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Gatwick North Terminal Extension

Planning application CR/2009/0326/FUL

As you know, the Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign is the environmental body concerned with the impact of Gatwick Airport.  Established in 1965, we have as members around 100 councils and local groups, covering an area of about 20 miles radius around the airport.

We OBJECT to this application on the grounds

1. that it is premature, and that the proposed development would mean:

2. more noise, 
3. more pollution, 
4. more traffic, 
5. more danger to the public,

6. more pressure on scarce water resources, and would have
7. damaging economic consequences, and would be
8. contrary to Government climate change targets.
Since the application is of national significance, and since all the adverse effects would have a much wider impact than on the residents of Crawley, we consider that there is a strong case for this application to be called in for decision by the Secretary of State after a public inquiry.

We request that, if permission is granted, conditions should be imposed to ensure no increase in noise, no increase in pollution, a higher proportion of use of public transport, no reduction in the North Terminal bund, more recycling of waste, stricter control on water use, and no increase in climate damage.  
If conditions are imposed on these lines so as to ensure no damage to the environment, we will withdraw this objection.  This approach, to support economic development so long as the environment is protected or enhanced, is in line with Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development.
Significance
The proposed development, and associated works, is designed to raise the capacity of Gatwick to 40 million passengers a year.  This compares with 32.4 million in the past year or 35.2 million achieved in the previous calendar year peak of 2007.
  When planning permission was originally granted for the North Terminal it was designed to enable the airport to handle 25 million passengers a year.
The proposed growth of Gatwick is bigger than the total size of many regional airports.  The increase of 7.6 million passengers a year compared to the present, is bigger that the total size of Bristol airport or the total size of East Midlands airport. The increase of 5 million over the previous peak is the same as the total size of Liverpool or Newcastle airports, and bigger than the total size of Cardiff, Southampton and Bournemouth airports put together.

Premature

The application is premature because the aviation industry is suffering from a severe recession.  Passenger numbers have fallen.  Airline profits are in free-fall.  Grupa Ferrovial, the owner of Gatwick, is short of funds.  The Government has recently consulted on whether to make provision for Gatwick to come under public control if Ferrovial go broke.
British Airways, one of the main users of the North Terminal, has been described by its own chief executive as being “in a fight for survival”.
   The Director General of the International Air Transport Association said on 27 August 2009 that: “Demand may look better, but the bottom line has not improved.  We have seen little change to the unprecedented fall in yields and revenues.   The road to recovery will be both slow and volatile. In the meantime, the industry remains in intensive care.”

The application is premature because the Secretary of State for Transport has announced that he wishes to see a new high speed rail system replace short haul flights.  "High-speed rail is not only important for providing additional rail capacity between our biggest conurbation.   I would like to see domestic and short-haul flights largely replaced by high-speed rail over the next 20 years."
    The same policy is supported by the Opposition .  It would lessen or remove any need for an increase in capacity at Gatwick.
The application is also premature because Gatwick Airport is for sale, and the new owner may have very different ideas on how the airport should be developed.  

Ryanair, now the largest UK airline, has for example made no secret that it is opposed to the BAA ‘Taj Mahal’ type of monumental terminal buildings, and this view could well carry weight with a new owner.

BAA, more than most other airport owners, have concentrated on developing their retail business.  Gatwick has been described as a shopping mall with a runway attached.
   It is not clear how much of the extra space provided by the proposed extension will free up other space for more retail business.  A new owner may not give retail such high priority.
BAA has had an incentive to corral passengers in the terminal for as long as possible in order to maximise retail expenditure.   Under a new owner, a more efficient airport where passengers passed through more quickly, on the Ryanair model, might well not need any extension to the North Terminal.
There has even been a report in the national press that the Gatwick airlines consider the North Terminal Extension premature.  Although subsequently denied, the reasons given - that the cost would result in higher airport charges, and that a new owner might have radically different ideas - ring true.
We recognise that it is not for the planning authority to double guess the business model of the applicant.  But since there is no urgency and a reasonable possibility that the plans may change, we consider that this application is premature, and is wasting the time of planning officers.

Noise
The planning application, and the EIA, admit that there would be an increase in air noise and ground noise, but maintain that this would be small.  It is said to be due to a planned increase in aircraft movements from 273,600 in the base case to 285,700 with the development.

