ENGLISH HERITAGE RESPONSE TO THE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF AIR TRANSPORT IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

1.
INTRODUCTION
1.1
English Heritage is the Government’s statutory adviser on the historic environment of England.  Major infrastructure developments can have a significant impact on the historic environment, and we therefore welcome the Government’s intention to produce a national policy for air transport.  The need for this has been highlighted by the long delay in reaching a decision on Terminal Five at Heathrow.  We agree with the Government that public inquiries are not an efficient or an effective way to develop a coherent or comprehensive national policy.

1.2
We particularly welcome the Government’s commitment to a sustainable aviation policy that takes long-term social, economic and environmental issues into account.  The aviation industry imposes significant external environmental costs that need to be internalised.  As well as mitigation costs, the loss of the historic environment as a significant economic and social asset needs to be taken into account, since most of the environmental damage caused by airport expansion is incapable of mitigation.  Internalising these costs could affect the demand for air travel and we are therefore concerned that the growth forecasts used in the consultation documents rely heavily on extrapolating current trends.  Such projections are inevitably unreliable, and it would be preferable on both environmental and financial grounds to make better use of existing airports within their environmental capacities before committing the country to major developments that may be unnecessary as well as unsustainable.

1.3
We cannot, at this stage, give any particular proposal an unconditional green light.  Specific proposals will require a sustainability appraisal and a full environmental impact assessment, including, where necessary, a detailed site evaluation.  It is impossible on the information available to assess indirect impacts, such as the derived demand for commercial and residential development, except in very general terms.

1.4
We have nevertheless made an attempt to evaluate the known impact of the individual proposals discussed in the consultation papers, and our initial comments are attached as an Appendix.

2.
RECOMMENDATIONS
2.1
In view of the significant environmental costs of any major expansion of airport capacity in the South East, English Heritage would prefer to see expansion concentrated on existing regional airports.  This would minimise the impact on the historic environment.  It would also help stimulate economic growth in areas where it is needed, and would enable demand for travel to be met where it originates, reducing the need for internal journeys to hub airports in the South East.

2.2
The expansion of Heathrow and Stansted and the construction of a new airport at Cliffe would all result in a significant loss of the historic environment.  If the Government concludes that expansion of airport capacity in the South East is unavoidable, we would hope that other less damaging alternatives could be investigated, ideally where they would help stimulate the regeneration of East London, the Thames Gateway and north Kent.

2.3
Before a national policy is finalised, we would expect to see a far more detailed assessment of the social, environmental and economic costs and benefits of the preferred options.  This should include a comprehensive assessment of the direct and indirect impacts on the historic environment from the airport itself, the derived demand for commercial and residential development in its hinterland and the need for improved transport links and associated infrastructure.  We would be very happy to assist the Department in this.

2.4
In view of the importance of general aviation as a means of identifying and monitoring the condition of the historic environment, we hope that as much provision as possible will be made for general aviation, and that access to airports and controlled airspace will not be further restricted.

3.
IMPACT
3.1
The scale of the proposals being considered in the South East, and their potential impact on the historic environment, is significantly greater than those under consideration in the rest of the country.  Expansion at Heathrow and Stansted of the scale envisaged and the construction of a new airport at Cliffe on the Thames estuary would all have severe negative impacts on the historic environment.

· The construction of a third runway at Heathrow would result in the loss of the medieval Grade II* St Mary’s Church at Harmondsworth; the need to move and reconstruct Harmondsworth Tithe Barn (a Grade I listed building and a scheduled ancient monument); and the loss of eight Grade II buildings and 25% of the Harmondsworth Conservation Area.  It would also have a negative impact on the character of the rest of the Conservation Area, on nearby historic areas such as the registered landscape at Cranford, and on a number of listed buildings in Sipson.  There would also be a significant loss of unscheduled archaeological sites, including the thousand-year old churchyard at Harmondsworth.

· The expansion of Stansted as a possible hub airport, with an increase in capacity from its current approved limit of 25 mppa to 129 mppa, would have a severe negative impact on the historic environment of Essex, Cambridgeshire and Suffolk.  Direct impacts would include the loss of up to three scheduled monuments, one Grade II* listed building and 64 Grade II buildings, together with 14 known (and probably many more) unscheduled archaeological sites.  The derived demand for development, including major road links to the M11, would have a major impact on the surrounding historic towns and villages, which include Great Dunmow, Thaxted, Bishop’s Stortford and Saffron Walden
.

