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INTRODUCTION

This paper is in 3 parts.  The first section sets out the formal views of the South East England Development Agency (SEEDA) taken by the Board at its meeting on 21 November 2002.  The second is a summary of the conclusions upon which these views are based, followed by a detailed analysis of the issues that SEEDA has considered. 

THE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF AIR TRANSPORT

SOUTH EAST ENGLAND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

NOVEMBER 2002

SECTION A:  SEEDA’s RECOMMENDATIONS TO GOVERNMENT

1. SEEDA welcomes the national view being taken to develop a sustainable airports policy.  For this reason, SEEDA’s views are informed by work undertaken by consultants on behalf of all 9 RDAs in order to set out a common approach.

2. SEEDA accepts the wide range of variables inherent in forecasting demand for aviation over the next 30 years.  But in the light of the sustained growth in the region over the past 30 years, the middle range forecasts are accepted as a reasonable basis for assessing how much runway and terminal capacity should be provided.

3. An incremental approach is recommended to providing this capacity in the South East region.  The maximum use of existing capacity and planned additions at Heathrow, Stansted, Gatwick and Luton should be the first choice, as is proposed in the SERAS document as the Government’s own starting point.

4. Even taking into account the substantial environmental impacts and pressures for further housing and employment growth in the western part of the region, a third short runway at Heathrow is recommended to reinforce its unique international hub role.  This new runway should be secured by the Government directly using Parliamentary powers rather than relying on the promoter to bring forward a planning application.

5. This third runway at Heathrow should be the maximum growth there.  SEEDA questions the Government’s decision not to consider Gatwick in the options, which means that expansion of Heathrow would be accompanied by a second runway at Stansted.  According to the pace of future aviation growth in the South East, a future review of aviation policy should consider either a second runway at Gatwick or a third runway at Stansted, and these long term options kept open by safeguarding the necessary land.

6. The option of a completely new airport at Cliffe is rejected, in view of the massive capital costs, doubts about feasibility, the long lead time before new capacity could be provided, and the strong environmental constraints on major development on the North Kent Marshes.

7. The role of the region’s smaller airports, particularly Southampton, London City, Manston and Southend should be exploited to the full, together with the business aviation airfields in the region.

8. Planned new runway and terminal capacity in the South East region will only be acceptable if substantial improvements to noise and pollution effects of aircraft are achieved, and a large programme of surface access improvements carried out.  These will need to be designed to suit the precise development programme, but would include for example:

· Implementation of the Crossrail, Airtrack and Thameslink 2000 schemes.

· Extension of Heathrow Express from Paddington to St Pancras.

· Improvements to M25 as recommended by the ORBIT multi-modal study. 

9. To maximise the connectivity of Thames Gateway to both Stansted and Gatwick, a lower Thames crossing linking M11 in Essex with M2 in Kent, and a much better rail service from North Kent to Gatwick are recommended. Similarly, investigations should be carried out to improve the connectivity between Heathrow and the West Coast main line.

SECTION B:
 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE ANALYSIS

1. Over the past 3 years, regional air service studies have been carried out covering the whole of England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.  The issues are most acute in the South East, as this is where most of the airport capacity currently exists and demand arises.  The 9 RDAs have responded to this process of developing a national aviation policy that will be set out in a forthcoming White Paper by commissioning consultants to provide a framework that contains a joint approach.  SEEDA’s own conclusions are therefore set within this framework, which seeks to recognise the role of the South East airports system in a national context.

2. The starting point is the forecast of future air traffic growth.  Whether the out turn is faster or slower than the middle of the range estimates, the trend is clear: a very substantial growth in air traffic is likely over the next 30 years. For future planning purposes, the SERAS work takes a middle range scenario of about 500m passengers nationally in 2030, of which 300m would be catered for within the South East (defined for this work as the South East, London and Eastern regions).  This compares with 117m passengers handled by the South East in 2000, and is therefore a colossal increase in potential demand.  But this needs to be seen in the context of consistent growth rates of about 6% pa nationally over the past 30 years, and indeed 7% at the four main South East airports.  So the middle range scenario could just as well be conservative, and is therefore a reasonable basis for assessing future runway and terminal requirements in the region.

3. Whilst some of this future demand in theory could be diverted to airports outside the South East region, the scope for this is very limited. Over 80% of the non-transfer passengers handled by Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted have their origin or destination in the South East region.  If the needs of South East air passengers are not to be met within the region then they will either have to travel further to other airports outside the South East, or accept that these needs will not be met and demand constrained.  Whilst Manchester and Birmingham airports are expected to grow substantially, this is to meet the needs of the regional economies they serve, not to meet “overspill” from the South East.  Constraining growth of South East airports is not in the interests of the UK as whole and other regions, let alone the South East region on its own. The conclusion is therefore that substantial new aviation capacity is needed in the South East.

4. Heathrow is the only international hub airport in the UK.  Its unique characteristic is that 25% of its passengers are transfers, the most of any airport in the world.  Heathrow is able to offer a wide range of destinations and frequencies, and is a key tool in attracting inward investment.  It is a national asset, and maintaining this role is as important for the successful economic development of other regions and their airports, as it is for maintaining the role of London as a world city, and the economic success of the South East region, especially the Thames Valley.  The scope for a second hub operating as an alternative to Heathrow, whether Stansted or Cliffe, seems very doubtful, in terms of the willingness of business, especially those sectors of the economy such as high tech manufacturing and financial services, to accept a less accessible location.  It is also unlikely that airlines would voluntarily choose to relocate from Heathrow to an alternative hub, and deny themselves the very advantages that Heathrow offers.  BA have tried a dual hub approach at Heathrow and Gatwick, and abandoned this in favour of consolidating at Heathrow. 

