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SELECTED EXTRACTS OF RELEVANCE TO SSE – PLUS COMMENTARY

Foreword

Opening para “Air travel is essential to the UK economy” – this is a statement of the obvious but the real issue is how much air travel is essential to/desirable for the UK economy and even in relation to economic issues alone, the White Paper does not even acknowledge that there are economic downsides e.g. for the UK balance of payments and for the UK tourism industry.
2nd para – “The challenge we face is to deal with the pressures caused by the increasing need to travel whilst at the same time meeting our commitment to protect the environment in which we live” – is there really an increasing NEED?

3rd para – “Visitors by air are crucial to UK tourism” – no mention of the drain on the economy or the adverse impact on the UK tourist industry caused by outbound tourists – now running at two and a half times the number of inbound tourists!

3rd para – 200,000 people are employed in the aviation industry – no mention of the 2.2 million employed in the UK tourism industry or of the evidence that the under-pricing of air travel (through numerous tax exemptions) is damaging our domestic tourism industry by incentivising UK residents to take overseas holidays and leisure breaks.

5th para – “This White Paper sets out a measured and balanced approach providing a strategic framework for the development of air travel over the next 30 years.” – the comments above suggest the White Paper is as unbalanced and one-sided as the consultation document which preceded it. The Government has chosen to press ahead with the blinkered approach of the aviation industry and close its mind to the comments made by half a million people in response to the consultation.

Para 7 – “We have concluded against proposals to build new airports at a number of locations”

Para 8 – “We want to encourage growth at regional airports”

Para 10 – “provision should be made for two additional runways in the South East over the next three decades”

Para 11 – “we have set stringent environmental conditions which developers will need to meet to take proposals forward”

Para 11 – “the White Paper includes other proposals to limit and mitigate the impact air transport has on the environment, including its impact on global warming”

Executive Summary
Para 2 - “It does not itself authorise or preclude any particular development, but sets out a policy framework against which the relevant public bodies, airport operators and airlines can plan ahead, and which will guide decisions on future planning applications” – in other words, little of the uncertainty has been lifted.

Para 3 – “The Government recognises the benefits that the expansion in air travel has brought to people’s lives and to the economy of this country. Its increased affordability has opened up the possibilities of foreign travel for many people. . . . But we have to balance those benefits against the environmental impacts of air travel, in particular the growing contribution of aircraft emissions to climate change and the significant impact that airports can have on those living nearby” – repeat of the over-simplification expressed in the consultation – that economic and social arguments are all in favour of expansion, with only environmental issues to contend with. No evidence of listening.
Para 4 - “a balanced approach is required which:

“recognises . . not providing additional capacity where it is needed would significantly damage the economy and national prosperity”

“reflects people’s desire to . . . take advantage of the affordability of air travel . . “

“seeks to reduce and minimise the impacts of airports on those who live nearby and on the natural environment” – but only “seeks”

“ensures that, over time, aviation pays the external costs its activities impose on society at large” – but only “over time”.  This is a largely meaningless commitment and with the exception of a vaguely stated desire to establish an emissions trading scheme, the White Paper contains no specific proposals for making the aviation industry meet its external costs.  

P10 – “proposals to bring aviation within the European Union emissions trading scheme, to help limit greenhouse gas emissions” – the Government appears to have listened to this proposal by the aviation industry – a way that they can buy their way out of trouble – that is, if it were ever possible to establish an effective EU emissions trading scheme.  The idea of establishing an effective global emissions trading scheme for aviation is difficult to take seriously in view of the known difficulties in reaching international agreement.  Presumably this is why the White Paper gives no timetable or targets for these ‘possibilities’.    

P10 – “new legislation and economic instruments”

P10 – “stringent planning conditions attached to airport development”

P10 – “new measures which it expects airport operators to take to help those affected, by offering to insulate or, in more severe cases, purchase properties” – only “expects”!

P10 – “wishes to encourage the growth of regional airports in order to support regional economic development, provide passengers with greater choice, and reduce pressures on more over-crowded airports in the South East”

P11 – “expects airport operators to develop appropriate access plans, and to contribute to the costs of the additional infrastructure or services needed” – only expects.

P11 – “Where appropriate these conclusions were reached in conjunction with the relevant devolved administrations” – presumably relates to Scotland and Wales only.

P11-14 - support for expansion of terminals and extension of runways at specific regional airports, including possible additional runways at Edinburgh, Glasgow 

P11-14 – Additional runway need in Midlands – preference Birmingham

P 13-14 – South East:

· Urgent need for additional runway capacity.

· First priority – best use of remaining capacity at Stansted and Luton.

· Two new runways by 2030.

· First new runway at Stansted as soon as possible (around 2011-2012) – no proviso that stringent environmental limits must be met.

· Further runway at Heathrow (2015 – 2020) provided stringent environmental limits can be met.

· No strong case for a second international hub airport alongside Heathrow.

· Urgent programme to consider how best use can be made of existing Heathrow airport.