· A four-runway airport at Cliffe would result in the loss of the Grade I listed Church of All Saints at Allhallows, a Grade II* listed building and seven Grade II buildings.  The St Mary Hoo conservation area would also be lost, and two other conservation areas would suffer severe adverse impacts from the airport and its associated infrastructure.  The airport site and its vicinity contain a number of important World War II sites (a preliminary study indicated 61 such sites locally) and almost 600 archaeological finds, together with four scheduled monuments.  From what is known elsewhere in the Thames estuary, the area is likely to be very rich in archaeological material of all dates from the prehistoric to the twentieth century that has yet to be identified and evaluated.

· The impact on the historic environment of the much more modest proposals for other airports in the South East would not be on the same scale as those at Heathrow, Stansted or Cliffe, although Manston in particular is in an archaeologically rich area.

3.2
In the South West, the possibility has been raised of a new airport north of Bristol, although the consultants acknowledge that its economic viability has not been established.  This would have major environmental and archaeological impacts which would need to evaluated in detail if the proposal is taken forward.

3.3
In the Midlands, the worst-case option for increasing capacity at Birmingham would involve the loss of the village and conservation area of Bickenhall, with its Grade A church, two Grade II* buildings, six Grade II buildings and much below-ground archaeology.  A new airport between Rugby and Coventry would involve the loss of two villages, including one scheduled monument and 17 Grade II listed buildings; the overall effect on the historic environment would be substantial.  An option for expanding the existing East Midlands airport would involve the loss of a Grade II listed building.

3.4
Assessing the proposals for the North study area is made more difficult by the absence of detailed locational information.  At Manchester, no heritage impacts have been identified arising from the proposed new apron and terminal facilities outside the existing site boundaries. Expansion of Liverpool John Lennon involving a runway extension and taxiway improvements, as well as additional car parking, would have an adverse impact on Speke Hall, a Grade I listed building and registered landscape owned by the National Trust.  A runway extension and taxiway and apron improvements at Newcastle could affect a Grade I house, Woolsington Hall, to the south of the airport and several scheduled monuments at the western end of the runway.  On the basis of the limited information available, no other significant impacts on the historic environment have been identified.

4.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
4.1
In some cases, airfields and airport buildings are themselves of historic interest, and this needs to be taken into account in planning their future development.  An airport like Shoreham, for example, where the airport buildings are listed at Grade II, should ideally be enabled to remain in use at something like its present scale of operations so that the principal structures can, where possible, continue to serve the purpose for which they were designed.

4.2
English Heritage is itself an aircraft operator, on a modest scale, for the purposes of aerial photography, and we have a wider interest in the role of general aviation in archaeological information gathering.  We are therefore concerned that there should be provision for general aviation at all new and developed airports, and that any airspace changes resulting from airport developments should accommodate general aviation.  Experience over the past twenty years at Heathrow and Gatwick has shown that any restrictions in terms of access to airfields and controlled airspace will have a deleterious affect on our capability to identify, record, monitor and understand the historic environment.
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DETAILED REGIONAL ANALYSIS
1
SOUTH EAST
1.1
Heathrow

The proposal is for a third runway between the A4 and the M4, to the north of the airport, to increase capacity from 89 mppa (million persons per annum) to 116 mppa – an increase of 27 mppa.  English Heritage’s initial assessment suggests that this will result in considerable damage to listed buildings, monuments, and historic landscapes.  The RCD itself covers only direct physical impacts, ignores the known archaeological significance of the area, and has some potentially serious omissions.

Recorded potential impacts:

•
Harmondsworth Tithe Barn (Grade I and SAM): reconstruction elsewhere proposed;

•
St Mary’s Church, Harmondsworth (Grade II* 12th to15th century);

•
8 Grade II listed buildings;

•
25% of Harmondsworth Conservation Area.

Other potential impacts:

•
Other nearby historic areas – eg the registered landscape at Cranford;

•
The loss of the churchyard at St Mary’s Church, with its thousand-year history of burials;

•
The effect on the character of the rest of Harmondsworth Conservation Area;

•
A number of listed buildings in Sipson;

•
Destruction of archaeological features.

