Summary Of Report by AEF for Southampton Airport Pressure Group

Southampton Airport Master Plan Consultation Draft

Introduction 

The issues surrounding airport expansion are complex and varied.  This summary therefore consists of a series of statements and recommendations.  For the rationale behind these statements and recommendations, for more information and for references, see the full report (11 pages).     

Social and Economic Benefits of Aviation (Chapter 2)

EBC and residents alike should be extremely wary of chapter 2 of the Airport Master Plan (AMP).  It is another part of a veritable deluge of propaganda, seeking to convince the public and decision makers of huge economic benefits, national and local, of evermore air travel.  In fact there is no real evidence for this.  Indeed, there are good arguments to show that too much air travel is bad for the economy.  

Although there is likely to be a larger economy and a larger number of jobs in the area if there is a larger airport, this does not mean an increase in prosperity, let alone quality of life.

Tourism, fuelled by cheap air travel, takes far more out of the economy than it brings in. 

The aviation industry receives huge tax exemptions. The shares apportioned to EBC and Southampton UA are  £18m pa and £34m pa respectively.

Statutory and Regulatory Context (Chapter 3)        

It is very doubtful if the envisaged growth of aviation in the UK, the southeast or at Southampton is consistent with the concept of Sustainable Development (SD).  It is certainly the view of major NGOs, the government’s Sustainable Development Commission and the House of Commons Environment Audit Committee that the proposed growth in aviation at the UK level is inconsistent with SD.

The South East England Regional Assembly commissioned a report by Roger Tym and partners.  They assessed the impact of forecast air travel growth against a number of sustainability criteria and concluded “The substantial majority of assessments show a negative outcome and it should be borne in mind that, for development to be sustainable, the Government’s strategy suggests that proposals need to be able to demonstrate a positive outcome in each of these categories.” 

Public Safety is not dealt with adequately in the AMP; the issue of societal risk being ignored.

Demand  (Chapter 5)

BAA has changed its forecasts hugely over just 18 months. While there are no doubt genuine grounds for changing forecasts, it must be recognised that airport operators will produce forecasts that best supports their business objectives at the time.  

A useful way for EBC to ‘flush out’ genuine forecasts or expectations is to seek agreements on limits to passenger and flight numbers.  Refusal by the operator to accept limits may be a sign of under-forecasting.  Over-forecasting can be exposed by seeking agreements for mitigation, compensation, etc that are commensurate with the (high) forecast.         

Land Use in 2030 (Chapter 7) 

Roads and parking are discussed for 2015 but not 2030.  Roads and car parks are long-term issues and their provision or otherwise is an important determinant of environmental impact and sustainability.  

Surface Access (Chapter 8)   

Surface access is a major sustainability issue. Volumes of traffic are major determinants of air pollution, greenhouse gases, land-take and, of course, congestion.  Any consideration of environmental impacts and sustainability of airport growth should therefore address surface access.

The forecasts given by BAA suggest a 3-fold increase in demand for car driving between now and 2030.  Meeting such an increase is by no stretch of the imagination consistent with Sustainable Development (SD).  To be truly sustainable, car use needs to be constrained to something like the present (absolute) level.

Southampton airport appears to be well placed for public transport. It is hard to see any good reason why so much of the access needs to be by car.  

There are no forecasts for car access to airports and there is no ‘predict and provide’ strategy that forces BAA towards an unsustainable car-dominated surface access policy.  

It is clear and long-standing government policy to reduce reliance on the car and increase the proportion of trips by more ‘sustainable’ mode (bus, train, etc).  If, therefore, the EBC were to force the issue on surface access, it could be ‘pushing at an open door’.  

For these reasons, the planning authority is strongly recommended to challenge the parking and the implied traffic figures and instead press for a sustainable surface access policy.  

Air pollution (Chapter 9: 9.3)

We assume that UK government or EU limits are unlikely to be breached; however, this does not mean that there could not be adverse environmental impacts.

The AMP states that road traffic generates more air pollution than aircraft and the airport.  This may be correct, but the implication that action in respect of aviation is therefore not needed is flawed.  Aircraft and airport-related road traffic emissions are rising far faster (in % terms) than general road traffic. 

EBC are to be congratulated on the agreement that BAA will undertake an air quality study.  It is, however, important that either EBC have the final decision on who carries out the study or that the results are peer-reviewed.

EBC should ensure that sufficient monitoring stations are established and sufficient data is collected.  BAA show make a contribution towards any air quality monitoring costs in accordance with the ‘Polluter Pays Principle’.

The Polluter Pays Principle (which the government supports) requires that the polluter pays for damage caused, not just for action to reduce or ameliorate the damage.  There is no official guidance on the subject, but it would be helpful to put the subject of compensation on the agenda.