· The Government will not seek to overturn the 1979 planning agreement preventing construction of a second runway at Gatwick before 2019 – no mention of overturning Government commitment to no second runway at Stansted – possible opportunity to get such an agreement for Stansted in exchange for increased use of present runway?
· Land should be safeguarded at Gatwick for potential new runway after 2019, either instead of Heathrow if conditions cannot be met or “on its own merits” – the real threat to Gatwick after 2019 remains.

· No support for any new airport, for 2 or 3 new runways at Stansted, 2 new runways at Gatwick, a second runway at Luton - but the use of the phrase ‘no support for’ is quite different from ruling these options out in the long term
· No Support for development for Alconbury for passengers or freight – this leaves a threat to Stansted re growth in freight operations (which primarily take place at night).

Next Steps


“The Government invites airport operators to bring forward plans for increased airport capacity in the light of the policies and conclusions set out in this White Paper.” They are asked to produce new or revised airport master plans as quickly as possible and to include proposals for environmental controls, improved surface access and measures to address blight.

The appropriate planning and transport bodies will need to take the airport master plans and this White Paper into account and will need to protect any land required for future airport expansion – a new interpretation of the word “protect”.

Chapter 1: Purpose

“To provide a clear policy framework against which airport operators, airlines, regional bodies and local authorities can plan ahead.” “The lack of such a framework has been a serious hindrance to the efficient development of airports in this country, resulting in over-lengthy planning inquiries and unnecessary delay” – i.e. opening the door for steamrollering development through.
“To set out a strategic and sustainable approach to balancing the economic benefits of airport development, the social benefits of easier and more affordable air travel and the environmental impacts that air travel generates” – a one-sided statement.
The consultation process included the despatch of 125,000 main consultation documents and 190,000 summary documents, bringing 500,000 responses.  A brief five page analysis of the public responses can be downloaded from the DfT website, together with detailed summaries by NOP of responses to the consultation questionnaires.  These can be downloaded from http://www.dft.gov.uk/aviation/whitepaper/responses/index.htm
Seminars, briefings, conferences & discussions with stakeholders – a detailed 700 page review by Avia Solutions of the responses from 900 selected stakeholders can be reviewed on the DfTwebsite at http://www.dft.gov.uk/aviation/whitepaper/responses/pdf/uk_wide.pdf
Chapter 2: The Strategic Framework

Projected demand set at 400 to 600 mppa by 2030 – i.e. precisely the same as the DfT forecasts for unconstrained demand (500 mppa midpoint) as set out in the Consultation.  

Whilst there is reference in 2.9 to the possibility of growth being slowed by either increased oil prices or costs of tackling global warming, there is no suggestion that demand should be constrained.

2.11 – “we should make the best use of existing airports before supporting the provision of additional capacity”

2.14 – “We have to recognise that simply building more and more capacity to meet potential demand would have major, and unacceptable, environmental impacts, and would not be a sustainable approach.”  This is a completely hypocritical statement.  The capacity that is planned for is stated in the White Paper as 470 mppa: this an under-statement because it takes insufficient account of increases in runway capacity which will be derived from the use of ever larger aircraft and from technology improvements which will enable more take-offs and landings per hour.   In addition, the White Paper hints that Gatwick should have an extra runway after the legal ‘moratorium’ has run its course (2019).  It therefore seems that the White Paper is aiming for capacity of at least 550 mppa by 2030.  This is a full blown policy of ‘predict and provide’ – without any element of constraint.
Chapter 3: Environmental Impacts
3.3 – “At the global level, the greenhouse gases emitted from aircraft engines into the atmosphere make a significant, and growing, contribution to climate change”

3.4 – “The Government will ensure that we meet our international commitments and obligations; and will continue to play a major role in seeking to develop new solutions and stronger actions by the appropriate international bodies” – In reality, can the Government demonstrate anything other than lethargy?
3.5 – “additional local controls should operate to manage the local environmental impact of aviation and airport development” – this is a thoroughly disingenuous statement because the Government knows full well that individual local authorities have very limited powers in this area and their powers will be further limited by the strategic framework published in this White Paper and by the Government’s new ‘Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill’ currently going through Parliament.    

3.8 – “we will work to ensure that aviation meets its external costs, including its environmental and health costs” – but – “In the meantime we expect the aviation industry and international bodies to address the “polluter pays” principle.  – but the ‘how?’ and the ‘when?’ are conveniently side-stepped.  

Noise

3.11 – “Our basic aim is to limit and, where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise”.

3.11 – In reference to noise, “Government’s preference remains that local solutions should be devised for local problems wherever possible, and we expect that airport master plans will describe the package of measures that an airport operator intends to apply to deal with local noise (and air quality) problems” – is this self-regulation? And who has the expertise and authority to approve and monitor what the airport operator is doing?
3.12 – “we must strike a fair balance between local disturbance, the limits of social acceptability and the economic benefits of night flights. This should be done on a case by case basis.” – Given the Government’s blinkered view of economic benefits emanating from aviation, yet the lack of profitability of Stansted Airport, it may be difficult to sustain any argument of economic benefit from night flights. Economic benefit to whom?