We consider that the noise impact is under-estimated partly due the fact that little or no allowance has been made for the probable use of larger and noisier aircraft.  For example, the Gatwick Master Plan clearly anticipates regular services by the giant A380 which is noisier than most aircraft types presently in operation at Gatwick.

The noise impact is also under-estimated due to several statistical sleights of hand.  These are difficult to spot due to the excessive length of the planning documents.  The sleights consist of
· making comparisons against a high base case.
  The base case is taken as 273,600 aircraft movements a year whereas the actual number of movements in 2008 was 263,700, and in the past 12 months only 245,600.
  Thus making a comparison with the present situation would roughly quadruple the noise impact. 
· showing the number of extra people who would fall within the enlarged 57 Leq contour without mentioning that all the people within the existing 57 Leq contour would also suffer extra noise.
· concentrating on the 57 Leq contour without mentioning that the standard measurement now required under the EU Environmental Noise Directive is the 55 Lden contour - which increases the number of people affected threefold.

The combined effect of correcting these items is that the increase in noise would be significant, and would affect at least 12,000 people.
Gatwick Airport Ltd have recently published their draft Noise Action Plan.  As GACC have pointed out in our response, this Plan fails to comply with the EU Directive because it contains no estimate for the number of people for whom noise would be reduced;  does not comply with DEFRA Guidance because it fails to mention this planning application; does not contain any commitment that total noise will be reduced; and contains few firm ideas for reducing noise.
     
A condition should be imposed that there will be no increase in noise.  See proposed condition 1 on page 9.
Pollution

The application states that: ‘The proposed development would give rise to higher concentrations of NO2, and particulates, due primarily to the increase in road traffic and aircraft operations, but overall these increase (sic) are very small.’

This again is an under-estimate, as a result of making the comparison with an artificially high base case.
The argument that part of the pollution will be caused by road vehicles on the A23, not by aircraft, is unconvincing.  Many of the vehicles on the A23 are airport-related, and their number will tend to increase if this application is permitted.
Most of the extra pollution would occur downwind of the airport, in the Borough of Reigate and Banstead, but would also adversely affect air quality in all areas around the airport.
A condition should be imposed that action will be taken to prevent any breach of EU pollution limits.  See proposed condition 2 on page 9.
Road traffic
Members of GACC are increasingly complaining that road traffic generated by the airport has grown beyond the capacity of local roads with serious consequences for economic efficiency and quality of life.  One reason for this is that SatNav systems are enabling cars, vans and lorries to use local rural roads to access the airport.
We believe there is an urgent need to invest in better public transport access to the airport so that matters can improve, rather than making matters worse by increasing the size of the airport.

The target that 40% of non-transfer air passengers should use public transport has been set for many years but never achieved.  It is an undemanding target since Gatwick boasts of having the best rail services of any UK airport.  We consider that the time has come to make its achievement a condition of further airport expansion.  See proposed condition 3 on page 9.
Safety

The main Brighton railway line lies within the Gatwick Public Safety Zone.  If an aircraft were to crash on a fast moving train there would be serious loss of life.  The crash of  a Boeing 777 on 17 January 2008 a hundred yards short of the Heathrow runway shows that such a disaster is not impossible.
 DfT Circular 2/2002 Control of Development in Airport Public Safety Zones states that new transport infrastructure development should not be permitted within PSZs.   By the same logic a planning permission designed to facilitate an increase in the number of flights across the railway should not be permitted.
Flooding
During the scoping meetings there was a suggestion by the Environment Agency that the flood risk could be alleviated by removing part of the North Terminal bund.  We would be adamantly opposed to any such action:  the bund was constructed as a condition of the construction of the North Terminal and plays a vital role in protecting the adjacent community of Hookwood both visually and acoustically.  
We are glad therefore that an alternative solution, of lowering the car park floor, is proposed in the application.  The Environment Agency, however, have objected to this alternative solution, and thus the flood problem remains unresolved.
A condition should be imposed to protect the North Terminal bund.    See proposed condition 5 on page 9.
Water
The Government has described the South East of England as ‘seriously water stressed’ (Future Water – The Government’s Water Strategy for England).
   We are concerned that this application would aggravate that situation.  We reckon that the extra number of passengers would use over 100,000 cubic metres of potable water per year.  Forecasts of increased temperatures as a result of climate change hint that this additional demand will be at best worrying and at worst disastrous for local residents, businesses and the environment.
When this matter was raised during the scoping meetings the response was that Sutton and East Surrey Water’s residential water use per head in the Gatwick area has decreased since 2005/6.   The comparison is unconvincing since that was a drier summer than those since, one that would automatically lead to more water being used.   Similarly, whether the Crawley Sewage Treatment Works would genuinely be able to cope with the increase in throughput without an upgrade is a matter for debate.
Planning consent should be conditional upon greater efficiencies being made so that there is no overall increase in water use.  See proposed condition 6 on page 9.
Waste
The EIA states that, assuming that 85% recycling and composting is achieved, the North Terminal Development Projects would generate a landfill disposal requirement of 10,912 tonnes.  It is noted, however, that : ‘Information available for other BAA-owned airports shows that more than 97% of waste generated during the construction of Terminal 5 at Heathrow Airport was re-used or recycled using waste management methods specified for the North Terminal Development Projects.’  This suggests that the Gatwick target for recycling is too low.  See proposed condition 7 on page 9.
Damaging economic consequences

