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	Key Point Summary

	· York Aviation has reviewed the Bristol International Airport Master Plan.  There are three key issues which arise specifically in terms of whether the Master Plan deals adequately with the longer term requirements to 2030, as opposed to the medium term requirements to 2015, including:

· whether the anticipated range of long haul services can be operated without the construction of a runway extension in the longer term;
· the need for the second terminal on the south side and whether this is economically justified;

· whether the land boundary shown at 2030 is constrained by short term land availability, leading to a sub-optimal airport layout.
· Other key issues relate to the need for the Area Action Plan to include not just the physical development requirements at the Airport but also the means by which the Airport will engage with the regeneration aspirations of North Somerset, and the adequacy of surface access proposals, particularly to the West, given the aspiration to better serve markets in the Far South West.

· The passenger and movement forecasts upon which the Master Plan is based appear sound.  Indeed, given the strong growth currently being experienced, the forecasts may be conservative in the short term.  However, there is a concern over whether 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 believe that these levels of growth can be achieved in competition with Exeter Airport.
· Generally, the estimates of airport job generation appear plausible, at least for the existing situation, they are lacking in detail in places, specifically in relation to future productivity assumptions and a fuller explanation of supply chain effects.  Further sensitivity tests are recommended.  
· In terms of wider impacts, we have reservations that the calculation of tourism benefits does not identify the additionality brought about by expansion of the Airport and has not attempted to net off any incremental outbound tourism.  In terms of wider business benefits, the Master Plan and accompanying report contain little specific evidence.  A more structured analysis of business connectivity and user benefits would have been helpful.  

· Further consideration is needed of the labour market requirements and the potential role of the Airport in relation to regeneration in North Somerset.  
· Little detail is given underpinning the airside infrastructure requirements at the Airport.  Whilst modifications to the runway and taxiways within the existing airfield boundary are unlikely to require planning approval, we would have expected to see more explanation of how an increased runway movement rate is to be achieved.  We would also have expected some information regarding future arrival and departure tracks, and any changes needed to optimise capacity, as an input to noise modelling work.
· The incremental approach to expanding the existing terminal facilities in line with demand is sound.  However, we consider that there may be scope for rationalising ancillary facilities on the north side of the Airport to allow additional apron to be provided.  Coupled with greater use of new technologies, this would at the very least delay the need for any additional terminal facilities on the south side of the Airport.

· The provision of a multi-storey car park for short stay use is sound but further consideration should be given to the most cost effective way of meeting long stay demand, including the provision of ‘official’ off-site car parks at one or more strategic locations and/or some decked provision to minimise on-site land take.

· The proposal to locate a hotel at the Airport is reasonable and consistent with good practice at most UK airports in providing passengers and air crew with convenient accommodation prior to and following flights.

· More information should be given regarding the future of freight/mail and general aviation operations at the Airport.

· The assessment of the noise impact of future airport operations appears sound, although it would have been helpful to correlate this with any measures which might be necessary to optimise the use of the runway.  The proposal to maintain existing night noise limits appears reasonable as tighter restrictions would result in the Airport becoming unattractive to airlines.  Maintaining the current limits would appear to strike the right balance between allowing limited growth in night flying and providing safeguards to airport neighbours, having regard to the largely rural nature of the area around the Airport.

· The assessment of the air quality impact of airport operations appears sound but we are unclear whether the off-site impact of airport access traffic has been taken into account.
· The analysis of surface access issues focuses largely on the period to 2011 and on links to Bristol.  More information is required on the wider access requirements serving the Airport’s whole catchment area, including the North Somerset area.  The strategy to secure greater use of public transport appears underdeveloped.
· The Master Plan is accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal, which includes outline proposals as to how the sustainability of airport development can be secured through mitigating negative environmental impacts and exploiting the beneficial effects for the economy and society as a whole.   Whilst the Plan 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.
· The relative lack of detail about the requirements for airport development to 2030 gives rise to most concern as, whilst there has to be considerable uncertainty attached to requirements so far into the future, it is an important purpose of the Master Plan to safeguard the Airport’s long term land requirements.
· The AMP dismisses the requirement for a runway extension, even to the extent possible without encroachment onto Felton Common, in the period to 2030.  We do not believe that the Airport can achieve its forecast growth in long haul services without such an extension and that the land should be safeguarded until such time as the requirement, or not, is clearer.   To that end, it would have been helpful if the AMP had set out more clearly the benefits and disbenefits of a runway extension of 400m and of a longer extension.

· Land is safeguarded for a second terminal, although we believe that it may be possible to make better use of the north side area to accommodate terminal requirements up to 12mppa throughput.  However, it is not clear that the 2030 plan safeguards land for all requirements associated with that throughput, including the runway extension, car parking and surface access requirements.
· Generally, it would be helpful if there was a clear summary of policy proposals at the end of each sub-section of the Plan    


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 ‘draft’ Airport Master Plan, (AMP), for Bristol International Airport (BIA). 
1.2 We met with NSC officers on 24th October 2005 to discuss the AMP and have since received a number of further comments from NSC.  We also met with Mr. Alan Davies of BIA on 25th October 2005 to seek clarification on a number of issues and undertook a site inspection of the Airport on 24th October 2005.  
1.3 We have now completed our review of the AMP and set out our advice below.  This is structured as follows:

General overarching views, highlighting key issues in Section 2;

Chronological comments, either specifically against specific paragraphs within the draft AMP or by way of a set of overarching comments covering an entire chapter or sub-section, in Section 3;
Comments on proposals relating to the period 2016-2030 in Section 4.

2 GENERAL comments
2.1 In this section, we make some general comments about the key issues raised by the Master Plan as a prelude to more detailed specific comments on the proposals.  To a large extent, these key issues relate to whether the Master Plan provides an adequate basis for safeguarding the long term development requirements for the Airport to 2030, accepting the inherent uncertainties in planning so far ahead.  Airport Master Plans were intended by Government to give greater certainty about the period to 2015, which we deal with in greater detail in Section 3, but another important requirement was to give planning authorities a basis upon which to safeguard the long term requirements of airports to fulfil the roles set out for them in the Future of Air Transport White Paper.  In undertaking this review, we have taken into account the Department for Transport’s Guidance on the Preparation of Airport Master Plans
.  
2.2 Some issues are common to the period before 2015 and to the later period.  We have, nonetheless, dealt with the issues in Section 3 in the order in which they appear in the Master Plan and cross referred where necessary.

2.3 Overall, the forecasts for the Airport contained in the Master Plan present a cogent statement of the potential for Bristol International Airport and its development in the medium to long term.  However, there are a number of key issues which will affect the ability of the Airport to optimise the benefit it will bring to the North Somerset economy.  

2.4 The first key issue is whether the Master Plan deals adequately with the development of the Airport to 2030 rather than just 2015.  This issue relates primarily to: 
the need for a runway extension and whether long haul services can be sustained in the absence of a longer runway, with consequential limits on the wider economic benefits deriving from airport growth; 

the need for the second terminal on the south side and whether this is economically justified;
whether the AMP puts forward the right airport boundary to enable the Airport to meet the economic growth aspirations of the area in terms of the need to safeguard land within the new LDF.  