Air noise (Chapter 9: 9.4)

Noise is the impact that is generally of most concern around airports.  The Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST) says “Aircraft noise already has the potential to affect the quality of life of at least half a million people living close to UK airports – with 80% of these living close to the major airports in the southeast of England. ..  the forecast increase in air traffic movements, if realised, is likely to outstrip any progress in making individual flights quieter. Thus, the forecast unconstrained rate of aviation growth would be likely to worsen considerably the noise climate. ..  Larger numbers of people would be exposed to the risks of sleep disturbance, annoyance and possible health effects of aircraft noise. .. for many airports, taking effective measures to control and mitigate aircraft noise is fundamental to their sustainable development.”

POST concludes “This suggests that unless substantial improvements to the noise climate around certain airports are made, aircraft noise could well become a significant factor in constraining future airport expansion.”  To put it less formally, aircraft noise could become a ‘show stopper’ for airport expansion.  

Given this situation, the attention given to aircraft noise in the AMP is derisory.  There is no plan to do anything to ameliorate or reduce noise nuisance; the only concrete offer is not to try and change the current agreement on night flights.

The AMP statement on night flights is somewhat confusing.  If there is in fact a voluntary ban on any scheduled flights, it would be worth having this included in a revision of the Agreement.

The White Paper and the Civil Aviation Act attempt to get rid of limits on flight numbers.  This could lead to an increase in noise nuisance.  Any attempt to change the regime in such a way at Southampton should be strongly resisted.

There is no mention of the extent of noise nuisance in the AMP; either in terms of reported or anecdotal evidence or in terms of actual recorded or estimated noise levels.  This is a crucial omission.

Work on noise levels such as monitoring, estimating and disseminating information should recognise that noise nuisance extends well below 16-hour seasonal averages of 57dB.  Plots of noise contours should include levels of well under 50dB.

Defining tracks and ensuring aircraft keep to them can be an effective method of minimising the number of people affected by noise.  There is no mention of track-keeping in the AMP. 

Where aircraft do not keep to the correct tracks, there is a good case for fines or excess charges.  Fines could used to fund local community projects as a form of compensation for the extra noise nuisance.    

There is no mention of sound insulation in the AMP, which presumably means that BAA does not intend to offer help, even if noise gets worse.  

The White Paper requires that airports offer help with acoustic insulation or, in the worst cases, re-location.  It seems reasonable to expect sound insulation for all properties exposed to over 55dB.  ‘Sensitive’ locations should perhaps be offered insulation if exposed to over 50dB.

There is a strong case for monitoring of noise around the airport and under the flight paths, but remarkably, there is no mention of noise monitoring in the AMP. The airport operator should pay for monitoring where aircraft noise is likely to predominate, consistent with the Polluter Pays Principle.

The AMP should address the issue of ‘noise mapping’.  BAA should undertake to provide all necessary information and support to the authorities who are undertaking the noise mapping.

The airport operator should not wait until forced by EU law to undertake noise mapping.  As a ‘good neighbour’ BAA should voluntarily carry out noise mapping.

Noise contours should be produced for Southampton airport, the work being sponsored and paid for by BAA.

There is no mention of noise reporting and complaints in the AMP.  It is suggested that a noise complaints telephone line (plus e-mail address) is set up, paid for by BAA.

There is no mention of noise blight in the AMP, despite the fact that increasing aircraft noise threatens to blight many properties and lives.  The issue needs to be put on the agenda.      

It is generally recognised that there is an important role for ‘economic instruments’ for controlling aircraft noise and other impacts.  In the case of noise, the obvious form of instrument is a noise-related landing and take-off charge.  It would be helpful to put the issue on the agenda.

The Polluter Pays Principle (which the government supports) requires that the polluter pays for damage caused that remains after any action has been taken to reduce or ameliorate the damage.  While there is no official guidance on the subject, it is entirely reasonable that EBC and residents raise this important issue and ask for it to be mentioned in the AMP.

Climate change (Chapter 9: 9.10)

Climate change is now recognised as one of world’s greatest issues and is constantly in the news.  Aviation is the fastest-growing source of greenhouse gases.  However the AMP avoids the big issue:  “It [climate change] is .. an issue requiring multinational governmental attention, rather than one that can be meaningfully addressed by piecemeal action at individual airports. .. Southampton Airport’s local emphasis, in addressing the issue of climate change, relates to the ground level emissions attributable to the operation of airport facilities.”

This position, while superficially attractive, cannot be justified.  Climate change is such a big issue with such potentially catastrophic consequences that BAA, along with local communities and local authorities cannot wash its hands of the wider issue and concentrate on the relatively minor emissions from the airport itself.  

Nic Ferriday, 13th Oct 2005