3.13 – “We will start consultations in 2004 on a new night noise regime for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted”

3.14 – “The Government intends that new legislation should be introduced, when Parliamentary time allows, to strengthen and clarify noise control powers” – Will Government demonstrate the strength of this commitment by finding time?

3.14 – The Government seems to be sticking with 57 dBA Leq as the key noise contour, this level being defined as “the level of daytime noise marking the approximate onset of significant community annoyance”

Noise Mitigation and Compensation 

3.21 – With immediate effect, the Government expects relevant airport operators to offer assistance with the cost of relocating for households subject to 69 dBA or more and to offer acoustic insulation for noise-sensitive buildings such as schools and hospitals exposed to 63 dBA.

3.23 – Suggests “funding for school trips away from the noisy environment” as an “alternative mitigation measure” which “airport operators should endeavour to provide…  where acoustic insulation cannot provide an appropriate or cost-effective solution” [!]
3.24 – To address the impacts of future growth, the Government expects the airport operator to offer to purchase those properties suffering both noise above 69 dBA and an increase of 3 dBA or more, and to offer acoustic insulation for residential properties suffering both 63 dBA and an increase of 3 dBA or more.

There appears to be no forthcoming legislation to implement these expectations, which in any case hardly seem generous.

Local Air Quality

3.29 – EU limits come into effect in 2005 for particulates and 2010 for nitrogen dioxide (NO2). “major new airport development could not proceed if there was evidence that this would likely result in breaches of the air quality limits. The Government has also set national objectives in the Air Quality Strategy.”

3.31 – “The Government intends to bring forward legislation, enabling the Secretary of State to require an emissions-related element to be included in landing charges at airports where there are local air quality problems. In the meantime, the Government sees merit in individual airport operators modifying their charges to take account of local air quality impacts” – This could be helpful, or is it just a way of allowing BAA to charge more at Heathrow than Stansted?

3.33 addresses concerns regarding urbanisation by saying “It may be appropriate to designate green belts around substantial new airport developments to safeguard the countryside from further encroachment” – so much for the existing “protection zone” around Stansted.

3.34 considers heritage, habitats and landscape and suggests minimising the impact by relocating historic buildings and replanting woodlands “to preserve and restore as much of the UK’s heritage as is compatible with airport safety and feasible within reasonable costs” – aviation rules!
3.38 - “We have long recognised that the global exemption of aviation kerosene from fuel tax is anomalous, but a unilateral approach to aviation fuel tax would not be effective in the light of international legal constraints” – the global aviation cartel wins again.
3.39 – “the best way of ensuring that aviation contributes towards the goal of climate stabilisation would be through a well-designed emissions trading regime… We are pressing for the development and implementation through ICAO of such a regime.”

3.40 – “We intend to press for the inclusion of intra-EU air services in the forthcoming EU emissions trading scheme, and to make this a priority for the UK presidency of the EU in 2005, with a view to aviation joining the scheme from 2008” – Interesting that there seems to be some resolve when it’s something the aviation industry wants (because they can’t realistically reduce emissions but could afford to pay someone else to). However, leaving the application of any economic instruments for another 5 years or more will simply allow further subsidised growth to take place.

3.42 – “The Government will continue to explore and discuss options for the use of other economic instruments for tackling aviation’s greenhouse gas emissions, building on the work in the March 2003 report “Aviation and the Environment: Using Economic Instruments” – talk but no action.

3.43 - “any additional action to tackle the environmental impacts of aviation will take full account of the effects on the competitiveness of UK aviation and the impact on consumers” – we would not want to stop the subsidies.
3.43 – “Air Passenger Duty is not the ideal measure for tackling the environmental impacts of aviation” – but at least it could start to control growth before a more effective EU or global agreement might be reached.

Chapter 4: The Air Transport Sector

4.21 – “Not only do we enjoy an unparalleled choice of destinations . . . but also wider and speedier access to a range of consumer and other goods airlifted from overseas markets” – this is presented as a positive feature of aviation, with no reference to the negative impact on the UK economy.
4.22 – “The importance of in-bound tourism to the UK economy is referred to in Chapter 2. It accounts for an estimated 4.4 per cent of GDP in 2002, and more than two million direct jobs” – This is a gross misrepresentation of the facts. These figures relate to the total UK tourist industry which, despite tax incentives to discourage it, still caters for far more domestic tourists than overseas visitors.
4.22 – “Outbound tourism too, although sometimes presented as encouraging people to holiday abroad to the detriment of the domestic economy, also contributes significantly to the economy through revenue earned by tour operators and the air transport sector” – another misrepresentation of the truth – earnings by tour operators and the air transport sector are minute compared with the growing £15 billion annual deficit from tourism. 

4.23 does at least mention the “widening gap in the tourism balance of payments”, but surrounds it with nonsense  - just how little was spent on the VisitBritain campaign, and why is the Government positively encouraging people to go abroad by the misleading suggestion, “enabling British people to holiday abroad and gain from the revenues this generates for British tour operators, airlines, airports and other services” 

One must ask if the misleading statements in this “Aviation and tourism” section were intentional or just plain ridiculous, and did they have the blessing of the Treasury and Department for Culture, Media and Sport which is responsible for tourism?