5. A decision about the future use of Heathrow is therefore the key to the role of the South East airports system. The option of providing new runway capacity in the South East at a completely new site at Cliffe is too high a risk to the continuing international hub role of Heathrow.  It would require huge infrastructure investment, which in a national sense could be at the expense of the range of improvements needed at existing airports to enable further capacity to be accommodated.  If a new site in the South East failed, it would result in the worst of all worlds.  The working assumption in the SERAS consultation is that Cliffe would be open in 2011 with 2 runways and handling about 58m passengers in its first year – about the same as Heathrow in 2000 but from a standing start.  Given that the Cliffe option is fiercely opposed by the local authorities in Kent on environmental grounds, it is most improbable that planning permission would be granted quickly let alone the complexities of construction.  In the meantime, further capacity would be needed elsewhere which would tend to undermine the commercial case for Cliffe.  There is also the risk to the buoyant economy of the western part of the region in seeking to provide all the South East region’s new airport capacity in Kent and reducing the role of Heathrow, though the Cliffe option would provide a boost for implementing the Thames Gateway strategy.

6. The recommended way of meeting the needs of further aviation capacity in the South East is through an incremental approach within a clear overall framework, maximising the opportunities at existing airport locations.  This is not a piecemeal approach to avoid making planned provision, but maintains flexibility to meet demand earlier, or later, as the future unfolds.  It is certainly much cheaper than the vast capital cost of a completely new airport, and from the SERAS work shows the best overall cost/benefit ratio.

7. There is already some terminal capacity planned in the pipeline, such as T5 at Heathrow, which together with extra terminal capacity at Stansted and Luton could provide for about 185mppa in total for the South East by 2030.  This is the “maximum use “case described in the SERAS work.  The Government proposes this as the only way of increasing capacity in the South East in the short term, given the long lead time for constructing new runways. 

8. Taking all these considerations into account, SEEDA’s view is that the international hub role of Heathrow should be reinforced with a third short runway, though not necessarily as suggested in the SERAS work: a different configuration with some new terminal capacity to serve a new runway appears to be needed to avoid aircraft having to cross the existing northern runway.  Given the pressure on housing and jobs requirements that the extra capacity of even a new short runway at Heathrow would generate in this part of the region, substantial improvements to environmental standards, particularly aircraft noise and pollution, would be essential.

9. Provision of new runway capacity at Heathrow would be accompanied by a second runway at Stansted.  This is the only choice, given the Government’s decision not to include a second runway at Gatwick within the range of options for the period.  However, this option does need to be considered at some stage, so beyond a third runway a Heathrow and a second runway at Stansted, the choice would lie between either a third runway at Stansted or revisiting the opportunity of a second runway at Gatwick.  This means that the land north of Crawley would need to be formally safeguarded and the feasibility for additional runway capacity at Gatwick investigated in a future review of aviation policy.  This would need to be well in advance of the expiry of the legal agreement in 2019, so that if necessary further capacity could become available at Gatwick in the early 2020s.

10. The contribution of the smaller sub-regional airports in the South East such as Southampton, London City, Southend, and Manston which currently collectively provide about 2% of the total passenger requirements is small, but not to be ignored.  From a regional perspective, the potential for growth of Southampton up to about 7mppa and Manston up to 3mmpa would generate important benefits.  Manston could opt for a specialised role in aircraft maintenance (as Cardiff currently does) or freight, as well as an option for no frills carriers.

11. The role of business aviation in the South East region is significant, but not in the sense of meeting the huge forecast numbers of passenger movements.  The niche contribution of small business aviation airports such as Farnborough, Fairoaks and Biggin Hill is strongly supported.

12. This strategy would enable the middle range forecast for the South East region to be provided for.  However, to do so a major increase in surface access improvements is essential to enable the scale of air transport capacity to be accommodated. These schemes will need to be designed to suit the precise development proposals for Heathrow, Stansted and Gatwick, but current examples would include:

· Crossrail between Reading, Heathrow, Central London and Ebbsfleet (Thames Gateway);

· Airtrack from Feltham to Heathrow

· Extension of Heathrow Express to St. Pancras to link with Eurostar

· Thameslink 2000, with a more frequent service between the South Coast, Gatwick, Central London, Luton and the north of the region to Stansted;

· Improvements to the M25 as recommended by the ORBIT study.

13. Whilst some improvements to the connectivity of airports to the business and population centres are relatively easy to implement, other, more strategic links require fundamental planning, cross regional co-operation and large scale investment. As a specific measure to help the role of Thames Gateway, a multi modal lower Thames crossing to connect the M11 with the M2, and a much better train service from North Kent to Gatwick, are recommended. Also, investigations should be carried out into ways in which the connectivity between Heathrow and the West Coast main line can be improved. 

14. Finally, it is vital to ensure that the provision of additional runway capacity in the South East region is brought forward quickly. The experience of T5 at Heathrow must be avoided.  There is a strong case for Government to provide the appropriate implementation machinery directly, rather than leaving it to the promoters of airport capacity to do so through the planning system.  This is particularly the case in relation to Heathrow, where the unique national importance of Heathrow as the international hub is crucial not only to the regional strategy but to the future development of air transport for the UK as a whole.  In this regard, it would be appropriate for a third runway to be secured by the promotion of a Parliamentary Bill supported by the Government, in the same way that the powers to construct the Channel Tunnel and the Channel Tunnel rail link have been approached.  This enables the balance to be struck between establishing a clear timetable and process for moving the project forward, and the proper requirements to ensure that planning and environmental issues are thoroughly investigated and the appropriate conditions as safeguards applied.

SECTION C:  ANALYSIS OF THE ISSUES CONSIDERED BY SEEDA

Background

1. At the beginning of August, the Department for Transport published 7 consultation documents covering the whole of the UK, to seek views about future development of air transport.  The document for the South East covers the south east, eastern and London regions, given the strong relationship between the main London airports, and their overwhelming dominance in turn of the UK’s air transport system.

2. SERAS – South East Regional Airports Studies – have been carried out over the past 3 years, led by APD (Airports Division) at the then DETR, DTLR now DfT.  This work was carried out in parallel to RASCO, dealing with increased airport capacity in the rest of the UK.

3. The consultation will close at the end of November, and will be followed by a White Paper next year that will define the future of aviation for the next 30 years.

4. In the past the lack of a coherent long-term policy framework has hampered UK airport development and has made global competition difficult and less responsive to new demands.  In contrast, European competitors, especially Amsterdam, Frankfurt and Paris have continued to build new airport capacity and have long-term strategies for development.  

