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1.0
Introduction

We welcome the opportunity to respond to the national consultation on the future development of air transport in United Kingdom. 

The stated aim of the consultation is to ”ensure that the long-term development of aviation is sustainable". 

The purpose of this response is to show that the expansion of aviation capacity cannot be conceived of as sustainable. Its purpose is also to show that using a model of economic growth and capacity expansion to underpin a net contributor to climate change contradicts the Government’s own commitment to reducing the UK’s contribution to global CO2 emissions.  

We see no justification, in economic or environmental terms, to the further expansion of the UK’s aviation capacity.  The proposals make neither economic nor environmental sense.

Additionally, we shall argue that expansion in the South East is not in the interests of Londoners but serves only the interests of the aviation industry.  Only by combining a long-term assessment of the global, national, and regional, social and environmental impacts can sustainability be considered. Environmental degradation does not recognise national or social borders.

We shall answer the consultation’s request for opinions on the following:

· 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 additional runway capacity be provided? A particular issue is whether or not Heathrow should be developed further.

· What controls, mitigation measures and compensation should be put in place to limit and manage the adverse impacts of any additional airport development on people and on the nature and built environment?

In addition to this response, the authors recommend the Green Party’s report “Aviation's Economic Downside” by John Whitelegg and Spencer Fitz-Gibbon (2001) available to download from www.greenparty.org.uk.

2.0 
Summary of recommendations
The current outmoded policy towards aviation dates back to the 1950s when post war subsidies were used to kick-start an infant industry.  In this new century, environmental concerns should be highest on Government agendas, and yet policies towards aviation continue to be driven by perceived consumer demand instead of appropriate demand management. This review offers an opportunity for the UK Government to reject the redundant ”predict and provide” model for the development of the aviation sector, and concentrate instead on limiting growth and developing viable alternatives. 

The Government should formulate, adopt and implement a truly sustainable national aviation policy, including all of the following elements:

1. No expansion of runway capacity;

2. The rejection of environmentally-unsustainable growth rates for air travel;

3. That aviation emissions should be included in the calculation of the UK’s overall CO2 emissions under the UN Climate Change Convention and should be addressed as part of the UK’s commitment to reducing domestic emissions by 60% of 1990 levels by 2050.

4. The application of measures to fully internalise aviation’s social and environmental costs including;

· The application of emissions charges and increased landing charges on aircraft entering or leaving UK airports;

· An end to all public subsidies to aviation, and all its tax exemptions (including VAT on fuel);

· The application of a noise levy on airlines entering or leaving UK airports;

5. The application of Environmental Agency monitoring, in partnership with local authorities and local communities, of the impact on public health and safety;

6. The application of legally-binding environmental limits around airports, to prevent noise and air pollution from exceeding socially-acceptable and environmentally-sustainable levels; and, protective measures to prevent airport infrastructure, associated development and traffic from having adverse impacts on communities, countryside, heritage sites and biodiversity;

7. Promotion and support of less environmentally damaging alternatives to air travel.  We recommend joining up the UK’s transport policy and using money raised through aviation taxation to invest in and subsidise viable alternatives, such as rail travel;

8. Night flight ban to limit sleep disturbance.

In calling for these measures, we would draw your attention to the Green Party’s call for: 

· A European-level charge on aviation, based on emissions.

· An end to all public subsidies to aviation, and all its tax exemptions.

· Investment in less polluting travel alternatives. Because 70% of European air trips are less than 1000 kilometres, there is scope for alternatives to be developed.  

· Research into, and promotion of, further alternatives to business air travel, including such things as video-conferencing, netmeeting and telepresence.

· Optimisation of air traffic control, which alone could reduce aviation's CO2 emissions by 6-12% over 20 years.

· Changes in land-use planning law, requiring all applications for airport development to give full consideration to climate change, health, external costs and alternative job-creation.

· A public education programme on the negative economic and ecological consequences of air transportation.

3.0 
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.

The consultation predicts a scenario where the growth in airport capacity is unconstrained in accordance with the perceived market demand. It exaggerates the advantages of the growth of the industry and ignores the significant costs. 

