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The Limit Luton Airport Alliance

The co-ordinating group for local authorities and voluntary organisations in the region affected by the proposed expansion of Luton Airport

The Rt. Hon. Alistair Darling, MP

Secretary of State for Transport

Great Minster House

76 Marsham Street

London SW1P 4DR

cc

Mr Mike Fawcett

Airports Policy Division

Department for Transport

Room 1/28A

Great Minster House

76 Marsham Street

London SW1P 4DR

26th June 2003

Dear Secretary of State,

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

Proposed Expansion of Luton Airport

This letter has been prepared by the Limit Luton Airport Alliance (“the Alliance”), the co-ordinating group for local authorities and voluntary organisations in the region affected by the proposal to expand the operations of Luton Airport. 

The Alliance was formed in January 2003 to represent the views of its participants, which now number some 70 statutory and voluntary organisations. The Alliance is supported by the County Councils of Hertfordshire and Bedfordshire; the City and District Council of St Albans; the Borough Council of Dacorum; the Town Councils of Dunstable, Leighton-Linslade and Harpenden; the District Councils of North Herts and Aylesbury Vale, and numerous Parish Councils in the region. Alliance participants also include the Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire branches of the Campaign to Protect Rural England; Luton Friends of the Earth; the Chilterns Conservation Board; the Chilterns Society, the Harpenden Society, the Hitchin Society, the Hitchin Forum, the Leighton Buzzard Society, and the St Albans Civic Society. The Alliance also represents the five airport monitoring groups in the region. These are LADACAN (Luton and District Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise), LANAG (Luton Airport Noise Action Group), LLATVC (London Luton Airport Town and Village Communities Committee), PAIN (People Against Intrusive Aircraft Noise), and PAVAN (Protect Aylesbury Vale Against Noise). 

The work of the Alliance is organised by local residents on a voluntary basis.

Appendix 1 to this letter gives a complete list of Alliance supporters as at 26th June 2003, and Appendix 2 shows the considerable geographical area that the Alliance represents. Appendix 3 lists MPs who have indicated support, or concern about Airport expansion.

Many of the Alliance’s member organisations have made their own responses to the Government’s consultation on the Future of Air Transport in the South East, and this joint letter should be taken as supplementary to those individual submissions. However, we would like the Government to note why we consider a joint representation to be appropriate. The Alliance covers an extremely wide geographical area and diversity of responsibilities and interests. The Alliance represents, in effect, a population of some 2 million people who are affected in different ways by Luton Airport’s operations, but who share the problem of living beneath what is already the UK’s most congested airspace. There is general agreement among Alliance members that the only equitable way to address the inevitable conflicts over flight path routings is to strictly limit the overall scale of Luton Airport’s operations. Further, the Alliance also believes that a limit on the scale of the Airport’s operations should be supported by more rigorous environmental controls than are enforced at present. 

Summary of the Alliance’s representation to the Government

1. There is no national economic justification for expansion of Luton Airport on the scale proposed by the Government.

· Demand management is needed, not a policy of predict and provide.

· Tighter regulation of aviation should be supported by the use of economic instruments so that the aviation industry not only meets its external costs but is also encouraged to reduce them.

2. Luton Airport is not a suitable site for expansion on the scale proposed by the Government.

· The Government implicitly acknowledges that Luton is the least desirable existing site for major expansion.

· Luton Airport is already constrained by the most congested airspace in the UK.

· The Airport is on a cramped site, only 2kms from the town centre.

· The Airport is located in a densely populated area, and is second only to Heathrow in the numbers of people its operations affect.

· Local roads and railways are already severely congested. The problem of surface access alone may determine the impossibility of major expansion.

· Luton town is already developed up to its boundaries, and is surrounded by Green Belt.

· The economic and employment benefits have been overstated and may require greater investment of public funds to realise.

3. Luton Airport should grow no further than its sustainable capacity in relation to the environment and local infrastructure.

· The policy limit of 10 million passengers a year in the Bedfordshire and Luton Structure Plan is already an increase of 50% over current operations.

· Until a detailed environmental assessment is done, there is no basis for assuming that the environmentally sustainable capacity of the Airport is higher. 

· Monitoring mechanisms need to be overhauled. Further expansion requires far more rigorous planning control than has applied in the past.