5. The objective of the consultation is to provide framework for the long term development of aviation in the UK as a whole in a sustainable way.  For this reason, the RDAs collectively commissioned consultants York Aviation to provide a comprehensive framework for a joint view.  The SEEDA response is accordingly within that context.

The SERAS Consultation

6. Three basic questions are posed for the South East region in the SERAS

      document:

· Should new airport capacity be provided in the South East over the next 30 years, and if so how much?  A particular issue is whether there is a case for having at least one major hub airport.

· Where should any new airport capacity be located?  A particular issue is whether Heathrow should be developed further.

· What measures would be needed to control and mitigate the environmental impacts of airport growth?

7. In relation to the first question, the starting point is the forecast of future air traffic.   The studies conclude that very substantial growth in air traffic is likely over the 30-year period.   Taking a middle of the range scenario (with an acknowledged uncertainty range of ± 20%), the forecast is for a UK figure of 501 million passengers per annum (mppa) in 2030, and a Greater South East figure of 301 mppa.  These figures compare with a 2000 position of 181 mppa and 117 mppa respectively.  Taking this last figure, 4 airports provided for 114 mppa in 2000:  Heathrow (64m), Gatwick (32m) Stansted (12m) and Luton (6m).  By contrast, the nearest major regional airport, Birmingham (the second largest regional airport in the UK after Manchester) handled 7.5m passengers in 2000.

8. The scope for diversion of forecast South East traffic to other regions is therefore plainly somewhat limited, and indeed is not likely to be that welcome, if the purpose of that is to provide for airport growth which the South East does not want.  There is considerable local opposition to the expansion of Birmingham airport for example, beyond what is needed for regional purposes If sufficient capacity is not provided in the South East Region, then traffic will divert to continental airports rather than elsewhere in the UK, and jobs and economic benefits will thereby be lost.

9. The question of hub airports is central to the consultation.  SERAS suggests that the demand forecast is large enough to accommodate two large (hub) airports, but that Heathrow, even with a third runway, would not be large enough to support the hub operation of the two major airline alliances that now operate.  One would therefore need to shift to another airport.

10. Concerning the second question, the studies emphasise that a wide range of options have been considered before coming forward with the consultation.  For example, over 300 possible sites for a new airport option have apparently been considered before deciding on the Cliffe option.

11. The consultation sets out 9 packages of airport expansion options, with an indication of their contribution to capacity.  The base case is what can be accommodated if current approval expansion plans are implemented (T5 at Heathrow for example).  Capacity beyond the base case requires new terminals at Stansted and Luton, and a longer runway at Luton,  (package 2) and then new runways (packages 3 to 9).

	Capacity / Forecast demand in 2030 (mppa)

	
	
	Heathrow
	Gatwick
	Stansted
	Luton
	Cliffe
	Total

	1.Base Case
	Capacity

Traffic
	89

89
	40

45
	15

15
	10

10
	_

_
	154

159

	2.Maximum Use
	Capacity 

Traffic
	89

89
	46.5

41


	35

26
	31

29
	_

_
	198.5

185



	3.Heathrow+1
	Capacity 

Traffic
	116

116
	46.5

48
	35

26


	31

27
	_

_
	228.5

217

	4. Stansted+1
	Capacity 

Traffic
	89

84
	46.5

38
	82

74
	31

29
	_

_
	248.5

225

2

	5. Stansted+2
	Capacity 

Traffic
	89

82
	46.5

40
	102

98


	31

23
	_

_
	268.5

243

	6.Heathrow+1

Stansted+1
	Capacity 

Traffic
	116

116
	46.5

41
	82

76
	31

16


	_

_
	275.5

249

	7.Heathrow+1

Stansted+2
	Capacity 

Traffic
	116

116
	46.5

42
	102

96
	31

12


	_

_
	295.5

266

	8.Stansted+3
	Capacity 

Traffic
	89

81
	46.5

41
	129

122


	31

15


	_

_
	292.5

258



	9.Cliffe 

(4 runways)
	Capacity 

Traffic
	89

87
	46.5

40
	35

26
	31

9
	113

110
	311.5

272

	Actual Traffic in 2000
	
	64
	32
	12
	6
	_
	114


As is clear from the table, the packages revolve around contributions of an additional third runway at Heathrow, up to 3 new runways at Stansted, or none of these and instead an entirely new airport in the Thames Estuary on the north Kent marshes near Cliffe. 

12. A major issue for the region is the decision Government has taken not to put forward any options for the further growth of Gatwick beyond the 40 mppa which can be provided for in the legal agreement signed in 1979 between West Sussex County Council and BAA.  This prevents a second runway being built before 2019, precluding the implementation of any expansion until at least the mid 2020’s, and therefore practically beyond the planning horizon of this White Paper at least.  This is a controversial decision, given that it constrains the range of options available where in the region, and is being challenged by several local authorities through the courts.

13. In addition to the major London airports, the region has a number of smaller airports, such as Southampton, London City, Manston, Biggin Hill, Shoreham, Lydd and Farnborough.  Collectively, they cater for about 2% of total passenger traffic in the SERAS region, and although most have growth plans, some quite ambitious, they are unlikely to make more than a niche contribution to handling forecast demand.

14.
In relation to the third question, the consultation sets out the actions needed to counter the environmental disbenefits of coping with increased air traffic, i.e. to achieve a sustainable air transport policy.  This covers the range of international agreements, including EU Directives, controlling noise and emissions and the implications for climate change.

15.
The scale of noise impacts arising from the options varies at each of the main airports, but in all cases the costs of mitigation and compensation would be expected to be funded by the aviation industry as part of the policy of meeting its external costs.

16.The other main considerations arising from this question are surface access to airports, especially by rail, and the implications for airspace safety of handling substantial growth.


The Issues for SEEDA 

17. Since the consultation started, much attention has been focused on proposals for individual airports, especially the entirely new proposal at Cliffe.  Many organisations will look at impacts from their own perspective, particularly environmental issues.

