
 
Aviation &  
the Planning White Paper 
 
Who we are  
 
AirportWatch is an umbrella movement which unites the 
national environmental organisations and the airport 
community groups opposed to the aggressive go-for-growth 
policy of aviation expansion outlined in the Air Transport 
White Paper.  
  
AirportWatch aims to oppose any expansion of aviation and 
airports likely to damage the human or natural environment, 
and to promote an aviation policy for the UK which is in full 
accordance with the principles of sustainable development. 
 
The Planning White Paper 
 
Following the controversial reports by Kate Barker and Sir 
Rod Eddington, the Government has published the White 
Paper "Planning for a Sustainable Future".  The proposals 
were partly initiated by BAA (now Ferrovial). 
  
The White Paper proposals, if passed into law, will fast-track 
massive new developments and reduce the ability of local 
people to question schemes that threaten their communities.  
The proposals threaten to remove public scrutiny of national 
policy on issues of need and economic justification.  Green 
campaigners have condemned ministers for "steamrollering" 
objections to major new schemes for airport runways, 
motorways, nuclear power stations, waste incinerators and 
even wind farms.   
   
Contained in the White Paper are proposals to:  
 
- Define major airport developments as Nationally 
    Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) which  
    will be decided by a new Planning Commission,  
    rather than by the relevant Minister, thus reducing  
    democratic accountability. 
 
- Ensure that the Planning Commission must normally  
    decide in line with national policy statements, such  
    as the Air Transport White Paper 2003 (ATWP), thus 
    stifling proper debate. 
 
- Replace cross-examination by meaningless and  
    ineffective ‘consultation’. 
 
- Reduce the scope for ‘call-in’ so that local  
   authorities, who often own airports, can give 
   themselves planning permission for expansion. 
 
 

Planning and future airport infrastructure 
 
Airports across the country are expanding at a relentless 
pace, with thousands more passengers travelling each year, 
and flights and destinations added monthly.  Air travel is 
growing by around 6% annually in the UK. 
 
The ATWP, reviewed at the end of 2006, supports growth in 
air travel across the country, encouraging expansion in 
airport capacity to meet anticipated demand - up to three 
times the number of passengers in 2030 as in 2000.  This 
demand is artificially high, due to the anomalous tax benefits 
that aviation enjoys, paying no tax on aviation fuel, or VAT on 
tickets. 
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Website:   www.airportwatch.org.uk 

 
The ATWP contained frequent statements such as “The 
Government’s under-pinning objectives are to limit and, where 
possible, reduce noise impacts over time, to ensure air quality and 
other environmental standards are met, and to minimise other local 
environmental impacts.” 
ty
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The Planning White Paper asserts that public inquiries for nationally 
significant infrastructure are too lengthy, and the system nee
speeded up.  This is largely based on the experience of the 
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A full and proper public debate of the issues, operated under 
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of the Planning Commission.  We regard this as much less 
satisfactory.  Only by rigorous cross-examination can objectors prise
out the inconsistencies in government policies, or the false or
a
 
 

ational Policy Statements N
 
The ATWP may have been used as a model for the proposal that 
the introduction of national policy statements for key infrastructu
sectors should help to clarify government policy and provide a 
cl
 
Yet the ATWP is repetitive and discursive, which results in wide 
differences of interpretation as is presently being demonstr

the public inquiry into the Stansted G1 appeal. