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GACC Evidence Paper 1
No new runways
1. The Scoping Document does not have any questions on the issue of new runways.  This is ‘the elephant in the room’:  the issue that is so large that it cannot be mentioned.

2. Before the last election both the Conservative Party and the Lib Dem Party pledged to veto any new runways in the South East.  The statement issued by the Coalition setting out the basis on which they would form a Government also contained the policy of no new runways at Heathrow, Gatwick or Stansted.   As we told Rt Hon Theresa Villiers when we met her in April, this policy was greeted with huge relief by hundreds of thousands of people across Surrey, Sussex and West Kent.


3. The no new runway policy has been confirmed by the Secretary of State for Transport in his introduction to the Scoping Document.   We realise why this issue is excluded from questions in the Document:  passions run so high that the replies - and the accompanying campaigns - would tend to overshadow the more intelligent and basic questions.   Nevertheless we feel it essential to answer the unasked question – just to prove that the ‘no new runway’ policy is rational, justified and should be carried forward.


4. The new Air Traffic Forecasts confirm that the ‘no new runway’ policy is absolutely correct.
   The date by which the London airports will reach capacity has been put back from 2012 in the Air Transport White Paper to 2030.  It takes 8 -10 years to obtain planning permission and build a new runway.
  Therefore there is no need even to discuss a new runway until around 2020.  By then the world may have changed beyond recognition.   The aviation world has already changed dramatically. In 2003 the number of passengers at UK airports was around 200 million: it had only risen to 211 million by 2010, far below what anyone (including the expert forecasters) was predicting.

5. The date at which the main London Airports will reach capacity may well be much later that 2030 if firm action is taken to reduce the climate change damage caused by aviation.  This is discussed in GACC Evidence Paper 6 on Climate Change Choices.


6. The Government Response to the Committee on Climate Change Report on Reducing CO2 Emissions fro UK Aviation
 shows aviation emissions levelling off between 2030 and 2050.  One of the main reasons given is ‘airport capacity constraints’. 
  Turning that statement round, it suggests that, if no other means is found to reduce aviation emissions, it may be necessary to continue the ban on new runways until 2050.
7. We therefore request that the new White Paper, the draft of which is to be published in March 2012, should repeat the pledge of no new runways in the South East.    It should be made clear that this is not just a pledge for one Parliament but for the duration of the White Paper.    Not to repeat the pledge would make a nonsense of the Government’s green credentials.


8. Economic theory suggests that a ban on new runways will be to the economic benefit of the UK.  It is well known that air travel pays much less tax than car travel.
   To impose fuel tax or VAT on air travel would require international agreement, and this has not yet been forthcoming.  Thus to the extent that air travel can be regarded as benefiting from a tax subsidy, using money to build new infrastructure would be a waste of resources.  Limiting demand by capacity constraints is a rough and ready method of producing a more level economic playing field which improves public welfare.

Runway planning applications 
9. We are pleased that Ministers have stated that the new White Paper will not be site specific.   Nevertheless the aviation industry has already started lobbying for new runways.  If the new White Paper does not take forward the pledge to veto any new runway, it is predictable that, as the airline business recovers from the recession, the Government would face a number of planning applications for new runways in the South East.   Global Infrastructure Partners have made no secret that they would like to sell Gatwick in around 2018.  They will obviously wish to do so having applied for, or obtained, planning permission for a new runway.   BAA would not wish to be beaten to the post, and could be relied on to put in a planning application for a new runway at Heathrow.  And whoever buys Stansted would also be likely to seek permission for a new runway.   The Government would need to devise some way of judging their rival merits.  Or if they are all to be refused, grounds on which to base the refusals.
10. The view expressed by the Competition Commission that two or more new runways are required in the South East so as to strengthen competition between Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted is not worth serious consideration.  The environmental damage and the public outrage would far exceed any benefit of increased competition.
11. If a choice had to be made between rival planning applications, the new White Paper might seek to lay down criteria by which runway planning applications will be judged.    As an over-simple example, the criteria might be that a new runway could be constructed if it would not cause any additional noise, or pollution, and would fall within the national climate change target.   


12. The concept of a ‘noise envelope’ which is floated in the Scoping Document could be seen as a step in that direction.  We have set out our views in GACC Evidence Paper 9 on Noise Envelopes.  In summary we consider that a noise envelope must contract year by year so as to share the benefit of improved technology with local residents, and that it would be unacceptable for it to be set at a high level which permits future expansion.  Thus it is shown that the concept would be inappropriate as a means of permitting a new runway.

13. Similar considerations rule out a climate change cap.   If aviation is already pressing against the upper limit of what is considered an acceptable level of emissions, it is difficult to see how headroom could be created to enable the increase in flight numbers which would result from a new runway.