4.28 – “Stansted and East Midlands are the UK’s largest freighter airports” – and are likely to remain so, with predominantly night-time activity because the Alconbury proposal has been dismissed – however, no mention here of the night-time noise or that Stansted will get no relief – only a subtle hint that it will get much worse. 

4.29 – “specialist express carriers could account for over 50 per cent of the air freight market by 2030” – that’s a considerable growth in the sector that is Stansted’s main freight activity.

4.30 – “The Government wishes to ensure that there are airports in the UK able to accommodate the anticipated growth in demand in this area, subject to the satisfactory resolution of environmental concerns, especially in respect of night noise” – a glimmer of hope on the noise front, but nobody brave enough to say that this is about Stansted.

4.34 – “The “no-frills” sector throughout the UK has expanded from carrying under eight million passengers a year in 1998 to 35 million in 2002, and a projected 47 million in 2003”

4.40 – “The Government wishes to see a slot allocation system that encourages the more efficient use of scarce capacity… Changes to the law governing slot allocation require the support of the rest of Europe and we will work within the EU to pursue this objective”

4.42 – “We … invite the Welsh Assembly Government and the relevant English Regional Development Agencies to consider whether they would wish to set up a route development fund to encourage the establishment of new services at airports in their respective areas” – almost an encouragement to follow the lead of some European airports that have subsidised no frills airlines for the same reason – but . . .

4.43 – “Any such fund will need to comply with UK and European law, especially in respect of state aids and competition”

4.44 – “recognising the importance of regional services, the Government is prepared to intervene in well defined circumstances to protect slots at the London airports for such services by imposing Public Service Obligations (PSOs)”

4.49 – “we have considered the scope for substitution by alternative modes, and in particular rail”

4.50 – “Passengers on internal flights currently account for some thirteen per cent of total traffic at UK airports”

This section goes on to say that some reduction in demand for air travel is expected following completion of High Speed Channel Tunnel Rail Link and upgrades to the West and East Coast Main Lines. However,

4.54 – “they are not expected to affect future passenger demand at the most crowded airports by more than a few percentage points”
Chapter 11: The South East of England
11.3 – “expansion needs to fit with the Government’s wider policies for sustainable growth as reflected in the Communities Plan” (ODPM 2003) – Worrying in relation to the parallel M11 corridor threat.

11.7 – “Making best use of existing runways in the South East will provide some much-needed additional capacity. But on its own it would fall a long way short of providing a lasting solution.  Facilitating the growth of airports in other regions will also reduce the pressure on the major South East airports, but this will not substantially reduce the long-term pressure on London airports.” – in other words, we are pressing ahead with what BAA wants, regardless of the clamour from all kinds of thinking organisations for action to constrain growth.

11.8 – “two new runways will be needed in the South East over the next three decades . . . a first runway is needed as soon as possible . . . start now on planning for a second new runway to be built probably around 2015 - 2020”.    And given the strong hints elsewhere that a second Gatwick runway can come into the frame after 2019, the Government appears to have given BAA the potential to achieve exactly what it asked for. Whether BAA can actually achieve this is, of course, another matter.   

11.11 – “we support making best use of the existing runway at Stansted and development to its full use of a single runway at Luton”

11.11 – “we do not believe that there is a strong case for attempting to create a second hub airport in the South East” – so any expansion of Stansted would need to be on the basis of its ‘evolutionary’ development – i.e. expansion of the ‘No Frill Carriers’ (‘NFCs) on point to point routes.  This will make the commercial case even more difficult to justify.    
11.11 – “we support development as soon as possible (we expect around 2011/2012) of a wide-spaced second runway at Stansted, with strict environmental controls” – not the same degree of environmental concern as at Heathrow.

11.11 – “we support development of Heathrow provided that stringent environmental limits can be met …better chance that the limits could be met in the 2015 – 2020 period” – but let’s develop Stansted anyway.

11.11 – “we should not take action to overturn the 1979 planning agreement that prevented construction of a second runway at Gatwick before 2019” – but it’s OK to overturn the planning condition supported by Government promise that no second runway would ever be built at Stansted.

11.11 – “a strong case on its merits for a second wide-spaced runway at Gatwick after 2019 … land should be safeguarded for such a runway … in case … conditions … for the construction of a third Heathrow runway cannot be met”

11.11 – “we do not support development of two or three additional runways at Stansted, or development of two new runways at Gatwick”

11.11 – “we do not support the option of a new airport at Cliffe, or any of the proposals for alternative locations put forward”

11.11 – “we do not support development of Alconbury for passenger or freight services” - this puts Stansted in the front line for the expansion of freight services.

Stansted
11.24 – “In 2003 it is expected to handle nearly 19 million passengers compared with just under seven million in 1998”

11.24 – “The airport has planning approval to cater for up to 25 mppa, subject to an annual aircraft movement limit of 241,000.  The airport is also currently subject to a passenger aircraft movement limit of 185,000 approved by Parliament in 1999.  We believe that it is preferable for controls of this kind to be agreed locally and that there is no longer a good case for use of the statutory limit in respect of Stansted.  We intend to ask Parliament to remove it” – Stansted is expected to have handled about 172,000 ATMs and 19 million passengers in 2003.  The stated preference for controls to be agreed locally rather than by Parliament is disingenuous.  If there is no local agreement and the issue goes to public inquiry, the Secretary of State has the final say – i.e. transferring power from Parliament and placing it with the Secretary of State.  This is a centralist move – not devolutionary.     

11.24 – “more terminal capacity would allow passenger numbers to continue to grow without additional runway capacity, up to about 35 mppa” – Note that the capacity of Stansted’s single runway could be significantly higher than 35 mppa with larger aircraft.  

11.25 – “Development to provide that increase in terminal capacity would be limited to the current airport site” - This is not a constraint:  the current airport site is 9.5 square kms.
11.25 – “Daytime noise impacts would not be greatly worse as a result of an increase to 35 mppa” – this argument is based on projections that the 57 dBA contour in 2015 would be similar to that set as a condition of planning permission for 25 mppa - not the same as not getting any worse.

11.25 – “the airport operator and the Strategic Rail Authority would need to consider the adequacy of existing and planned rail capacity to accommodate this level of growth” (to 35 mppa)

11.26 – “Making full use of Stansted would generate large net economic benefits” – this is presumably based on the same flawed methodology used in the consultation document.  Benefits to whom?  Certainly not the UK balance of payments. If the make up of the extra 16 mppa were similar to current Stansted passengers, by far the majority would be Britons going to spend money abroad. The net traffic (outward less inward) would be about 4 million journeys. If the average spend were say £250 per head (half that of the average overseas visit), this would add an additional £1 billion a year to the UK trade deficit. How is this allowed for in the claim of net economic benefits?

11.26 – “we expect the airport operator to seek planning permission in good time to cater for demand as it arises”

11.27 – a second runway would provide additional capacity “up to 46 mppa”

11.27 – “the new runway would generate substantial net benefits to the national economy … natural traffic growth at Stansted will be strong enough to support development … and this will provide economic benefits of the order of £9 billion” – same comment as against 11.26, except that the second runway would handle three times the passengers added by maximising use of the existing runway. The contribution to the UK balance of payments deficit would be a further £3 billion per annum. If the same rules (length of time and discounting factors) that were applied in arriving at the claimed £9 billion benefit were applied to the trade deficit, the real impact on the UK economy is a staggering £70 billion cost, not a benefit of £9 billion.

11.28 – “The Government believes the realisation of its regional and sub-regional growth objectives would be strongly complemented by expansion of Stansted. Regardless of decisions on airport capacity … the sub-region is set to grow … reflected in the designation of the London – Stansted – Cambridge area as a Growth Area in the Communities Plan” – Prescott and Darling are both intent on rubbishing our area and destroying our communities.

11.28 – “Harlow, the Lower Lea Valley and East London are all identified as Priority Areas for Economic Regeneration in Regional Planning Guidance” – but they are miles from Stansted – massive commuting goes against other Government policies, and such commuting will be costly relative to the many new low-paid jobs that would be created.

11.29 – “The package of road schemes announced by the Government in July 2003 included several improvements that will support the airport’s development, including the widening of the M25 and M11 and upgrading of the A120” – Either this means that Stansted had already been chosen or these upgrades will now need further upgrade.

11.31 – “the area within the 57 dBA noise contour will increase. Estimates suggest the numbers affected would rise to around 8,000 by 2015 and 14,000 by 2030”

11.32 – “runway operational controls might reduce impacts on the village of Takeley”

11.34 – “Subsequent work on modelling of NO2 concentrations suggests that … no exceedances of the EU limits for NO2 occur.”  - It is far from clear that this is, in fact, the case.  The ‘subsequent work’ referred to amounted to only three months measurements in the winter of 2001 and no published revision of original predictions for 25 mppa, which did predict exceedances.  There has been no subsequent work that we are aware of for the second runway option and the consultation document predicted exceedances.

11.34 – “The NOx concentration limit for the protection of vegetation is not considered to be applicable around a developed Stansted” – Why not - what about Hatfield Forest?

11.35 – The characteristics of the area around Stansted “should be preserved as much as possible, but at the same time it is important to consider the potential growth of the airport and its associated development within the wider planning context” – In other words, if it is a choice between preserving the characteristics of the local area around Stansted or expanding the airport then the Government believes that expansion must come first. 

11.36 – “The Government’s objective is to ensure the London-Stansted-Cambridge Growth Area makes a strong contribution to the Communities Plan objectives of substantial additional growth to relieve pressures both local and in the wider South East but to do this sustainably” – a new definition of ‘sustainably’ - concrete over the area - but sustainably!