4. An extension of the existing runway could be as damaging as a replacement runway.

· The revised consultation document hints at expansion of the existing runway, but does not present it as an option in the public questionnaire.

· Capacity would be increased by almost as much as a replacement runway, so the impact would be as damaging.

· Creeping development is not acceptable.

5. The public consultation process is flawed in its treatment of Luton Airport.

· The conduct of the consultation is unacceptable for a matter of such public importance.

· Less information was given about Luton Airport than other airports because major growth was assumed. The consultation did not recognise the adverse effects of expansion on communities within and beyond the Luton boundary.

· Luton Borough Council is perceived to be compromised in its role as the relevant planning authority by its financial interest in the airport.

· There is concern that the White Paper could pave the way for developments not explained to the public during the consultation period.

Luton Airport, as a regional airport, should be an economic and social asset to the region if its environmental impact is properly monitored and controlled. The Government’s proposals would tip the balance, and would turn Luton Airport into a centre of concentrated pollution.

1. There is no national economic justification for expansion of Luton Airport on the scale proposed by the Government.

1.1 The Government originally proposed that a replacement runway should be built at Luton Airport, which would allow it to accommodate up to 31 million passengers a year. In its revised consultation document, the Government also hints that the existing runway could be extended as an alternative to a replacement runway. It is understood that this could increase capacity by almost as much. The most recently publicised passenger throughput at Luton Airport is 6.6 million passengers a year, so the Government’s proposals represent the transformation of Luton Airport from a modest regional airport into one the current size of Gatwick. 

1.2 The Government has made these proposals against the background of its forecasts of a rapid increase in demand for flights up to the year 2030, strongly determined by the recent growth of low cost carriers. Alliance supporters believe that the Government should not pursue a policy of ‘predict and provide’ for the aviation market. Many doubt that the forecast momentum of growth could be sustained in the long term, and some believe that the industry is already suffering from over-supply. But if there is any validity in the forecasts, we believe that the correct policy response should be to acknowledge an urgent need for demand management. It is already recognised that demand management is needed for roads, and the same principle should be applied to airports.

1.3 We recognise that the Government has been constrained by international treaties and by competitiveness issues from introducing policies that raise the cost of flying. We also recognise the political sensitivity of appearing to make flying less socially inclusive. However, we would like to draw attention to the socio-economic breakdown of passengers who use Luton Airport. According to a CAA survey in 2001, 80% of passengers at Luton Airport are defined as ABC1, over 30% claim to be business travellers, and the average passenger travels from the airport three times a year. These figures suggest that, at Luton Airport, the benefits of low cost flying are being enjoyed by people with a relatively high disposable income, or who are travelling on business.

1.4 The Government put forward the ‘polluter pays’ principle in the 1998 Transport White Paper (“aviation should meet the external, including environmental, costs it imposes”) and in the DETR paper of December 2000: ‘Valuing the External Costs of Aviation’. We believe that there is now greater acceptance that aviation should pay its external costs, and a growing understanding that the full environmental costs are not factored into the prices paid by those who benefit from aviation. 

1.5 The recent reports by the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution and by the Sustainable Development Commission further demonstrate that providing for forecast expansion is not environmentally sustainable. Simply requiring the polluter to pay does not go far enough, if it results merely in selling licenses to pollute. We note the telling calculations in the recent DfT and HMT paper “Aviation and the Environment: Using Economic Instruments”. These show that if the aviation industry were forced to pay the full costs of the climate change caused by its greenhouse gas emissions, the resulting price increase would reduce demand for flying by 10%. Other studies, such as that carried out by the CPRE using the Government’s forecasting model, show that taxing aviation fuel and removing the VAT exemption on tickets would reduce demand to a level that would require no new runways in the UK.

1.6 We believe there is greater scope for supporting tighter regulation of flying with the use of economic instruments. As the Government points out in the paper referred to in paragraph 1.5 above, economic instruments “have only been applied in a limited way to the aviation sector in the past”. As well as climate change and the Government’s obligations under the Kyoto Protocol, there are issues of noise and local air quality. We believe that the application of fiscal or other instruments should aim both to reduce demand for flying and to speed up supply-side responses, such as investment in more environmentally acceptable technology.