18. SEEDA’s main role is to develop a view on the sustainable regional development impacts, assessing the long-term implications for regional investment, reflecting the various growth scenarios within the UK and the region, and the individual airport expansion options.  The following issues are those of great relevance to SEEDA’s responsibilities:

· The robustness of the forecasts

· The role of hub airports

· Surface access

· Costs and the feasibility of implementation of the options

· Employment impacts

· Land use impacts

· Environmental considerations

· Freight.

19. These are therefore considered in turn as a basis for reaching overall conclusions

Issue 1: Forecasts

20. The main point about the forecasts is less the accuracy of traffic numbers at a particular future date, but the inexorable upward trend.   The forecasts are unconstrained and therefore subject to reduction, if appropriate, through policy.  But SEEDA’s views on the previous consultation in 2000, (The Future of Aviation), included an acceptance of meeting the forecasts for the South East region.  The starting point is therefore aiming to achieve as near as sustainable possible the SERAS mid range forecast of 301 mppa by 2030.

21. This gives rise to the following considerations: 

· A limited amount of additional capacity can be produced at each of the airports to achieve maximum use.  If there were no further airport expansion at any of the South East airports, there would be a shortfall of around 100 mppa below the mid range SERAS forecast.  Whilst Heathrow would retain its hub position in the short term, it would potentially lose a significant share in that market to the rest of the UK or to the major European competitors.

· To meet the forecasts requires either the Cliffe option, or an incremental approach to additional runway capacity in the South East in at least 2 major airport locations. The future role of Gatwick arises in this scenario, as it depends upon striking a regional balance of providing one additional runway in Stansted and Gatwick each. Should Gatwick fall out of this equation, at least 2 new runways would be needed at Stansted.

· To meet the forecasts without development at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted would require development of Cliffe to its full capacity, i.e. 4 runways. (In cost benefit terms, it makes little sense to just develop 2 runways at Cliffe). Cliffe operations would have to be “seeded” and would mean Heathrow losing its hub position to Cliffe in the medium to long term.

· Even with the development at Cliffe (4 runways) all other airports would need to operate at maximum capacity in order to meet the forecast of 301 mppa by 2030. Should it be possible to meet some of the demand in the Midlands, some capacity reduction in one of the SE airports might be possible.

22. The South East Region could therefore meet the SERAS mid range forecast demand of about 300 million passengers per annum by 2030 through an incremental development approach. This encompasses short and medium term managed growth at the existing major airports of Heathrow, Luton and Stansted, the medium to long-term managed growth at Stansted or Gatwick (post 2019) and the growth of regional airports such as Southampton, Manston and Southend. This managed growth needs to be complemented with a certain degree of operational management and “specialisation” of the various airports in the region, such as scheduled flights in Heathrow, charter flights in Gatwick, low cost flights in Luton and Stansted and a selected combination of the two latter in Southampton.

Issue 2:  Hubs

23. The role of hub airports is a crucial issue for the South East.  Evidence to date 

shows that only one hub is viable in any one region. In addition it is likely that aviation industry will consolidate further in the following decade, leading to the feasibility of only a limited number (3 or 4) of hub airports in North Western Europe. 

24. Section 4.15 in the SERAS consultation document states:

“The air transport White Paper will need to reach a view on whether Heathrow should continue to be the premier UK airport or whether an alternative airport should be developed to assume that role, and the implications of that for Heathrow.”

25. The main question for the South East is therefore whether Cliffe should be 

developed as the new UK hub, whilst all other South East airports could either be retained with different capacity growth scenarios, or whether this would result in scaling down or even closing some existing capacity. (In air traffic control terms, it may be necessary to close London City Airport if Cliffe was implemented.)  This raises the following considerations: 

· There is no precedent for the viable operation of two hubs serving the same region.

· Even if the UK could establish a world first by developing a second hub in Cliffe, this location would require infrastructure investment of substantial scale in order to make surface access for passengers equal to or better than Heathrow.

· Whilst in most international examples the airport development has been carried out by the private sector, the majority of surface access was provided by the public sector. The current strength of comparable European hubs also relates to existing, high quality and high-speed multi modal comprehensive surface access, which is lacking in most South East airport locations. 

· In order to encourage carriers to move to the new location, complex “seeding” and regulatory management arrangements would have to be enforced, which may well contravene EU legislation.

· Evidence at comparable other world class airports shows that the establishment of a new hub is followed by the closure of the “old” hub. This however, has been ruled out in the current SERAS consultation document.

· In terms of providing high quality surface access to a hub airport, Cliffe is particularly disadvantaged due to its relatively peripheral regional and national location. Cliffe would need substantial infrastructure investment to provide access from the north.

26. Neither research nor discussions with the aviation industry provide conclusive 

evidence that the operation of two hubs in the same regional catchment area is commercially feasible.  There is a suggestion that Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted already operate as a “network hub” in the South East. However, from an operational and commercial point of view it is unlikely that connecting services can operate from different airports, and there is minimal inter-airport movement at the moment.

27.
In order to make Cliffe commercially viable as a new hub in the South East, it would have to be developed to full capacity, i.e. 4 or 5 runways at the outset of the process. This would necessitate the loss of the hub function at Heathrow at the time when Cliffe became fully operational, around say 2015.

28.
Heathrow benefits from good surface access with further potential for improvement and a wide economic / employment catchment area in the west of London and in the Thames Valley. A managed and incremental strengthening of Heathrow’s hub function over the next 20 years would sustain the performance of one of the most successful economic regions in the UK and Europe.

29.
Whilst Cliffe would provide a substantial boost to investment and regeneration in the Thames Gateway, in addition to the construction of an airport from scratch, the investment required in providing new, specific, high quality surface infrastructure would necessitate the diversion of large scale national resources to the Thames Gateway sub-region over the next 20 years.

Issue 3:  Surface Access

30.The complementarity or substitution effect of high-speed rail services is perhaps 

underestimated in the SERAS work. Whilst there is a heavy burden in up front investment in new dedicated high speed rail infrastructure, these services could substitute air services for connections of up to 3 hours travel time and hence      reduce the need for some capacity at least at South East airports.

31.There is a need to consider the contribution an integrated regional rail service

could make in locations such as Cliffe.  For instance, a potential link could be into CTRL at Ebbsfleet or an extension of Crossrail to link Cliffe with Central London, Heathrow and the Thames Valley. High quality and high speed links would not only provide efficient access to the various airport locations, but would also introduce additional capacity for transport in economic growth and regeneration corridors in London and the South East region. This infrastructure provision would require finance from both the private and public sector.

32.The SERAS consultation document appears to assume that the majority of 

     surface infrastructure is either sufficient or that additional facilities will be

     provided by the private sector. There is no evidence that this is a realistic 

     expectation, particularly when considering the construction of a new hub 

     airport at Cliffe. The up front infrastructure investment requirements are of such       

     scale and have a much wider benefit than just for the airport at Cliffe.  Substantial   

     public funding would be required to be channelled to the Thames Gateway and 

     other locations and schemes.

33.The implications of substantial airport capacity improvements in addition to 

     current traffic are not fully understood in terms of regional distribution of traffic 

     volumes. There is also concern that the capacity of the CTRL link would rapidly  

     be absorbed by the new airport location, to the detriment of CTRL’s wider benefits   

     for Kent and particularly East Kent (domestic feedering services from Ashford). 

     Of equal importance is the consideration of Crossrail as an integral component of 

     surface access provision for Heathrow and Cliffe and the regional catchment areas 

     at either airport location. 

34. Most, if not all, airport expansion propositions require substantial regional  

      infrastructure investment, which go well beyond the Government’s 10-year 

      transport plan or the SRA’s 10-year implementation strategy. 

Issue 4: Cost and Implementation

35.The SERAS consultation document underplays the need for substantial 

     infrastructure investment, particularly in the case of a completely new      

     development in Cliffe. This stands in conflict with the acknowledged need to   

     “seed”  Cliffe as a new hub, in order to attract airlines and alliances to take up this 

      new facility. This “seeding” exercise must include surface access, as this is stated 

      in Heathrow’s case as one of the most fundamental advantages of the current hub.

36. The fact that the SRA may need to redirect their priorities to substantial    

      infrastructure investment in the South East, particularly in the case of Cliffe, could 

      create substantial opposition from the rest of the UK should these resources be 

      directed away from them.

37. SERAS states that further airport development will be carried forward by the 

      private sector in terms of seeking planning permission, and funding the majority 

      of surface access and infrastructure improvements. Regardless of whether existing 

      airports are expanded or a new airport is developed at Cliffe, the cost range is   

      between £1.8 billion for the maximum use of existing runways only, and £8.9 

      billion to develop four runways at Cliffe. (Other figures provided are for instance 

      £4.2bn for a third runway at Heathrow, £3.9bn for one additional runway in 

     Stansted or £6.2bn for third Heathrow runway and 2 new runways in Stansted. 

     Figures for Gatwick have not been provided in the cost benefit analysis).

38. Section 16.50 of SERAS states that “in accordance with our (Government) policy  

      that aviation should meet its external costs” SERAS presumes that all 

      environmental costs should be borne by the industry. This implies that each 

      airport should meet any reasonable and proportionate costs and it is left to the 

      individual airport to pass these costs onto the airlines (the actual polluter). SERAS 

      furthermore suggests that the simplest and most practicable way forward would be 

      for the proceeds to go into a ringfenced mitigation and compensation fund.  The 

      aviation industry together with local communities could then determine the spend 

      of the fund. No order of magnitude of environmental costs has been given in 

      SERAS. However, the habitat compensation measures envisaged for Cliffe would 

      be in the region of £230m alone. (Scott Wilson Report).

39. In terms of surface access, section 17.4 of SERAS refers to the principle set out in 

      the integrated transport White Paper, where aviation should contribute funding for 

      surface access improvements, taking into account the extent to which it benefits. 

      In fact, specific projects, such as dedicated rail links (for example Heathrow 

      Express), which are undertaken entirely for the benefit of airport passengers and 

      staff, should be financed entirely by the airport. SERAS goes as far as suggesting 

      that airport contributions to rail projects could be recovered through air fares. 

      However, SERAS makes a provision for the contribution of public sector funds if   

      there are benefits for non-airport users. No order of magnitude has been given by   

      SERAS although reference is made to the need to progress Airtack and to re-

      investigate the routing of Crossrail for Heathrow, whilst making reference to the 

      various Thames Crossings and CTRL in the wider regeneration context of Cliffe.

40. It is unrealistic to programme for substantial aviation capacity increases and 

      expect the industry to pay the majority of cost for:

· Airport development

· Environmental and social mitigation and compensation

· Surface access infrastructure 

41. Airports are essential for the UK economy and the continued prosperity of the 

      airport regions. Surface access is an integral component of planning for airport 

      expansion but also serves the accessibility of the wider region. Some of the 

      infrastructure projects needed to access airports are of such scale, but also 

      importance, that they need to be seen in the context of the whole UK, such as 

      Crossrail, Thameslink, CTRL connections and the lower Thames Crossings.

42. The idea of establishing ring-fenced funds for airport development and mitigation    

      should be welcomed but should ideally include contributions to surface access 

      provisions.

Issue 5: Employment Impact

43. In order to assess the general employment implications, of a number of simplified    

      development options have been developed, relating to basic incremental and 

      rationalised development scenarios. In this case, the RDA South East region only has been considered, although including Heathrow. (All employment assessments are based on forecasts provided in the SERAS  consultation document of the economic approval carried out by Halcrow in 2002).

Development at Heathrow:

· Gain of 40,000 jobs by 2015 through a third runway at Heathrow and maximum use of capacity at Gatwick, with a potential loss of around 10,000 jobs due to rationalisation by 2030

Development at Heathrow and Gatwick:
· Gain of 36,000 jobs in the west and centre of the region by 2030 with further airport expansion at Heathrow and Gatwick (post 2019) also compensating for the loss of employment due to rationalisation.

Development at Cliffe:

· Loss of 20,000 jobs in the west and centre of the region primarily due to operational efficiency and rationalisation (airport use to max capacity but no further expansion) whilst retaining 125,000 existing jobs for the existing economy. It is assumed that this would happen in any event.

· Creation of 80,000 new jobs in the east of the region.