3.1 
Predicted growth 

Government figures indicate that UK air passenger numbers are set to increase from 180 million per annum to around 400 million in 20 years time.   If this model were applied to that level of demand, the resulting increase of 240 million passengers would require the equivalent of 4 new airports the size of Heathrow or 8 new airports the size of Gatwick.   By 2020 the forecasts indicate that demand will be rising by about 15 million a year, equivalent to a new Gatwick every 2 years.

Clearly, it would be impractical (and impossible) politically, environmentally and socially to respond to that level of demand. The projections only serve to demonstrate the nonsense of assuming the possibility of continuing exponential growth. 

3.2 
Problems associated with aviation growth 

The disadvantages associated with the growth of aviation are well known and so will not be repeated at length here. Briefly: 

Noise and Air Pollution 
Aviation is the most highly polluting mode of transport on earth. This includes noise pollution (with associated health costs in lost sleep, damage to children’s education etc) and air pollution (including CO2, Nitrogen Oxides, Carbon Monoxide). The consultation document claims that such negative impacts caused by pollution are ”…local [apart from climate change] and hence best handled at the level of each airport individually.”  This argument is irresponsible and true only to a very limited extent. The problems may be felt only in a localised area (though in the case of air pollution, this must be questionable), but the associated costs are born more generally e.g. through the health service and the education system.  Pollution from aviation constitutes a major hidden cost to the economy, which is born not by the industry but by society as a whole. 

Climate change 
“The Government looks like being blown off course…  Research shows that one of the biggest environmental consequences of aviation – climate change – is only seen as such by about 10% of the population.  Managing demand for aviation would help control its fast growing contribution.  As long as the public remain uninformed of the logic behind demand management it is likely to meet with a hostile response and fulfil the Government’s view that constraining aviation would be politically unfeasible.” (IPPR 2003)
Aviation currently accounts for approximately 3.5% of global CO2 emissions. According to a recent report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, however, by 2050 emissions from aircraft could be responsible for up to 15% of the overall global warming produced by human activities. The consultation document avoids the question of the impact of the growth of air travel by stating that ”...over 95% of these emissions caused by the growth of aviation by 2030 will relate to international flights” which are exempt from the Government’s commitments under the Kyoto protocol (section 16.20).  Failure to take responsibility for emissions generated from international flights demonstrates extreme irresponsibility on behalf of the UK Government.

Future technologies will only offer fuel efficiency improvements of 2% per annum until 2030, whilst NOx reduction technology is forecast to deliver an 80% reduction from today’s LTO emissions by 2030.  However, taken together these new technologies cannot offset the additional environmental impact associated with forecast growth in air traffic and therefore the net environmental impact from aviation will increase from today’s levels.

Estimates show that in 2000 the climate change impact of flights from UK airports was equivalent to 11% of the UK’s total domestic CO2 emissions.  If, as is suggested by the consultation, capacity is to expand unchecked, the contribution of aviation to the UK’s CO2 emissions will become entirely unsustainable.  Aviation emissions should be included in the calculation of the UK’s overall CO2 emissions under the UN Climate Change Convention and should be addressed as part of the UK’s commitment to reducing domestic emissions by 60% of 1990 levels by 2050.

Fuel availability
Fuel availability is certain to decline considerably over the next 30 years, with petroleum production set to peak around 2005. Unless the air transport sector can appropriate a rapidly increasing proportion of declining world oil production, its growth cannot proceed as the industry expects. At the very least, the real cost of fuel will increase dramatically. 

Economic disbenefits 
Airlines pay no duty or VAT on aviation fuel, which distorts competition between aviation and other modes of transport. The cost to HM Treasury in lost revenue from VAT alone is £1.8 billion. In answering a Parliamentary question in 2002, the Government affirmed that by not applying tax on aviation fuel, the nation was underwriting the industry to the sum of £5.7 billion.   Overall the aviation industry receives more than £11 billion each year in tax breaks, hidden subsidies, ill-health and environmental clean-up.  This simply dwarfs the UK Government’s  2001 commitment to investing £100 million in developing renewable energy technologies.
3.3 
Benefits of aviation growth 

Claims made within the document that aviation is of benefit to the economy are questionable. Many of the arguments are based on the simplistic assumption that airports generate wealth, whereas in reality airport expansion is only driven by consumer choice. If the price of air travel reflected its true costs to society, and if it paid its way through taxation, as other modes must, then it would not appear to be such good value, and demand would fail.