The expansion of Gatwick to 40 million passengers a year would cause a serious loss of jobs in the South East region.

The current tourist deficit, the amount that UK tourists spend abroad less the amount that foreign tourists spend here, is £19 billion a year.  Of this, the amount due to tourists who travel by air rather than by ferry or rail, is £17 billion.  That has been estimated to cause a loss of 900,000 UK jobs.
  

Gatwick handles more UK leisure passengers than any other UK airport and thus must carry a substantial part of the responsibility.  Official forecasts show that by 2030 Gatwick is predicted to handle 26 million UK leisure flights and 7 million foreign leisure flights.  Since passengers are counted twice, on arrival and on departure, this means 13 million UK tourists going out and 3.5 million foreign tourists coming in, a deficit of 9.5 million tourists.  

A rough calculation suggests that this Gatwick tourist deficit will cost the UK over 200,000 jobs.
   That is not to take a moral view that people should not go abroad for their holidays, it is merely a statistical fact that they will spend money abroad instead of in Britain.
A similar calculation suggests that the expansion of Gatwick from 35 to 40 million passengers a year, to be facilitated by this planning application, could result in a loss of around 30,000 UK jobs, mainly in the South East.   That would far outweigh any claim that the North Terminal Extension would create increased airport employment.
We feel that the planning authorities need to take a strategic view of economic development in the region and to consider the risks involved in allowing yet more airport development.

With the aid of a highly favourable tax regime the airport already dominates the economy of the region.  But that advantage cannot last.  It conflicts with the government’s climate change policies and impacts unfairly on other industries competing for discretionary expenditure.  As the world recovers from the present economic recession oil prices are also certain to increase again rapidly (because of increasing demand and the need to exploit more difficult reserves).  It is clear, therefore, that any growth in demand for aviation that may occur as world economies recover, will be short lived as oil prices increase and governments act to minimise climate change and remove tax advantages enjoyed by aviation.

There is a need to encourage greater diversity in the economy of the region with particular emphasis on sustainable energy generation and conservation.  It would be damaging to allow unsustainable expansion at Gatwick to divert labour and other resources from that aim.

There is thus no case in terms of economics or employment for causing damage to the environment.  The imposition of strict conditions will not cause a loss of jobs.

Climate Change

Government figures show that in 2005 aircraft departing from Gatwick were responsible for 4.4 million tonnes of CO2.
   The North Terminal Extension is designed to make possible an 8.3% increase in the number of flights compared to 2008. 

It is thus reasonable to assume that this would thus result in approximately an extra 360,000 tonnes of CO2 a year.  Emissions at high altitude, however, cause two to four times as much climate change damage as those at ground level.
  
Total CO2 emissions caused by all activity in Crawley Borough - houses, offices, factories, cars, vans and lorries - is around 735,000 tonnes.
   Thus the impact of this planning application would be more than double the total climate change impact of Crawley Borough.  To permit this application without stringent conditions would be to make a mockery of all the efforts of the inhabitants of Crawley to install energy saving light bulbs or to cycle to work.
The application is not in line with the announcement made earlier this year by the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change:  “We say that by 2050, aviation emissions must be back to current levels. That is a target consistent with the 80 per cent. target.  Why is that significant?  Because for the first time we are saying that aviation expansion is conditional on improvements and reductions in carbon emissions.”
    DfT have confirmed that the target will be met by actual cuts in emissions, not by emissions trading.
The new condition on aviation expansion has been endorsed by the House of Commons which passed a Resolution which:  “  …. welcomes the Government’s new enforceable target to reduce UK aviation carbon dioxide emissions below 2005 levels by 2050....”.
  
