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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 York Aviation was appointed by North Somerset Council, (NSC), to provide specialist aviation advice to assist with a review of the recently published Final Airport Master Plan, (AMP), for Bristol International Airport (BIA). 
1.2 We first reviewed the ‘draft’ AMP, published in October 2005, and reported to NSC in November 2005.  As part of our review of the ‘Final’ AMP NSC have asked us to review to what extent comments made on the ‘draft’ have been taken in to account and whether there are any new issues to be considered.    

1.3 We have now completed our review of the Final AMP and set out our advice below.  This is structured as follows:

General comments are set out in Section 2;

Comments on AMP Chapter 4: Regulatory and Policy Context are set out in Section 3;
Comments on AMP Chapter 5: Forecasts are set out in Section 4;

Comments on AMP Chapter 6: Economic and Social Considerations are set out in Section 5;

Comments on AMP Chapter 7: Development Requirements to 2015 are set out in Section 6;

Comments on AMP Chapter 8: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation (2015) are set out in Section 7;

Comments on AMP Chapter 9: Transport and Surface Access are set out in Section 8;

Comments on AMP Chapter 10: Climate Change are set out in Section 9;

Comments on AMP Chapter 11: Sustainability Appraisal are set out in Section 10;

Comments on AMP Chapter 12: Development 2016 to 2030 is set out in Section 11.
2 GENERAL COMMENTS
2.1 We have reviewed the ‘Final’ AMP published by BIA and consider that there have been some major improvements to the way it has been set out.  Many of the key issues are better explained with additional supporting data and diagrams.  The inclusion of summary tables of key issues at the end of each section is a big improvement.

2.2 Whilst many of the comments we raised in our report on the ‘draft’ AMP have been addressed there are still a number of key issues that we believe are still outstanding and of importance to NSC in protecting the long term contribution that the airport needs to make to the region.    

3 Chapter 4: REGULATORY AND POLICY CONTEXT
Introduction

3.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon Chapter 4: Regulatory and Policy Context of the Airport from the Final AMP.  

3.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

3.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP.

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP
3.4 Our comments on the original regulatory and policy context chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

3.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

3.6 We made detailed comments in relation to two key areas:

· Local Planning Context;

· Public Safety Zones.

Local Planning Context
3.7 Our comments primarily focussed on:

· the role to which the Airport plays in the regeneration of Weston-super-Mare – again the AMP does not set out specifically how this is to be achieved other than references covered in Chapter 6 Economic and Social Considerations and Chapter 9 Transport and Surface Access.  Chapter 4 refers the reader to the Regional Spatial Strategy, the Joint Replacement Structure Plan, the North Somerset Local Plan and the draft Replacement Local Plan as vehicles that contain policies that support the airport.  It would then appear that it will be the owners of these plans that will be left with the task of driving through initiatives to achieve regeneration goals.  The airport is clearly a participant in these plans but not the driver.    
· the future extent and size of the Public Safety Zone (PSZ) contours – it is noted that the AMP states that the PSZ contours have been recalculated by NATS and that this does not result in the 1:10,000 contour extending beyond the airport boundary to 2030, with only a small increase in the 1:100,000 contour.  It is assumed that BIA will ensure that periodic recalculations are undertaken by NATS as is normal practice at busy airports and it would be prudent for NSC to seek clarity from BIA as to the likelihood of future changes to the contours, even if slight, in order that local planning decisions and safeguarding can be informed. 
Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP
3.8 The Government published on the 14th December its ‘Progress Report’ on the ‘The Future of Air Transport White Paper’.  In this progress report it states that:

“The White Paper suggested that Bristol Airport could attract between 10 and 12 mppa by 2030, with a second terminal and runway extension.  The airport master plan includes plans for a new terminal and parallel taxiway to deal with the expected increase in passenger demand to 2030.  However, the airport does not believe there is currently a case to pursue a runway extension, although the option will be kept under review”.
3.9 In so doing the progress report continues to provide BIA with support for its forecasts, see Section 4 of this report, and for a parallel taxiway and second terminal, see Section 11.  

3.10 It also states that BIA will keep the option for a runway extension under review.  We will return to this issue in Sections 4 and 11.

4 Chapter 5: FORECASTS
Introduction

4.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon the Chapter 5: Forecasts from the ‘Final’ AMP.   

4.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP Position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

4.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP.