14. We thus do not believe that a criteria based approach will work.   It would still be necessary for the Government to conduct its own study of the economic benefit and environmental costs of any new runway, in the same way as was done by the RUCATSE Working Group and by SERAS.  We also believe that any new runway at Gatwick, or indeed elsewhere in the South East, would cause so much environmental damage and so much public protest that it would never be permitted.  Therefore we come back to the simple and sensible solution:  that the new White Paper should categorically rule out any new runways.

A Gatwick runway won’t work
15. Many of those in the press or in the business world who call for a second runway at Gatwick have never examined the local topography.   Gatwick is in fact a very small and cramped site.  At 627 hectares, it is only one fifth of the area of Paris Charles de Gaulle airport.  Even if extended to accommodate a second runway it would still be small and cramped.  Like the former Croydon airport, it is not big enough for the modern age.  Over the past sixty years various options have been put forward for a new runway but each in turn has ultimately been rejected as impracticable, or only possible at an unacceptable environmental cost.


16. The various runway options considered in the past, and the reasons why they have all been rejected, are set out in a series of case studies in paragraphs 21 – 27 below.

17. A new runway marks a step change in the environmental impact of an airport.  In simple terms a new runway at Gatwick could mean twice as many aircraft, twice the level of noise that would otherwise exist, twice the amount of local pollution, twice as much traffic on the local roads, twice as much pressure on the rail link to London, and twice the amount of climate change damage.  For each site that has been proposed it has been found that runway alternation, as at Heathrow, would be impracticable.  There could be no respite for local residents.
18. That is why any such plan would result in huge opposition.  That opposition would not be confined to those living within twenty miles of the airport but would be shared by all national environmental groups, and by young and old alike across Britain.  As with recent runway proposals, the protesters would include both the respectable middle classes and young environmental activists.  On the last occasion when an additional Gatwick runway was included in a government consultation, in 2003, it was opposed by both the Surrey County Council and by the West Sussex County Council, by every Borough and District Council, by every town and parish council in the area, and by all the local members of Parliament.
   These decisions were taken after careful thought and debate.   In total over 80 councils and environmental groups declared their opposition.

19. In the 2003 Air Transport White Paper a new Gatwick runway was held in reserve.  There was therefore no public campaign of opposition.  But that relative quiescence should not fool anyone into thinking that the public would take a new Gatwick runway lying down.  Any serious proposal would be met by opposition just as fierce as that seen at Stansted or at Heathrow between 2003 and 2009.   More people in Surrey, Sussex and Kent care about the protection of the countryside than in any other counties of England.



20. The White Paper suggested that land south of Gatwick should be safeguarded, and this was implemented through the Crawley Local Development Framework.  Logically, if the no new runway pledge is carried forward, this requirement should be dropped.   In practice that would make little difference.  The land south of the airport is defined as ‘Strategic Gap’ where development has in the past been prohibited in order to maintain a buffer of open country between the airport and Crawley, and this would continue.  It is predictable, however, that there will be pressure from the aviation industry to continue to safeguard land at Gatwick, and also to apply similar safeguarding at Heathrow and Stansted, in case additional airport capacity is required in the distant future.  We are concerned that if land is safeguarded at Gatwick alone that might be seen as pre-judging a future decision on where a new runway should be built.  

Case Study 1.   A northern runway?
21. In 1952, and again in 1970, plans were put forward for a second runway at Gatwick approximately 1 km north of the existing runway.  These were ruled out because of high ground to the west.  The North Terminal has now been built across that line.

22. In 1993 and again in 2003 a new runway was proposed on a line 3 km. north of the existing runway.
   That alignment had huge disadvantages:

· it would have pointed straight at the town of Horley.  To try to prevent an unacceptable number of people being affected by severe noise, the DfT proposed that the new runway should only operate with take-offs to the west, and approaches also  from the west.  That would have had a serious impact on the villages to the west, and – with the existing runway handling both take-offs to, and approaches from the east - would have doubled the number of aircraft on the existing approach path over Hever.


· the medieval village of Charlwood would have been left isolated between the two runways and, as the DfT admitted,  ‘uninhabitable’.
  Charlwood has a fine Norman church, listed grade 1, and over eighty listed buildings.   These include some 28 very ancient hall houses, dating from 1400 – 1550, more than any other village in England.  Charlwood is also, however, a vibrant modern village with a large number of well supported village societies.  The prospect of destroying this historic village and this active community aroused opposition across Britain.


· the proposed runway would have needed a vast cutting through Stan Hill – 50 m. deep and 1.1 km. wide.  Experts commented that the cutting might create turbulence with risks to the safety of aircraft taking-off or landing.
   BAA stated that the cutting would require the removal of 25 times as much soil as the notorious cutting at Twyford Down.   That cutting attracted massive public protest, and signalled the end of the road expansion plans of the early 1990’s.


· the Stan Hill cutting would have meant the destruction of the whole of Edolphs Copse, a 65 acre wood owned, and fiercely protected, by the Woodland Trust.   The wood, a local nature reserve, is open to the public;  is one of the most beautiful bluebell woods in the south of England;  it contains ancient woodland and many species of flora and fauna.

23. The northern alignment was therefore firmly ruled out in the 2003 Air Transport White Paper.  

Case study 2.  A close parallel runway.
24. The consultation paper produced in 2003 showed the option of a close parallel runway, 385 m. to the south.
  It was, however, found that aircraft using a new close parallel runway would be liable to dangerous wake turbulence from aircraft on the existing runway.  As a CAA aeronautical instruction states:  “When parallel runways separated by less than 760 metres are in use ... such runways are considered to be a single runway, for wake turbulence reasons.” 
   

25. The CAA response to the 2003 consultation killed off the close parallel runway, saying that it  “would be likely only to achieve a limited increase in movements, because of the required separation between aircraft ... would be such that the close parallel runway [and the existing runway] would largely need to be operated as one runway.”

Case study 3.  A ‘wide-spaced’ runway to the south.   
26. The 2003 Air Transport White Paper set out plans for a new runway 1035 m. to the south of the existing runway (to be held in reserve in case the proposed runways at Heathrow and Stansted proved impracticable).

27. That alignment also had huge disadvantages:

· it would have been very close to the town of Crawley.  Indeed the new runway was shown as only 300 m. from the housing on the northern edge of Crawley.  The airport boundary was shown only 100 m. from the housing, with little space for earth bunds or other acoustic and visual protection such as has been put in place on the northern side of the airport.


· The noise problem would be serious.  23,000 people were predicted to fall within the 57 leq contour compared to 6,000 with maximum use of the existing runway.  The number within the 54 leq contour was predicted to rise from 14,000 with maximum use of one runway to 42,000.



· the term ‘wide-spaced’ (used to distinguish this proposal from the close parallel runway) proved a misnomer.   There would have been insufficient space between the two runways to allow aircraft to manoeuvre safely and efficiently.  As British Airways said in their response to the consultation:  “the space between the runways is inadequate for the traffic assumed.”


· aircraft using the two existing terminals could not use the proposed new runway without crossing the existing runway.  It was therefore proposed that the two runways would both operate in mixed mode, ie both handling landings and take-offs.  That would have meant two parallel approach routes and two parallel take-off routes with a need for new flight paths over much of Sussex.  The prospect of two parallel approach paths, only 1,035 m. apart, at up to ten or twelve miles from the airport would have aroused considerable anxiety on the grounds of safety, especially in strong winds.


· there would have been a need for a new terminal building, as large as T5, to serve the new runway.  There was, however, little space for such a large building between the runways, and certainly not enough space for aircraft to congregate round it.  One plan showed the gate rooms stretched out in a line between the runways, with the furthest gate room two miles from the terminal. 


· the new runway would have been short.  As BAA pointed out:  “the presence of high ground to the west is likely to limit the runway take-off distance.”



· the runway could not have been placed further south without demolishing part of Crawley.   It could not have been placed further north because ICAO rules prevent runways being closer together than 1035 m. if they are to be used for independent operation – because of the safety risks of two aircraft approaching the runway simultaneously on parallel paths.
28. These three case studies demonstrate conclusively why it was correct to include Gatwick in the ‘no new runway’ policy, and why it makes sense to carry that policy forward.  


29. The new White Paper should acknowledge that Gatwick is not a suitable site for a new runway.    Anything else will lead to years of unnecessary uncertainty, blight, anxiety and misery for thousands of people living around Gatwick.






�   UK Aviation Forecasts August 2011.   � HYPERLINK "http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2011/uk-aviation-forecasts.pdf" ��http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2011/uk-aviation-forecasts.pdf� 


�  The December 2003 Air Transport White Paper predicted that a second runway at Stansted would be completed in 2011/2012, that is within eight or nine years.


�   � HYPERLINK "http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/response-ccc-report/ccc-response.pdf" ��http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/response-ccc-report/ccc-response.pdf� 


�   Paragraph 2.7


�   No fuel tax and no VAT is worth about £12 billion a year only partly offset by APD at £3 billion.   The point also applies to travel by sea but not to travel by rail.  It has been suggested that there are special social reasons for the low rate of tax on rail travel which do not apply to air travel.


�   The then MP for Crawley supported a close parallel runway but opposed the ‘wide-spaced runway’ as put forward in the White Paper.  She lost her seat at the 2009 election, and the current MP for Crawley is opposed to any new runway.


�   Based on membership of the CPRE.


�   RUCATSE Working Group report 1993, and The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom: South East.  Second Edition.


�  RUCATSE Working Group report 1993


�  Oxford Aviation Study Group report 2003


�   The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom: South East.  Second Edition.


�  CAA Information Circular February 1999


�   The Future Development of Air Transport.  DfT 2003


�  BAA response to 2003 consultation





Cover picture.   Gatwick Airport showing the main runway (right) and the subsidiary or emergency runway.  The two runways are too close together to be used simultaneously, demonstrating the cramped nature of the Gatwick site.
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