11.37 – “the following are likely to require further consideration:

· West Anglia Main Line

· peak capacity at Liverpool Street and Tottenham Hale

· increased capacity on the M11 between the M25 and the airport

· enhanced local access”

11.39 – “The precise land boundary …will be a matter for the airport operator in the first instance in developing a detailed design for planning approval. However, the Government would wish the operator to consider positively how any listed buildings that would be affected might be relocated.” – put them in a tree museum.

11.40 – “The new runway would be the wide-spaced runway option presented in the consultation document” – maximum land take and leaving open the threat of further runways in the future.

11.41 – “The airport operator will need to put in place a scheme to address the problem of generalised blight resulting from the runway proposal” – not the Government! – and BAA’s definition of generalised blight seems a very narrow one – confined to properties which would either require to be demolished or perhaps be adjacent to the airport.  How about a 10-mile radius??    

11.41 – “Government supports the view that development of a second runway should be done in a way that respects the character of the countryside around Stansted”  - How can this ever be achieved?  The words are either meaningless or a total contradiction in terms.

11.41 – “Government will not promote or pay for the development of Stansted.  New airport capacity should be paid for by airport users” – careful not to say users of which airport!  However, the assurance that Government will not promote the development of Stansted is a useful one which we may wish to rely upon – and hold the Government to - in future. 

11.41 – BAA and CAA to work together to bring the development to fruition, guided by CAA’s “duties towards users of airports . . .and towards investment in new facilities at airports” – this clearly implies that the Government wishes the CAA to be flexible on the issue of cross-subsidisation – but the CAA is independent of Government and re-stated its opposition to cross-subsidisation immediately following publication of the White Paper. 

11.41 – “The airport operator will be expected to contribute to the cost of rail and road improvements to the extent that these are required to cater for airport-related traffic. Their contribution is likely to be substantial, in particular for provision of increased rail capacity” – BAA will obviously seek to minimise its contribution here, place as much of the burden as possible upon taxpayers and then claim credit for whatever part of the bill it is left with.  There is no mention of who would pay for the other associated costs of Stansted expansion e.g. ‘affordable houses’ for new airport workers and other improvements to the local infrastructure such as schools, hospitals, water supplies etc.   

11.45 – “the case for a third runway at Stansted compares unfavourably with the case for an additional new runway at either Heathrow or Gatwick. The Government does not therefore support this option” – but this does not mean the door is closed for ever.

Heathrow

11.58 – “no plans for further road widening in this area beyond that which we announced in July 2003. The solution will need to be based on improvements to public transport, which is likely to require the airport operator spending several hundred million Pounds on new rail infrastructure”

11.60 - “Heathrow is in the Green Belt” – what protection is Green Belt status?  Is this protection any greater than a Countryside Protection Zone?  In truth, the Government regards both classifications as meaningless in relation to airport expansion plans. 

11.65 – A third Heathrow runway would probably require a 6th terminal and more land take than allowed for in the consultation.

11.66 – Pending possible 3rd runway in 2015 – 2020, “it is important to consider the scope for greater utilisation of the two existing runways. For example, mixed mode operation in peak hours”

Gatwick
11.70 – “the Government’s position on the 1979 agreement [between BAA and West Sussex County Council] remains that it is highly undesirable as a matter of policy and principle to seek to overturn that agreement because (1) people should be able to continue to rely on agreements of this kind; (2) to overturn it would seriously undermine efforts to create greater certainty, thus creating unnecessary blight and anxiety and (3) it remains the case that West Sussex County Council and others are opposed to the overturning of it. We considered that it would be appropriate to seek to overturn the agreement only if there was demonstrably no alternative way forward” – There is no such concern for residents around Stansted or respect for the 1985 White Paper which upheld Planning Inspector Graham Eyre’s conclusion that there should be no development beyond the existing runway.  

11.71 – “We have concluded that the case for a runway at Gatwick is not as strong as for the options at Stansted and . . .Heathrow”

11.77 – “Gatwick is in Green Belt”

11.80 – “it is sensible for the time being to retain and provide for a suitable alternative option, should this prove necessary . . . keep open the option for a wide-spaced runway at Gatwick after 2019”

Luton
11.84 – “Luton currently handles about seven million passengers per annum, and is growing steadily towards its current planning limit of 10 mppa”

11.89 – “The Government supports the growth of Luton up to the maximum use of a single full-length runway [about 30 mppa].

Smaller South East Airports
11.94 – “further development could be possible at any of the smaller airports that have been assessed without insurmountable environmental constraints.” 
11.103 – “North Weald and White Waltham might offer potential capacity in the longer term for business aviation. Future use of North Weald is being considered by the local planning authority, but it is likely to be severely affected by our decision to support a new runway at Stansted”.

Alconbury
11.105 – “The concept of Alconbury as a specialist freight facility attracted little support, especially from within the industry.”

Alternative Proposals

11.106 – 11.119 – the Government rejects all of the development proposals which were not included in the South East Consultation Document (and which emerged independently during the course of the Consultation) i.e. Marinair, Thames Reach, Sheppey and others. This leaves BAA’s virtual monopoly position in the South East unchallenged and ignores the arguments that the relative environmental benefits of offshore airport development should be thoroughly examined.  There is no attempt to consider the trade-off between reduced environmental impact versus higher cost.       