Summary of Comments on the Draft Master Plan and the Final Master Plan Position

4.4 Our comments on the original forecasts chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

4.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

4.6 We made detailed comments in relation to three key areas:

· Long Term Forecasts;

· Runway Extension;

· Freight and General Aviation (GA) forecasts.
Long Term Forecasts
4.7 Our comments primarily focussed on:

· that the long term passenger and movement forecasts appeared sound although given the strong growth being currently experienced that they may in fact be conservative in the short term – the ‘Final’ AMP is using the same forecasts with no changes and our comment about the conservative nature of these still holds true due to continued short term growth.  Whilst the ‘Final’ AMP states that forecasts are constantly under review it does not acknowledge that continued high short term growth might lead to the advancement of development and there may be aspects of the AMP from 2016 to 2030 that might occur sooner.  There is no need for the AMP to be specific at this stage as to what this might be but it should alert the reader to this possibility;
· concerns that the anticipated growth in long haul scheduled and charter services can be sustained without the provision of a runway extension in the medium to long term - we would repeat our concern that the runway length may be a deterrent to realising the long haul route potential set out in the forecasts, particularly the anticipated movements by wide bodied aircraft.  Reliance is still being placed on ‘dreamliner’ type aircraft for much of this growth.  Although our discussions with Boeing did suggest some doubt about their suitability to use the Bristol runway, we do understand that First Choice is planning on using them at Bristol for long haul charters.  The final Master Plan lists potential new scheduled service destinations, including Atlanta, Boston, Dubai, Orlando, Toronto and Washington.  Of these, services to Atlanta, Orlando and Washington are most at risk due to the short runway length.  There may also be market concerns about a service to Washington as currently there are no regional connections to Washington and the market is not particularly strong; BMI having recently withdrawn their Manchester–Washington service owing to insufficient demand.
· surprise that no specific air freight forecasts were given and that little encouragement was being made to protect business related GA - we continue to be surprised that the role of air freight is so lightly dismissed “there is no evidence to suggest that freight services from BIA might contribute to the South West economy”.  We would not expect there to be significant freight activity from BIA but we would expect greater consideration to be given to exploiting belly hold capability, which might require some land to be set aside for at least a small freight centre.  Regarding GA, whilst we understand the difficulty of making projections for this activity and note that it is not a major driver of land use at BIA it does play an important business related role and this should be acknowledged by the AMP and assurances that this important GA activity will be protected.    

Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

4.8 At 3.10 we highlighted that the White Paper Progress Report has stated that BIA will keep the issue of the runway extension under review.  This they state at paragraph 12.16 of the ‘Final’ AMP.   Our concerns are that the AMP is not attempting to safeguard, in either land use terms or in the context of local planning, the ability for an extension to be delivered.  
4.9 A number of other UK airports are considering a runway extension as a long term possibility, even though they, like BIA, do not necessarily have the hard evidence today to support such an extension.  A good example is Leeds Bradford International Airport.  Other airports are actively progressing modest extensions to their runway; for example Aberdeen has recently won planning approval for a 300m extension of their runway which will make it longer than BIA. 

4.10 Our point is that for BIA to dismiss the need for an extension so finitely as to not even make safeguarding provisions within the AMP is ‘high risk’ as subsequent future reviews of the AMP may find it difficult to reintroduce the safeguarding required for such an extension.  

4.11 To include the safeguarding necessary within the current AMP is at no cost to BIA and given that there continues to be Government support for this in the White Paper, should then be included.  It also protects the wider social and economic interests of NSC and the Bristol City region in providing an insurance that enables certain long haul operations to commence that might otherwise be precluded by the current runway length.  We reiterate the importance that a runway extension might have later in this report at 5.12.  

5 Chapter 6: Economic and Social Considerations

Introduction

5.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon the Chapter 6: Economic and Social Considerations of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.  This has also involved an examination of the revised version of the Roger Tym’s report on the economic impact of the Airport produced in relation to the AMP
.  

5.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

5.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in either the ‘Final’ AMP or the amendment to the supporting economic impact study.

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

5.4 Our comments on the original economic and social considerations section were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

5.5 Our comments can be divided into those of a general nature and more detailed comments in relation to specific elements.  We examine the ‘Final’ AMP and its supporting economic impact report in relation to these comments below.

General Comments
5.6 In relation to the ‘draft’ AMP Chapter on Economic and Social Considerations, we made three comments of a general nature:

· the focus of the ‘draft’ AMP and the Tym’s report focussed to a large extent on the performance of the local economy and lacked linkage to the air service connectivity provided by Bristol International Airport - this has been partially addressed by the updated economic impact report.  The report has now included a journey time savings analysis, examining the role of Bristol in providing connectivity compared to the national hub at Heathrow.  This is a valid approach and provides a useful measure of the wider economic benefit of the airport.  However, it implicitly assumes that the network offer at BIA covers the range of destinations required by existing companies and also those that will consider the area for future investment.  It would also be helpful to examine the usefulness of the Airport’s route network as a tool for economic development;

· there should be greater consideration of the general strategic role of BIA in relation to the economy of the South West, particularly with regards to the offer provided by the region’s other airports -  this has been addressed to some extent.  There is, however, still insufficient analysis of the links to the Regional Economic Strategy and Bristol’s role as the primary regional gateway;

· the AMP is almost entirely centred on Bristol and the economic impact of the City - this was primarily a comment in relation to the presentation of information within the AMP and this has been addressed with more information provided on the local employment impacts of the Airport.

Detailed Comments

5.7 In addition to the general comments above, we made detailed comments in relation to a number of key areas:

· Employment at BIA;

· Tourism Impacts;

· Wider Business Benefits;

· Maximising Potential.

Employment at Bristol International Airport

5.8 Our comments primarily focussed on two main areas:

· the assumed productivity growth on-site at the Airport and its impact on future employment projections – additional information on the basis for assumptions around productivity growth have been included within the updated Roger Tym’s report.  This explains that future projections have been based in part on discussions with existing employers as regards business practices, management models and similar and, consequently, productivity growth is assumed within these projections in so far as operators can currently anticipate changes.  This is a reasonable approach to the issue but we feel that this may to some degree understate likely productivity growth as, certainly in the longer term, sources of productivity improvements may well not currently be known and consequently examination of long run trends may provide additional useful information;
· the Roger Tym report makes reference to two methodologies for calculating future employment, one using passenger numbers and one using Air Transport Movements for airline employers rather than passengers.  The ‘draft’ AMP quoted the higher number from these two estimates (8,307 ftes versus 7,584 ftes).  We questioned why one methodology had been chosen over the other - the revised Roger Tym’s report provides additional explanation of the use of these methodologies in Appendix 3.  It explains how these two estimates present a range of possible outcomes and have been used as part of the sensitivity testing process
.  However, it still does not explain why the results for the passenger driven methodology have been presented rather than the ATM driven results or indeed a mid-point.

5.9 Some additional comments were made regarding the size of the indirect effect of Bristol International Airport.  However, these were primarily by way of comparison to existing benchmarks and commentary rather than specific points in relation to the Tym’s work, which as they have reiterated is based on original research.

Tourism Impacts

5.10 Our fundamental comment in relation to the tourism impact information in the AMP and the supporting economic impact report remains the same.  We do not believe that it is possible to accurately estimate GVA or employment impact of Bristol International Airport stemming from tourism activity.  Therefore, despite Roger Tym’s attempts to improve their methodology, particularly their efforts in relation to the inclusion of outbound passengers, we believe that it is still fundamentally flawed.  It is simply not possible to adequately estimate ‘deadweight’ or ‘displacement’ within this environment and consequently figures produced through this process can be misleading.

5.11 However, outside of this basic point we note that our concerns around the lack of any reference to the impact of outbound passengers have been addressed within both the economic impact report update and the AMP.

Wider Business Benefits

5.12 Our comments in relation to the wider business benefits section in the ‘draft’ AMP are outlined below:

· the analysis set out within the economic impact report provides a basic assessment of the usefulness of the Airport to regional businesses, focussing particularly on the priority sectors for the South West.  However, this is largely divorced from any assessment from the likely future route offer at the Airport and the evidence in some places is contradictory to the overall thrust of the AMP, most notably in relation to the assessment of export markets and areas of future world economic growth which are mainly long-haul - Tym’s have addressed this point in their revised economic impact report in Appendix 3, Section 5.  This acknowledges that additional economic benefits could be secured if BIA were able to capture a greater share of the long-haul market.  However, it states that despite the limitations imposed by the runway length, the Airport’s current operations and future growth will “continue to protect and enhance the region’s connectivity”.  This is undoubtedly true.  However, it does not change the fundamental point that the potential for wider benefits would be enhanced by the Airport developing a runway extension that would allow it to capture a greater share of long-haul markets.  This is a further argument for more specific analysis of the connectivity provided by the Airport and its potential for the future;

· the AMP needs to examine not only the total number of South West businesses that use the Airport but also its penetration of the South West business passenger market - this has now been included in the AMP.

· given the difficulty in assessing the wider catalytic benefits of airport development, it might be helpful to include some structured analysis of the connectivity benefits of airport route development or to have estimated the user benefits stemming from this development in terms of journey time savings - as we have described above, we still believe that some form of connectivity analysis based around the Airport’s route network would be beneficial and this remains a gap.  However, the issue has been addressed via an analysis of journey time savings stemming from the use of BIA rather than Heathrow.  This analysis has identified savings of around £120 million per annum by 2030 for South West business passengers.

Maximising Potential

5.13 A number of comments were made in relation to the Maximising Potential sub-section within the ‘draft’ AMP:

· there is insufficient analysis of the regeneration effects of the Airport in the surrounding area - this has been addressed to some extent in the ‘Final’ AMP by the inclusion of the section on local economic benefits;

· there is no evidence presented in the ‘draft’ AMP to support the claims that Bristol and Weston-super-Mare are the primary labour catchment areas - this information, which was already available in the Roger Tym’s report, has now been included in the local economic benefits section of the ‘Final’ AMP;

· there appears to be no labour supply and demand analysis to support assertions that there should be sufficient labour supply for the Airport - Roger Tym, in their amended version of the economic impact report, state that these issues are covered in Section 10 of their report.  There is indeed discussion of the labour market position in the future based on discussions with stakeholders.  Roger Tym also states in Appendix 3 Section 6 that it is not possible to accurately quantify future labour supply.  Accepting this point that quantification is difficult and subject to inaccuracies, projections of labour demand and supply and commuting patterns can provide a broad indicator;

· more information is needed on Bristol International Airport’s approach to tackling labour market issues - the ‘Final’ AMP includes additional information on the key issue of access to the Airport for staff (see Section 9 of the ‘Final’ AMP) and outlines, briefly, the Airport’s strategy to address some of the key labour market issues it faces, particularly through joint working with local partners to develop skills and improve awareness of the Airport as an employer.

Social Considerations

5.14 These comments are taken from North Somerset Council’s report on the ‘draft’ AMP and consequently it may be more appropriate for the Council to determine whether they feel that these have adequately been dealt with within the ‘Final’ AMP.  However, we offer a brief commentary below:

· the ‘draft’ AMP did not adequately analyse the impacts on quality of life in surrounding villages and tends to concentrate too much on the current rather than future situation - the sub-section has expanded and provides more details of activity but it is perhaps questionable whether the comment is directly addressed here.

· specific reference is made to developing opportunities for educational exchanges and connecting with further education and the four universities within Bristol and Bath.  No specific evidence is presented in relation to the airport as a limiting factor in relation to this - no further evidence is presented in the ‘Final’ AMP.  However, it should be noted that this would be extremely difficult to evidence effectively, but, as is widely acknowledged, Higher Education has a strong propensity to fly through its research involvement and commitments to knowledge sharing;

· there is inadequate reference to links with North Somerset educational establishments - the ‘Final’ AMP does now include information on the Airport’s specific links with North Somerset educational activities;

· North Somerset Council, as a Children’s Services Authority, is committed to involving children and young people in major decisions, such as the expansion and development of Bristol International Airport.  More information was therefore requested on if and how young people have been or will be involved in the consultation process - it is not clear from the ‘Final’ AMP if this has been addressed or not.

Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

5.15 We have no additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ AMP.  Any remaining comments made on the ‘draft’ AMP not referred to above have now been satisfactorily covered by the ‘Final’ AMP.
6 Chapter 7: DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS TO 2015
Introduction

6.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon the Chapter 7: Development Requirements to 2015 of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.  

6.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

6.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP.

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

6.4 Our comments on the original development requirements to 2015 chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

6.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

6.6 We made detailed comments in relation to nine key areas:

· Runway and Taxiway;

· Passenger Terminal and Apron;

· Aviation Fuel Storage;

· Fire Station;
· Administration Building;

· Car Parking, (public, staff and rental);

· Airport Hotel;

· Mail and Freight;

· General Aviation.

Runway and Taxiway
6.7 Our comments primarily focussed on two main areas:

· will BIA be introducing other taxiway infrastructure other than the stated improvements to the Runway 27 entry – BIA have provided an improved explanation of runway capacity and intended taxiway improvements.  However, they have stated that the introduction of a RET (rapid exit taxiway) will have little benefit on the required runway rate and given the available length of runway.  We would respond by stating first that an RET at around 1500m from the landing threshold would enable most of the twin jet operations to vacate the runway earlier and more quickly than at present and so reduce runway occupancy.  There is sufficient runway length at BIA to accommodate an RET and there would be no land take issues as it would be contained within the current operational boundary.  At predicted movement rates to 2015 we would agree that an RET may not be required however we would expect the location of an RET, particularly for the main direction of operation, 27, to be safeguarded with, we believe, a likely benefit emerging during the 20i6 to 2030 period;         
· we would have expected to see information regarding future arrival and departure routes – whilst there is an improved section on aircraft noise issues in Chapter 8, which we will return to later, there is still no indication within the ‘Final’ AMP as to whether current arrival and departure routings will remain unchanged or alter in any way during the AMP period; either to 2015 or from 2016 to 2030.  Whilst there is a new sub-section ‘Airspace’ in the ‘Final’ AMP on page 78 that records that recent consultation on changes to the airspace structure have now concluded there is no indication regarding the future needs and changes that may be required longer term. 
Passenger Terminal and Apron