The Committee on Climate Change (CCC) was asked by the Government on 15 January 2009 to conduct a review into how UK aviation emissions can be limited to below 2005 levels in 2050, and to report by December 2009.  Their report may contain proposals for limiting the growth in air travel.  That is another reason why this application is premature.
We are aware of the decision by the Inspector in the Stansted G1 Inquiry, upheld in the High Court, that climate change issues should not be taken into account in airport planning decisions.  But that referred to the climate change impact of flights from Stansted over the whole duration of each flight.   The Inspector ruled that these were a matter of national policy and thus not relevant to a local planning decision.
The situation at Gatwick has, however, changed with the publication of the Gatwick Airport Climate Change Report.
  This report (published in August 2009 but dated June 2009) was required under the 2008 section 106 agreement between BAA and West Sussex and Crawley Councils.
 For the first time the report analyses separately the emissions caused on taxiing, take-off, and landing but excluding the cruise phase.  It is explained that: “It is during these phases that we can work with our partners to minimise emissions. ...  This carbon footprint has consciously not sought to calculate emissions from aircraft in flight. Firstly, because these are regulated and managed through national policies, in the future by EU ETS, …” 
It is easy to guess why the Gatwick Airport Climate Change Report excludes the cruise phase - because by doing so it excludes nine-tenths of the climate change damage caused by aircraft from Gatwick.  But by doing so it also excludes the main reason for the Stansted Inspector’s decision to rule out climate change from the planning decision.
The Gatwick Airport Climate Change Report hammers the point home:   “… we cannot ignore the emissions from aircraft landing and taking off from our airport or the emissions that passengers create when travelling to and from Gatwick Airport.  While these emissions are outside of our direct control, they are related to our business.   As such, these areas require us to work with both passengers and airlines to achieve change.”  Thus the impacts are local not national, and should be taken into account in the planning decision.
We therefore do not believe that the Stansted decision rules out imposing a condition on permission for the North Terminal Extension as set out in condition 7 on page 9.
 

The Air Transport White Paper

The application relies for support on the 2003 Air Transport White Paper.  This document, which was never approved by Parliament, has been discredited and is now out-of-date.  The two main proposals, for new runways at Heathrow and Stansted, have been postponed and will be scrapped if there is a change of Government at the next election.  The proposal for an additional runway at Gatwick if Heathrow proved impracticable has also been rejected by both main Opposition Parties.

The official forecasts for passenger demand in 2030, on which the White Paper was based,  have been drastically reduced.
   New estimates from the Department of Energy and Climate Change on the cost of carbon, the growing scientific consensus on the excessive damage caused by aircraft emissions and contrails, and the new climate change enforceable condition for aviation set by the Government, mean that the White Paper can no longer be relied upon.
The 2008 legal agreement
The applicant suggests that the hands of Crawley Borough Council are tied by the s.106 agreement signed with BAA in December 2008.    In this Crawley agreed three “Principal Objectives which drive the terms of this Agreement”   of which the first was:  “The desire to see the Airport grow within the timeframe of this Agreement to the annual throughput of 40 Million passengers forecast in the Interim Master Plan ....” .

But the second Principal Objective was:  “The need to ensure that as the Airport grows measures are in place to minimise as far as possible its short and longer term environmental impacts;”
We maintain that this second Principal Objective puts a requirement on Crawley to impose strict environmental conditions on any permission granted for this application.
The Memorandum of Understanding signed by Surrey County Council and neighbouring Borough and District Councils in January 2009 stated that the councils recognised “the approach to growth, development and operation of the airport comprised in [the Interim Master Plan] and wish to ... facilitate the growth, development and operation of the airport....’  