The document claims that a number of economic benefits will result from the proposed expansion of airports (section 3.4). It neglects to mention that these claims are based on conclusions drawn from a report, prepared by the consultants Oxford Economic Forecasting, which was 95% funded by the aviation industry. Independent studies on the subject have not supported the claims made.
Employment 

The document argues that adding additional runways in the South East could generate 55,000-80,000 new jobs (Section 3.10) and that careful siting of additional capacity should ensure "The benefit to the nation from these additional jobs would be enhanced by ensuring that as many as possible go to people who would not otherwise work."  However this must be challenged for four reasons:

1. The independence of the research upon which these figures are based is questionable. The Oxford Economic Forecasting was funded almost entirely by the aviation industry and the consultation should have made this link clear. The record of the aviation industry in forecasting the number of new jobs created by aviation is poor. For example, the industry's initial claims about 50,000 jobs to be created by the construction of a second runway at Manchester Airport, was never realised. The study presented to the Inquiry showed that the airport actually only expected to create 18,000 new jobs and that this was based on claims about the number of new jobs from tourism and inward investment which were not properly substantiated.

2. The Department of Transport's own Social Impacts Appraisal, the purpose of which was to identify how best to use developments in the aviation industry to address social problems and economic deprivation, concluded:  "In order to forecast up to 30 years into the future, assumptions have to be made that are based on relatively uncertain variables. Employment in low skill occupations can be affected by a range of factors including training, social policy, economic prosperity and sectoral make-up. On this latter point, a 30-year period is a sufficiently lengthy period for a step-change in sectoral strength to occur, and this cannot be predicted from these models." (2002)

The clear conclusion from this is that it is very difficult to determine with a suitable degree of certainty that Government policy can shape whether economic benefits promised by the aviation industry actually aid deprived areas. The conclusion also demonstrates that over the 30-year period of the aviation strategy there is the possibility of a 'step-change' which could either undermine or support the stated aims of the policy.

3. The consultation fails to make clear that there is an opportunity cost associated with investment and jobs within the aviation industry. The aviation industry is such that all money that consumers choose to spend in the aviation sectors they are choosing not to spend in other sectors of the economy. Jobs created in aviation result in jobs not created in other sectors of the economy. Although there will clearly be local jobs created in the air transport sector if airports are developed there is no a priori reason to assume that this will lead to an increase in total employment at the regional level. There may be gains in one region but only at the costs of others.

We echo the Institute for Public Policy (2003) in asserting that constraining aviation would not negatively impact GDP or jobs.  Consumers who choose not to fly because ticket prices correctly reflect the actual cost of air travel, will choose to spend their money elsewhere.  Investment will therefore be dispersed across a number of other sectors.  Indeed, constraining aviation may mean a positive investment in the national economy and national welfare.

4. Finally, in terms of the jobs that can be created by investment in the aviation industry, as compared with investment in other economic activities, aviation is a poor relation. The aviation industry is extremely capital-intensive and resource-intensive. A high proportion of the turnover of the industry is spent on expensive technology and burning fossil fuels and therefore a relatively low proportion of its turnover is spent actually employing people compared to most other sectors of the economy.

Thus, it must be concluded from this that since a sustainable future requires economic security and adequate protection for the environment, the aviation industry should not be considered a positive element for development. 