6.8 Our comments primarily focussed on two main areas:

· that more apron expansion could be accommodated on the current north side of the runway delaying the time at which additional passenger handling apron is built on the south side – BIA have now considered this comment and indicate that, notwithstanding land fill requirements, it may be possible to accommodate a further 3 aircraft stands on the north side in addition to the expansion they had already put forward.  The ‘Final’ AMP does state that this will be likely in the 2016 to 2030 period.  This illustrates that BIA are now looking at key land take and strategic timing of new development to the south more flexibly, however, they are still quoting the 9 mppa threshold as to when the opening up of the south side of the airport to passenger handling activity will take place, (see next comment);           
· we believe that the terminal site is capable of being stretched further and that new technology will assist in this respect  – the ‘Final’ AMP has a much improved and comprehensive section on the terminal development.  It goes some way in providing a ‘fuller’ description of how the terminal could be expanded and the role that new technology could play in this.  We would agree with BIA that new technology associated with check-in is the main area where capacity can benefit, however BIA may have understated the benefit that on-line check-in can play as this is now a rapidly growing practice in the industry and especially if more airlines include a ‘hold baggage drop’ service at the airport as part of it then there will be a considerable reduction in the numbers of passengers occupying check-in areas.  We are still of the opinion that the current terminal site will be capable of more than 9 mppa and we are sure that in practice BIA will either have to, as demand arises, or by intent delay the building of the second terminal and continue with incremental improvements to the current facility, both physical and operational, to attain a higher throughput.  The ‘Final’ AMP does not state that additional expansion beyond 9 mppa might happen; and in so doing, whilst not avoiding the need for a second terminal to the south of the runway at some point in the 2016 to 2030 period, would enable it to be delayed to a later date. 
Aviation Fuel Storage

6.9 Our comments primarily focussed on one area:

· we understood that consideration was being given at the time of the ‘draft’ AMP publication to the delivery of fuel to BIA by pipeline, so greatly reducing the number of lorry trips – the ‘Final’ AMP now includes for this with the statement at paragraph 7.74 that “options for connecting the airport to the national pipeline system will be considered as part of our planning for longer term growth”. 
 Fire Station

6.10 Our comments primarily focussed one area:

· our concern was principally that the proposed location of the new fire station on the south side did not compromise the wider requirements of the AMP, in particular the land required for passenger handling capacity in the 2016 to 2030 period – the ‘Final’ AMP does not offer this assurance and illustrates the proposed facility in the same location.  To minimize the impact on the potential second terminal and apron zone to the south then this new fire station would need to be located as far west as is feasible.  We know that the 2 minute response time by the fire tender to any part of the operational airfield is critical and it may be that the location selected in complying to this requirement and so is already as far west as it can go; if so then BIA should make this point.  
Administration Building

6.11 Our comments primarily focussed on two main areas:

· we highlighted our concern that the location of new office buildings and other ancillary developments may not be protecting the longer term expansion capabilities of the terminal and airfield capacity – the ‘Final’ AMP continues to show the same set of plans for proposed administrative buildings with the preferred first location being to the west of the terminal and close to the airside boundary with the airfield.  Our concerns then still apply.  It is in our experience that an airport should avoid locating facilities that may restrict the ability to manage and adapt to the requirements of core activities.  The proposed location has a high risk of compromising future needs associated with terminal and/or apron capacity and operations.  We would advise BIA that locations further to the north, yet still within walking distances of the terminal, are preferable.  Indeed a location associated with the proposed short stay multi storey car parks might be considered, (see 6.12 in this report).   

Car Parking, (Public, Staff and Rental) 

6.12 Our comments primarily focussed on two main areas:

· that the ‘draft’ AMP had not weighed up the speed at which new surface car parking land was being used on the south side in preference to a more creative use of the current north side area with decked long stay car parking being an option – the ‘Final’ AMP now provides a much improved description of the car parking requirements for BIA including the different pricing products and the sensitivity to the ‘take up’ through pricing dynamics.  It has also embraced the concept of decked long stay car parking for part of its long stay demand across most of the existing car parking area to the north of the terminal.  This has in turn reduced substantially the amount of land required long term to meet the needs of BIA car parking; hence reducing the area of land to be developed for car parking to the south of the runway by 2030.  The proposed decked long stay car parking will also benefit from an innovative treatment of the appearance of the upper surfaces with green roofs and screening.  Proposed new multi-storey short stay car parks continue to be proposed close to the terminal which we continue to support.              
· we would have expected to see a ‘Green Travel Plan’ to accompany the AMP to reduce the numbers of car trips being undertaken by airport based staff – the ‘Final’ AMP now details in Chapter 9: Transport and Surface Access at paragraph 9.21 the BIA Staff Travel Plan which outlines the ten key measures that have been identified to ensure its success.  
Airport Hotel

6.13 Our comments primarily focussed on one main area:

· will BIA be safeguarding land for an expansion of the first 120 bed hotel and/or the provision of a further hotel – there is no change in the ‘Final’ AMP in this respect.  We would advise BIA that such provision be made even if a site for a second hotel cannot be pin-pointed at this stage.  The advantages to the wider area are that genuine airport related demand for hotel beds at/near the site can be met.  Failure to provide sufficient beds will deter some passengers from choosing to use BIA and will raise costs for those airlines unable to accommodate crew on site.
 Mail and Freight
6.14 Our comments primarily focussed on one main area:

· related to concerns associated with the absence of any forecasts for mail and freight or proposals to exploit and promote freight, there is an absence of safeguarded land within the ‘draft’ AMP on the south side for this potential, although it is BIA’s intention to relocate existing operations to the south side by 2015 – BIA have now stated in the ‘Final’ AMP that existing freight facilities will remain on the north side at least until sometime during the 2016-2030 period.  Whilst an eventual move to the south side is expected in this later period there is still no provision to safeguard the possibility of more substantive freight and mail operations.
General Aviation

6.15 Our comments primarily focussed on one main area:

· related to issues raised regarding the absence of General Aviation forecasts and the important role that Business Aviation plays in the local region there was no assurances in the ‘draft’ AMP that land is safeguarded for potential bespoke facilities – the ‘Final’ AMP states only that GA will continue to operate from current facilities (on the south side) and that there is no pressure expected on these facilities.  Our concern is that land use planning on the south side must protect the interests of GA sufficiently that the important business related activity can be accommodated and that the potential for a bespoke 3rd party handler to locate at BIA is protected.  A suitable site can initially be identified, even if near term use is by another activity such as car parking.
Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

6.16 We have two additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ Master Plan, above and beyond those previously made and commented upon above. 
· there is a new sub-section ‘Flight Catering’ on page 78 of the ‘Final’ AMP.  This acknowledges that the two flights catering units may need to be relocated at some time in the future and that consideration will need to given to off site locations   – given the rural location of BIA in Green belt then the reliance of land off-site to support essential airport related functions will require certainty that such provisions can be delivered.  NSC will need to reflect on this and seek BIA’s views on when this might be required, and what the scale of this development might be.  Such facilities will need to be close to the airport in order that the catering companies can function viably;         
· the ‘Final’ AMP does not explain why the acquisition of further land to the immediate west of the north side car park and fuel farm sites has not been considered – if some of this land can be exploited for airport related development it may further delay the speed and extent of south side development. 
7 Chapter 8: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION (2015)
Introduction

7.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon the Chapter 8: Environmental Impacts and Mitigation (2015) of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.    

7.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

7.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

7.4 Our comments on the original environmental impacts and mitigation (2015) chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

7.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

7.6 We made detailed comments in relation to six key areas:

· Aircraft Noise Monitoring;

· Night Noise;

· Ground Noise;

· Felton School;
· Air Quality;

· Landscape and Visual.

Aircraft Noise Monitoring
7.7 Our comments were:

· that there was no indication of what mechanisms will be put in place to monitor and enforce controlled routings by aircraft  – the noise section of the ‘Final’ AMP is much improved and sets out clearly the intention by BIA to introduce mechanisms to monitor and enforce aircraft tracking, (paragraph 8.53). 
Night Noise 

7.8 Our comments were:

· that the current night noise limits should be maintained as proposed by the ‘draft’ AMP – the ‘Final’ AMP maintains this stance and we continue to support this view.  
Ground Noise 

7.9 Our comments were:

· that whilst the ‘draft’ AMP intends to restrict the use of aircraft APU to reduce ground noise generated it did not set out how this would be attained.  We highlighted that ‘fixed ground power units’ are a common tool for achieving this at other airports – the ‘Final’ AMP continues to set out this intent to reduce ground noise by restrictions on the use of the APU however the ‘noise’ section from page 88 does not say how.  However, earlier at page 83, paragraph 8.13, in the ‘Air Quality’ section, the ‘Final’ AMP states that “reducing the use of aircraft auxiliary power units (APU) through the use of fixed ground power and mobile ground power units”. This is welcome; however it would be helpful if this statement is either repeated at or cross referenced from the ‘noise’ section.
Felton School

7.10 Our comments were:

· that NSC have concerns regarding aircraft noise levels affecting St Katherine’s Primary School in Felton and that the ‘draft’ AMP made no reference to this – at paragraph 8.49, page 92, of the ‘Final’ AMP, it states that following noise contour modelling that the “noise climate at the school will not deteriorate, that it will fall outside of the 63dBA Leq threshold, that BIA has provided noise insulation to the school and that BIA will continue to work with the education authorities to advance the school’s relocation”. 
Air Quality

7.11 Our comments were:

· that it was unclear whether the ‘draft’ AMP had only considered air quality on the airport site itself, when local access roads, etc, should also be considered – the ‘Final’ AMP now clearly states at paragraphs 8.8 and 8.10, page 82, that airport access roads and ground level concentrations in the vicinity of the airport have been taken in to consideration.
Landscape and Visual

7.12 Our comments were:

· that it would be helpful if the AMP had visuals to help illustrate the key issues and measures to mitigate – the ‘Final’ AMP has Drawing 12, page 89, that illustrates ‘3d massing’ of the terminal zone from the ‘Downside Road’ perspective.  This helps; however a commitment to offer similar and/or other visual aids to support development proposals in other sensitive areas around the airport site would be a useful mechanism for BIA to undertake. 
Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

7.13 We have no additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ AMP.  Any remaining comments made on the ‘draft’ AMP not referred to above have now been satisfactorily covered by the ‘Final’ AMP. 
8 Chapter 9: TRANSPORT AND SURFACE ACCESS
Introduction

8.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon Chapter 9: Transport and Surface Access of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.  