2.5 We discuss the first two points further in the detailed sections.  It could be argued that this latter point is less critical than it might be at other airports given the rural nature of the land around the Airport and its green belt status, even if it is decided to exclude the airport site from green belt in the medium term.  Clearly there are blight compensation issues for the Airport if it were to put forward a larger operational area boundary but these are not likely to be substantive given the rural nature of the surrounding area.  From our discussions with BIA it would appear that the boundary of the airport site at 2030 as shown on Drawing 10
, is more driven by which land holders may be willing to sell rather than a rational land boundary for the Airport.  As a result, we consider that some elements of the long term airport layout as shown in the AMP may be sub-optimal.  We will discuss this in more detail later when we review Chapters 7 and 12 of the AMP - Developments to 2015 and 2016 to 2030 respectively.
2.6 The second key issue relates to the Area Action Plan and the need for this to encompass more than just the physical plan for the Airport.  The AMP is light on specifics about the way in which the Airport will engage with the surrounding communities and how it will specifically contribute to local regeneration.  There are a number of issues identified within the Sustainability Appraisal of the Master Plan which relate, particularly, to local skill strategies and targeting employment at areas in need of regeneration but the Plan does not develop how the Airport will address this.  It appears to us that the Area Action Plan will need to encompass not just the physical requirements of the Airport but also how the wider regeneration benefits will be secured.  We would suggest that further joint work is undertaken to develop a strategy for exploiting the benefits of airport growth, as has been undertaken for other key regional airports.
2.7 The third key issue concerns surface access and links to the West.  BIA provided us with a copy of the Roger Tym & Partners Report ‘Bristol International Airport Economic Impact Study’ completed in October 2005 for BIA and SWRDA.  This report notes that the RDA’s view on Bristol as:
“The RDA recognises the important role which Bristol Airport currently plays and the forecasts for growth outlined in the consultation document.  The Airport is therefore encouraged to develop as the principal airport serving the north of the region.  However, surface access improvements are essential to support the growth of Bristol Airport.  Of particular concern is the impact of congestion caused by southbound traffic from the M5 accessing the Airport through the centre of Bristol.”
2.8 Whilst the issue is being looked at as part of the wider Strategic Transport  Study for Bristol, the AMP contains little in terms of specific suggestions as to how the surface access issues can be addressed, accepting that clearly the Airport would not be the only major beneficiary of substantial road schemes and improved local public transport.  We are concerned that the AMP does not indicate a higher level of proactivity on the part of the Airport towards addressing these surface access issues and setting out the requirements more clearly for inclusion in other strategic studies.  In particular, the AMP’s focus is principally on access to Bristol and does not embrace access to NSC as a whole, in particular Weston-super-Mare.  
2.9 This concern about the adequacy of the surface access proposals is further compounded by the concept that the Airport seeks to serve more of the market from the Far South West, where the local airports cannot sustain the services.  There is, hence, a gap between the objectives set for the Airport (see para. 3.3 below) and the lack of any information about how improved access necessary to sustain this role will be provided.  We will return to this issue in our review of Chapter 9 of the AMP, Transport and Surface Access.

2.10 In presentational terms, it would be helpful if there was a summary of policy proposals at the end of each sub-section of the plan.
3 detailed COMMENTS
3.1 In this Section, we provide specific comment on each chapter of the AMP. These comments chronologically deal with each paragraph, sub-section or group of paragraphs and sub-sections as appropriate.  We have taken into account comments expressed either at the meeting with NSC or received subsequently from NSC officers.  Whilst we have been specifically asked to review Chapters 6 through to 12 in the AMP, we start with some specific comments regarding parts of Chapter 3 – General Background and Chapter 4 – Regulatory and Policy Context.  We also comment on Chapter 5 - Forecasts, as these are relevant to the issues we discuss in the later chapters.  
Chapter 3: General Background
3.2 Traffic characteristics – Para: 3.26: We have validated the passenger profile at Bristol International Airport from our CAA data base for 2003 and added in the inbound/outbound split of UK domestic travellers.  These figures are included in the following Table 3.1.
	Table 3.1: 
Bristol Airport 2003 traffic Characteristics

	Passengers
	All
	Domestic
	International

	

	Inbound
	Business
	7.7%
	17.9%
	3.8%

	Inbound
	Leisure
	14.6%
	24.6%
	10.7%

	Outbound
	Business
	12.1%
	23.1%
	7.8%

	Outbound
	Leisure
	65.5%
	34.4%
	77.7%

	Total
	
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	

	Domestic/International Split: 
	28%
	72%

	

	Total
	Business
	19.8%
	41.0%
	11.6%

	Total
	Leisure
	80.1%
	59.0%
	88.4%

	Total
	Inbound
	22.3%
	42.5%
	14.5%

	Total
	Outbound
	77.6%
	57.5%
	85.5%

	Source: CAA Survey Data 2003


3.3 Objectives for growth – Para 3.30: The objectives for the Airport set out a regional not a sub-regional role hence the importance of regional surface access links (see 2.7 above) rather than those just to and within Bristol.

Chapter 4: Regulatory and policy context

3.4 Local planning context – Para 4.19: There is reference here to the role which the Airport plays in the regeneration of Weston-super-Mare in the Local Plan but there is a lack of any specific detail in the AMP about how this is to be achieved (see later comments on Chapter 6 - Economic and Social Considerations).

3.5 Public Safety Zones – Para’s 4.37 to 4.41: If a runway extension is to be safeguarded then the land affected by the PSZ risk contours associated with this extension should be safeguarded.  The AMP makes a general statement regarding the extent of impact not changing with development to 9mppa but does not consider the 12mppa scenario that may require the runway extension.  It also does not state whether the size of the risk contours will remain the same for 12mppa, although we understand that new contours are being calculated by the CAA.  This should be probed as there may be significantly different areas of land and, hence, properties that may be affected and NSC will need to be aware of this in order to determine land use planning policy decisions through to 2030. 

Chapter 5 – Forecasts
3.6 The air traffic forecasts underlying the Master Plan are based are on those used in the Future of Air Transport White Paper, albeit Bristol International Airport commissioned its own independent growth forecasts.  

3.7 The start point for these forecasts is the underlying growth in demand for air travel to and from the South West estimated by the Government at the time of the preparation of the White Paper.  These regional forecasts derive from the Government’s national air traffic forecasts and take into account economic growth and the cost of air travel.
3.8 We understand, from discussion with the Airport, that the start point for the Master Plan forecasts was the total demand to and from the South West of England and adjacent areas within the Bristol International Airport catchment area as set out in Passenger Forecasts: Additional Analysis
 report which accompanied the White Paper.  In this report, total demand to and from the South West Region was estimated at 18 million passengers a year in 2015 and 26 million passengers a year in 2030.  Bristol International Airport also serves areas in South Wales and its catchment area extends into the South Midlands and the adjacent areas in the South East region.  The Department for Transport underlying forecasts show growth in regions, such as the South West, exceeding those for the country as a whole as the London market reaches maturity faster, with air traffic growth rates for the region expected to be 1.3% faster than the national average to 2015 and 0.6% faster to 2030, growth rates nationally generally tapering over time as all markets approach maturity.  This explains the comment at para. 5.4 of the Master Plan that specific South West regional growth rates have been derived as opposed to simply applying the national average air traffic growth rates.
3.9 Within this total demand, the forecasts then looked at Bristol International Airport’s potential share route by route, taking into account the development of competing services at neighbouring airports both within and beyond the Region, based on White Paper expectations for those airports.  This is a standard methodology often used to produce air traffic forecasts for individual airports.  

3.10 However, given the leakage of traffic from the South West area to the London airports, we were a little surprised that no sensitivity tests were undertaken to examine the impact on the Bristol Master Plan of Heathrow Airport, in particular, being unable to deliver a third runway – a scenario foreseen by the White Paper – which might have generated higher demand forecasts, for example.  