1.2
Gatwick
No options for further runway space at Gatwick are included, in deference to a legal agreement barring further expansion at the airport before 2019.  The decision to exclude Gatwick from consideration is currently the subject of a legal challenge by Kent County Council and others.

1.3
Stansted
Stansted has been picked out as having potential for development as a hub airport.  Current permitted capacity with one runway is 25 mppa (with potential to increase to 35 mppa).  The large BAA landholdings offer the possibility of staged expansion by the addition of one, two or three runways, up to a total capacity of 129 mppa.

Recorded direct impacts:

•
2 SAMs – possibly 3, with the 3 runway option.

•
1 Grade II* listed building (2-3 runways)

•
29 Grade II listed buildings (1 runway); 50 (2 runways) 64 (3 runways)

Other unrecorded impacts:

•
Further direct and indirect impacts on archaeology (ie up to 14 SMR sites would be destroyed.

•
Substantial direct/indirect effect on a wide range of buildings, monuments, and parks and gardens allied to a rich legacy of historic towns and villages in the surrounding area (eg Great Dunmow has 1 Grade I listed building, 8 Grade II* listed buildings and 242 Grade II listed buildings).  Likely increases in housing provision in the adjacent districts will occur by 2005 and will amount to an increase of up to 44%, in addition to present planned provision.

•
Other historic towns and villages will be affected by noise and airport related growth.  These include Thaxted, Bishop's Stortford, Saffron Walden etc.

•
Further assessment of environmental impacts is currently being undertaken by Essex County Council.

1.4
Cliffe
The proposals envisage a 4 runway airport with a total capacity of 113 mppa by 2030.

Recorded direct impacts:

•
1 Grade I listed building (the Church of All Saints at Allhallows);

•
1 Grade II* listed building;

•
7 Grade II listed buildings;

•
1 Conservation Area (St Mary Hoo).

Other impacts:

•
The Hoo Peninsula contains a number of Defence of Britain sites, including one of the most complete pill-box groups in the country (preliminary findings from a desk-based archaeological study indicated that there are potentially 61 such sites in the vicinity);

•
60 SMR sites within the airport area, and 539 in the wider area;

•
11 listed buildings within the site, and 55 outside, with a number of other buildings worth consideration for listing;

•
Two conservation areas outside the airport site;

•
The churchyard at Cooling is associated with the opening scene in Dickens’s “Great Expectations”.

Notes
The relative absence of heritage designations is, in part, a reflection of the lack of development pressure to date.  The proposed mitigation for existing wildlife sites is thought to involve historic landscapes elsewhere in north Kent.

1.5
Alconbury
This former military airfield near Huntingdon was considered as a specialised low cost passenger airport, with substantial air freight/express parcel hub facilities.  Assumed passenger capacity at 2030 would be approximately 5 mppa, but this would not be realised if additional runway capacity was provided elsewhere in the South East.

Recorded direct heritage impacts:

•
Currently classified as “low adverse” with no loss of heritage resources.

Unrecorded heritage impacts:

•
The airport site contains a number of Cold War installations which are currently being considered for scheduling.

•
The LPA is looking into the possibility of further conservation area designations.

1.6
Biggin Hill

No proposals, assumed capacity c. 500,000 ppa. 

1.7
Cambridge

No proposals.  Assumed likely to be developed for housing

1.8
Luton
A single-runway airport with a rapidly growing passenger throughput, mainly on the strength of the low-cost carrier market.  There are no proposals for additional runways in the RAS, but two options involving the replacement of the existing runway are geared to maximising the use of a single runway within an enlarged site.  A potential increase in capacity from 6 mppa in 2000 to between 29 and 31 mppa in 2030 is envisaged.

Recorded direct impacts:

• 
2 Grade II listed buildings with the realigned runway option; none with the new southern runway.  

Unrecorded impacts:

•
The heritage summary is poor and incomplete, and should include some mention of the Lee Valley, including the Grade I Luton Hoo and its park (registered Grade II*) as being of the highest importance;

•
Access to Someries Castle (SAM) would be cut off by the realigned runway option.

1.9
Lydd
No specific proposals: an upper limit of 125,000 ppa is assumed in the RAS.  Although relatively isolated, the airport is promoting itself as London Ashford Airport, and rail access to Ashford might be possible.  