Next Steps
12.2 – “Airport development will continue to be subject to the planning system, subject to changes announced following the Green Paper ‘Planning: delivering a fundamental change’ in December 2001“

12.2 – “Airport operators will have to meet the requirements for environmental impact assessment, and will also be expected to undertake appropriate health impact assessments”

Planning Reforms

“Changes are being made to improve the handling of developments involving major infrastructure projects, including airports. This will be facilitated by clearer Government Policy statements, such as this White Paper.”

“Coupled with this are proposals in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill that will allow an inquiry to be conducted by a team of inspectors, together with new rules governing the inquiry procedures. New draft rules were part of a consultation package published by ODPM on 13 October 2003, with comments invited by 16 January 2004. The new rules will be published at the earliest opportunity in 2004 subject to consideration of the consultation responses and to the Planning Bill receiving Royal Assent” – The new P&CP Act and new rules for inquiry procedures are intended to ‘streamline’ planning approval for major projects so as to avoid a repetition of the lengthy Heathrow Terminal 5 Inquiry.  We shall see! 
12.7 – “Airport operators are recommended to maintain a master plan document detailing development proposals. An airport master plan does not have development plan status, but the level of detail contained within it is essential to inform the content of the Local Development Framework”

12.8 – “They should include detailed proposals for surface access, environmental controls and, where appropriate, measures to address blight”

12.9 – “Airport operators should begin this process immediately, with a view to the production of new or revised master plans as soon as possible, and preferably within the next twelve months”

12.14 – “Under existing planning law . . . occupiers directly affected by airport development plans will have access in due course to statutory blight provisions. Either when planning permission is granted for the airport, or when the local development plan has been revised to reflect development proposals”

12.15 – “In addition, the law provides for compensation in respect of loss of value arising from certain indirect effects of future airport development during construction such as noise and dust . . . and for loss of value one year on from the opening of a new development and arising from its operation”

12.16 – “The prospect of airport development will in many cases have a wider impact on property values in the period before statutory protection is available. … Arrangements are … being made for non-statutory schemes to be brought forward locally by the airport operators to deal with the problem of generalised blight where runways are supported by this White Paper” 

12.19 – Regarding surface access improvements, “responsibility for bringing forward proposals and securing funding lies with airport operators, working closely with the Department for Transport, Strategic Rail Authority, Highways Agency, and regional and local bodies”

12.26 – “The Civil Aviation Authority is responsible for the planning and regulation of UK airspace… It believes that the necessary airspace capacity can, in broad terms, be provided safely through the redesign of airspace and the introduction of enhanced air traffic techniques and systems”

During 2004:
· “we expect the airport operator to move quickly to develop the detailed design for a new runway at Stansted and associated development, working closely with local communities, airport users and all relevant agencies.

· “we will consult on a new night noise regime at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted airports”

· “we will commence preparations for the inclusion of aviation in a European emissions trading scheme, with a view to making it a priority during our Presidency of the EU in 2005”

· “we will monitor progress by airports in bringing forward blight and noise mitigation schemes”

As soon as Parliamentary time permits, we will legislate to:

· “strengthen and clarify the powers to control noise at airports”

· “permit an emissions-related element in airport charges”

There is a marked absence of any move to apply tax or increase Air Passenger Duty or in any way to seek to constrain air travel. 

Annex A – UK Air Travel Forecasts up to 2030
10 – Projections are unchanged from those used in the consultation document, giving “the mid-point forecast for demand at UK airports in 2020 at 400 million passengers, rising to 500 million passengers by 2030” – no movement has been made at all towards constraint, despite the environmental, social and economic arguments.

10 – “The provision of the capacity supported by this White Paper, including new runways at Stansted and Heathrow, would permit around 470 million passengers by 2030” – with Gatwick land preserved just in case.

12 – “Since the national forecasts were published in May 2000, there appear to be factors at work leading to airline costs – and hence fares – declining faster than was previously forecast; and their effect is sufficient to offset the fall in demand expected from the impact of any economic instruments” – so, forecasts have been allowed to stand, yet there seems no move to apply economic instruments that might constrain demand. Perhaps the DfT would not instigate this, but even so, one might expect mention within a Government Policy paper if there was a real intention to implement it.

23 – “The most recent version of the DfT’s air passenger forecasting model takes account of changes in the aviation market since 2000”

24 – “The principal features of the most recent version of the model are:

· a total of 103 mppa of No Frills Carrier passengers in 2030 in the unconstrained case

· explicit modelling of the implementation of Government policy that aviation meets its external costs. However, this effect is offset by the judgement that airlines will be more successful in reducing their costs”

25 – “the NFC short-haul market has experienced continued growth. This growth has spurred competition between the NFCs and the traditional airlines, forcing costs to be cut, leading to lower fares. Together with a predicted recovery for the long-haul market as confidence returns, this should be sufficient to offset any suppressing effect of any environmental charge that might otherwise reduce air travel demand by ten per cent. The forecast of 500 mppa in 2030, assuming airport capacity is accommodating, is therefore regarded as robust” – this conclusion to the forecasts annex is almost triumphal, a victory for aviation over the environmental lobby – hardly a balanced attitude reflecting the Government’s apparent environmental and energy policies.