Development at Heathrow, Gatwick and Cliffe:

· Were Stansted not to be expanded further, the additional capacity need could be accommodated in Heathrow (+1 runway) and in Gatwick (+1 runway), which could retain more than  20,000 jobs  whilst at the same time creating 80,000 jobs in Cliffe in the East of the region.

44. There are two issues in terms of employment creation and the economic impact of  

       airport development facing the region:

· Regeneration - airport investment located in or near regeneration areas should confer particular benefits to such areas. Property values in the area might improve, which could help create confidence. There may also be multiplier effects for the economy of a regeneration area if the airport development helps – directly or indirectly – to mobilise resources which otherwise would not be employed.

· Overheated Economy - airport growth in an overheated regional or local economy could exacerbate local labour supply shortages and cause problems for local firms, perhaps causing them to relocate.  The economic appraisal refers to indicators such as skills need for further airport expansion versus skills availability and an urbanisation indicator. However, the SERAS consultation document does not provide this information to allow a regionally differentiated assessment.

45. In terms of balancing aviation related job creation against sustainable economic   

      development across the region, there are two scenarios:

· The most advantageous employment benefits for the region would be a third runway at Heathrow together with a second, preferably wide spaced parallel runway in Gatwick post 2019. This would enable the creation of a further 34,000 jobs for the west and centre of the region and would enable the continuation of the hub role at Heathrow. 

· Cliffe appears only commercially and economically feasible if it is developed to its full capacity of 4 runways. This would create a significant employment boost of around 80,000 jobs in the priority regeneration area of Thames Gateway. In order to continue to support Heathrow’s function as the major hub, a third runway could be supported, also in order to gain a further 10,000 jobs in the western area of the region. 

46. Development of Cliffe and expansion at Heathrow could result in Gatwick not 

      needing to expand any further, hence adhering to the BAA/WSCC agreement in 

      perpetuity. However, there could be a scenario that by 2030 and the full operation 

      of Heathrow and Cliffe together, further use for Gatwick (or Luton) may need to 

      be reviewed which could result in a loss of around 34,000 jobs in 2030 to the 

      Gatwick economy.

Issue 6: Land Use Impact

47. This section looks at the land use effects of each of the airport growth options.

Heathrow

· Area of the airport would increase from currently 12 sq km to 14 sq km

· Approx 260 houses demolished

· Loss of 230 ha of agricultural (green belt) land

· Loss of one Grade 1, eight Grade 2 listed buildings and 25% of Harmondsworth Conservation Area

48. Estimates suggest that the number of dwellings required as a result of airport 

      development, in addition to those “normally” envisaged through the RPG 

      provision to 2030 could be in the order of 30,000 by 2015 and another 10,000 by 

      2030. It is therefore unlikely that the additional housing or employment land 

      requirements could be met in the Heathrow catchment area without significant 

      loss of Green Belt land to expanded urban areas.

Gatwick (A wide runway option has been assumed allowing for higher capacity)

· Area of the airport would increase from currently 7:7 sq km to 15 sq km

· 300 houses demolished

· Loss of 200 ha of high grade agricultural land

· Loss of 400 ha of Green Belt land (includes above)

· Loss of five Grade II* and 12 Grade II listed buildings

49. The core and the wider Gatwick catchment area (Sutton, Croydon, Mole Valley, 

      Horsham DC, Worthing DC, Brighton and Hove DC, Lewes DC and Wealden 

      DC) are areas with a potential housing shortfall. The RPG provision for additional 

      housing in this area, extended to 2030, amounts to around 145,000 dwellings. This 

      represents a shortfall of 60,000 dwellings needed to satisfy total employment 

      requirements without any expansion at Gatwick. Further runway capacity at Gatwick would generate the need for an additional 9,000 dwellings, beyond the RPG requirements. (3000 if a close parallel runway option is pursued).
Cliffe

· Area of the airport would cover about 26 sq km (including cargo and maintenance facilities)

· Approx 1100 homes demolished (some of which are holiday homes)

· Loss of around 2000 ha of agricultural land

· Loss of one Grade 1 and seven Grade 2 listed buildings

50. If the scale of housing development as indicated in RPG were rolled forward to 

      2030, the Cliffe catchment area in the lower Thames Gateway would 

      accommodate an additional 162,000 households, without Cliffe airport. This 

      forecast housing growth, together with a reduction in the relatively high rates of 

      unemployment (the area provides 100,000 more workers than jobs) and in- and 

      out commuting from the area, suggests the airport’s employment needs could be 

      met with a fairly limited additional housing development. SERAS also concludes 

      that suitable land, including brownfield land, exists.

51. Not only does the actual expansion or development of airports necessitate 

      substantial land take, the limited land resources would come further under 

      pressure from airport associated housing and employment land development.  In 

      most cases, this would result in: 

· substantial loss of Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land

· substantial urbanisation and expansion in existing urban and sub-urban areas;

In addition, there is the need for investment in transport infrastructure which could counterbalance the shortage of development land in the vicinity of the airports to make land resources further afield more accessible, leading to a wider commuting catchment area.

52. The core catchment area for Heathrow is generally densely developed with most 

      remaining open space designated Green Belt or MOL.  Substantial capacity 

      increases would lead to large scale loss of Green Belt land, as local authorities are 

      otherwise reliant on intensification, windfall and brownfield sites as source of 

      future housing land.  SERAS judges as unlikely that the core catchment are could 

      accommodate even the level of housing implied for Heathrow up to 2015.  It is 

      likely that there would be sufficient vacant and redeveloped land for off site   

      employment.

53. The scope for further expansion of Heathrow is limited by very low employment 

      levels and strong competition from high tech manufacturing and service firms in 

      the M4 corridor.  There is already shortage of key workers housing.

54. In terms of airport employment in Gatwick, there is unlikely to be sufficient 

      allocated employment land for anything but the maximum capacity  option and 

      only if higher density premises are assumed.  It is furthermore unlikely that 

      substantial land for redevelopment will become available since most premises 

      around Gatwick are modern, having been built in the last 20 years.  There are also 

      significant competing pressures for land from other economic sectors in the sub 

      region.  There are, however, possibilities to accommodate indirect employment 

      further a field, such as in the Brighton area to be benefit of the South Coast 

      economy, but this in turn depends very much upon infrastructure.