8.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

8.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments and draft and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in either the Final Master Plan or the amendment to the supporting economic impact study.

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

8.4 Our comments on the original transport and surface access chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

8.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

8.6 We made detailed comments in relation to two key areas:

· Public Transport Links;

· Staff travel.
Public Transport Links

8.7 Our comments were:

· that public transport linkages where targeted primarily at Bristol City centre only and that insufficient support or intent to offer links to other parts of the catchment such as Weston-super-Mare was being made by the ‘draft’ AMP – reliance seems to be placed on the Greater Bristol Strategic Transport Study (GBTS), published in June 2006, to address the strategic access issues.  Whilst there are commitments to improved local bus services, including to Weston-super-Mare, there will be a need to ensure that these meet the requirements of North Somerset in terms of providing access to jobs from the regeneration areas of North Somerset.  We are not convinced that the point about improved access to the rest of the South West, as opposed to the immediate Bristol area has been addressed.  This may have implications for the extent to which BIA can increase its penetration of markets in the far South West in competition with Exeter Airport, although the provision of a direct bus service into the far South West has commenced since our last report, and this highlights the ability to provide such services. Further we suggest that continued emphasis could be placed on a dedicated bus service to Weston-super-Mare (rather than the current rural service).  There is a risk that for some of the rail head links suggested benefits will be limited if suitable trains will not stop at the suggested stations, (such as Worle and Nailsea and Backwell).  Enabling of connecting and co-ordination strategies between rail and bus/coach operators will be required.  The increase of the Flyer service to 10 per hour seems very high, unless it is required to deliver sufficient capacity on the route; six services per hour would normally be a satisfactory frequency.  

Staff Travel
8.8 Our comments were:

· that reductions in the reliance of staff using the private car must link in with SAS strategies – the ‘Final’ AMP now sets out ‘Staff Travel Plan’ proposals on page 109.   
Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

8.9 We have two additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ AMP.
· it is noted that strategic park and ride has been rejected because it is believe that the GBTS will solve the surface access problems.  There may be some risks in not considering this further as the implementation of the recommendations of GBTS are not yet assured.
· the quality of a journey is a major factor in modal choice. The Airport and Local Authority should consider any schemes which could improve the quality of the pubic transport services.  Whilst frequency is one element, the actual journey time, particularly in peak hours, could be a barrier to passengers choosing to use the service.  Bus priority schemes may be part of the answer and could be linked to any planned schemes along the route.  
9 Chapter 10: CLIMATE CHANGE
Introduction

9.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon Chapter: Climate Change of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.  

9.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

9.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP.  

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

9.4 Our comments on the original climate change chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

9.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

9.6 We made one comment:
· that the AMP would benefit from highlighting some of the debate and potential actions within the aviation industry as a whole including the increasing emphasis on reduction and control of emissions – the ‘Final’ AMP now has an extended Climate Change chapter that offers more information, background debate and sets out more clearly the airport’s intent.  We understand that NSC has commissioned a separate specialist study to consider these matters further.  
Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

9.7 We have no additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ AMP.  Any remaining comments made on the ‘draft’ AMP not referred to above have now been satisfactorily covered by the ‘Final’ AMP. 

10 Chapter 11: SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL
Introduction

10.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon Chapter 11: Sustainability Appraisal of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.  

10.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

10.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

10.4 Our comments on the original sustainability appraisal chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

10.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

10.6 We made one comment.
· Whilst the ‘draft’ AMP contains a schedule of mitigation measures, little detail is given of how the beneficial societal impacts will be realised and this would warrant further work given the importance to the regeneration of North Somerset – this chapter in the ‘Final’ AMP is unaltered with the exception of the new paragraph 11.9 on page 124, which states how sustainability appraisal findings have generated proposals following consultation with respect to building design, green roofs, travel plans, etc.  Whilst these are benefits they are also only a record of achievement and not the performance mechanisms required to be applied to sustainability strategies.  BIA still needs to provide NSC with a strategy that sets out ‘what will be done and how’. 
Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

10.7 We have no additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ AMP.  Any remaining comments made on the ‘draft’ AMP not referred to above have now been satisfactorily covered by the ‘Final’ AMP. 

11 Chapter 12: DEVELOPMENT 2016 TO 2030
Introduction

11.1 In this Section, we examine and comment upon Chapter 12: Development 2016 to 2030 of the Airport from the ‘Final’ AMP.  

11.2 We organise this discussion under the following main headings:

· Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP position;

· Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP.