3.11 The passenger forecasts set out in Table 5 of the Master Plan show passenger demand at the Airport growing broadly in line with the forecasts underlying the White Paper.  These forecasts are set out in more detail in the accompanying forecast document referred to above.  The White Paper forecasts suggest that Bristol International Airport would be handling 7.2 million passengers by 2015 and 11.8 million passengers a year by 2030 under the core White Paper scenario.  The Airport Master Plan projects slightly higher levels of demand in future years than indicated in the White Paper at 8.1 and 12.5 million passengers a year in 2015 and 2030 respectively.  We illustrate the difference between the forecasts in Figure 3.1:
	Figure 3.1: 
 Master Plan Forecasts compared to White Paper Forecasts
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	Source: Bristol Airport Master Plan/Department for Transport



3.12 Comparison between the Master Plan forecasts and those underpinning the White Paper would suggest that growth of passenger demand at Bristol would be influenced to an extent by growing capacity constraints at the London airports resulting in accelerated traffic growth 2011 and 2020 prior to new runway capacity being added at Heathrow and Stansted respectively with traffic growth slowing substantially after new capacity is provided at the London airports.  The Airport’s own forecasts suggest that traffic growth will be less dependent on the provision of capacity at the London airports and based more on the strength of the local market.  A further factor is recent performance which shows demand at Bristol International Airport building up more rapidly than anticipated in the White Paper.  

3.13 Taking these factors into account the overall levels of passenger demand set out in the Master Plan appear a reasonable basis for planning the future development of the Airport.  In the short term, the Master Plan shows the Airport growing at 6.9% per annum to 2010, with growth slowing to closer the national average thereafter.  However, it is important to note that, on current performance, the Airport has seen traffic growth of 11.6% in 2005 to date.  The implied growth rate in the forecasts for the rest of the period to 2010 is only 5.5% per annum.  Growth is expected to slow to 3.8% per annum from 2010 and around 3% per annum from 2015.  This may be conservative in the short term, given the recent strong performance in the low cost market.
3.14 From our discussions with the Airport, the mix of routes and anticipated aircraft types appear reasonable and the overall aircraft movement forecasts appear reasonable as a basis for planning the Airport.  We would, however, have expected to have seen some more detail in the Plan explaining the rationale behind the projected decline in general aviation movements as indicated in para. 5.14 Of the Master Plan and any consequent implications.  

3.15 The one specific area of the forecasts which we think is worthy of comment is the potential for more long haul services.  Clearly the Continental Airlines service to New York (Newark), operated with B757 aircraft, has been a success and the provision of more long haul services would be of value to the regional economy.  We understand that the Master Plan forecasts assume increased frequency operations to New York and the initiation of services to destinations such as Atlanta, Washington and Dubai to give a total of 35 long haul scheduled services a week.  In addition, a portfolio of long haul charter services is expected to develop.
3.16 Based on our analysis of the underlying demand in the Bristol catchment area, development of long haul passenger services to the extent projected is plausible.  From our analysis of Civil Aviation Authority Survey data, destinations such as Orlando, Chicago, Los Angeles, Dubai and Washington could theoretically generate sufficient demand to sustain services by 2015, with the possible addition of destinations such as Toronto, Bangkok, Miami, Hong Kong, Singapore, Atlanta, Bahrain, Cancun, Cape Town, Las Vegas and Kuala Lumpur in the longer term.  However, the length of the Bristol Airport runway is a severe constraint on the operation of such services as is competition from high frequency services operated from Heathrow and Gatwick.  

3.17 The Airport’s air traffic forecasts assume that long haul scheduled and charter services will operate with new generation wide bodied aircraft, such as the B787, Bristol International Airport’s existing runway.  Some wide bodied aircraft are assumed to operate scheduled service routes, such as to New York in the longer term.  The actual capability of these new aircraft is not yet proven and we are doubtful that Bristol will be able to sustain the expected growth in long haul operations whilst constrained to the existing runway length.  Whilst the B757 offers the opportunity to exploit east coast US markets in the short term, this aircraft will reach the end of its operational life during the Master Plan period.  Furthermore, attracting new long haul operations may require the airlines to be able to exploit the potential for freight uplift to make new services viable.  Even at airports with longer runways than Bristol, operators are reporting difficulties in attracting new scheduled and charter long haul operations because of constraints on payloads and/or loss of flexibility of operations, particularly for charter operators where there is a need to serve a variety of destination markets with the same aircraft.  

3.18 Based on our analysis, we believe that the Airport will need a runway extension during the plan period, certainly before 2030 and possibly by 2015 if long haul operations are to be sustained as indicated in the Master Plan forecasts.  It should be noted, however, that the cost of constructing such an extension may not be economically viable for the Airport with only a limited range of long haul services likely to be attracted.  Even with a runway extension, there would still be constraints on operations such that some of the destinations listed above could not be served, such as Los Angeles, Bangkok, Hong Kong etc.  However, the long haul services which could be operated would be a material factor in the Airport generating the wider economic benefits indicated later in the Plan. 

3.19 Notwithstanding the fact that the Airport does not have a strong air freight market as a result of:
the reduction in mail operations;

a preponderance of narrow-bodied aircraft with limited freight capability;

we were surprised that no specific air freight forecasts were given.  It is, hence, not clear the extent to which there may be pressure for expansion of air freight facilities in the longer term.  Air freight services can also be a strong contributor to the regional economy. 
Chapter 6 – Economic and social considerations

3.20 The Chapter within the Master Plan, considering the economic and social considerations of the Airport’s expansion, is drawn primarily from a detailed economic impact study undertaken by Roger Tym & Partners, completed in October 2005.  However, much of this report is generic relating to performance of the local economy rather than specific about the way Bristol International Airport supports wider economic growth.  Detailed work was, however, undertaken on the employment impact of the Airport and a survey of local business was undertaken.   No specific work on the implications of improved air service connectivity to Bristol was carried out.
3.21 Below we initially set out some general comments, then move on to examine a number of specific issues in more detail.

General Comments

3.22 At the outset we would make a number of general comments:
at present the Master Plan does not seek to make comments in relation to the potential long-term impact on the South West economy of not safeguarding extension of the runway as a possible option for development beyond 2015.  Considering the likely pattern of development in the world economy through to 2030 and the consequent growth in importance of long haul services for key business sectors, this needs to be considered now to ensure this option is not closed for the longer term;

there should perhaps 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;
the Master Plan is almost entirely centred on Bristol and the economic impact on the City.  Considering the location of the Airport and its future needs in terms of labour, more emphasis should perhaps be put on the ‘local’ economic benefits of BIA and how these can be maximised. 

Employment at BIA

3.23 The Master Plan and the supporting Roger Tym report provide considerable detail in relation to BIA’s role as a generator of employment in the South West economy through its operation.
3.24 In the main, the estimates of overall job creation
 do not seem unreasonable when compared to existing benchmarks.  In Table 3.2, we set out a comparison of some key statistics in relation to these numbers with benchmarks taken from our work on the economic and social impact of airports around Europe for ACI EUROPE
.

	Table 3.2:
Key Statistics in Relation to Employment Estimates

	
	BIA Master Plan
	ACI Europe Benchmarks

	Employment Density
	500 jobs per million passengers per annum (mppa)
	All Airports – 925 jobs per mppa

Medium Employment Density – 600 to 900 jobs per mppa

	Regional Indirect and Induced Multiplier
	0.46
	1.1

	Source: York Aviation LLP


3.25 The employment density at BIA is around 500 jobs per mppa.  This is substantially below the overall average for airports in our work for ACI EUROPE.  However, when compared to airports of a similar nature the gap is considerably smaller.  Medium density airports are characterised by:

relatively high passenger throughput, around 5 mppa;

high proportion of international and scheduled services;
preponderance of low-cost carriers;
some airlines based at the airport;
significant development at the airport site.

3.26 BIA falls quite clearly into this category.  Considering that the majority of the airports in our ACI EUROPE work reported results for 2001, productivity growth since then and extensive industry cost cutting are likely to have reduced average employment densities in this sector and, consequently, BIA’s employment density is likely to be in line with the lower end of this scale.  

3.27 The interaction of the Airport with the regional economy through indirect and induced effects also requires some further examination.  BIA currently has a combined indirect and induced multiplier substantially below the benchmark identified through our ACI Europe research.  This is primarily driven by a very low indirect effect.  The BIA estimates are based on empirical research into supply chains undertaken at the Airport and should, therefore, produce reliable estimates.  However it should be noted these estimates are based on supply chain evidence from only 12 on-site companies.  While these 12 companies do account for 76% of employment at BIA, it does perhaps weight the results towards the larger companies on-site but these are also the most likely to be influenced by central purchasing regimes.  It is possible that the total indirect and induced employment effects of the Airport may have been understated, although there are some possible explanations for this pattern, most importantly the proximity to the aviation cluster around Heathrow.  

3.28 In terms of the future projections, there are a number of key questions that need to be asked before these estimates can be accepted:

there is no reference in either the Master Plan or full report to any assumptions in relation to the impact of productivity growth at the Airport.  While employment density does drop slightly over time, the implied productivity growth from this drop is very low.  Our work for ACI EUROPE suggests that most airports experience productivity growth on-site of 2-3%.  What, if anything, has been assumed?
the full Roger Tym’s report makes reference to a second methodology for calculating future employment estimates that uses a method of projection for airlines based around Air Transport Movements (ATMs) rather than passenger numbers.  This results in substantially lower estimates of employment creation (7,584 total FTE jobs compared to 8,307 total FTE jobs in the Master Plan).  Why was this methodology discounted?

3.29 We would suggest that some further sensitivity tests are undertaken to ensure the robustness of the employment forecasts.

Tourism Impact

3.30 The Master Plan includes an estimate of the Airport’s impact in terms of employment supported in the tourism sector from visitors using services at BIA.  We have substantial concerns regarding the methodology in relation to these estimates.
3.31 In the analysis of the economic impact of airports, employment supported in the tourism sector would be included within the category of impact described as catalytic.  These benefits arise from the air services on offer not the operation of the Airport itself.  This introduces into the equation substantial issues in relation to the quantification of these benefits, as acknowledged by both the Department for Transport and the Civil Aviation Authority.
3.32 In this case, we would take issue with the following assumptions in particular (outlined in the Roger Tym’s report):

that there will be “no deadweight impacts, as the passengers flying direct from overseas to the South West would not be able to arrive without the air service facilities”.  This is clearly not true.  For instance, Heathrow or Birmingham could both be used as alternate (if sub-optimal) entry points for overseas visitors;

also the report seems to implicitly assume that future visitors would not have made the trip to the South West whether BIA existed or not.  For example, business visitors or those visiting friends and relatives are unlikely not to visit the South West simply because they would have to go via a different airport.  People, in the main, visit places not airports.

3.33 Our view would be that BIA does undoubtedly support the inbound tourism product in the South West.  However, to attempt to estimate job numbers on this basis is inaccurate and could be misleading.  Airports are facilitators of inbound tourism not, in the main, generators of it.
3.34 We also note that no attempt has been made to make an assessment of the likely effect of stimulated outbound trips from the Region.  As BIA grows there will not only be more people flying in to the South West, but also more flying out.  This impacts both in terms of peoples’ expenditure on consumer goods and services in the region but also on the internal tourism market in the South West.  While quantification of this effect is fraught with similar difficulties to the assessment of inbound tourism it should be acknowledged within the Master Plan and an assessment of the likely balance of impact be made linked to the forecast route profile for the Airport.
3.35 Concerns have also been expressed in relation to the hotel development at the Airport.  However, our understanding is that the case for this hotel is more to support airport operations and meet the needs of air passengers directly than to act as a ‘destination’ hotel for inbound visitors.
Wider Business Benefits

3.36 The Master Plan and accompanying Roger Tym report provides a basic assessment of the usefulness of the Airport to regional businesses, focussing particularly on the priority sectors for the South West.  This analysis is fine as far as it goes but is to a large extent divorced from the likely future route offer at the Airport and the evidence is in some places contradictory to the overall thrust of the Master Plan.  

3.37 The main example from the Master Plan itself relates to the pattern of current exports
 from the South West.  The document notes that while the EU accounts for around 60% of exports, North America and Asia and Oceania are also important markets.  Considering the likely centres of global economic growth in the coming years, this would seem to suggest that from an economic perspective the most useful air services will be to long haul destinations.  These may be difficult to serve off the existing runway, as we have already noted.

3.38 The Master Plan needs to be more explicit about what routes are expected to come on stream and how these will support the Regional economic base.  This is also needed to inform environmental impact questions and inform decisions around sustainability balance between benefits and disbenefits arising from airport expansion.  

3.39 In terms of the use of the Airport by regional businesses, the chapter in the Master Plan has perhaps slightly missed the point.  It quotes figures on the number of businesses that use the Airport but, on its own, this is not particularly helpful.  It would probably be more useful to examine the Airport’s penetration of the overall business market in the South West.  This could be done using CAA survey data but would require a full set of data from across a wide range of airports
.  

3.40 Given the difficulty in assessing the wider catalytic benefits of airport development, it might have been helpful to include some more structured analysis of the connectivity benefits of airport route development, building on the connectivity work of the Core Cities Group.  Another approach would be to have estimated the benefits to users – air fare and journey time savings arising from using a local airport – as a proxy for wider benefit.  Such benefits can be a measure of the productivity improvement to local businesses from an enhanced air service offer which can indicate the magnitude of the wider contribution of the Airport under different development scenarios.

Maximising Potential
3.41 The Maximising Potential sub-section of the Master Plan deals to some extent with Airport’s ability to contribute to the regeneration agenda in the surrounding area.  However, this is only covered in a very superficial fashion.  There are a number of questions/issues that need to be addressed:

the Master Plan states that Bristol and Weston-super-Mare are the primary labour catchment areas but provides no detail to back this up.  This information should be made available from the Roger Tym report, particularly considering concerns locally regarding the extent to which the Airport benefits North Somerset;

the Master Plan asserts that there should be sufficient labour supply to service employment growth at BIA, but there seems to be no labour demand and supply analysis to support this statement either in the Master Plan or supporting Report.  Further evidence is required to support this conclusion; 

the Master Plan correctly identifies surface access as the key constraining factor in terms of supplying labour to an expanded BIA.  However, there is little evidence of substantive plans to address these issues, particularly in relation to Weston-super-Mare.  These access issues in relation to Weston-super-Mare are likely to become more important if the Airport faces competition for labour from developments such as Broadmead and Emersons Green in Bristol.  More information is needed about the Airport’s strategy to tackle labour market issues;  

little appears to be known at present in relation to the future skills needs at the Airport.  This will require further analysis to enable effective planning for skills and training.
3.42 To an extent, some of these issues are dealt with in the Sustainability Appraisal, which notes more clearly that action will have to be taken to ensure that the development of the Airport meets the principles of sustainability in terms of supporting enhancement of the skills base and local employment and regeneration initiatives.
Chapter 7 – Development requirements to 2015

3.43 For this chapter, we offer comment and advice firstly with respect to the relationship with Exeter Airport; then consider the runway, terminal and apron capacity issues.  We then cover ancillary uses such as the fuel, fire station, hotel and administration building and then consider the car parking requirements.  These are in a slightly different order to that in the AMP.

Relationship with Exeter Airport 

3.44 Since the publication of the draft AMP, the owners of BIA have withdrawn their interest in the purchase of Exeter Airport.  We would, though, concur with the views set out in the AMP.  Whilst catchment areas do overlap, both airports will continue to grow and to a degree will complement each other, with BIA likely to remain the larger of the two airports due to its geographical location in relationship to Bristol and its sub-region, and so able to offer a wider range of services than Exeter.  

3.45 Whilst undoubtedly some destinations and markets will be served from both airports, it would seem unlikely that key airlines will set up a base at both airports.  The AMP view that attempts to manipulate the market do not work generally hold true.   

3.46 NSC will in fact benefit from having two airports serving it.  Competition between airlines at these two airports serving the same markets will benefit the passenger in helping to keep fares low.

Runway and taxiway 

3.47 We agree with the AMP view that the current runway will provide sufficient capacity and also that a single runway will take the Airport to at least 2030 in terms of runway movement capacity.  We would have expected the AMP to have contained a slightly fuller explanation of runway capacity issues nonetheless, including the relationship between taxiway capacity and runway capacity.  We will return to the issue of runway length in our review of Chapter 12, Development 2016 to 2030.
3.48 Currently the peak number of passenger movements per hour (departures and arrivals) is around 16.  High capacity single runways can have a capacity of 45 to 50 movements per hour; London Gatwick currently has hours at 50 and Manchester, when a single runway airport, also reached 50 in some hours.  In order to reach these very high throughputs, the runway will require an extensive range of entry taxiways and rapid exit taxiways to minimise runway occupancy by individual aircraft (only one aircraft can be active on a runway at any one time) and so expedite an efficient and speedy flow of activity.  This also enables departing aircraft to reduce queuing time for take-off and so keep ground emissions from idling engines to a minimum in the vicinity of the departure hold at the start of the runway.  The other requirement of runways with high throughputs is for an arrangement of departure routes that enable successive departures to operate with minimum separations. 
3.49 Whilst we have not seen the busy day schedules developed by BIA, it would seem unlikely that movement levels of this scale will be required to service 9mppa, or even 12mppa, given the mix of aircraft types expected.  However, it is likely that additional taxiway entries and exits will be required.  The AMP refers to the need for new taxiway infrastructure to assist with this at the start of RWY 27.  BIA should be asked if they intend to introduce other taxiway improvements to the runway as and when demand requires to help meet peak capacity and to help reduce queuing times and the need for reverse thrust.  For example, rapid exit taxiways enable landing aircraft to vacate the runway at speed and so reduce the duration and power of reverse thrust used to slow an aircraft down as well as enabling the aircraft to reduce runway occupancy.  Such taxiway improvements should be safeguarded, although they will have no land take implications and can be contained fully within the current runway and parallel taxiway zone.  

3.50 Regarding departure routes, the AMP makes no reference as to whether the current structure of departure air routes at BIA are optimum or whether modifications and additional routes may be required to meet demand up to 2015, or during the period to 2030.  This should be probed as there may be sound economic and social benefits to NSC in safeguarding the ability of the runway to reach its optimal capability in terms of throughput and efficiency of use. These benefits would need to be balanced against any environmental impacts that modified and additional departure routings may have, in particular with respect to aircraft noise.  Given the rural nature of the surrounding area it may be possible to attain some improvement to departure routings if necessary with minimal impact from noise.            

Passenger Terminal and Apron

3.51 The AMP correctly emphasises that BIA has a very compact site, in particular on the north side of the runway where the passenger terminal and apron are located.  The space required for apron capacity is critical as CAA imposes strict safeguarding standards on licensed aerodromes, such as BIA, that require minimum clearances between manoeuvring and parked aircraft.  BIA complies with these standards, however the geographical shape and fragmentation of its current north side passenger apron is sub-optimal with structures such as the fuel farm, terminal administration building and various other ancillary buildings dictating the shape and positioning of aircraft parking positions.  

3.52 The AMP indicates how improvements to these arrangements and an increase in the number of aircraft parking positions can be achieved by the relocation of some of these buildings and through a rearrangement of existing parking positions.  These appear sensible solutions.  However, we note BIA’s view that, in order to reach 12mppa, some apron capacity will need to be provided to the south of the runway, imposing operational inefficiencies due to a split of activity each side of the runway.  

3.53 Whilst this may be true, it is not necessarily insurmountable as we will discuss in relation to Chapter 12.  However, we do believe that BIA should be asked if it has considered further apron development on the north side as an alternative.  In particular, could additional apron be provide to the west of the existing apron, albeit at the expense of other ancillary buildings for which new locations would be needed, and also through a deepening of the apron zone to the west of the passenger/fuel farm/control tower zone.  We appreciate that land levels are an issue, however the ability to retain all/most passenger apron capacity on the north side has advantages in terms of capacity and customer service that make solutions to these issues worth considering.  

3.54 From our inspection of the current terminal we conclude that BIA has made good use of the available space and continues to undertake improvements to optimize the flow and maximize throughput.  For example, the recently opened extension to the check-in hall and baggage system and the relocation and expansion of the outbound passenger security zone under construction.  The preferred principle of expanding the terminal building to its east and west makes sense as it will enable the entire building to function efficiently.  The alternatives of introducing ‘modules’ that are close and linked will be less optimum and usually leads to a degree of split between certain passenger and baggage handling activities.  

3.55 The AMP states that this preferred expansion will take the terminal capacity to 9 mppa and includes indicative layouts to suggest how this would be achieved.  Whilst these indicative layouts may not be optimal in detail (our discussions BIA confirm this) they are sensible in terms of building on what is already in place rather than attempting to completely rearrange the current facility which would be too expensive and in part impracticable due to limitations on flexibility within the current building.  This approach is normal good practice at airports – expansion through modification and adaptation.  

3.56 However, we understand from the AMP that the 9 mppa limit is based on the BIA view that the north side apron has a 9 mppa limit and so expansion to 12 mppa can only be serviced through the provision of new apron and a second terminal to the south of the runway.  We believe that the terminal building itself could be expanded beyond 9 mppa as we discuss below.  We will cover this issue further when we discuss development beyond 2015 (Chapter 12).  

3.57 It will also be essential that BIA make full use of available technology and best practice in maximising the use of terminal handling capacity.  We note from our inspection that airlines are introducing self service check-in facilities.  This should be encouraged, in particular if self service including a hold baggage drop facility can be provided.  We did note, however, that currently all check-in desks are dedicated to individual airlines or handling agents.  This is the traditional way that small/medium sized airports allocate check-in capacity.  However, as traffic builds up and the number of airlines grow this policy results in wasted check-in capacity as invariably not all desks are being used at the same time – even during the peak periods – as not all individual airlines operate in the peak.  The alternative is to introduce ‘common use terminal equipment’ or ‘CUTE’, which enables any desk to be used by any airline, allowing a fully flexible allocation of desk so optimizing the use of the available capacity.  Whilst the cost of a common use system may be more than some airlines are willing to pay, low fare airlines typically operate simpler or manual check-in systems which would allow desks to be used under a common use principle.  Adoption of common usage at check-in can often increase the capacity of a check-in area by up to 20%, delaying the need for physical expansion.  The introduction of such technologies, might allow terminal capacity to be ‘stretched’ further and so delay the need for a second terminal.  This should be further explored.
Aviation fuel storage, Fire station and Administration building 

3.58 We consider these three elements together in so far as they could all make space for new apron capacity through their relocation.  Specifically, the intention to relocate the new fuel storage in underground tanks is sound as it will be less visible in the proposed new north side location.  We also understand from our discussions with BIA that consideration is being given to the piping of fuel in from the north directly rather than by road tanker.  If this is achieved in the longer term, it will greatly reduce the number of lorries accessing the Airport.  

3.59 Regarding the fire station, we agree with the requirement to eventually replace the current facility with one that meets the needs of the growing level of traffic and satisfactorily provides the correct level of cover.  The proposed new location on the south side appears suitable, however its exact location should not compromise wider requirements of the AMP for the south side, in particular any apron and taxiway arrangements that may be required in the longer term.  There are a number of elements in the AMP where short to medium term solutions to facility needs may compromise longer term requirements.  This appears to be a function of being constrained to a land boundary driven by the prospects of early land acquisition.  

3.60 The replacement administration offices comprise a mix of offices, warehousing and flight catering; all occupants of the current administrative building.  We note the various options being suggested in the AMP.  However, we would advise that a total solution for all of these ancillary activities needs to be devised in order to make optimal use of land – balancing the need to safeguard terminal expansion with car parking provision and the potential capacity for office, warehousing and flight catering.  The AMP gives no indication of the expected size that this range of facilities might require to 2015 or from 2016 to 2030.  Has consideration been given to including some/all of the office accommodation within parts of the expanded terminal building?  These activities might be included in upper floors of the terminal and so reduce the overall land take necessary on the airport site.  