Opportunity for travel 
The consultation postulates that increasing the cost of air travel will discriminate unfairly against the lower waged and make international travel an activity for the more wealthy.  At the moment, the top three social classes take four times as many flights as the lower three who may take one flight a year.  Expanding capacity will see the divide extend to the upper social classes taking up to 10 flights a year; whilst the lower three stay on one flight a year.  Taxing aviation fuel can therefore be seen as a progressive taxation that is likely to impact those who can pay, more than those who cannot.  Add to this a longer-term perspective: should policy makers continue to refuse to internalise the social and health costs of climate change, then these costs will be paid for disproportionately by the poorest sections of both the UK and global society.  The Maldives may be a nice place to visit at the moment, but in a few years time they may not be there to enjoy.
With the option of public transport reaching now across continents, it is an artificial premise that travel is class contained.  What should be noted is that, whilst holiday air travel has maintained a stable cost (and in some cases reduced cost) against inflation over the last 20 years, bus and rail travel has increased between 50 and 100%.  That a train journey to Paris and Brussels costs double the equivalent journey by air, and that a flight to Manchester from London is only marginally more expensive than a train journey, are just two examples of this in practice.

Tourism
The consultation points to the fact that "inward tourism is worth about £13 billion to the UK each year", set to rise in the future, and that "tourism would undoubtedly suffer if there were significant constraints on air services" (section 3.33). It does not mention, however, that annually, Britons spend £17.7 billion a year on holidays abroad, compared to only £9.1 billion spent by visitors to the UK. In other words, the UK suffers from a tourism deficit of £8.6 billion a year – a deficit which can only be exacerbated by increasing the opportunity to travel abroad. The document also argues that ”consumer choice by UK residents is limited if they cannot go on holiday by air.” This is certainly the case.  However, for the general public, the significant costs (e.g. more extreme weather events, spread of infectious diseases, increasing world-wide uncertainty resulting from climate-change) should outweigh the luxury of ever-cheaper flights to foreign holiday destinations. 

Regions outside London and the South East rely predominantly on domestic rather than international tourism to bring income into their areas.  Expanding airport capacity will simply encourage greater international tourism and the relocation of inward investment overseas.  London and the South East will, conversely, suffer even further from the burden of being the gateway: congestion, soaring house prices, shrinking countryside.

Competition 

The consultation claims that the UK is losing out to its European "competitors" because other cities are building more runways than this country (section 4.7). It fails to say that not all the runways at leading airports like Charles de Gaulle in Paris and Schipol in Amsterdam are in use at the same time – for example, Amsterdam generally only operates from 2 of its 5 five runways at any one time and the decision to build the fifth runway was partly based on the need to give relief to residents under existing flight paths. Additionally, if EU-wide measures such as the emission charge were introduced effectively, the demand at all EU airports would be reduced. This would significantly lessen the competitive pressure on individual airports to expand, negating the Government’s argument that it is necessary to expand for competitive purposes.  

3.4 
Should an airport be developed as a ”hub”? 

It is evident from the consultation that the airport being considered in this capacity is Heathrow (section 4.2), with Cliffe or Stansted or possibly Gatwick as alternatives if this proves impractical (section 4.19). 

The development of an airport as a hub would mainly bring benefit to airlines (of both foreign and UK origin) and not to the UK economy – certainly not to the local communities who would suffer the effects. The advantages of developing a ”hub,” as detailed in the consultation document (section 4.9) all relate to consumer access, such as ”a greater number of destinations served direct.” As detailed above, we consider that these advantages would be hugely outweighed for the average traveller by the massive costs to society as a whole. 

Over the next 30 years, it is also physically impossible for Heathrow to expand sufficiently to remain the main European hub. As is detailed in the consultation document, Paris, Amsterdam and Frankfurt all have more runways and more space to expand. Heathrow is surrounded by too many centres of population, and is only one fifth of the area of Charles de Gaulle. The costs associated with development of Cliffe and Stansted are outlined below. 
3.5 
Sustainable development 

As was stated in the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution’s 18th Report on Transport and the Environment, ”…an unquestioning attitude toward future growth in air travel, and an acceptance that the projected demand for additional facilities must be met, are incompatible with the aims of sustainable development.”
If the Government truly wishes to formulate a ”sustainable” aviation policy, it should not be by providing new airport capacity in the already overstretched South East, but by seeking ways to limit the growth of aviation and encouraging alternative modes of transport.  

4.0 
Where should any additional runway capacity be provided? A particular issue is whether or not Heathrow should be developed further.

Given that the disadvantages of aviation expansion far outweigh the benefits, creation of additional runway capacity should not take place anywhere within London and the South-East. 