Significant environmental constraints are noted in the Kent Structure Plan, but no further details are available at present.

1.10
Manston
The RAS contains no specific proposals, but SERAS assumes an upper limit of 3 mppa.  The airport's new private owners (the Wiggins Group) harbour ambitions to increase the capacity to 10 mppa by 2020, together with significant increases in freight throughput, but this would require current surface access problems to be overcome.

There is a high incidence of recorded archaeological sites in Thanet, including the airport itself.

1.11
Norwich
One of the first-tier group of airports in the South East, together with London City and Southampton.  The RAS proposes the retention of the existing runway, with additional terminal, apron and parking areas, and a possible throughput up to around 1 mppa.  No information is given on heritage impacts.

1.12
Shoreham
Not suitable for major development, and an upper limit of 500,000 ppa (persons per annum) is assumed.


As the earliest surviving licensed civil airport in the country, the airport buildings themselves are of some interest (they are listed at Grade II).  There are also Roman and Medieval salt workings in the vicinity.

1.13
Southend
Classed as a second-tier airport, together with Biggin Hill, Cambridge, Farnborough, Lydd, Manston, Shoreham, Northolt and Redhill.  It has a potential capacity of 2 mppa, possibly combined with enhanced business/commercial aviation activities.  Current proposals, which are separate from the present consultation, involve lengthening the runway and would necessitate moving or demolishing a Grade I church.  Consultations with English Heritage are ongoing.  There is no other information on heritage impacts.

1.14
Southampton

Possible upgrading to provide a capacity of 7 mppa by 2030.  No information on possible heritage impacts.

1.15
Other Airports
There are no proposals for London City, Farnborough, Northolt or Redhill.

2

SOUTH WEST
2.1
The consultation document currently identifies 5 airports that would be capable of handling forecast increases in passenger travel up to 2030; these are Bristol, Exeter, Bournemouth, Plymouth and Newquay.

2.2
The RCD does not provide sufficient information in terms of terminal/runway extensions, stand and apron areas, or infrastructure, to allow a fully informed assessment of potential impacts on the historic environment.  Furthermore, the consultant’s assessment of heritage impacts does not include SMR data, conservation area designations, or locally listed buildings.

2.3
In terms of national scenarios, the SEC option (ie limiting South East capacity to 150 mppa) would result in the highest traffic forecasts for the South West at about 30 mppa in 2030.

2.4
Bristol
Under the SEC scenario, runway extensions and additional taxi ways would be required in addition to the a second terminal.  Even so, capacity may be exceeded by 2030, and the consultants have therefore considered the option of building a new airport to the north of Bristol.

According to English Heritage's own records, the expansion proposals are unlikely to have a significant direct impact on designated sites, but the following should be noted:

•
Various SAMs and 1 Grade II building could be affected.

•
The conservation area at Felton, 1 kilometre from the airport, is likely to be affected by noise pollution and by changes to the passenger safety zone resulting from a runway extension.

2.5 New Bristol Airport

A new site to the north of Bristol has been suggested as possibility to accommodate increasing passenger numbers under the “South East Constrained” scenario.  The consultants nevertheless acknowledge that the financial viability of a new airport is unproven and that it would have significant environmental impacts.  It would require the closure of the existing airport and writing off the existing investment in it.  Although little hard information is available in the consultation documents, it is clear that a new airport in the proposed location would have major archaeological implications in this important wetland landscape.

2.6
Bournemouth

Expansion of the airport to provide a maximum throughput under SEC of 8.4 mppa, is unlikely to have a direct impact on designated heritage features, but there are likely to be adverse implications for conservation areas and listed buildings as a result of improvements to the surface access arrangements.  

2.7
Exeter
Possible expansion of Exeter airport is unlikely to have any direct impact on currently designated sites or structures, but its World War II involvement means that a number of features are currently under consideration for scheduling.  In a broader context, the airport is set in an historic landscape with a number of important heritage features, including listed buildings and registered parks (eg Rockbeare Manor and its parkland, Grades I and II respectively).

