyond.   Improvements to the A120 between Braintree and the A12 at Marks Tey would also be required, possibly including full dualling, depending on the views of the Regional Planning Body and decision of the Government on the findings of the London to Ipswich Multi-Modal Study.  Improvements to rail and road access from other parts of the region should also be secured.  Fast and high quality integrated bus and coach links on key routes serving the region and funded by airport owners would be appropriate.
Q21 How should any surface access schemes that are required for a particular airport development option be funded?

Any infrastructure required solely as a result of airport expansion should be funded by the developer.  Any infrastructure which is also required for the benefit of the wider community should attract an appropriate contribution from public funds.

Suffolk County Council, June 2003
