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Airport opfions —

demanding the facts

SASIG is seeking to ensure that the UK has a realistic and well justified aviation
policy that:

gives air passengers befter opporfuniries fo fravel from rheir nearest airport;
caprures, nor sfifles, the economic benefirs of aviarion;

minimises the environmenral impacs;

ensures fravellers, nor residents, pay the environmental cosfs;

challenges the aviafion indusfry fo improve ifs environmental performance;
ensures good quality surface access for passengers and employees;
promotes better regional air services ro more desfinarions;

promores a new London airport.

SASIG, which represents nearly 70 local aurhorities, accepts controlled growth of all
or most existing regional airports to meer long rerm demand of abour 200 million
passengers per annum (mppa) by 2030. The regional airports should have an
increased range of infernational services bur SASIG acceprs thar some destinarions
will have to be reached via London (or a European airport).

New runways will be needed in the London area so thar forecasr demand of around
300 mppQq, including some passengers from fhe regions, can be mer over the nexr
25 to 35 years.

There are two straregic options for London and the South East:

OPTION 1. Cap Heathrow, Garwick, Stansted and Luron ar their existing capaciry of
175 mppa and build a new airport for around 125 mppa. The chosen site must be
demonstrably befrer than rthe Government’s option ar Cliffe in Kent.

OPTION 2. Add new runways to Hearhrow, Garwick and/or Stansred o give the
existing airporfs a capacity of around 275 mppa bur with the riskk of even more
expansion larer.



Counting the costs

This leafler seelss to compare the frue costs and benefifs of these rwo straregic opfions.

Ir shows that the Government’s consulration opfion ar Cliffe can be improved fo
minimise impact and increase benefirs. Currently proposers are showing rhar
Thames Reach Airport on the Hoo Peninsula and a new airport on the Isle of
Sheppey are superior. They are both visionary solufions thar will support the success
of the aviation industry over the nexr 30 years.

A new airporf along the Thames Estuary would ensure:

© 24 hour operation, freeing Hearhrow, Garwick, Sransred and Luton from
nighr flighrs;

° a new hub airport with plenty of runway capacity fo give befrer access fo
regional qirporfs;

° low environmental impacts on people;

* minimal properfy demoalifion;

* fast and efficient surface access;

o streamlined airport operational facilities;

* high qualiry freighr facilifies, wirh all nighr operarion;

¢ a plenfiful labour and housing supply, adding essenrial benefirs fo the
Thames Gareway Growrh Area.

Above all a new airport will enable the UK aviarion indusfry fo have facilifies thar
march the French and Durch airports thar our industry currently fear will ralke over
the UK's presenr leading role.

The cost of the wrong decision

The rime has come for the Government to acknowledge thar Hearhrow cannor
meert all demand and rhar London needs a second hub airport to worls in parallel
with Hearhrow, maintaining the UK's role in world aviation for the nexr 30 ro 50 years.




It is now crifically important thar the UK Government gives the leadership and shows
the vision necessary ro secure a long ferm furure for aviafion.

Any evaluafion of opfions needs o be able ro compare many topics, some of which
cannof be franslared info monetary values. On almost all criteria, capping the
existing airporfts and building a new hub airport — Option 1 — is easily befrer than
the confinued expansion of the existing airports — Opfion 2.

The suggesred new Thames Reach Airport has much less impact and even greater
benefirs than Cliffe and is far superior fo adding more runways fo the existing Qirporrs.

For instance, the number of extra people that would be affecred by noise ar
Thames Reach is some 12,000, compared with 77,000 if new runways were added
af Heathrow, Garwiclk and Sransted.  Similarly, 22,100 extra people would suffer
unacceptrable levels of air pollution with 3 new runways, bur none with Thames
Reach. In addifion, a new airport offers far grearer capacity than expanding the
three exisring sites (an addifional 130 mppa ar Thames Reach, compared with 101
mMppa af the three current Qirports).

No herirage buildings would be lost af Thames Reach, whereas 55 listed buildings
and rwo Ancient Monuments would be lost by expanding the fthree existing qirporfs.
However, Thames Reach would impact on an imporfant narure conservarion areq
for which alrernative locarions are available and funding would be provided.

A comparison of the main options, including the maximum use of the existing
airports, indicates the following net benefits:

*  One new runway ar Heathrow, Garwick and Sransred — £37.43bn

°  Garwick: one new runway and Stansfed: two new runways — £31.07bn
o (Cliffe: four new runways — £24.22bn

¢ Thames Reach: four new runways — berween £31.13bn and £48.80bn

SASIG believes that some of the economic benefits for Heathrow have been
exaggerated and some of the costs minimised. Any recalculation will clearly
show that Thames Reach out performs all other options.




Looking to the future

SASIG have identified the following key parameters for the Aviation White Paper:

e a robust 30-50 year strategy for the UK, providing for around 500 mppa
(or more) by 2030;

* nef economic benefifs ro be given no grearer importance than social
and environmental cosfs;

e regions of the UK ro be able fo claw back passengers from London;

e nafional airport policies to be implemented rhrough Regional
Sparial Straregies;

e qirport growrh in priority invesrment areas should capfure economic benefirs;
e qviafion fo be beffer infegrared with orher fransport modes;

e those living near airporfs should be protecred ahead of the convenience
of those flying;

e residents near airporfs should be given grearer priority than wildlife
and ecology;

e irreplaceable ancient woodland and listed buildings should be freared
as more imporfant than fearures thar can be moved or substirured;

* nighr landings and rake-offs should be phased our unless over the sea
or of minimal impact;

® No noaise sensifive development should be allowed near airports;

* new mifigafion measures, agreed with local aurhorifies, should cover noise,
pollution, fransport access and popularion reductions in affecred areas;

* q clearer programme and process for implementation should be devised.

If the White Paper can “tick every box” it will be a success.
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