North West RSS Examination in Public

Written Statement on behalf of Friends of the Earth North West

Matter 5D: Transport: Airports
Does Policy RT3 provide a sustainable strategic context for the development of and surface access to the region's airports, and is it consistent with other policies in the draft RSS and national policy context including the Air Transport White Paper (2003)?

Sustainable Development?
1.  In developing this response we have taken the definition of the word 'sustainable' to mean 'sustainable development' (SD) as set out as a core purpose for RSSs in PPS1 and PPS 11; and secondly as defined in the UK Government Sustainable Development Strategy Securing our future.  The latter has two important bearings on this question:

-  It re-emphasises the importance of taking forward all of the 'three pillars' of SD in an integrated way (that is, without privileging the economic pillar).  UKSDS p.17 & 19  See document FOE1 for a further commentary on this.  The Panel will also want to have regard to the particular definitions of 3 of the 5 ‘Guiding Principles’ of the Strategy: 'Living within Environmental Limits', 'Achieving a Sustainable Economy', and 'Using Sound Science Responsibly' p.16
-  It makes particular comment about the threat of climate change; the need to decouple emissions growth from economic growth; and the contribution that aviation emissions already make to total UK CO2 emissions.  Chapter 4 is entitled 'Confronting the greatest threat: climate change and energy'; the conclusion from Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) 3.35 that 'forecasts have suggested that by 2030 emissions from aviation could amount to about a quarter of the UK's total contribution to climate change' is repeated as one of the five facts initiating this chapter.  In terms of its current contribution UKSDS states: 'The UK aviation sector contributed about 5.5% of the UK's carbon dioxide emissions in 2000, and as a result of radiative forcing (RF) 11% of the total UK climate change impact.' p.85  Aviation emissions are included within the 'decoupling impacts' that the UKSDS is seeking to influence p.65.

2.  Comparing policy RT3 with the broad assessment framework of the UKSDS our principal conclusions are:

-  It violates both the requirement to treat all three pillars equally, and the guiding principles, by its privileging of economic factors in determining the policy driver - in its opening and closing paragraphs.  As a separate issue, we have also submitted that RSS may be in breach of article 8 of the EU SEA Directive for failing to properly 'take account of' the findings of its sustainability appraisal concerning aviation.

-  It has ignored both the policy statements contained in ATWP itself and the UKSDS concerning the substantial and growing contribution of aviation emissions to climate change, and has also ignored developing 'sound science'.  

3.  In our consultation response, we referred to work being undertaken, both for FOE and independently, by the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research, to identify the total UK carbon allowance available to 2050, the slope of carbon reduction trajectories required to meet UK targets, and the contributory role of individual sectors including aviation.  This work has now further advanced, and we have set out its conclusions and how in particular it relates to aviation in document FOE2.

4.  There are three conclusions can be drawn from relating the two Tyndall reports together:

-  "Assuming emissions can actually be stabilised by 2010, the mean annual reduction in carbon intensity between 2010 and 2030 is in the region of 9%, with the decade between 2020 and 2030 requiring a drastic 13% reduction in carbon intensity year on year" (Tyndall) - which is a hugely challenging rate of decarbonisation.

-  In view of the very high annual rate of aviation emissions growth, combined with the inability of emissions trading to abate that growth in the short-term (and in fact in the long term as well), the one thing we should not be doing is actually promoting the expansion of aviation, which is however what we see both the Regional Authorities and the airports themselves  seeking to do.  Instead, the absolute priority must be upon stabilising aviation emissions, in the case of RSS by not including a supportive policy framework.

-  Over the long-term, this expansion of aviation emissions will damage the competitiveness of the regional economy by generating an increase in the cost of carbon for all other economic and social sectors.

5.  The Regional Assembly have put an additional impediment in the way of restraining aviation emissions by their failure to incorporate a regional climate change reduction target within policy DP1 (as we have requested).  If they had, the effect of policy RT3 would have been to comprehensively undermine the achievement of that target.  The Regional Assembly avoid that occurrence by the contrivance of not setting a regional target at all!
Consistency with policy frameworks
6.  The second paragraph of Policy RT3  states that the 'future operational and infrastructure requirements, surface access demands and environmental impacts' for the 3 principal regional airports should be identified in Airport Master Plans (AMPs) and other  strategies, based on the strategic framework for the development of airport capacity set out in ATWP.

7.  All three airports have now produced AMPs (which by the time of debate in January 2007 may have concluded their consultation process), which promote growth as follows:

Manchester: from 22mppa in 2006; to 37-39mppa in 2015; and around 50mppa in 2030 - this level of growth is consistent with ATWP para.8.7
Liverpool:  from 4.5mppa in 2006; to 8.3mppa in 2015; and 12.3mppa in 2030 - consistent with ATWP para.8.17
Blackpool: from 0.35mppa in 2005; to 2.7/3.1mppa in 2015; and 3.4/4.3mppa in 2030 - here the position of ATWP is that: 'any proposals that come forward to cater for future expansion should be determined locally'.

