Respondent: Macclesfield Borough Council                     Ref No: 613


                                                                                           Matter No: 5D

Matter 5D: Airports

(i)  
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?)

Comments on Interim Draft RSS

Reference is made to the Borough Council’s comments at the Interim Draft Stage.

Comments on Submission Draft RSS

The reference in the Policy and the supporting text to the White Paper is considered to be important and is supported.

The policy also states that in determining requirements for physical expansion of the airport, beyond the existing boundary for aviation-related needs, account should be taken of the scope for intensification and rationalisation of all activities and facilities within existing boundaries; the scope for relocating off-site those operational activities and facilities that are not essential for the day-to-day function of the airport and whose relocation would be consistent with relevant plans and strategies; and the scope for developing off-site all other activities and facilities whilst retaining conformity with relevant plans and strategies.  This approach is supported.  The policy should, however, be strengthened by stating that physical expansion beyond the existing boundary for aviation-related needs will only be acceptable when all other options have been exhausted.  The Council strongly objects to paragraph 7.21 which already appears to accept the case for changes to the Green Belt to meet operational aviation related infrastructure requirements at Manchester Airport.  This is without an adequate evidence base and justification to support such changes.

The supporting text (Para 10.12) states that Airport operators should 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, and environmental targets that will reduce noise and atmospheric pollution from surface activities.  This paragraph is supported, although it could be strengthened by introducing modal split targets and by stating that reducing dependence on the private car and reducing noise and atmospheric pollution should be pre-requisites of air traffic growth.  Also it should be noted that there will be substantial road traffic growth given the projected growth of airport. It should be made clear which road schemes are a prerequisite of airport growth.

Manchester Airport has a significant impact on Macclesfield Borough, given its location within (the Second Runway) and immediately adjacent to the Borough.  If this issue is identified for discussion at the Examination in Public the Borough Council would welcome the opportunity to be represented, since any changes will have a direct impact on the Borough.

Suggested Changes

The policy should, however, be strengthened by stating that physical expansion beyond the existing boundary for aviation-related needs will only be acceptable when all other options have been exhausted.  

Strengthen Paragraph 10.12 by introducing modal split targets and by stating that reducing dependence on the private car and reducing noise and atmospheric pollution should be pre-requisites of air traffic growth.  Also it should be noted that there will be substantial road traffic growth given the projected growth of airport. It should be made clear which road schemes are a prerequisite of airport growth.
Background Evidence to Support Macclesfield’s Case

In response to the matters identified by the Panel, the Borough Council wishes to make the following additional representations in relation to the application of the policy to the development of and surface access to Manchester Airport. Although terminal facilities are located in Manchester City, most of the airport’s second runway is located in Macclesfield Borough, and some associated operational and non-operational development. Macclesfield Borough is significantly affected by environmental implications of the operation of the airport including noise, traffic, authorised and unauthorised airport car parking, urban encroachment into surrounding countryside all of which is Green Belt and some of which has high landscape nature conservation value and pressure on limited land availability.

Policy RT3 is broadly consistent with the Aviation White Paper. It provides a sustainable strategic context for the development of Manchester Airport subject to the strengthening requested in the Borough Council’s original representation above. 

On its own it does not provide a strategic context for surface access to the airport. Other transport policies do not make sufficiently clear the essential surface access infrastructure required (roads and public transport) to enable the level of growth envisaged in the Aviation White Paper.  As with other large scale development proposals the Airport should make a financial contribution to the transport infrastructure which serves the site.  The level of contributions should reflect the scale of the proposals.  This has generally not been the case in relation to recent significant proposals at the airport.

Other policies in submitted RSS are not consistent with RT3 in particular policy MCR 3 on which the Borough Council has made the following representation.

“In identifying Manchester Airport as a key growth driver MCR3 potentially conflicts with RT3. MCR3 could imply non-essential development taking place at the Airport. It is inappropriate to require economic development, in sectors other than those mentioned in the policy, to meet all of the criteria listed in the policy. As it stands the policy is too restrictive and will prevent economic development in some areas where it is needed. MCR3 should incorporate a section on North Cheshire which states that it is an area of restraint where new development will be restricted, as expressed in SD4 of the existing RSS. Rather than continuing the policy of restraint, MCR3 allows for targetted growth across the southern parts of the MCR. This could seriously undermine the ability of the northern part of the City Region to attract both employment and housing to help regeneration in line with the Northern Way. It will also place the southern part of the City Region under significant development pressure with potential adverse impacts across the region. Remove Manchester Airport from the list of key growth drivers. Amend the policy to read: Provide for economic development in other sectors where it meets all one of the following criteria: -It is required to meet local needs; -It is in an area of significant deprivation; - It is within an existing employment area: and it is of an appropriate scale.”