2. Luton Airport is not a suitable site for expansion on the scale proposed by the Government
2.1 In the revised consultation documents, the Government implicitly acknowledges that Luton is one of the least desirable sites for expansion (“the forecast use of Luton is strongly influenced by the amount of airport capacity elsewhere in the South East” – paragraph 10.6).  Alliance supporters agree that Luton is a very poor site for expansion. Further, we believe that the reasons for avoiding massive expansion of Luton Airport are so strong that it is wrong to even consider Luton as the ‘swing’ provider of capacity in this way.

2.2 One of the most important arguments against significant expansion of Luton Airport is that it already struggles to share the most congested airspace in the UK. Surrounding airports whose operations affect Luton include Heathrow, Stansted, Northolt, Cranfield, Benson, and the London Gliding Club at Dunstable. Luton aircraft movements have to be kept low because of Heathrow departures, which in turn have to fly below the height of the Heathrow stack at Bovingdon. This congestion already complicates the adoption of quieter modes of flying, such as Continuous Descent Approach.

2.3 The consultation document highlights in paragraph 10.5 the “severe physical constraints at and around the site” at Luton airport. The airport is on a small plateau, which drops away at both the eastern and western ends of the runway. The airport’s altitude makes it vulnerable to snow and to poor visibility caused by hill fogs. The runway is only 2kms from Luton town centre, and, more importantly, the flight path is only 1km away. The cramped site and hilly terrain have so far deterred the building of a direct rail link to the airport terminal buildings. At present, passengers must transfer from Luton Airport Parkway station to the Airport in a shuttle bus. 

2.4 Luton, with a population of over 184,000 people living in a relatively small geographical area, is one of the most densely populated urban areas in England. There are obvious safety risks where a runway and flight path are so close to the town centre. Safety and noise are also issues for the many surrounding towns. These include Dunstable (population 33,000); Harpenden (29,500); Hemel Hempstead, Tring and Berkhamsted (combined 138,000); Hitchin (31,400); Leighton Buzzard (33,000); Letchworth (33,100); St Albans (63,900); Stevenage (79,000) and Welwyn Garden City (43,500). Safety risks, noise and air pollution from an expanded airport would therefore affect large numbers of people. According to data given in the SERAS studies, Luton is already second only to Heathrow in the population it impacts. Given the relative sizes of the airports, it can be seen that Luton Airport already has a disproportionate impact on the surrounding population. Further expansion would exacerbate this.

2.5 Although Luton Airport is located close to the national road and rail network, its transport infrastructure is not adequate to cope with expansion on the scale proposed. As the Commission on Integrated Transport points out, surface access is necessary for any significant airport expansion. Yet the local roads and railways that serve Luton Airport are badly congested. Problems with the strategic roads – the M1 and the M25 – are well known. As the recently published Luton Local Plan (the First Deposit Draft) points out, “The M1 motorway operates above its design capacity for most of the day and is regularly heavily congested with stationary traffic during morning peak periods.” Blockages on the M1 regularly spill over into gridlock in neighbouring towns. The Government acknowledges that improvements between J9 and J13 would be needed, but has not been specific. The M25 has been studied in more detail, but little can be gleaned from the circular references between the recently completed Orbit Study and the SERAS consultations. What does seem clear, however, is that forecast traffic growth on the M25 up to 2016 is regarded as unsustainable even before factoring in large airport developments.      

2.6 Local roads are also more problematic than the consultation documents recognise. The A1081 from St Albans through Harpenden, the main Luton access road from the South, is frequently blocked by M1 over-spill. The B653, the Lower Luton Road, provides access to the Airport from Welwyn and Hatfield, but is little more than a narrow and winding rural road. 

2.7 There seems little scope for absorbing more passengers through rail travel. Thameslink trains are now severely overcrowded in the peak rush hours, and seem to be full for ever-longer periods of the day. The consultation assumes that planned upgrading of the Thameslink system will go ahead, but since the consultation began, these plans have been postponed, apparently indefinitely. The consultation documents do not address the need for a rail or light rail link across the South Bedfordshire corridor between the West Coast Mainline and the Midland Mainline.

2.8 We support a key recommendation of the Commission for Integrated Transport. That is, if no cost-effective, environmentally acceptable surface access strategy is available, then any strategic decisions about airport expansion in the White Paper should be re-considered.

2.9 A significantly expanded airport would require land for airport operations and more housing, in an area where there is already insufficient land to meet current housing and commercial needs. Apart from one or two areas earmarked for further development, Luton is now largely built up to its administrative boundaries – indeed it could be argued that the Airport site itself, being within the town boundaries, is a constraint on the growth and sensible development of Luton. 