However, given London's siting with in relation to four major airports and a host of other smaller airports, it is worth examining more closely the specific problems associated with some of the different suggested sites.

4.1 
Heathrow Airport

Last year, the Government placed a cap of 480 000 flights per year using Heathrow, on the recommendation of the Terminal Five Public Inquiry Inspector and as a condition of its construction. As is acknowledged in the consultation ”the 480,000 limit...would clearly be exceeded with a new runway” (section 7.8). With what seems striking double standards, the document chooses to ignore the agreement made only last year with regard to noise at Heathrow. The document argues that the agreement can be overridden with noise and quality controls. It ignores the fact that the 480 000 cap was placed precisely because the Inspector believed that the contours used to estimate noise levels did not reflect reality. Therefore, it is nonsensical to try and override the decision using those same contours as a basis for the calculation (section 16.33). 

Noise calculations are also based on an estimated ”annoyance threshold” for planes at more than 57 decibels/ day. The Government is alone, however, in using this figure.  The World Health Organisation estimates people are annoyed at 50-55 decibels. 

The consultation also admits that, should a Third Runway be constructed, 35 000 people would be exposed to NO2 levels above the EU legal limit (section 16.29). It fails to spell out, however, that this would mean that 10 000 homes would be have to be compulsorily purchased and/or destroyed in order to conform to the EU limits, should the runway be constructed. In striking contrast to this figure, the consultation directly states that just 260 homes would need to be destroyed in order to make way for the runway. 

4.2 
Stansted Airport


An additional runway would mean 492,000 flights in 2030; 3 new runways would mean 746,000 flights. Even one extra runway would mean that Stansted would have more flights than Heathrow has today. That is not spelt out in the consultation document. The study does not spell out exactly where the new flight paths would be.

The study does admit that new homes would need to be built in the area to house an increased work-force if the airport was expanded (sections 9.32- 9.34). It fails to spell out where these new properties would be built especially in relation to the new flight paths.

The study acknowledges that new roads would need to be built (sections 9.17 - 9.21). It fails to spell out just how much extra traffic, with the knock-on noise and pollution effects and development pressures an expanded airport would attract.
4.3 
Gatwick Airport
Development of capacity at Gatwick is currently prohibited by a legal agreement.  However, this agreement is time bound (expiring in 2019) and therefore Gatwick should be considered as part of this long-term capacity debate.

Greens concur with the views of the local community that there should be no expansion of Gatwick airport whatsoever.  There is no potential site for a new runway that could be considered by any means acceptable in environmental terms, even after 2019.  The physical constraints of the Gatwick site are absolute.  

A three runway Gatwick would cause severe environmental damage: demolition of 431 properties;  loss of 533 hectares of green belt;  the loss of six grade 2* and 18 grade 2 listed historic buildings; 69,000 more people within the 54 leq noise contour and 25,000 more within the 57 leq contour;  and 7,200 people affected by NO2 pollution (The Stage 2 Appraisal Summary Tables (February 2002)). We believe that these figures are low estimates.  In his regional strategy, the Deputy Prime Minister has earmarked much of this area as a target area for affordable housing development in the South East.  The Government would be showing a clear policy contradiction by running parallel a housing development and runway construction plan on the same sensitive green belt land.

Some of the environmental considerations:

· The area around Gatwick is dominated by green belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Much of this area would be subject to environmental protection rules under EU and UK wildlife protection legislation;

· The historic village of Charlwood, in the three runway option, would become uninhabitable should the airport be expanded: with the loss of around 800 properties, 1 Norman church with medieval wall paintings, nine grade 2* and some 60 grade 2 listed historic buildings;

· The construction of a north terminal would destroy a 65 acre bluebell wood, Edolphs Copse, a local nature reserve open to the public.  

Priority must be given to the preservation of those features in the Gatwick area that are irreplaceable and which will be of significant value to future generations.  Where is the logic in destroying our countryside and heritage in order to facilitate tourists seeking a better quality of life in the green spaces of other countries.  If our own country were better preserved, perhaps the compulsion to seek pleasure abroad would not be so strong.
4.4 
Luton Airport

The consultation includes two options for Luton. One is to build a new runway 200 metres south of the existing one, with the current runway being used as a taxiway. The other is to build a new runway on a new alignment (NNE-SSW) and a new parallel taxiway. For both options a capacity of 240,000 flights per year is assumed.