2.8
Newquay


There are likely to be no direct impacts on the historic environment under any of the growth scenarios. However there are a number of heritage features close to the airport, which will be indirectly affected, including an adjacent Grade II* listed house with individually listed curtilage buildings, and a conservation area containing approximately 30 listed buildings less than 1 kilometre to the north of the airport.

Other more ambitious proposals are currently being mooted for Newquay, possibly involving MoD giving up their portion of the site (St Mawgan).  This could increase passenger capacity beyond the 400,000 ppa currently proposed, to over 1.4 mppa, which would have an increased impact on the heritage features surrounding the site.

2.9
Plymouth
Possible extension of a runway may be required in order to accommodate larger aircraft; although this would be difficult given the airport’s location within Plymouth.  Otherwise, there is sufficient capacity to cater for all growth scenarios up to 2030.  From the information available, there is no evidence that airport development will impinge directly on the historic environment.

2.10
Other Airports

There are no proposals for the smaller airports at Filton, Penzance, Lands End (St Just), Gloucester Staverton, and the Isles of Scilly.

3
MIDLANDS

3.1 There are currently three principal airports in the Midlands, of which Birmingham is the largest, followed by East Midlands.  Both serve scheduled and chartered passenger flights, but East Midlands also handles a significant amount of freight traffic.  Coventry has no passenger service at present, but does cater for freight.

3.2 Of the other smaller airports, Wolverhampton Business Airport and RAF Cosford have the potential to attract commercial traffic.  The remainder currently serve general aviation needs only.

3.3 The options under consideration are as follows:

•
Maximum use – maximum use of existing runways at Birmingham and East Midlands (plus additional terminal and other facilities)

•
Birmingham close-spaced – a new runway to the south west of the existing (plus additional terminal and other facilities)

•
Birmingham wide-spaced – a new runway further away from the existing, which would be able to handle considerably more traffic.

•
East Midlands wide-spaced – a wide-spaced or second runway capable of similar additional capacity to that at Birmingham

•
New Airport option between Rugby and Coventry involving the closure of Birmingham and Coventry Airports.

3.4 Birmingham

Both of the new runway options at Birmingham would result in significant damage to the historic environment, but the effect on the historic environment for the Maximum Use option would not be significantly greater than it is today.  Passenger capacity for the latter would increase from 7.5 mppa in 2000 to 21 mppa in 2030.  A tenfold increase in freight traffic over the period would be possible from 0.01m tonnes to 0.1m tonnes.  Under the RCC scenario, the existing single runway would reach capacity in the early to mid-2020s, and a little earlier under SEC. 

The close-spaced and wide-spaced options would generate sufficient capacity after 2020 (ie 34 mppa and 44.4 mppa respectively), but in both cases, the airport would be “full” before 2030.  Both would have significant effects on the built environment, although the RCD actually shows a similar loss of designated features in each case (ie 9 listed buildings and 1 conservation area) which appears to be relatively modest.  In fact, the figures belie the destruction of the village and conservation area of Bickenhall, including a Grade A church, 2 Grade II* buildings and much below ground archaeology.  The wider area around the airport also has significant numbers of designated sites.

3.5 New Airport 

It is argued that the need to provide a new airport in the Midlands would only arise under the “South East Constrained” scenario, when the existing airports in the Midlands might have insufficient capacity to meet the displaced demand.  The proposals envisage a 3 runway airport capable of accommodating a demand of between 30 and 64 mppa, located on a large greenfield site between Coventry and Rugby.  This proposal assumes that Birmingham airport will close in 2011 when the new airport would open, and that air space interaction would also require closure of Coventry at the same time.  

The RCD frankly admits that “the impacts on people and the natural and built environments would be substantial”: 

• 
1 SAM and the settings to 2 others would be affected

•
17 Grade II listed buildings would be destroyed, and 

•
The settings of 3 conservation areas would be affected

•
2 villages comprising 125 and 13 properties respectively would be removed, but although the report indicates that only 17 listed buildings would be included in these totals, the number of buildings of listable quality is probably under-represented.

•
Further SMR assessment of the site is ongoing, but there is certainly much of archaeological interest in the area, including a deserted village with earthworks and an adjacent block of ridge and furrow, which is deemed to be of great importance in a European context.

