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South East Plan Examination in Public

STATEMENT by

The Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign
Introduction
1. This statement refers to Matter 3, Regional Transport Strategy, question 3.5: ‘should the draft RTS have reflected to a greater extent the provisions of the Air Transport White Paper, particularly at Gatwick (Policy T9)?’   BAA have suggested that the Plan should do so, and we assume that by this they mean that the Plan should contain a more specific reference to the possibility of a new runway at Gatwick or at Heathrow.  


2. GACC is the main voluntary environmental body concerned with Gatwick.  We will also be speaking for HACAN Clearskies, our sister environmental body at Heathrow.  We assume that the reference in the Question ‘particularly at Gatwick’ is because Gatwick lies within the South East Region whereas Heathrow is just outside.

3. We fully support the South East Plan, both Policy T9 and the supporting text, in regard to Gatwick and Heathrow.  In our view it is a sensible description of the present situation.   It reflects a decision taken by the Regional Assembly;  it is based on sound research;  it notes the conflict between the Air Transport White Paper and other government policies;  and it takes into account the uncertainties which are contained within the White Paper itself.

4. The Planning and Compensation Act 2004 states that The RSS must set out the Secretary of State’s policies (however expressed) in relation to the development and use of land within the region.    But the Secretary of State does not have a definite policy for a runway at Gatwick.  The White Paper states that a new runway should be built at Stansted, and after that perhaps at Heathrow or perhaps at Gatwick.  If the purpose of the South East Plan is to enable strategic decisions to be taken on the infrastructure of the region then it would not make much sense to base the Plan on something so uncertain.


5. As is well known, there is a legal agreement which prevents the start of construction of a second runway at Gatwick before August 2019.  The Aviation White Paper confirms that the government will not seek to overturn this agreement.  BAA, in their recent Interim Gatwick Master Plan, state that even if it were decided to build a new runway, it would not open until 2023 or 2024 at the earliest.
  Massive public opposition could be expected to delay that date by at least two years.  Therefore it may not even fall within the Plan timescale.


6. The timing of any new runway at Heathrow is almost equally distant.  BAA now state that the new Stansted runway is not likely to open before 2015/16.
    The White Paper envisaged a  new runway at Heathrow some four to eight years after the completion  of the Stansted runway.  Add at least another two years for massive public opposition, and the opening of any new Heathrow runway comes well towards the end of the Plan timescale.  The Plan is therefore, in our view, sensible in stating that ‘The situation will be reviewed in light of any future Ministerial decision, or as part of the first review of the Plan, whichever comes first.’

7. BAA Gatwick argue in their recent Gatwick Interim Master Plan that the South East Plan should contain a reference, as in the White Paper, to the need to safeguard land at Gatwick in case it is decided at some future date to build a runway there.  That, we would maintain, is far too detailed a matter to be contained in the Plan.  It is already included in the draft Crawley LDF, and that is the proper place. 

8. Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act requires the RSS to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.
  The South East Plan is correct in stating that the Air Transport White Paper does not meet this requirement.
  Research by the consultants Roger Tym for the Assembly concluded that:  In our judgment the Aviation White Paper is not compliant with the Government’s Sustainability Strategy.  Nor does the Aviation White Paper comply with the approach laid out in the Energy White Paper – indeed, it makes the Energy White Paper’s target of a 60% cut in carbon emissions by 2050 seemingly unobtainable.  We agree.

9. These views have been confirmed by numerous subsequent reports.  The House of Commons Environmental Audit Select Committee found the White Paper inconsistent with climate change targets.
  The Sustainable Development Commission has said the same.. The Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research has found that ‘if the UK Government follows the scientific consensus that a 450 ppm stabilisation level is required, then the aviation sector will exceed the carbon target for all sectors by 2050.’ 
 A recent report by the Oxford University Environmental Change Institute concludes that: the UK will be unable to meet its targets for reducing climate change impacts without action to curb the demand for air travel.


10.  The conclusion of all these reports is that the government will need to restrict the growth in air travel, and thus make the need for any new runway at Heathrow or Gatwick unlikely.

11.  BAA claim that all the climate change impact of aviation will be dealt with if aviation is brought into the EU emissions trading scheme, as is government policy.  It should, however, be noted that in June 2006 the European Parliament voted by 439 votes to 74 in favour of extremely strict proposals for admitting aviation to the emissions trading scheme.  If these proposals are confirmed by the Commission and by the Council of Ministers, they would make any new runway at Gatwick or Heathrow otiose.


12.  It is also increasingly recognised that the Air Transport White Paper was flawed in that it based its predictions for new runways on the assumption that between now and 2030 there would be no change in the taxation of air travel.  The European Parliament, in the same vote of 439 to 74, called for the introduction of a tax on aviation fuel.  It was significant that this demand was supported by a majority of the elected representatives from each of the 25 member states.   The Environmental Audit Committee has called for an immediate raising of the Air Passenger Duty.

13. It may be noted that the Air Transport White Paper is not an Act of Parliament.  It is merely a statement of the current policy of the current Government in 2003.  It has not been approved by Parliament   BAA themselves make the point that if another runway is ever built at Gatwick, the location and the capacity of the runway might well differ from those in the White Paper.

14.  In expressing some scepticism about a new runway at Gatwick, the Plan reflects the views of the local authorities around Gatwick.   In 2003 over 80 local authorities and environmental groups carefully considered the Air Transport Consultation and decided to express opposition to any new runway.    Every County, Borough, District and Parish Council, and every MP, in the Gatwick area expressed opposition to any new runway.
 

15. In not rushing to approve new runways, the Plan also reflects public opinion.  A survey by MORI for the Airfields Environment Trust in May 2006 showed that 37% of the public would support a policy to slow down the growth in air travel while only 22% would opposed it.  When told the facts about climate change, more than three to one were in favour of restricting aviation growth.   68% of the public put protecting the environment above economic growth in the air travel industry.  Only 11% thought  economic growth in the aviation industry should have priority over the environment.


16. The decision not to include a more specific reference to the possibility of new runways at either Heathrow or Gatwick was taken by the full Regional Assembly in plenary session.  It would therefore be a serious constitutional step for the Panel to recommend that this decision should be overturned.  Members of the Assembly might well conclude that they were wasting their time, and could leave all decisions on the South East Plan to be taken by GOSE.  The public might well ask what is the purpose of having a Regional Assembly?   

17. The East of England Plan has already had its Examination in Public, and a similar issue arose as to what to say about full use of the existing runway at Stansted, and what the plan should say about a second runway at Stansted.  The conclusions of the EIP Panel were:   For the RSS the main issue is to decide upon the best way to provide for the housing, employment and other development associated with the airport and its growth. On the expansion of the Airport itself, there could be much unnecessary argument about whether the Plan should express a view in favour of one runway or two. Either way the growth of traffic on the current runway is likely to proceed at whatever pace the market dictates until such time as the operator's long term confidence results in a decision to proceed with a second runway. Although supported by the ATWP, a second runway remains to be brought forward and considered through the proper statutory processes. It is in that sense immaterial whether the RSS "supports" one runway or two, and we conclude that the [references to supporting the full use of the existing runway] are inappropriate." 


18. The East of England Panel also concluded (Policy E14):  We indicated at an early stage that we did not consider it fruitful to use time at the EiP discussing "regional policy" on the future role of Stansted and Luton Airports (as opposed to associated off-airport development implications) as this has already been decided at national level through the Air Transport White Paper. Draft Policy E14
amounts to an EERA position statement on its conditional support for
expansion at the airports and is not consistent with the content of the
White Paper. In our view the policy should simply be confined to a statement
about the key factors (other than the White Paper) that will have to be
considered when decisions are made about the master plans and the future
individual phases of development, namely the sustainable development
principles set out in Policy SS1 (changed as we recommend at R4.1), other
polices in the RSS, Environmental Impact Assessment as appropriate, and the
approach to accommodating related development. 


19. In our view, the East of England Panel were wise not to get involved in the hugely contentious issues of new runways.  The South East Plan, as at present drafted, follows the same line.  We hope the Panel will recommend no change.
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