2.10 Incursion into the Green Belt would not be acceptable. Someries Castle, a scheduled ancient monument of national importance, lies on the airport perimeter. Parts of the surrounding countryside are designated Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (the Chilterns); Landscape Conservation Areas (the countryside to the East of the Airport); or Areas of Great Landscape Value (the Hyde area to the South of Luton). This is countryside that is extensively used for outdoor leisure, and valued for its tranquillity and its wildlife. 

2.11 The Government rightly recognises risks to the water supply, including the adequacy of supply to meet increased demand. The Luton Local Plan points out that the Airport is located above the chalk aquifer which provides Luton with its drinking water. Surface water from runway and apron areas can carry de-icing chemicals and aviation fuel, and the run-off therefore has the potential to seriously pollute. The Luton Local Plan also records concern about kerosene odour and other forms of air pollution, and indirect pollution from increased road traffic.

2.12 All these objections obviously apply, a fortiori, to the Luton Airport operating company’s proposal for a 2 runway airport at Luton, with a capacity of 83 million passengers a year.

2.13 The Government states that development at Luton airport would be positive for the local economy, but this statement does not take account of the environmental costs. Unemployment in Luton has fallen steadily over recent years. At 3%, it is only slightly higher than the national average of 2.5%. There are pockets of higher unemployment in the town, but we have seen nothing to prove that expansion of the Airport would solve this specific structural problem. Luton and Dunstable have for some time been designated a Priority Area for Economic Regeneration, under Regional Planning Guidance for the South East. The recently completed Milton Keynes and South Midlands Study, and the more detailed Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis Growth Area Assessment also identify Luton as a town in need of regeneration. These studies show that the sustainable economic development of Luton, if it is to be properly balanced with the quality of the town’s environment, is a complex issue. Airport expansion alone is not the panacea that the Government suggests.

2.14 Direct airport-related employment would be expected to increase with expansion, but probably by less than suggested. Airport management companies are in the business of sweating their assets, not of job creation. Productivity improvements have resulted in redundancies at Luton Airport, even in growth periods. The 2001 Annual Monitoring Report for Luton Airport shows a significant fall in airport-related employment, despite rapid expansion of its operations in that year. (We understand that there may be some error in the reported statistics, but we have not yet seen corrected figures). 

2.15 Indirect benefits to the local economy through a ‘multiplier’ effect may be harder to realise in Luton than in other areas, and their extraction is likely to need further investment of public funds. Apart from the proposed Wigmore and Butterfield employment areas, only previously developed – brownfield – land is likely to be available for industrial and commercial use. When it does become available, there are competing demands, especially for housing. The clean-up costs of brownfield sites, unless compensated by tax breaks or other public subsidy, are likely to deter investment if a cheaper alternative is available elsewhere. Ove Arup make this point in the Regional and Social Impacts Appraisals carried out as background to SERAS. One commercial use for which Luton is particularly well located is warehousing, which would expand if Luton Airport’s freight operations grow. Unfortunately, as the Local Plan points out, warehousing does not generate intensive employment and could worsen traffic and night-time noise nuisance. There is a risk that, instead of balanced economic regeneration, airport expansion could simply turn Luton into a centre of concentrated pollution.

3. Luton Airport should grow no further than its sustainable capacity in relation to the environment and regional infrastructure.

3.1 The size of Luton Airport is generally discussed in terms of its capacity to provide for a certain number of passengers. Thus, the planning permission granted in 1998 described the airport’s new terminal as a development to accommodate up to 5 million passengers a year (although, as it turned out, that was not a planning limit, and annual passenger numbers have grown to 6.6 million). Similarly, the current Bedfordshire Structure plan (to 2011), which was adopted in March 1997, has a figure of 10 million passengers a year as a planning policy limit, subject to certain environmental provisos. This is the figure quoted in the consultation documents. 

3.2 Clearly, passenger numbers as a proxy for airport size is an imprecise and incomplete measure. Like most other participants in the consultation, Alliance supporters feel obliged to use it as a form of shorthand, but recognise that it is not an enforceable number. Also, it cannot be treated in isolation from other measures of impact, such as air and surface traffic movements, noise contours and the noise level of individual flights. 