Car parking (including staff and car rental requirements)

3.61 The AMP needs to be clear that land use is optimised (taking into account cost) having regard to the constrained site, topography and the need to ensure that the airside layout is optimised.  This suggests that the AMP would warrant at least some more consideration of strategic park and ride.  

3.62 The concerns expressed in the AMP regarding the cost implications of building multi-storey or underground long-stay car parks are realistic.  In our experience, multi-storey or underground parking for long stay use are unlikely to generate an economic rate of return and higher parking charges could deter passengers from using BIA where alternatives are available.  Alternatively, passing the cost onto users could increase demand for cheaper off-airport car park usage within the green belt.  The construction of conventional multi-storey short stay car parks for short stay use and the suggested location in the AMP are sound concepts for meeting increased demand for pick-up and drop-off parking.   
3.63 Nonetheless, the AMP does not contain a ‘holistic’ assessment, weighing up the actual cost of new land outside the current boundary for car parking against the additional costs of providing at least some of the long stay provision in ‘low rise’ car parks, (perhaps two storey high decked structures).  It may be feasible to be creative in the use of the topography to the north of the terminal, where the land drops away, to assist with the support of these structures.  Whilst the level of charges that BIA could levy for the use of these low rise long stay car parks may not recover the capital cost over normal time frames, a broader consideration of the financial and environmental cost of additional land and the impact on green belt might balance this view.  This alone will not necessarily prevent the need for an extension of the airport boundary but, as part of an optimal approach by the AMP to the use of available land, will at least ensure that this encroachment is minimised.  

3.64 The Master Plan does not include any consideration of pricing mechanisms  in relation  to the distinction between short stay, long stay, and off-site car parking and whether drop-off and pick-up parking is to be encouraged.  There are clearly linkages between overall parking demand and the success of alternative forms of access - the AMP states this.  We will return to this issue in our review of Chapter 9 – Transport and Surface Access, where a public transport target of 13% by 9 mppa is discussed in relation to the demand for car parking.  

3.65 Whilst we agree with both BIA and NSC intentions to eradicate unauthorised private off-airport car park operations, there may well be a role to play by a fully regulated, official off-airport site in helping to meet overall long stay demand, especially as a significant proportion of the long stay demand will be seasonal (summer season only).  It may make economic sense for the Airport to have some of this high season demand provided by 3rd parties in controlled locations, possibly related to key access routes.  One such location mentioned in the AMP for off-airport car parking is Lulsgate Quarry, although this is very close to the airport site.  It may be that a private car park operator would be willing to develop this or another suitable site.  

3.66 No mention is made regarding the need to reduce staff dependence upon car parking.  We would have expected the Master Plan to be accompanied by a ‘Green Travel Plan’.  There can be major difficulties involved in encouraging staff not to travel in their own car, which are primarily focused around the requirements to work shifts, with early starts or late finishes.   What are the projections for staff parking going forward and how might the use of other initiatives be put in place to reduce this dependency?  Such initiatives need to be included within the Airport’s Surface Access Strategy, which might include targets to increase the car sharing ratio (which in turn can be helped by synchronisation of shift patterns both within and across the various employers at the Airport), as well as efforts to promote the use of public transport.  We will return to this in Chapter 9 – Transport and Surface Access.  

Airport hotel  

3.67 On-site hotels are a normal facility at most UK airports and serve specific needs arising mainly from passengers wishing to stay close to the airport prior to a departure (often driven by early morning departures) or on arrival.  Holding business meetings at airports is common as it provides a convenient meeting point for delegates from both overseas, elsewhere in the UK and local to the area to meet before/after flights.  Airport hotels are often used by aircrew, particularly associated with visiting foreign aircraft night stopping at an airport and long haul services.   

3.68 In our experience hotels at airports will usually complement the general stock in the area rather than take trade away from established hotels, provided their introduction is managed within defined policies that govern the number of beds provided at the airport.  Such policies can be linked to airport throughput and will take in to account the provision and nature of hotels in the immediate area.  

3.69 The AMP suggests that a 120 bedroom mid-market hotel be provided.  We would suggest that this be permitted as a ‘first’ hotel for BIA and that subsequent expansion of this or introduction of further on-site hotels be controlled by carefully managed policies.  However, these should recognise that as throughput rises then demand for hotel beds at/close to the Airport will rise and any policies should be flexible in enabling demand to be satisfied.  Failure to provide what some passengers are looking for may result in some of these passengers flying from other airports. 

Mail and freight  

3.70 The AMP proposal to relocate and concentrate mail and freight operations on the south side of the runway and free up valuable space north side for passenger aircraft parking is sound.  Mail and pure freight (aircraft that only carry freight) operations can function in areas of the airport remote from passenger terminals, albeit that vehicular movements crossing a runway can give rise to capacity issues and flight delays as an airport gets busier.

3.71 However, there are no mail and freight projections within the AMP or indications that this activity may be encouraged.  Whilst most flown freight is carried in the belly of wide bodied passenger aircraft significant volumes of freight can be carried by pure freight narrow bodied aircraft as well as wide bodied types, including feeder flights by the large consolidators such as DHL, UPS and TNT to one of their major European hubs.  The AMP should give more detail about the potential market in the Bristol area for more flown freight and mail as this will have some importance to contributing to the wider economic impact of the Airport.  If such potential is real then the ability to provide space for handling such demand should be considered within the overall land use plan for the Airport, in particular on the south side. 

General Aviation   

3.72 Whilst we note the AMP statement in Chapter 5 that the numbers of general aviation (GA) movements have been in decline, the AMP needs to define which type of GA activity is being lost.  If it is mainly flying school and private leisure flying then presumably this activity has simply shifted to other suitable airfields in the region.  However, if there are other more important GA activities such as air taxi, corporate flying and ‘life-line’ and emergency operations at BIA then these contribute to the wider economic and social well being of the sub-region and as such should be accommodated.  

3.73 Acknowledgment of the importance of these categories of GA should be made within the AMP and assurances that land on the south side will be available for this and that bespoke facilities including hangarage, maintenance and passenger handling can be accommodated in the future should the demand arise.  Such facilities will often be provided and operated by a specialist GA operator/handling company.  

Chapter 8 – Environmental impacts and mitigation (2015)

Noise, Night noise and Ground noise

3.74 The AMP description of noise issues is appropriate and follows current guidance and is well illustrated with the aid of the noise contours.  There are references to greater airspace control that would assist with both arrival and departure routes in minimising the spread of noise.  As we have discussed earlier, it would have been helpful to indicate whether measures to increase runway capacity are likely to have any implications for flight arrival and departure routes. 
3.75 There is, however, no indication of what mechanisms will be put in place to monitor and enforce controlled routings.  What equipment will be used to monitor and record the tracking of aircraft and how will divergence from these routes be dealt with?  It would be possible, for example, to levy penalties for infringements on airlines and for this money to be redirected back in to mitigation measures within the community.  
3.76 Regarding night noise and the need to sustain night time operations, we would support the views expressed in the AMP that the nature of operations at BIA will require the availability of night slots to sustain services and to enable carriers to grow and sustain day time activity.  For example, low cost airlines do require to operate some flights in the early hours, usually arrivals.  Similarly, charter carriers that have an aircraft based at BIA will often need to time the final arrival during the night time period.  If this is not possible then the number of rotations which could be completed each day would be lost, making operations uneconomic.  Further restrictions on night flying would inevitably result in the Airport not achieving forecast growth as airlines would reallocate aircraft to alternative airports with lesser operating restrictions.  