55. In terms of housing in the Gatwick region, accommodating the forecast figures 

      would require land release which would have to be justified by very special circumstances.  There would also be a political and social opposition to expansion of settlements in West Sussex, a county that has strenuously maintained that it has almost reached its environmental capacity.

56. In Thames Gateway, there would be flexibility to accommodate employment and 

housing demands generated by a new airport at Cliffe.  The location of this    additional urbanisation would be strongly influenced by new infrastructure routes in and through the area.  It is also possible that future airport workers could live at 

      greater distances from the airport utilising these transport links, e.g. from 

      Stratford, Ashford and Thanet. 

Issue 7: Environment

57. The single largest difference in considering the environmental impact of 

      additional airport capacity is that in four South East locations there are existing 

      airport facilities, and therefore environmental impacts would be in addition to 

      those already present. In the case of Cliffe, however, there are entirely new and 

      substantial  impacts as there is no airport or any other transport related land use 

      coming even remotely close to causing adverse environmental effects on the Hoo 

      Peninsula. 

58. However, even Cliffe is situated in an environment dominated by industrial 

      activity of the Thames Gateway and Medway. The proposed Shellhaven Container 

      terminal is located on the north bank of the Thames (with an application for 

      substantial reconfiguration and expansion).  The former Grain oil refinery, the 

      present Thamesport container port and coal fired / gas fired power station lie in 

      close proximity to the east of Cliffe on the south bank.

59. The environmental impact of airports also needs to be differentiated into effects 

       caused by aviation and effects caused by airport operation and access. Much of 

       the local air quality problems around airports are caused by surface vehicles, 

       including traffic not actually connected with the airport. Better and more 

       integrated public transport to and in airports could further reduce emission levels. 

60. The environmental impact of air travel could be tackled by three measures:


· Controlling and reducing the scale of adverse impact at source;

· Mitigation measures to reduce remaining impacts; and

· Compensation for impacts remaining after the above have been applied.

61. There are two natural habitat designations that have a substantial impact upon the 

      Cliffe airport proposal. These are the EC Habitat Directive and the Ramsar 

      Convention Designation.  It is important to recognise that both the Directive and 

      the Convention allow for changes to be made to the areas if the conflicting use is 

      of national interest. Should changes be approved by either the EU or the 

      Ramsar Convention, substantial compensation measures need to be put in motion 

      to replace the lost habitat. One such proposition is the relocation of the habitat to 

      newly created wetlands on the Isle of Thanet, rather than compensating for the 

      loss of the Cliffe habitat by investing in re-creating it along the Continental coast. 

      Costs for this measure have been estimated to be in the order of £ 230m.

62. All options at Heathrow and Stansted have major environmental implications, 

      necessitating substantial investment in compensation and mitigation. However, 

      sustainability has to be checked against providing a balance in the region.       

      Negative environment impacts in one location of airport  expansion need to be set   

      against benefits of no further expansion in another, a balance between  habitat and 

      environmental protection and social and economic up-lift, and a national balance 

      between increased environmental burdens in the South East versus its continued 

      role as the economic power house for the whole nation.

Issue 8: Freight

63. A shift of freight from road to other modes of transport is encouraged in the draft 

      Regional Transport Strategy, with emphasis on rail, inland waterways and short 

      sea shipping routes.  SERAS presumes in favour of a threefold increase in 

      airfreight capacity, predominantly serving the South East and London economy. 

      Three basic issues determine the future growth in airfreight, the vast bulk of which 

       is carried by passenger aircraft:


· Provision for more capacity;

· 24 hour operation for around 50% of air freight users; and

· Close proximity to the South East and London as the major market generator.

64. Nearly four fifths of the South East demand for airfreight is generated and served 

      by London and the South East, facilitating the European and global economy, but 

      particularly further growth in the R&D, IT and food related businesses. SERAS 

      expects the demand for airfreight to triple by 2030.  It is also anticipated that by 

      2030, 50% of airfreight will be based on express services (next day delivery) that 

      impose unacceptable operational conditions on built up areas (24 hour flight 

      operation with night flights in particular).

65. Whilst an overall airport capacity scenario without Cliffe may accommodate the 

      majority of air freight capacity forecast at existing airports in the South East, 

      environmental and human rights issues preclude increased operation for around 

      50% of the air freight market (express services) in existing locations in the region. 


66. Future capacity of “other cargo” services could therefore be allocated at existing 

      airports, given a managed and incremental approach to using maximum capacity 

      or new runway facilities together with a targeted share of the market located in the 

      East Midlands (or Alconbury). Accommodating night flight operations as forecast 

      by SERAS (three fold increase over the present situation) could only be   

      considered in Cliffe, subject to a more detailed impact analysis, as current   

      urbanisation levels are lowest in Cliffe. This would obviously constrain new   

      urbanisation in the Thames Gateway in the Cliffe catchment area.  There are 

      opportunities to develop the freight potential at Manston, provided it can meet the 

      market conditions outlined above.
OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

 67. London and the South East is one of the most successful and prosperous 

       economies in the country and in Europe. In order to continue this prosperity and 

 give the region the competitive edge, a further increase in aviation capacity is  needed. Over time,  and depending on the development of the aviation industry, higher capacity could be coupled with a potential   rationalisation of operations in certain locations. 

68. SEEDA accepts the need to meet the Government aviation forecasts for the South 

      East, as aviation provides access to all markets for the most prosperous regional 

      economy in the UK and the European mainland. In order to maintain that position 

      the region needs to continue to provide the global hub of a South East airport network and ensure world standard surface access, re-inforcing that network is provided to airports, between airports, to markets and to customers.

69. It is important to recognise that substantial growth at Heathrow, Gatwick and 

      Stansted is already planned over the next decade.  With Terminal 5, Heathrow has 

      the capacity to grow from 64 mppa in 2000 to 89 mppa, Gatwick from 32 mppa to 

      40 mppa and Stansted from 12 mppa to 35 mppa.  Much of this growth will 

      happen by 2015.  