3.3 Nevertheless, the measurement of passenger numbers is significant. In the case of Luton, the figure of 10 million passengers a year in the Bedfordshire Structure Plan is understood by local residents’ groups to represent the limit of sustainable capacity. Policy 48 of the Bedfordshire Structure Plan supports extension of Luton Airport’s capacity from 2 million to 10 million passengers a year, subject to certain environmental conditions being met. Many of the residents’ groups feel that growth has moved rapidly beyond 5 million passengers a year without meeting these conditions, the most significant of which is that “the trend towards reduced noise levels continues”. But the main environmental (and planning) constraint on the airport’s growth is still only that the 1984 noise footprint should not be exceeded. The 1998 planning permission for the new terminal referred to the noise contour which would prevail in 1999, but it was not made a planning condition. The Airport Consultative Committee passed a resolution in September 2001 to adopt the quieter 1999 noise contour, but, to the concern of residents’ groups, this recommendation has not been implemented.

3.4 One of the weaknesses in the Government’s consultation papers is the poverty of information about the environmental impact at Luton of its recommended policy of ‘maximising use of the existing number of runways’. Luton Airport was not even mentioned in the chapter on environmental controls in the first edition of the consultation documents. Despite criticisms of this omission, the second edition merely asks the public to put forward their own views on the impact of a replacement runway at Luton Airport. The Luton Airport operating company has also not produced any detailed growth plans or environmental assessments.

3.5 As a result, the only figure for passenger numbers that can be taken as a considered indicator of Luton Airport’s environmentally sustainable capacity is the 10 million passengers a year in the Bedfordshire Structure Plan. Local Authorities have seen no reason (beyond the outcome of the air transport consultation itself) to change this figure in the Deposit Draft of the Bedfordshire and Luton Structure Plan to 2016. Further work on the updated Structure Plan is now deferred pending changes to the whole planning regime. However, Policy 33 of the Deposit Draft supports expansion up to 100,000 Air Transport Movements a year (of which no more than 12,000 at night). This is equivalent to the 10 million passengers a year set out in the current Structure Plan to 2011.

3.6 To put these numbers into perspective, for residents who live near the airport, 5 million passengers a year was already intolerable. The Government and the Luton Airport operating company have striven to alter the perspective radically with their respective targets of 31 million and 83 million passengers a year. But the Government supports its number with little more than the mantra that “doing nothing is not an option”. More cynically still, the Luton Airport operating company appears to regard the local preference for a regional airport not exceeding 10 million passengers a year as simply a “localised obstacle to delivery” of an airport the size of Heathrow. 

3.7 The issue of airspace management must be addressed in addition to all the other measures of environmental impact. As we point out in section 2, airspace is another potential constraint on the Airport’s expansion, and SERAS has given this insufficient attention. The impact of Luton Airport operating at 6.6 million passengers a year is already a serious nuisance to communities up to 30 miles from the Airport.

3.8 Many Alliance supporters feel that even growth up to 10 million passengers a year must be more rigorously understood and controlled in its environmental effects. This represents, after all, an increase of 50% over current operations. Luton is not a Designated Airport, and monitoring is only reviewed by the Airport Consultative Committee. The latter is an organisation whose administration is reliant on the Airport operating company. These arrangements are no longer felt to be an adequate safeguard of the interests of communities around the airport. We would wish any further expansion to happen within a far more rigorous, independent, and accountable framework of planning control than has applied in the past.

4. An extension of the existing runway could be as damaging as a replacement runway

4.1 The revised consultation documents make an opaque reference to the possibility that “Increased use of the airport … might be based on the existing runway alignment”. This is not explained further, but since it is unlikely to have been added unless it is different from the earlier options, it is widely assumed by Alliance members to imply an extension of the existing runway. Background studies to SERAS did examine how the existing runway might be extended, but this was not included as an option in the public consultation. It is, however, the approach favoured by the Luton Airport operating company, since it would allow incremental growth, and would avoid the greater up-front capital expenditure of a replacement runway.

4.2 It is difficult for the Alliance to comment on a proposal that is only hinted at, and whose implications are not explained in any way in the main consultation documents. It is even more difficult for members of the general public to work out what it might mean for them if Luton Airport extended its existing runway, as opposed to building a replacement one. Although the SERAS background studies are available, the key reports by Sir Frederick Snow (Luton optioneering reports and addendum, dated February 2002) must be purchased at a cost of £22 – hardly an accessible price for the public. 