3.77 There are other night time requirements such as the mail flights and also ‘life line’ and emergency operations such as air ambulance and police flights that benefit the community with BIA being open 24 hours per day.  Further, by having the runway available at night, this enables airlines to confidently schedule flights in the hours immediately before the night time period such that if the aircraft incurs delays then the departure, or arrival, can still be handled at BIA without disruption to passengers and the cost of diversion.  

3.78 The preferred BIA option within the AMP is to maintain the night quota at current levels.  This should suffice for the duration of the AMP period to 2030 as the growth in demand by commercial flying for night time operations is modest and current limits at BIA should not pose too many restrictions over time, whilst giving guarantee to local residents of no significant detriment to noise nuisance at night. 
3.79 In relation to ground noise, the AMP only refers to the restriction of the aircraft APU on the easternmost stands and the construction of barriers along the northern edge of the apron as measures to help reduce this impact.  Whilst both are welcome, there is no mention as to whether ‘fixed ground power’ has been considered at BIA.  This would provide the power directly to the aircraft on each stand without the need for the APU to run and so considerably reduce the level of ground noise.  This is common at most other medium to large UK airports, in particular on those stands close to the terminal and on others more remotely that are used frequently by active flights.  Does BIA intend to introduce fixed ground power on any of its stands?    
3.80 NSC officers have raised the issue of Felton School and that no specific mention is made within the AMP.  We understand that noise is a particular problem at this school.  We also understand from NSC that a replacement school may be possible subject to planning approval.  However, if this is not achieved then the current school will remain open and the noise issue remains.  NSC may need to provide BIA with guidance regarding the future of this issue and if the current Felton School is to remain then appropriate mitigation solutions will then be required.

Air quality 

3.81 The air quality section of the AMP seems logical, but there is a lack of clarity as to where on the site standards will be exceeded.  In addition, there appears to be a lack of information regarding the impact of road vehicles accessing the Airport.  
3.82 We are unclear whether the AMP has only considered air quality on the airport site itself.  There are road impacts that relate directly to airport traffic, have these been considered?  Whilst we note that the air quality standards are only likely to be exceeded in small areas within the airport perimeter as a result of airport operational activity, with road traffic levels likely to increase, especially at known ‘hotspots’, there is also the potential for localised reductions in air quality as well.  We are not clear the extent to which this has been evaluated.  

3.83 The mitigation measures suggested within the AMP are fairly standard and should assist with reducing impacts at the Airport.  However the general background air quality in the surrounding area that may also be impacted by the Airport and traffic associated with it needs consideration.     

Landscape and Visual 

3.84 This section in the AMP would benefit form having some visuals from the detailed study to help illustrate the key issues and ways in which AMP intend to mitigate the impact.
Chapter 9 – Transport and Surface Access 

3.85 This chapter in the AMP states correctly that BIA will always be reliant on road access.  There is little prospect of rail ever being provided and cycling/walking will be options for a very limited number of staff given the rural location of the site.  

3.86 The Surface Access strategy (SAS), attached as an Appendix to the Plan, is much more detailed than the main text as might be expected.  It also conveys issues much more succinctly and with greater clarity than the main text.  Nevertheless, there are a number of key questions for NSC.  For example the SAS is heavily orientated towards Bristol itself – both in terms of road access and public transport, with the main emphasis being on the existing ‘Flyer’ bus link.  There is little support for bus links or road strategies regarding the rest of the sub-region especially to Weston-super-Mare.  
3.87 Wider improvements to the public transport network need to be integral to the SAS and BIA should be setting out strategies and policies to this effect.  Could, for example, support be given by the BIA for other strategic links to Weston-super-Mare for example in the similar way that BIA supports the Flyer? 
3.88 There is also a need for more emphasis on the effects of increased traffic on the villages of Barrow Gurney and Chew Magna.  It would appear insufficient to state simply that airport traffic does not impact on current traffic peaks in these, and other, ‘hotspots’ as increases in airport traffic need to be set in context with the broader impact of higher levels of traffic and broadening or peak periods generally.  

3.89 The attached SAS only deals with the period to 2011.  What are the surface access issues and strategy options for the period to 2030?  In particular, the targets for public transport usage seem to be quite modest.  There may be good reasons for this.  However, the general lack of any real wider thrust towards public transport usage within the main body of the AMP and the SAS itself begs the question as to whether more could be achieved and whether a higher more ambitious target should be set for the longer term.  
3.90 Reductions in the reliance of staff on the use of the private car must link in with SAS strategies and the use of public transport and other measures such as car sharing.  How might these be devised and implemented?

3.91 Accepting that the Airport is to a large extent reliant on broader strategic transport studies for the Bristol area to provide improve longer distance access journeys, we would have expected to see the Master Plan set out the issues and needs of the Airport in the longer term, particularly given the stated intention to serve more of the demand arising in the whole South West Region.   

Chapter 10 – Climate Change 
3.92 Some of this Chapter cross refers with issues in Chapter 8.  It also largely reiterates national and international aspects of this topic.  Whilst understandably in the context of these wider issues the AMP offers no BIA specific actions to deal with what is an international matter, it 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.

Chapter 11 – Sustainability Appraisal 

3.93 This chapter hints at some of the more proactive actions the Airport could take in support of realising the benefits of and managing the impacts of growth, with more detail given in the full Sustainability Appraisal Document.  However, the Master Plan does not address what action the Airport will take.  For example, the Sustainability Appraisal states that the Airport “will create significant economic opportunities through multiplier effects, strengthening economic linkages and employment opportunities” but the Plan gives little detail on the action to be taken to ensure this happens.  

3.94 A number of negative impacts are also identified, with some indication given as to possible mitigation measures.  The final Master Plan needs to demonstrate greater integration of the actions required and mitigation measures proposed within a structure framework.
3.95 We understand that there are some concerns about the methodology adopted for the Sustainability Appraisal and whether this has followed in full the current UK framework.  We are not best placed to comment on this but it would appear from the Appraisal Report that the outcomes derive principally from structured workshops addressing the key questions rather than an in depth analysis. 

4 Development 2016 to 2030

4.1 We deal in this section with additional comments relating to longer term development as set out in Chapter 12 of the Master Plan.
4.2 In our review of this chapter, we pick up on some of the issues raised in the previous section in relation to development requirements to 2015.  In our view, the key overarching issue with the AMP is with respect to the period 2016 to 2030 in that BIA appear to be lukewarm with regard to safeguarding potential expansion requirements in terms of runway length and the land necessary to support longer term terminal expansion either north or south of the runway.  

4.3 The AMP also does not set out a cogent land use plan covering the full potential requirements at 2030, particularly in terms of accommodating all potential facility requirements within a rational long term land boundary.  For example, additional land to the north has not been considered either in addition to or in lieu of marked new land to the south, (See Drawing 10).  Given that a primary purpose of the Master Plan should be to safeguard the land needed for long term airport development and to provide greater planning certainty for the Airport’s neighbours, we find this somewhat surprising.  

4.4 NSC will need to be satisfied that the full economic and social potential of BIA to deliver long term benefit to the area is being safeguarded within a sustainable framework.  There is inadequate information or justification given in the Chapter as it stands.  We have concerns that the land safeguarded may well be inadequate for the longer term. 

Runway extension- aircraft performance and options 

4.5 The AMP outlines the range differentials that apply to the current runway and one that has a 400m extension.  We generally concur with these, but we would be cautious than BIA with regard to the ability of the new B787 ‘Dreamliner’, being developed by Boeing, to be able to satisfactorily operate from the current runway to most of the long haul destinations that are highlighted in the forecasts.  The aircraft is yet to fly and enter service (due 2008) and to rely on just the one type for the potential future of BIA’s long haul network is high risk. 
4.6 There are other medium sized wide bodied aircraft types currently in service, and due in the future, that will also form part of the global fleet for long haul operations.  These include the B767, A330 and B777, all in service, and the Airbus rival to the B787, the A350, due to enter service in 2010.  All these other types will struggle to service any of these potential long haul destinations from the current runway, although the passenger forecasts suggest that wide bodied aircraft will operate from BIA on these routes.  

4.7 The current New York service operated by Continental Airlines uses a narrow bodied B757 aircraft.  This successfully uses the current runway with few limitations for this particular route.  However, it should be noted that this aircraft type is no longer in production and is unlikely to remain in service for the duration of this AMP to 2030.  A replacement or alternative type will then be required in the longer term, or even in the short term to support growth in market demand.  

4.8 The potential larger aircraft types would normally require a runway of around 2,600m in length.  However, if BIA had a runway of c.2,400m then the prospects of being able to support long haul wide bodied operations by a variety of aircraft types would be improved, with payload/range considerations being within tolerances for commercially viable operations.  

4.9 It will be essential to clarify the link between passenger forecasts, aircraft types and the need for a runway extension as this will have wider ramifications for the sizing of other airport facilities, including aprons.
4.10 Clearly, provision of a runway extension will be expensive, and may be difficult to justify in terms of pure financial viability to the airport operator.  Furthermore there will be clear environmental implications, including the shifting of the PSZ further to the east.  However, we believe it is far too soon to dismiss the benefits of such an extension until the likely prospects for a market for long haul operations out of BIA on a limited length runway (either the current 2000m or 2,400m with extension) are clearly established as airlines and their fleets become more certain during the next decade.  To this end we believe that the AMP should fully safeguard at least a 400m extension and that NSC should support this in the interest of protecting the long term benefits that BIA might offer to NSC and the sub-region.
4.11 The AMP explains that an extension greater than 400m would not be practicable due to the ‘common land’ to the east at Felton Common.  We understand that this was not considered as a ‘show stopper by the Department for Transport, nor considered as such by NSC.  The AMP should set out clearer evidence on the costs and benefits of an extension of up to 400m and of a longer extension, with a view to demonstrating whether there is a case for safeguarding the possibility of a longer extension in land use planning terms.  
4.12 Either way, whether it is for just the 400m extension or for one even longer, NSC will need to be mindful of the policies that will be required to ensure that land use planning protects this safe guarding including that affected by the PSZ and the potential blight this may have.  These issues may be of a smaller magnitude than would otherwise be the case because of the rural nature of the Airport’s surroundings. 

Second terminal 

4.13 Capacity of the current terminal has been assessed as limited to 9 mppa by the AMP so that capacity beyond this will only be handled by the provision of a second terminal to the south of the runway.  This limitation at 9 mppa being BIA’s view that apron capacity to the north cannot be expanded to handle more throughput and so additional apron must be located to the south and cannot be serviced from the north.   
4.14 In our review of Chapter 7, we suggested that, in our view, these difficulties may not be insurmountable.  We also stated that we believe the current terminal could be expanded to 12 mppa, taking the development of new technologies into account.  

4.15 Taking the terminal first, there are very strong operational and commercial reasons why retaining BIA as a single terminal airport up to a throughput of 12mppa makes sense.  It is more efficient to operate a single terminal in terms of resource levels, and overall operating costs for BIA, the airlines and service partners.  It is also more profitable for the retailers and other commercial operators to have a single offer in one terminal rather than duplicating offers in two terminals.  Indeed, some retailing and commercial offers would not be viable at a new south side terminal with just 3 mppa, and so there is the prospect that these south terminal passengers will not have the same range of facilities available to them as in the north terminal.  Profits to both BIA and the service partners will be lower too.  NSC officers have suggested that one option might be for the south side terminal to function as an arrivals terminal but this would necessitate aircraft being repositioned across the runway between operations.  This would result in increased delays to operations and similar losses in airport efficiency as split terminal operations in general.  It would be unlikely to reduce cost or land take.
4.16 Concerning the apron issue, we suggested at chapter 7 that it may be possible to stretch the footprint for aircraft apron on the north side even further, taking in to account the cost penalty of acquiring extra land overall to meet the needs of the AMP.  These cost savings would also extend to the ability to avoid, or at least defer, the need for a second terminal and all its servicing and infrastructure, including road access, being built to the south by maximising returns by investment continuing in the north terminal instead.
4.17 If it is not possible to park all the passenger aircraft to the north of the runway up to 12 mppa then it would still be possible to park these aircraft on new apron to the south and service them using a north side terminal in a more cost effective operation than a split operation overall.  This servicing could be achieved by either using a perimeter road that circumnavigates around the eastern end of the runway, connecting the terminal complex with this south side apron, or by the construction of a tunnel below the runway strip offering a faster more direct connection.  It may also be possible to support some servicing through the crossing of the runway, however this would be strictly controlled and will likely not be a practicable option as aircraft use of the runway will need to be given priority, during busier periods in particular, and so ground servicing vehicles trying to cross will be delayed.  
4.18 BIA will have a future beyond 2030 and so if a 12 mppa terminal can be provided north side and overall apron capacity serviced adequately, it would still be prudent for a south side terminal to be safeguarded for the longer term should it be required.  A concentration on the north terminal in the meantime will surely be a more cost effective option for BIA to 2030. 

4.19 Whilst there is absence of detail about some requirements, the AMP indicates that a new parallel taxiway would be built the full length of the runway on the south side in order that passenger flights in particular parked on the south side can use the runway without the need to cross it.  Whilst this is operationally the best solution for handling these flights it is also very expensive.  It would seem likely that, even at 12 mppa, the movement levels on the runway would not preclude that south side operations could be handled by using the existing north side parallel taxiway and then crossing the runway.  A parallel taxiway would only be required locally to the new south side apron area.  This would defer the cost of a full parallel taxiway to the south within the 2030 time frame.  It would though be prudent to safe guard the full parallel for which some additional land at the eastern end of the site is required.

Land use plan 
4.20 The land use plan for 2030 does not include the runway extension, and it makes loose reference to the need for car parking and other ancillary uses such as maintenance and freight being located to the south without providing supporting evidence with respect to quantities, strategies and a reference to an overall balanced optimum use of land and how functions are arranged.  This reinforces are view that the full optimum land requirements may not have been identified.  
4.21 Given the fact that the Master Plan is only required to give general guidance as to the potential for development in the longer term, the plan itself does not necessarily need to be any more detailed.  However, it is important that it indicates the full scope of land required to meet the Airport’s requirements at 2030.  Given the relative lack of detail in the AMP about the required facilities to take the Airport up to a 12mppa throughput, NSC cannot be certain that Plan is adequate to safeguard the full airport related land requirements.  Issues include:

the runway extension;

land for additional car parking;

surface access requirements.

4.22  It is the absence of a description of how the Airport gets from 2015 to 2030 in terms of the facilities required to meet the forecast passenger and movement numbers which raises concern. We accept that there will always be uncertainties this far out, particularly in terms of the timing when facilities will be needed, but we would have expected greater clarity regarding the overall scale of facilities to be required.   

 Other Issues
4.23 These remaining sections in Chapter 12 cover issues that need to build on the strategies and solutions suggested in earlier chapters for the period to 2015.  For example, BIA policies regarding the various environmental issues should be part of a strategy that runs for the whole planning period to 2030.  Similarly issues associated with surface access from 2016 to 2030 would be better served by building on the SAS proposals.
4.24 This may be a function of splitting the AMP into two distinct time periods.  However, it may be better for some of these overarching issues to have been covered within the same chapter for the whole period to 2030.           
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� Department for Transport, December 2003, Annex B6


� Unpublished analysis


� It should be noted that Table 7 – Employment Forecasts there appear to be a number of errors in the final column.


� The Social and Economic Impact of Airports in Europe, York Aviation for ACI EUROPE, January 2004.


� There is a point to clarify here.  We assume that the export figures shown refer to ‘visible’ exports, i.e. goods, and not services.  The pattern of service exports is likely to be even more global.


� York Aviation has this data but we are aware that complete sets are relatively rare.
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