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Matter 5:  Regional Transport Strategy
Matter 5D:  Airports
(i)
Does Policy RT 3 provide a sustainable strategic context for the develop-ment of and surface access to the region’s airports?  Is it consistent with other policies in Draft RSS and national policy context inc. the ATW?
Draft Policy RT 3 does not provide a sustainable strategic context for the development of and surface access to the region’s airports because:
(1)
It provides a framework which is too uncritical and unrestrictive and which encourages the misnomer that there are positive economic outcomes as a result of aviation activity.  In a nutshell, the policy is saying the economic benefits of airports are so great that local authorities should not hinder their expansion if they can possibly avoid it and it is acceptable for the airports to export some of the outcomes of their business, even if these are unsustainable off-shoots (such as car parking). This perspective ignores the well established fact that there is a multi-billion pound net economic deficit to the UK from aviation despite its economic usefulness to business.  This conundrum was examined in some detail from a regional perspective by Professor John Whitelegg in a report he wrote for the North West Regional Group of the Campaign to Protect Rural England in 2003:  ‘The Economics of Aviation’ [Ref: SLD/CPRE/5].  NW TAR commend this to the EIP Panel. 
(2)
In effect the policy endorses the Airport Master Plans unseen.  Although all UK commercial airports were required by the DfT to have produced Draft Master Plans by the end of last year, (an extended deadline from that given in the Aviation White Paper), none of the North West’s airports met that deadline.  As a result, at the time Draft RSS was signed off, their contents were unknown. Even more reprehensibly, the region’s two biggest airports - Manchester and Liverpool John Lennon - did not publish their Master Plans until after close of consultation on Draft RSS and the consultation closing dates for all three airport Master Plans were long afterwards.  NW TAR therefore assumes that the Panel have seen few responses to these Master Plans.  We attempt to partially rectify this situation by appending our submissions on them as supplementary documents SLD/NWTAR/6, 7 & 8.  We would point out to the Panel a common thread is that all seek to sprawl onto Green Belt.  Blackpool wants to merge the airport facilities with an adjoining commercial estate (owned by the same developers) and build leisure facilities, Manchester wants to use its existing footprint for more offices and car parking and expand aprons and taxiways over adjoining countryside (including a SSSI) and Liverpool wants to build a cargo centre on the open, specially designated, land between it and the Mersey.  And both Manchester and Liverpool John Lennon also demand new road access.

(3)
The policy pays no heed at all in its present form to the region’s sustainability agenda – Action for Sustainability [Ref. SLD/NWTAR/1]. (Url: http://rpg.nwra.gov.uk/uploads/rpg_ChMU_AfS_Complete.pdf].  Expanding the airports would, effectively, contravene every one of the AfS’s long term goals (Section 1, page 4) as well as its priority of ‘Sustainable transport and access’.  NW TAR notes that in a re-written (second) draft of this policy which was shared with the Regional Transport Advisory Group in September, there is a proposal by the NWRA, in a new second paragraph, to encourage the airports to set themselves challenging targets for increasing the proportion of journeys to the airports by passengers and staff by public transport and cycling.   Whilst this is a small but welcome step, the proposed policy is weakened yet again by the use of the word “should” rather than “must”.   NW TAR would also point out that in another part of the policy the RSS is encouraging the airports to develop off-site facilities (which can include car parks).  Manchester only recently applied for planning permission for more off-site car parking on greenfields and already assembles some of its staff at locations outside but close to its boundaries, transports them over the boundaries in buses and counts them for the purposes of its green travel plan as having arrived by non-car mode.  However, it has to be said that measures such as this and promises by Manchester Airport in its Master Plan to adopt green energy policies for its buildings amount to dealing with a mouse in the corner whilst ignoring the elephant in the room.

(4)
The elephant in the room which the Draft NW RSS and the Airport Master Plans is failing to deal with is climate change.   Air travel is the most polluting of all methods of transport and the fastest growing source of CO2 emissions.   How can the air transport business “provide a sustainable context”?   How can this policy sit comfortably alongside Policy DP 1 now – let alone if the climate change part of that policy is strengthened as we have appealed for it to be?   The Assembly argue in their submission that such issues are national ones and not for them to deal with – but this RSS could make a significant contribution by adopting regional climate change targets.  Also, NW TAR wonders whether there are going to be any challengers to the growth in passenger figures and flights which all three North West airports predict?  are they realistic – either cumulatively or individually?  This query applies particularly to Manchester Airport which has not amended its passenger forecasts in spite of the coming on stream of Doncaster Robin Hood Airport (formerly RAF Finningley). At the time the Aviation White Paper was published, the results of the planning inquiry into Finningley becoming a commercial airport were unknown.  Manchester Airport, which draws many of its customers from the North East and Yorkshire and Humber regions, demonstrated their concerns at what Finningley would mean to their business by appearing as objectors at the public inquiry.  Yet, although Finningley/ Robin Hood was granted permission and has since opened for business with its own very optimistic passenger projections, Manchester Airport has not amended its forecasts.     
The second part of the Panel’s question asks about the national policy context.  This is difficult to answer because, as the Panel will be well aware, national transport policy is contradictory.  

It would probably be accurate to say that the proposed regional policy on airports is reasonably consistent with the Aviation White Paper.  But the Aviation White Paper is far from consistent with international and national commitments on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  According to the House of Commons Environment Audit Committee, the projected increase in emissions from aviation will wipe out the Government’s Kyoto promises on CO2 and its domestic reductions programme.  
The government’s airport expansion programme flies in the face of dire warnings, reports and recommendations published at regular intervals by august bodies such as the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution and the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research and by a host of environmental bodies.  All agree, more and more people will be affected by poor air quality and, even if aircraft noise can be mitigated, more and more people will be affected by it.

The surface access strategies for Manchester and Liverpool John Lennon rely as part of a suite of access options on improved and new road links, which beg the question – why would passengers switch to public transport access if improved road access is provided?  Basically, the airports want some of everything – every-thing from helicopters and private light aircraft to road, heavy rail, light rail, taxi, etc., etc.  If any other businesses were so rapacious in their demands for land and surface access requirements whilst at the same time polluting the environment to unacceptable levels, they would no doubt risk prosecution but the aviation industry seems to lead a charmed life and attract a host of special dispensations.

This submission is not the place to debate the need for fairer national taxes and penalties for the environmental harm being caused by aviation but it is the place to tackle non-essential development and surface access at these three North West airports.  The Panel would perform a great service to local communities and the environments around the airports by recommending some constraints.  They may wish to consider not allowing the construction of non-essential commercial development or leisure development on the grounds that both or either would (a) attract even more journeys to the airports and (b) the capacity is not there to accommodate them without there being knock-on implications for Green Belt, green fields and protected areas.  The Panel may also wish to consider inserting a clause in the RSS aviation policy which would go some way towards attempting to offset some of the environmental damage caused by the airports, eg. requiring that every effort must be made to first provide high quality public transport access to the airports before road transport is improved.  This should include the require-ment to weigh the costs, benefits and disbenefits of heavy and light rail options against road alternatives.  This would be in keeping with the last two Transport White Papers both of which said new roads should only be built as a last resort.  
3 of 5