The study estimates the number of people that would be affected by the new proposals, but it fails to spell out their flight path implications. This is particularly astonishing in the case of Luton where one of the proposals is to change the direction of the runway.

The study discusses daytime noise, but it fails to say anything about night-time noise.  This is despite the fact that freight and low-cost flights, both of which have significant night-time operations, are expected to be heavy users of the airport.

4.5 
London City Airport

The only option for London City Airport suggests staying within the currently agreed 5 million passengers per annum (mppa). Under both scenarios considered by the documents (constrained and high capacity demand) there is little deviation from this. However, it is the number of air traffic movements that cause the most significant and obvious impacts at this airport. Recent figures on such movements show a 10% increase in air traffic movements from 49,000 in 2000 to almost 54,000 in 2001, whilst occupancy of planes has decreased. 

This means that over the coming years London City is already on course to reach its permitted capacity in terms of air traffic movements of 73,000. This in itself means an extra 360 flights a week over London. However, looking at average occupancy of flights from London City we see that set against a falling occupancy from the year 2000, the industry will expect to double this if it remains within the legitimate constraints within the airport. The strategy must therefore resist any pressure to increase passenger traffic at London City Airport.

4.6 
Cliffe Airport

Since this consultation was launched, there has been much public opposition to the construction of an airport at Cliffe. The UK Government needs to reconsider its position that relatively low numbers of people would be affected by the development (section 11.2). It is perhaps true that the airport would directly affect a relatively low number of people.  However, our international obligations to preserve and protect wildlife and their habitats must be considered to determine whether this development is sustainable.

The consultation document itself admits that developing an airport at Cliffe would have ”major environmental impacts.” It does not admit the truth, which is that it would be a major environmental disaster:

· The development would destroy valuable wildlife habitats. The Cliffe site includes four Sites of Special Scientific Interest (protected under national law) and the Thames Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area (European law) and Ramsar Site (International law). 

· The Thames is one of the most important sites for waterfowl in the UK, supporting an average of over 155 000 wintering waders and wildfowl. The proposed airport would also destroy the RSPB’s Nature Reserve at Northward Hill, currently supporting the largest breeding heronry in the UK, 45 pairs of avocet and 20% of the UK population of little egret. 

· The location of the airport in the middle of the feeding and breeding areas for what is also essentially a ”hub” for birds, is likely to have impacts on the populations which are extremely hard to predict. 

The consultation admits that in order to comply with the EC Habitats Directive, the Government must demonstrate that it has considered all reasonable alternatives and that it will put compensatory measures in place, possibly in the form of creating alternative habitats. 

The indirect effects from the airport would be considerable, including: 

· an increased risk of flooding on the Hoo peninsula, which could have devastating effects on marsh wildlife, homes and farmland;

· changes in existing water flows and groundwater levels on which wildlife depends;

· threats to c.50 species which are protected by the UK Government’s own Biodiversity Action Plan.

Many of the wildfowl at Cliffe are heavy birds such as swans and geese, which would pose considerable risk of ”bird strike” to aircraft, as birds fly at similar flight paths and altitudes to aircraft.  Though the consultation suggests that ”bird control measures will be necessary” and acknowledges that further research will be needed into these measures (section 11.18), it does not state what they might be, or how they might work. If, as seems likely, it is simply impossible to control the birds without large-scale culling, the impact of the airport will be all the greater.  
4.7    Biggin Hill Airport

Commercial passengers at Biggin Hill Airport are forecast at 500,000 per annum, rising to perhaps 800,000 per annum by 2030, with an optional maximum of 8.6 million passengers per annum. Greens concur with the views of the London Borough of Bromley and the local community that there should be no expansion of Biggin Hill as a commercial regional airport and that it retain its existing status as a small specialist airport limited to business aviation, flight training and private flying. Expansion would cause significant harm to the local community and adversely impact on the green belt and adjacent conservation areas. The conditions in the current lease agreement between the London Borough of Bromley and Biggin Hill Airport Limited therefore need to be maintained in order to prevent commercial development occurring outside the conditions of the lease. The Department for Transport needs to give a formal undertaking to support and uphold the conditions in the current lease.
4.8 
General statement on runway capacity 

The consultation argues that the UK will see a shift in air traffic to other European airports if our capacity does not expand.  This argument cannot be substantiated.  Although Charles de Gaulle and Amsterdam airports have four runways, London has five spread across four airports (Heathrow, Gatwick, Luton, Stansted).  The number of runways is also not a marker for capacity.  Frankfurt with three runways has the air capacity to provide 80 flights an hour – Heathrow can currently provide 150 flights an hour.

There is an inherent contradiction between the Government’s commitment to a low-carbon economy and desire for unhindered expansion of the aviation industry.  A Government estimate has put the climate change cost of the UK aviation industry at £1.4 billion a year, rising to £4.8 billion by 2030 even without the construction of new capacity (HMT/DEFRA 2003).  We believe this to be a conservative projection.

The statements above detail the major problems associated with specific associated sites. We would like to re-state, however, that the lack of specific reference to other suggested sites in the consultation document (e.g. Biggin Hill) does not mean that we would support development to those sites. Given that the disadvantages of aviation expansion far outweigh the benefits, creation of additional runway capacity should not take place anywhere within the South-East region or the UK.

5.0 
What controls, mitigation measures and compensation should be put in place to limit and manage the adverse impacts of any additional airport development on people and on nature and the built environment? 

I welcome the recognition in the consultation that ”aviation should meet its external costs, including environmental costs – that is, the costs to society of aviation noise, and other adverse impacts on, for example, climate change, local air quality landscape, biodiversity and heritage.” (section 5.5). 

As has been demonstrated earlier in this document, however, the very title ”Meeting the costs of global warming” (section 5) is a contradiction in terms. As has been clearly shown, it would be impossible to meet the costs of aviation growth through economic measures alone. 

5.1
Tax on aviation

Reference is made in the consultation to the introduction of an emissions charge on aviation fuel and to the Government’s commitments under the Kyoto protocol. However: 

· The consultation states that 95% of emissions result from international flights, which are exempt from the Kyoto Treaty. The Government therefore feels free to ignore its significant responsibility for an increased level of international travel and the impacts this will have on climate change. This is unacceptable. 

· The document also only mentions the possible impacts of CO2. The fact that CO2 is used as “the standard indicator in a wide range of transport appraisals” (Annex E) should not be used as an excuse to ignore the significant effects of other gases. For example, there is significant evidence to show that aircraft pollution from nitrous oxide effectively doubles the contribution to climate change caused by emissions of CO2.

· The Government’s argument that the expanded capacity of the industry will absorb the price rise in tickets resulting from an emissions charge (section 5.7) is deeply flawed. To argue that the impacts of tax on ticket prices can be absorbed by the growth of the sector ignores the very point of the tax: which is surely to inhibit unchallenged expansion. 

· Placing a 100% tax on fuel would not in any way “pay for” the environmental impacts on climate change.  However, according to the report, introducing an aviation fuel tax at 100% would reduce demand by 10%. Adding VAT to air travel (including fuel and aircraft purchases) would put airfares up by an additional 17.5%.   Increasing airfares thus could reduce demand by about 22% to around 268 million. Trebling airport charges at Heathrow and Gatwick would raise average UK airport charges by about 100%. The Government's figures indicate that this could be expected to reduce demand by a further 11%. The abolition of the remaining duty-free might knock off a further 1%, reducing the total demand in 2020 to 236 million. 

It would seem reasonable to conclude that the total effect of introducing realistic landing fees and a fairer tax regime - even with aviation fuel taxed at only half the rate of unleaded petrol - would be to bring about a situation where demand for air travel rises from 160 million passengers using UK airports in 1998 to about 236 million in 2020. This would represent a significant reduction in the growth of CO2 emissions and of the various hidden costs, but would still represent an increase in passenger numbers of 147.5% over 22 years.