8.  Aggregating these figures identifies that growth is forecast to be from around 27mppa now, to around 50mppa in 2015, and then to around 66.5mppa in 2030 - that is an increase of 85% in the 10 years to 2015, and 146% to 2030.  In the case of both Manchester and Liverpool, however, the forecast annual growth rates in the second period to 2030 have been reduced to quite unlikely levels (around 2% and 2.65% p.a respectively) within the AMPs, so that the 2030 totals will probably be exceeded.

9.  In terms of 'environmental impacts', the AMPs for Manchester and Liverpool essentially take two approaches:

- They identify considerable negative impacts on such as landtake, greenbelt, road traffic, aircraft noise - which, in summary, they ignore but expect the local area and community to accept.  They are probably confident that the local planning authorities will work with them to impose these impacts.  Manchester Airport is proposing an extension of its operational area in excess of 100 hectares, including removal of land from Greenbelt either for car parking or operational development.  The AMP also does not disclose the additional number of people likely to be within its daytime 57 dBA noise contour in 2030; the preparatory papers for the White Paper indicated that this could be as much as 25,000.  For Liverpool the principal impact is the proposal to site an air cargo centre on agricultural land to the south of the airport operational boundary, and adjacent to the estuary.  This would involve an extension of the operational boundary, a land take of some 60 hectares, and the removal of the site from Greenbelt AMP 7.64-65.  

-  In terms of climate change, there is superficially a distinction between the two airports (Manchester acknowledges the seriousness of the issue; Liverpool makes more token references to it) but in practice both make no substantive response at all to the huge emissions growth that will result as a result of the airport growth that they and their AMPs are promoting.  They take the view that it is the responsibility of some other authority or party, and not them, to deal with this problem; and that therefore - in the absence of they themselves having to take a responsibility - they can continue to promote emissions growth as fast as possible.  It will be recalled that the DfT is forecasting regional airport emissions growth of between 312-375% between 2000 and 2030. 

10.  In terms of 'surface access demands' again both take a similar approach: there is an apparent policy focus on 'improving public transport surface access targets', but in fact this disguises the very large increase in the absolute amount of car traffic generated by the airside growth - and consequently in proposals for increases in road and car parking capacity - which consequently overwhelms the percentage improvements in public transport targets.  In the case of Manchester, the number of parking spaces proposed increases in the nine years to 2015 from 35,750 to 42,300, or nearly 20%; whilst the absolute amount of road traffic growth generated is not adequately disclosed.  For Liverpool there is an increase in car trips of 90% in the decade to 2015; with 4,200 additional parking spaces to be provided just by 2015 alone, and around another 3,500 in the period to 2030 - an increase of 65% and nearly 120% respectively

11.  It is unclear whether the very substantial costs associated with providing additional off-site transport infrastructure will be met by the airport authorities in conformity with the requirements of the ATWP paras.4.56-58.  Manchester airport have indicated their willingness to meet their required contribution (or part thereof); the recent history for Liverpool tends to support the view that these considerable costs will be substantially transferred to the public sector.

12.  The purpose of surface access 'improvements' so far as the Regional Assembly is concerned is not to respond to the social, environmental and financial impacts caused by the unrestrained growth of airport operations, but instead to remove obstacles "which may impede expansion to achieve the White Paper's forecast growth figures and contribution to the development of the national and regional economies."  The absence of modal share targets within policy is explained in the accompanying text, which indicates that this is a matter for the operators themselves - a complete abdication of responsibility: "Airport operators should also set themselves challenging targets for increasing the proportion of journeys made to airports by public transport, cycling and walking in Surface Access Strategies that will reduce dependence on the private car ... para.10.12 FOE emphasis  This position is not at all credible - and is actually also inconsistent with the White Paper itself paragraph 4.56: why should airport operators set challenging targets for themselves that will only increase their own costs?; and as we have demonstrated absolute dependency on the private car is in fact increasing as a result of these growth plans

13.  The third paragraph of RT3 ('In determining requirements for physical expansion beyond

the existing boundary for aviation-related needs, proposals and schemes should take into account of ...') appears to have the intention of actually exporting airport related uses beyond the operational boundary, and the several bullet points also seem to work in contrary directions: 

-  The first is intended to promote the intensification of uses within the boundary in order to limit a need for expansion beyond it (and properly so; this is a claimed feature of the Manchester AMP, although they end up also seeking a very substantial increase in the operational area)

-  Whilst the second and third encourage the transfer first of all of 'operational activities' off-site, and then what are termed ambiguously 'all other activities and facilities' to off-site locations.  No explanation of this 2nd category is provided in the accompanying text.