Observations on other submissions at deposit stage on policy RT3

Manchester Airport PLC (ref 648) – this submission does not draw attention to the Aviation White Paper’s reference to environmental safeguards upon which growth is contingent.

AGMA (ref 531) – the reference to surface access requirements is supported. This includes highway improvements as well as public transport improvements outside Greater Manchester as well as within.

Cheshire County Council (ref 426) – supported

CPRE (ref 584) – the Borough Council does not support deletion of the policy. Reference to robust environmental plans supported.

NWRDA (ref 498) – supported

Emerson Group (ref 569) – supported

Airport Master Plan Consultation

The consultation has only recently concluded. The Borough Council would wish its response to the consultation below taken into account by the panel insofar as it relates to the discussion on policy RT3

1.1
“The Borough Council welcomes the preparation of the draft Master Plan and the extensive consultation on it. It would wish to be actively involved in progressing the draft to its final form.

1.2   The Borough Council welcomes the following elements of the Master Plan:

· Proposals for advanced mitigation works on land between A538 and the River Bollin

· The commitment to extensive consultation proposals to modify use of air space to maximise runway capacity. Significant changes may be needed to maximise runway capacity

· Ongoing restraint on use of Runway 2 at night in line with planning conditions and obligations

· Commitment to no further runways during the life of the Master Plan

· Concentration of terminal development on the existing three terminal locations

· Long-term proposals for an additional fuel pipeline to avoid transport of aviation fuel on the highway network. It will be important for the proposal to be sensitively designed and executed.

· Financial and advocacy support for improvements to the strategic and local highway network. It is important to acknowledge that lack of progress in transport infrastructure will impede airport growth plans. The views of the Highways Agency in relation to the motorways and A556 and Highway Authorities in relation to other roads will be important in this regard.

1.3  The Borough Council objects to the following elements of the Master Plan:

· The implication that the list of operational uses from the Manchester UDP is applicable in parts of the operational area in the Borough. Not all uses so defined (including hotels and car parks) are appropriate any where within the operational area. Some of these uses introduce unnecessary traffic onto airport roads.

· Proposals to remove land in Manchester City Council’s area from the Green Belt without a thorough evaluation of the impact of proposed land uses on the Green Belt and land with sensitive natural and built heritage designations

· The mix of proposed uses on land to the west of A538 including apron extensions, car parking and freight operations and the consequent urbanisation effect on the area close to the Bollin Valley removing the existing buffer between hard airport uses and the Bollin Valley

· The lack of a comprehensive evidence based parking policy involving options in terms of charging policy linked to implementation of Travel Plans, involving on and off site provision, which makes the best use of land using a sequential test approach (e.g. land within existing built up areas and / or multi storey format at the airport); and policy support for local planning authorities dealing with unauthorised off airport parking. The failure to set out the implications of applying financial disincentives to passengers being dropped off and picked up on car parking levels and the need for improved public transport levels including within the Borough

1.4 
The Borough Council expresses concern about the following elements of the Master Plan:

· The failure to set out pre-conditions which must be met in terms of surface access and environmental impact before airport growth can occur

· The lack of evidence base in terms of the results of the forecasting work undertaken to inform the Master Plan – and the stopping short at 2015 of some of the forecasts made, while attempting to define land use and surface access needs and noise and air quality impacts to 2030

· The lack of clarity of the proposals for freight forwarding/logistics uses possibly involving land use changes

· Whilst many aspects of a Sustainability Appraisal have been undertaken, the failure to bring these together in a single structured document. 

· The reliance on Metrolink to enable public transport targets to be met given its funding uncertainties. 

· Whether the reference to a sequential approach applies only to the preparation of the Master Plan, or whether it will be applied further before individual proposals come forward

· Design implications of taxiway development between the two runways on the area on A538 between the A538 airport tunnels

· The extent of the possible relocation of aircraft viewing facilities within the Borough

· The impact of the proposal for a western rail link.

· The nature of possible park and ride facilities. 

· The lack of measurable targets in many of the areas identified for environmental mitigation

· Given the timing of publication of the draft, the land take impact of increased security measures will need to be considered

1.5 
The Borough Council notes that there is a need to review the content of existing legal agreements concerning the relationship between airport activity and the local community, given the elapse of time since the planning consents to which the agreements are related, and given the extended scope of future obligations. It would welcome the opportunity to explore an appropriate legal mechanism for extending the obligations including “mediation” as being considered at an increasing number of major European airports.
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