11.3 Essentially, we set out below our original comments on the ‘draft’ and discuss the extent to which these have been resolved in the ‘Final’ AMP.  

Summary of Comments on the ‘draft’ AMP and the ‘Final’ AMP

11.4 Our comments on the original development 2016 to 2030 chapter were set out in our report to North Somerset Council in November 2005 and formed the basis of the Council’s comments in this area in its report on the ‘draft’ AMP of December 2005.

11.5 We made detailed comments on this chapter and we examine the ‘Final’ AMP in relation to these comments below.

Detailed Comments

11.6 We made detailed comments in relation to three key areas:

· Runway Extension;

· Second Terminal;

· Land Use Plan.

Runway Extension

11.7 Our comments were:

· the ‘draft AMP’ dismissed a runway extension, even to the extent possible without an encroachment on to Felton Common, consequently we had doubts that long haul forecasts will be delivered and that land should be safeguarded for an extension.  It would be helpful if the AMP set out the benefits and disbenefits of an extension – the ‘Final’ AMP continues to state that an extension is not required stating that the need for a runway extension is dismissed on the basis of the limited number of long haul routes likely to be viable.  Reference is made in paragraph 12.13 to our list of other potential long term long haul destinations, which would be more likely to require a longer runway.  The point to be made is that in the long term, the existing runway length will be a constraint on long haul development and this will limit, to some extent, the economic contribution of the Airport.  However, it is understood that there are serious commercial viability issues for the Airport Company, as well as environmental issues.  In the circumstances, it is important that all stakeholders understand that ultimately the Airport will be limited by its runway length in terms of serving global markets.  This is a relatively minor limitation over the period to 2030.  However, the world does not stop at 2030 and the dynamics of the industry in the way it changes and the fleet renewal decisions of the strategic long haul carriers that feed global hubs will be vital if BIA is to secure long term any long haul destinations.  The B757 will eventually disappear from these carriers fleets, as will the B767.  Reliance by BIA on assurances by Boeing regarding the B787 is risky as this aircraft has not yet flown.  It will also be vital that BIA considers the new Airbus A350, just launched, as both these two types will eventually form the backbone of the world’s medium capacity long haul fleet.  In the interim aircraft such as the A330 and B777 will be used to serve secondary destination such as BIA as the B757 and B767 are withdrawn.  We therefore stand by our original comment that land be safeguarded for an extension.  Safeguarding does not cost BIA money and can be achieved with the support of NSC.  To not safeguard the land now may well result in an extension never being possible in the long term.    
Second Terminal

11.8 Our comments were:

· we believe that better use can be made first of land to the north of the runway before land to the south is developed with a second terminal – the ‘Final’ AMP, as far as car parking is concerned, is making best use of land to the north of the runway.  It also states that it may be possible for up to 3 additional aircraft stands to be located to the north before further apron is developed on the south side.  Whilst the explanation of how the current terminal extension might be achieved has been improved it still sticks to the 9 mppa threshold as the trigger for the second terminal to the south.  We believe that the current terminal throughput can be stretched beyond 9 mppa and that the AMP should state this as an intended policy that every effort will be made to achieve this provided operations remain safe, which they will in any event, and that service level standards are acceptable.  This will then delay the high level of investment that BIA will need to make in opening a new terminal to the south.  It will also enable the eventual capacity of the airport to go beyond 12 mppa as there is life after 2030 and the best interests of the Bristol and North Somerset marketplace will be served by the airport continuing to support a growth in throughput.
Land Use Plan

11.9 Our comments were:

· the relative lack of detail regarding growth to 2030 in the ‘draft AMP’ gives rise to most concern as there is uncertainty whether long term land requirements will be adequate – as stated earlier the ‘Final’ AMP now makes better use of land to the north for car parking.  It also appears to set out a more strategic view of how land to the south might be utilised.  We would have some doubts as to whether a full length taxiway to the south supporting the second terminal is necessary as, at the likely runway movement rates, it may be possible to have runway crossing.  However, we would support the principle of safeguarding the land for this.  As stated, the safeguarding of the runway extension should also be included; even if it does not require new land the land use plan should indicate the full effect.  There is still no explanation why utilising land outside current ownership to the west of the fuel farm and car parking zones on the north side has not been considered.  As things stand the AMP is effectively capping the airport at 12 mppa.  A vital role for the AMP is to safeguard the airport’s long term requirements; and that includes consideration of the period beyond 2030.  
 Additional Comments on the ‘Final’ AMP

11.10 We have no additional comments in relation to the ‘Final’ AMP.  Any remaining comments made on the ‘draft’ AMP not referred to above have now been satisfactorily covered by the ‘Final’ AMP.
� Bristol International Airport Economic Impact Study, Roger Tym and Partners for Bristol International Airport and the South West Regional Development Agency (October 2005 – amended October 2006).


� Roger Tym’s explanation in relation to this methodology also answers our comments in relation to the need for more sensitivity testing.
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