4.3 According to Sir Frederick Snow, an extension eastwards of just 340 metres to the current runway, taking it to 2,500 metres in length, could accommodate 40 air traffic movements an hour and up to 25 million passengers a year. In the view of the Alliance, this would be as damaging in its environmental impact as a replacement runway.

4.4 We would be very concerned at any approach to incremental growth, including extension of the taxiway, which could result in creeping development.

5. The public consultation process is flawed in its treatment of Luton Airport

5.1 The Government’s handling of proposals for Luton Airport during the present consultation has been deeply resented in the region represented by the Alliance. It is considered a wholly unacceptable way of consulting on a matter of such important public interest. The particular circumstances of Luton Airport should have required the Government to ensure an even-handed approach to the consultations. Luton Borough Council owns the Airport and receives fees from the Airport operating company (understood to be in the region of £8m in the financial year 2001-2) and would therefore benefit financially from the Airport’s expansion. On the other hand, the adverse effects of expansion would be felt by communities both within and beyond the Luton boundaries. Many of these communities perceive that Luton Borough Council is compromised in its role as the relevant planning authority by its financial interest in expansion of the Airport.

5.2 Instead of exposing these conflicting interests to consultation, the Department for Transport included a proposal to build a replacement runway at Luton Airport (to take capacity to 31 million passengers a year) in its recommendation of the minimum amount of development that should take place. As a result, the Government gave little publicity to its Luton proposals. The consultation documents did not include the word “Luton” in many of the key tables, since the transformation of Luton airport was effectively treated as an assumption. The first consultation document did not even mention Luton in the chapter on environmental concerns. We have a distinct impression that Luton was regarded as an easy option for development, so that transparency of information could be dispensed with. 

5.3 Although – following fierce objections – some emollient words were inserted in the second edition of the consultation documents to suggest that a replacement runway is only an option, the public questionnaire has not been changed. As before, the public are presented only with a choice between different alignments of a replacement runway. The Department for Transport did not respond to requests that the public questionnaire should include an option for Luton Airport to grow only to 10 million passengers a year. Furthermore, as we point out in section 4 above, the Government has slipped the possibility of extending the existing runway into the second edition of the consultation documents, without giving the public any information on the impact, nor including it in the public questionnaire.

5.4 The Government prefaces its public consultation document on the South East with the statement that: “Your response can help shape the new White Paper on Air Transport”. The public are also invited to complete the Government’s questionnaire “which forms a central part of the consultation process. The results of this survey will inform the development of policy”. We do not see how policy can be adequately informed if the public are not even given all the options available.

5.5 There are two further problems with the consultation process. First, the information given by the Government on the arguments for and against further expansion of airport capacity is partial and selective, and wrongly suggests that the economic benefits of expansion are overwhelming. An example is the highlighting of the value of inward tourism to the UK, while not revealing that outward tourism is worth more than twice as much – in fact the UK’s annual deficit on tourism grew from £9.5 billion in 1999 to £15.2 billion in 2002.  Alliance supporters have pointed out that presenting information to lead respondents to a particular conclusion breaches the Market Research Society’s Code of Conduct. Although a general criticism, the arguments put forward by the Government all lend weight to the “doing nothing is not an option” mindset, which has led to pressure for Luton to be expanded. 

5.6 The second problem is that the original questionnaire was found to contain wrongly drafted instructions for completing one of the key sections relating to Luton Airport. This came to light late in the day when it was realised that the paper and on-line versions of the questionnaire differed. Unfortunately, many people refused to answer the questionnaire, believing that it was even more biased than the Government had intended it to be. Although the paper questionnaire was revised and reissued with correct instructions when the second edition of the consultation documents came out, it is doubtful that many people will respond again. The on-line questionnaire still does not give room for comments.

5.7 In the light of these criticisms, Alliance members believe that the Government should treat with caution the public response to the questionnaire. We note with disquiet that it seems likely that the Government could use the White Paper to pave the way to developments at Luton Airport, such as an extension to the runway, which were not presented to the public during the consultation period.

In conclusion, the Alliance’s supporters are deeply concerned that Luton Airport could be earmarked for expansion on the basis of an inappropriate ‘predict and provide’ policy, when the real task for the Government should be demand management. Demand management has already been recognised as necessary for roads, and the same principle should be applied to airports. 

Luton Airport, as a regional airport, should be an economic and social asset to the region if its environmental impact is properly monitored and controlled. The Airport is subject to a planning policy limit that already allows it to grow by a further 50%. Luton Airport’s site is inherently unsuitable for expansion on the scale proposed by the Government. The Government’s proposals would tip the balance; they would make Luton Airport into a centre of concentrated pollution. There would be some benefit to the finances of Luton Borough Council, and to the Airport operating company.  These benefits must be weighed against a severely degraded environment for other people living in Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire and Buckinghamshire.

The Limit Luton Airport Alliance

Co-ordinators:
Nicola Ramsden



Margaret Shepperd

C/o Harpenden Town Council

Town Hall

Leyton Road

Harpenden

Herts AL5 2LX
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3. MPs who support the Alliance or who have expressed concern about the expansion of Luton Airport.

Appendix 1

Supporters of the Limit Luton Airport Alliance

(26th June 2003)

Local authorities

Bedfordshire County Council

Hertfordshire County Council

Dacorum Borough Council

Aylesbury Vale District Council

North Herts District Council

St Albans City & District Council

Dunstable Town Council

Harpenden Town Council

Harpenden Rural Parish

Leighton-Linslade Town Council

Chalton Parish Council

East Hyde Parish Council

Ickleford Parish Council

Knebworth Parish Council

Kimpton Parish Council

Kings Walden Parish Council

Lilley Parish Council

St Pauls Walden Parish Council

Offley Parish Council (incorporating Cockernhoe)

Preston Parish Council

Pirton Parish Council

Redbourn Parish Council

Sandridge Parish Council

Studham Parish Council
Wheathampstead Parish Council

Whipsnade Parish Council

JPCLG – Joint Parish Councils Liaison Group: an informal alliance of 21 parish councils, mainly in the Aylesbury Vale: Aston Abbotts, Bierton with Broughton, Creslow, Cublington, Drayton Parslow, Dunton, Great Brickhill, Hardwick, Hoggeston, Ivinghoe, Marsworth, Mursley, Newton Longville, Pitstone, Slapton, Stewkley, Swanbourne, Tring Rural, Weedon, Whitchurch, Wingrave with Rowsham. 

Civic societies and other voluntary organisations

The Chilterns Conservation Board

The Chiltern Society

Campaign to Protect Rural England (Hertfordshire & Bedfordshire)

Breachwood Green Society

Harpenden Society

The Hitchin Society

Hitchin Forum

Kimpton Protection Group

St Albans Civic Society

Friends of the Earth

Little Horwood Action Group (near Winslow, Bucks)

East Redbourn Residents

The Leighton Buzzard Society (1,200 members in Leighton-Linslade and the surrounding area)

Noise Control groups

LADACAN – Luton & District Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise

LANAG – Luton Airport Noise Action Group

LLATVC – London Luton Airport Town & Village Communities Committee, representing 16 town and village communities, and the interests of about 100,000 community residents as follows: Berkhamsted Town Council, Tring Town Council, Parish Councils of  Albury, Flamstead, Great Gaddesden, Kensworth, Little Gaddesden, Marsworth, Nettleden with Potten End, Northchurch, Slip End,  Studham, Whipsnade, Wiggington and Cholesbury-cum-St Lawrence).  LLATVC also represents the National Trust at Ashridge.

PAVAN- Protect Aylesbury Vale Against Noise 

PAIN – People against Aircraft Intrusive Noise (west of the Airport): Town Councils of Leighton Buzzard and Dunstable; Parish Councils of Edlesborough, Eaton Bray, Totternhoe, Stanbridge.;  Ivinghoe, Pitstone, Slapton, Tilsworth, Eggington and Gt Billington;  Nettleden, Frithsden & District Society; Cheddington Residents Association.
       

Appendix 3

MPs who have indicated their support for the Alliance or who have expressed concern about the proposed expansion of Luton Airport

John Bercow, MP


Buckingham

Alistair Burt, MP


North East Bedfordshire

Barbara Follett, MP


Stevenage

Oliver Heald, MP


North East Hertfordshire

David Lidington, MP


Aylesbury

Rt. Hon. Peter Lilley, MP

Hitchin and Harpenden

Jonathan Sayeed, MP


Mid Bedfordshire

Andrew Selous, MP


South West Bedfordshire
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