70. The South East airports have a national role.  Over half the UK’s air travellers 

      originate from the SE, London and eastern regions.  Whilst regional airports such 

      as Birmingham and Manchester can grow further, it would be wrong to assume 

      that they could simply provide for capacity in the south east without incurring 

      disbenefits to this region, as well as the rest of the UK, because of the role that 

Heathrow in particular plays.

71. In SEEDA’s view, the forecast growth in air transport in the region of 300 mppa 

      by 2030, could be accommodated by two basic airport growth scenarios:

· An incremental airport expansion scenario at all four existing locations, aiming at a balanced economic development throughout the wider South East region (incl. London and East of England) with the inherent environmental implications at all four airport locations;

· A rationalised airport development scenario focussing on providing the majority of additional capacity in one new location at Cliffe whilst managing growth and rationalisation in the other locations. This would enable a major economic development  boost in the east of the region with the consequential environmental impact and compensation measures needed. It would reduce the environmental impacts in some of the existing airport locations, but could  also potentially lead to a reduction in employment.

Incremental Airport Expansion
72. The table identifies two possible incremental expansion scenarios to meeting 

      forecast capacity, with a third runway at Heathrow.  The first is the re-

      consideration of Gatwick post 2019 (Scenario 1), and the second relies on 2 new 

      runways at Stansted, should Gatwick not come forward (Scenario 2). 

	Airport Expansion in 2030
	Mppa Scenario 1
	Mppa Scenario 2

	LHR +1
	117
	117

	STA +1
	N/a
	74

	STA +2
	98
	N/a

	LUTON new runway
	29
	29

	LGW +1 (post 2019)
	N/a
	76

	LGW max use 
	41
	N/a

	TOTAL South East Major Airports 
	285
	296

	SERAS Mid Range Forecast for South East at 2030
	301
	301


73. Assuming the potential for regional airports such as Southampton and Manston  

      and the Midlands airports absorbing some capacity (see 12.9 SERAS), the overall 

      mid range forecast of 301 mppa by 2030 could be met in the South East.

74. This incremental expansion scenario would enable the retention and increase of 

      employment in the existing locations.  However, this employment benefit need to 

      be seen in the light of additional demand on housing land and a further sharpening 

      of the congestion problems without substantial investment in infrastructure.

Rationalised Airport Development

75. The table identifies a development of a new 4-runway airport at Cliffe Marshes, with two scenarios. The first is to provide all additional capacity at Cliffe without further expansion in Heathrow, Gatwick or Stansted (Scenario1) and the second looking to provide further capacity in Heathrow and Stansted in addition to Cliffe (Scenario 2).

	Airport Expansion in 2030
	Mppa Scenario 1
	Mppa Scenario 2

	LHR max Capacity
	 89
	 

	LHR +1
	 
	 116

	LGW max Capacity
	 41
	 41

	LUTON new runway
	 31
	 31

	STA max Capacity
	 26
	

	STA +1 
	
	74

	Cliffe +4
	113
	113

	TOTAL South East  Major Airports
	300
	375

	SERAS Mid Range Forecast for South East 2030
	301
	301


76. Providing a four-runway airport at Cliffe enables the South East to more than 

      meet the mid range forecast at 2030. However, as Cliffe is unlikely to be fully 

      operational much before 2015, other airports will have to accommodate the 

      additional capacity in the meantime by developing to their full capacity. Scenario 

      2 shows that the provision of a full capacity airport at Cliffe does not require 

      further development at any other existing airport. This would even allow Luton 

      not to be developed whilst a further capacity increase in Southampton could be 

      pursued for the benefit of the Southampton and South Hampshire economy.

77. However, this rationalised development scenario has complex economic 

      implications for the region, favouring employment generation in the East over the 

      West. The implications of scenario one above are as follows:

· Job loss in the Heathrow economic region = 10,000 (102,000 in 1998 compared with 92,000 in 2030)

· Job loss in the Gatwick economic region = 9,000 (43,000 in 1998 compared with 34,000 in 2030)

· Job gain in Thames Gateway = 80,000 (0 in 1998 compared with 80,000 in 2030)

78. This means that a potential job loss of around  20,000 will have to be 

       compensated for in the respective sub regions, whilst a job growth in the order of 

       80,000 in the Thames Gateway will necessitate substantial additional 

       housing and land provision and above all considerable investment in 

       infrastructure.

79. In order to achieve the above, there are two fundamental approaches to meeting 

      aviation capacity for the South East region:

· Incremental, but continued expansion of existing airports over the next 30 

years. This would necessitate the development of additional runways at 

Heathrow (3rd) and Stansted (2nd), and a third at Stansted, or the provision of a 

new runway at Gatwick  post 2019. It would also enable a continued growth of 

the airport economy with the inherent growth in jobs in the existing sub-regions, but with further pressures on housing, land for development and increased congestion. The environmental impact would be substantial in Heathrow. However, this incremental approach would avoid the impacts on the natural habitat in Cliffe and its environmental designations from airport related 

development, with a challenge to generate in the order of 80,000 jobs in other 

employment sectors for Thames Gateway.

· Rationalised airport development requiring a full capacity, new airport at 

Cliffe and a managed rationalisation or specialisation at existing airports. Whilst Cliffe has substantial environmental implications, necessitating large-scale compensation (such as a replacement habitat on the Isle of Thanet), it would relieve the environmental “burden” of further expansion at Heathrow and Stansted. Consideration of further runway capacity at Gatwick would not be necessary at all.  In fact, depending upon the development of the aviation industry and its potential contraction, there may be an opportunity for managed reduction of airport capacity in some locations, or even closure of facilities in the long term. Whilst additional housing, land use and traffic pressures would be eased in the existing airport regions, a job loss of around 20,000 will have to be compensated. This stands in contrast to the generation of around 80,000 jobs in the priority regeneration area of Thames Gateway.

80. Both scenarios have one common requirement, that is the planning and 

      provision of adequate, high quality surface access for all modes of transport. 

      Substantial investment needs to be channelled into this if any of the scenarios are 

      to work. Relying entirely on the private sector to provide some connections and 

      feedering services is unrealistic and does not address the fact that any airport 

      solution needs regional and national surface connectivity.
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