3.6 East Midlands

Proposals for the East Midlands airport, based on the Maximum Use and wide-spaced options, envisage an expansion in passenger capacity from 12.8–28.4 mppa, starting from a base figure of 2.2 mppa in 2000.  A substantial increase in freight traffic is also predicted under both options: from 0.18m tonnes in 2000, to 3.1m tonnes in 2020.

The impacts on heritage features will need to be assessed in more detail, but, on the basis of the information currently available, they appear to be of a lesser order than for Birmingham.

3.7 Finningley

An application for a commercial airport on the site of the former RAF Finningley is currently the subject of a public local inquiry.  Some competition with East Midlands airport for “no frills” and charter traffic might be anticipated, but its main impact is likely to be on Humberside and the North of England (see below).  Similarly, proposals for former RAF Alconbury (see South East section above) are likely to have some effects on East Northamptonshire.

3.8 Other Airports

The consultation document makes no specific proposals for Coventry, Wolverhampton or RAF Cosford and, accordingly, no attempt has been made to look at potential heritage impacts.  It is important to note, however, that Coventry would take some of the passenger and freight traffic (eg “no frills” and charter services) from Birmingham, in the event that environmental constraints require it to remain a single runway airport.  It is also common knowledge that Coventry City Council, as owners of the airport, are currently investigating options for its expansion.  Similarly, Wolverhampton and RAF Cosford would also accommodate some of the demand from Birmingham, and the role of Cosford as a sub-regional airport is being actively promoted by some of the local authorities in the area.

4 NORTH

4.1 The North of England in fact comprises three distinct regions – the North West, the North East and Yorkshire.  Manchester Airport is by far the biggest provider of air services in the study area, handling nearly 70% of all services in the North of England in 2000.  Newcastle, Liverpool John Lennon and Leeds/Bradford Airports also provide a significant range of services, mainly scheduled and charter), while smaller but still important operations offering services are to be found at Teesside, Humberside, and Blackpool.  Numerous other even smaller airports and airfields offer mainly general aviation services. 

4.2 The large catchment population, the range of destinations, and the frequency of services (mainly from Manchester, but also from Liverpool) means that access to air travel is easier in the North West than in other parts of the region, and the propensity to fly is accordingly greater.  Conversely, the absence of such conditions in the North East, and in Yorkshire and the Humber results in a reduced propensity to fly.

4.3 In applying the national growth scenarios to the North, the RCD also considers two spatial scenarios – FlyLocal, which encourages growth at all regional airports, and Concentrated Growth, which seeks to channel growth to a limited number of airports capable of providing a greater range and frequency of services.

4.4 Starting from a base figure of 26.3 mppa in 2000, the demand forecasts for the North for RRC and SEC are 88.9 mppa and 96.3 mppa respectively, which means that a maximum of 70 mppa additional capacity would have to be accommodated by 2030.

4.5 Impacts on the natural and built environment are particularly difficult to assess in the North RCD, because – unlike the companion volumes for the other regions – no maps are provided of proposed or potential airport extensions, or for any of the other consequential features of aviation activity – for example, Public Safety Zones (PSZs) or 57dBA contour lines.  Tabular assessments of environmental impacts are provided, but are impossible to verify.  

4.6 Manchester
Current terminal capacity is c. 23 mppa, with scope to increase to 35 mppa, which compares with an existing throughput of 18.3 mppa.  Capacity is due to be reached between 2005 and 2010, but could last to 2015 with some extensions.  Beyond 45 mppa, however, new apron and terminal facilities will be required outside existing site boundaries.  The forecast growth range at 2030 is 40-60 mppa.  Manchester is the only UK airport other than Heathrow to have 2 runways, but even so capacity will be reached by 2015 for SEC, and slightly later for RRC.  With mixed mode and other operational enhancements, however, sufficient capacity can be provided up to 2030.

Substantial improvements to public transport and highway access will be required, plus sizeable additional areas for car parking (ie 20,000-40,000 spaces for the 2030 RRC forecast, compared with 14,100 existing spaces).  

No heritage impacts are shown in the RRC, but further detailed assessments will be required to verify this.

4.7 Liverpool

The forecast growth range for Liverpool is between 3.6 and 11.1 mppa at 2030.  Although the runway has sufficient capacity to accommodate estimated increases in air traffic movements up to 2030, a runway extension and taxiway improvements will allow for an extension of the existing freight operations, and for the introduction of larger aircraft on full pay loads, to facilitate long haul charter operations.  Further major surface access improvements and additional car parking will also be required.