Annex B – Emissions Trading
1 – “The Government is committed to taking action to reduce the impact of aviation emissions on climate change. It considers that the best means of achieving this is to work with the European Commission . . . so that aviation can be included in the EU Emissions Trading Scheme with effect from 2008” – too late, and this is the aviation industry’s preferred opt-out, hiding their anticipated failure to be able to reduce the impact of aviation emissions on climate change. Allowing air travel to grow so significantly is highly unlikely to produce any savings, let alone achieve the kind of overall objectives that the Government has set. On the other hand, if the overall total of permitted emissions is progressively reduced, the market cost of opting out could have a marked increase in costs for aviation, thereby achieving a constraint of demand. It is hard to believe the industry would support emissions trading if it were expected to have such an effect.

4 – “emissions trading combines environmental effectiveness with economic efficiency”

6 – “The EU Emissions Trading Scheme, which will initially only cover emissions of CO2, will commence on 1st January 2005. The first phase runs from 2005 – 2007 and the second phase will run from 2008 – 2012 to coincide with the first Kyoto Commitment Period.

7 – “When it comes into force, the EU Emissions Trading Scheme will cover installations over a certain size in a range of industrial sectors… These include energy activities, production and processing of ferrous metals and the mineral industry. The aviation sector is not included in phase one of the scheme but the Commission is able to propose extending the activities covered by the Scheme before the start of the second phase”

8 – “The Kyoto Protocol does not currently say who is responsible for emissions from international aviation… one possible arrangement would be for the countries of departure and arrival for each flight to share the emissions equally” – that seems such a simple blinding glimpse of the obvious, it suggests nobody is really committed to getting this going.

8 – “The impact of aviation on climate change is increased over that of CO2 alone … The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report ‘Aviation and the Global Atmosphere’ included a central estimate that the impact of aviation emissions was 2.7 times the impact of CO2 alone. A decision would be needed on how the extra impact of aviation should be taken into account when designing the sector’s participation in the trading regime” – Although the Government is recognising the big issue, there is no real indication that it intends to do very much about it.  In fact the Government knows very well that it will be a very difficult and lengthy process to establish any form of effective EU emissions trading scheme in a negotiating scenario which will include the EU Commission, every EU Member State plus all the major national and international airlines and other aviation interests.  The prospect of an effective global scheme is even more dubious.  Even if the principle were agreed, there is endless scope for procrastination on the mechanics/details and the aviation industry has no reason to do anything other than drag out the discussions forever.  

9 – “the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) in 2001 endorsed the development of an open emissions trading scheme for international aviation, and requested the ICAO Council to develop, as a matter of priority … progress is likely to take time“ – the ICAO is the body which perpetuates the 1944 agreement not to tax aviation fuel – it is not renowned for its understanding of the word ‘priority’. 

10 – “That is why we have concluded that an effective mechanism on an EU basis should be pursued” – This sounds like action but the Government knows that progress will be at a snail’s pace within the EU – even if high priority were attached to the objective. It won’t have high priority.  It will languish around for years without anything of substance happening.   

Annex E – Integrated Policy Appraisal
This is a totally biased appraisal full of spin and misleading statements.  The positives are emphasised and negatives minimised, and several key negatives are omitted completely. Many others are dismissed with a vague “depending on options chosen” or “the options have varying impacts” – these are not options any more, for the Government has made its choices!

For example, there is no reference to the adverse impact on UK tourism of sending more people abroad for holidays, and no mention of the likely enormous net present value of the additional balance of payments deficit that will arise. Annex E does quote the entirely spurious £9 billion net present value of economic benefits that would arise from Stansted expansion.  It also states that 56,000 additional jobs (direct and indirect) might be created by a second Stansted runway by 2030. (This compares to 117,000 for a new runway at Heathrow and 64,000 for a new wide-spaced runway at Gatwick.)

Under the heading ‘Social’, the responses to questions on health and NHS start with “Air travel has a number of positive health and social benefits”, but fails to list the issues identified in SSE’s submission or the requirement for another general hospital that will be needed if 56,000 families move into the area.

In response to levels of education we get “There have been suggestions that aircraft noise may affect children’s cognitive development, but no evidence so far of any pronounced or lasting effects” - we are reassured by “DfT sponsored research”.  This is just about as reassuring as the tobacco industry advising on the health benefits of smoking! 

In response to a question on access to facilities etc, part of the biased response is “further development at airports could adversely affect the rural environment and people’s enjoyment of it, particularly in the Stansted area.” - Have any of the Government ministers who adopted this platitude tried an afternoon walk around Broxted or Thaxted?

In response to the question, “Will the policy consume a substantial volume of natural, non-renewable resources?” there is no mention of aviation fuel, whilst water difficulties are minimised.