But crucially the Memorandum added:  “... while preventing or minimising impacts on the environment and where practicable enhancing the environment.”  We consider that this would validate any request from neighbouring Councils for strict conditions to be applied to any permission or, if suitable conditions are not proposed, to request that the application be called in for decision by the Secretary of State.
Conditions
We request that, if permission is granted, the following conditions are imposed:

1.  Noise:   that the number of aircraft using the airport, or the types of aircraft, shall be limited to ensure that the area within the 57 Leq contour  in 2007  is not increased.
This would not be unreasonable nor impractical.  It is line with the second Principal Objective of the 2008 legal agreement.  It is almost identical to the condition imposed by the Government on the proposed third runway at Heathrow.  
2.  Pollution:  that the number of aircraft using the airport, or the types of aircraft, shall be limited to ensure that air quality in surrounding residential areas is kept within maximum EU limits.
This again would not be unreasonable nor impractical.  It is line with the second Principal Objective of the 2008 legal agreement.  It is again almost identical to the condition imposed by the Government on the proposed third runway at Heathrow.  

3.  Public Transport: that, unless the proportion of non-transfer air passengers using public transport reaches 40% by 2012 and remains above that level, charges shall be imposed on all motor vehicles visiting the airport, and shall be increased each year until the target is achieved.  The revenue from such charges shall be used for promoting the use of public transport.
4.  North Terminal Bund :  that there shall be no reduction in the size of the bund. 
5.  Waste:  that over 90% of waste should be recycled.

6.  Water:  that greater efficiency should be achieved in the use of water so that there is no increase in the volume of potable water used by the airport.
7.  Climate change:    that the number of aircraft using the airport, or the types of aircraft, shall be limited to ensure that Gatwick remains in line with the Government policy that all aviation expansion shall be conditional on the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions from UK aviation in 2050 to below 2005 levels.  Every three years GAL shall produce and publish a report on progress towards this target, subject to approval by Crawley Borough Council who shall be entitled to require a reduction in  the number of aircraft movements permitted at Gatwick Airport in the subsequent year to the extent necessary to ensure that the airport plays its part in achieving the Government’s targeted reduction in carbon dioxide emissions.
�   For further details see � HYPERLINK "http://www.gacc.org.uk" ��www.gacc.org.uk� 


�  BAA traffic statistics 10 August 2009, 9 January 2008


�   CAA Statistics 2008


�   The Times 25 August 2009


�   Lord Adonis.  Daily Telegraph 22 June 2009


�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/2904596/Were-not-paying-for-BAAs-Taj-Mahal.html" ��http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/2904596/Were-not-paying-for-BAAs-Taj-Mahal.html� 


�   � HYPERLINK "http://www.independent.co.uk/news/cover-story-have-airports-become-shopping-centres-with-runways-attached-1344426.html" ��http://www.independent.co.uk/news/cover-story-have-airports-become-shopping-centres-with-runways-attached-1344426.html� 


�   IEA Table 14 paragraph 8.33


�   Interim Master Plan October 2006 paragraphs 7.11 and 8.30


�   The base case is an arbitrary figure chosen to represent the maximum number of passengers who could use the terminal without the extension


�   BAA press release 10 August 2009


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.gacc.org.uk" ��www.gacc.org.uk� 


�   Paragraph 10.10


�   DEFRA 2008


�   Airport jobs: false hopes, cruel hoax.  Aviation Environment Federation.  March 2009


�   Assuming average expenditure £500, average UK wage £20,000.


�   No fuel tax and no VAT.  Despite air passenger duty, the net benefit to aviation is around £9 billion a year.


�   UK Air Passenger and CO2 Forecasts.  Department for Transport.  January 2009


�   Gatwick Airport Climate Change Report August 2009.  Page 11


�   DEFRA statistics - � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/globatmos/regionalrpt/laregionalco2rpt20051021.xls" ��http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/globatmos/regionalrpt/laregionalco2rpt20051021.xls� 


�  Hansard 28 January 2009


�  Hansard 28 January 2009


�   Gatwick Airport Climate Change Report August 2009.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.gatwickairport.com/assets/Internet/Gatwick/Gatwick%20downloads/Static%20files/Climatechange_Report_2008.pdf" ��http://www.gatwickairport.com/assets/Internet/Gatwick/Gatwick%20downloads/Static%20files/Climatechange_Report_2008.pdf� 


�  UK Air Passenger and CO2 Forecasts.  DfT January 2009


�   S.106 agreement, signed by Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council. 15 December 2008.  Paragraph  K.




















Submitted on behalf of GACC


Brendon Sewill CBE, Chairman.  


August 31 2009.
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