The RCD proposals confirm that expansion to the west would impact upon Speke Hall – a Grade I listed building and registered park and garden owned by the National Trust, and described by Pevsner as one of the four best Tudor buildings in the country.

4.8 Blackpool

Blackpool currently handles 109,000 passengers a year, and the RCD considers that the existing facilities are capable of handling the top estimate of 940,000 ppa without any expansion beyond the existing boundaries of the airport.  No heritage implications are recorded.

4.9 Carlisle

The existing runway could accommodate the possible throughput of between 700,000 and 1 million ppa, and there is sufficient space within the site for any new terminal facilities. 

The airport falls within the Hadrians Wall World Heritage Site buffer zone, and there is a SAM within the airport, but the WHS Management Plan makes no mention of the airport.

4.10 Finningley
Proposals to open a commercial airport were recently the subject of a Planning Inquiry, and a decision is currently awaited.  Finningley has the potential to operate successfully as a regional airport, drawing strongly on the anticipated growth in the Yorkshire part of the North area.  Given that the establishment of Finningley could obviate the need for the extension of other regional airports - not only in the North but in the East Midland area as well - it would be advisable to await the outcome of the appeal before finalising the relevant regional strategies.  

No significant heritage impacts are anticipated.

4.11 Humberside
The growth figures for Humberside airport show a range of 1.6 to 2.2 mppa and confirm that, at 0.45 mppa, this airport starts from a lower passenger base than Leeds/Bradford.  Extensions to the terminal facilities will be required after 2015, together with some provision for additional stands.


In terms of possible impacts on the historic environment, the RCD confirms that a Roman Settlement designated as a SAM is situated to the north of the runway.

4.12 Leeds/Bradford

Growth estimates for traffic at Leeds/Bradford by 2030 range from 6.0 to 6.7 mppa (SEC and RRC respectively) compared to a current throughput of just 1.58 mppa.  Against these growth scenarios, the runway is likely to be adequate for the foreseeable future, although a 300 metre extension may still be necessary to accommodate long-haul services, and to cope with larger planes taking off with a full payload.  Similarly - particularly if the higher growth predictions are realised - further works will be required, including a terminal extension, additional stands, extensive car parking and substantial improvements to the surface access arrangements (which are very poor by today’s standards).  

We think it likely that these proposals will not impact significantly on the historic environment, but it is difficult to be precise, because the geographical extent of the changes proposed have not been shown in the plan form.  The RCD suggests that there are no designations in the immediate vicinity of the airport but “several SAMs within a 5 km radius”.

4.13 Newcastle

The passenger numbers predicted for Newcastle by 2030 under the SEC and RRC scenarios range between 8.2 and 9 mppa, against a 3.15 mppa figure in 2000.  In addition, freight traffic is expected to grow from its current 4.7m tonnes to 21m tonnes during the same period.  Requirements for a runway extension, terminal development and apron and taxiway modelling are likely before 2030, together with surface access improvements.

The RCD omits information from SMRs and does not record conservation area designations or listed or locally listed historic buildings.  It does note the registered park at Woolsington Hall to the south of the airport, but without any mention of the Grade I house and the Grade II buildings adjacent to it.  There are several SAMs at the western end of the runway. 

4.14 Teesside
A forecast range of between 2.5 and 3 mppa is predicted by 2030 under the SEC and RRC scenarios, against a current figure of 0.75 mppa.  Terminal development, a runway extension and taxiway, and apron improvements are likely to be required within the forecast period.  Surface access enhancements and additional off-site parking are also likely to be required.

In terms of heritage impacts, the RCD notes that there are numerous SAMs to the south and west of the airport, but suggests that impacts should be minimal.

� In his 1984 report following the public inquiries into the development of a third London airport, the inquiry inspector concluded that “the development of an airport at Stansted with a capacity in excess of 25 mppa ... would constitute nothing less than a catastrophe in environmental terms ... if I believed ... that a grant of planning permission for an expansion of Stansted to a capacity of 15 mppa would inexorably lead to an ... airport development in the future to an unknown capacity, I would, without hesitation, unequivocally recommend the rejection of BAA’s current application.”