A greater reduction in growth would be desirable in order to help the UK meet serious emissions-reduction targets and further reduce the growth of aviation's hidden costs. This could be achieved through a combination of measures:

a. Higher rates of aviation fuel tax.

b. Public education on the impacts of aviation - especially with reference to climate change, which is of growing concern to the public.

c. Provision and active promotion of alternatives to air travel.  Specifically, the Government should join up its transport policy and underwrite a subsidy for alternative modes of transport (such as rail travel) using money raised from tax on aviation.  UK rail fares are simply too high, and addressing this should be considered an incentive when formulating a responsible policy to reduce air traffic.

d. Encouragement of UK holiday options not requiring air travel.

5.2 
Congestion charges for air traffic

The Green Party advocates the full internalisation of external costs - the polluter should pay for the costs of pollution. However, the Government will not even consider introducing aviation fuel taxes until the international community does as a whole.  Such unilateral action is currently expressly forbidden under the Chicago Convention.  Moreover, the US Government (if not the British) may be expected to strenuously oppose such taxes.

The Greens on the London Assembly believe that Heathrow's hidden costs of £520 million should be reclaimed through a combination of fuel taxes and congestion charging. As a starting point, we might aim to raise one-fifth of the total through an emissions charge - just as motorists in London will be paying both tax on fuel and a congestion charge. This would mean raising £100 million a year from Heathrow airport.

Heathrow's income for 2000 was £712 million. A £100 million a year emissions charge, passed on to the airport's customers, would be recovered (all other things being equal) by a 14% increase in its charges to customers, from airlines to retail franchises.

5.3  
Local Air Pollution     

The areas surrounding Heathrow and Gatwick are close to breaching the EU’s health limits for nitrous oxides even within the current capacity through the growth of aviation and road traffic.  Airports should be considered equivalent to industrial installations and be subject to Environment Agency regulations and controlled by enforceable caps on pollutant levels. 

5.4  
Noise Pollution    

The Government currently monitors noise pollution from Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted: 57 decibels is considered by the Government to represent an annoyance; in contrast, the World Health Organisation recommends that between 50-55 decibels is the standard for ambient noise levels.  

A recent study by the European Environment Agency calculated that that over 440,000 people were being regularly exposed to noise levels over 57 decibels around Heathrow (EEA, 2000).   The Heathrow Action for the Control of Aviation Noise (HACAN ClearSkies), have taken noise measurements at Dulwich in South East London and found decibel levels frequently greater than 62 decibels over a 10-day period, 5 decibels above the national standard.

If the Government is advocating a tripling of passengers by 2030, those adversely affected by noise levels higher than World Health Organisation accepted standards – particularly in London and the South East – will increase.   There is only so much technological innovation will be able contribute to reducing noise levels caused by airplanes, and the proposed increase in traffic will easily overwhelm any improvement through material improvements.

Airports should be subject to noise regulation, monitored by the Environment Agency in partnership with the local communities and Local Authorities.  Local authorities should be empowered to compel airports to implement noise reduction schemes.  Where airports fail to adhere to such schemes, they should be heavily fined.  To complement this, airports should also be empowered to regulate the flying behaviour of its aircraft to minimise noise impacts during take off and landing.  Tax should be levied on the aviation industry to take account of the need to minimise noise.  Finally, night flights should be illegal.

6.0
Conclusion

It is impossible to completely internalise the environmental and social impacts of an unrestricted aviation industry.  Even with the tax and levies proposed above fully applied, the issue is simply that our fragile atmosphere cannot, and should not be made to, accommodate such a level of pollution.  Any mature policy on aviation should seek to minimise this impact by acting to constrain what is already an unacceptable burden.  The bottom line is this means less not more planes in the sky.

Quality of life is not defined by the ability to travel abroad.  Quality of life is dependent upon the place in which you live, work, enjoy free time and the air that you breathe.

The environmental impacts of aviation, which will continue to grow, translate into negative economic impacts. Reducing the ecological and economic impacts can only be successful if we reduce the size of the industry.  There must be a determined effort to reduce the negative impacts of the aviation industry. This effort must be led by Government policy, as a matter of public interest and ecological sustainability.
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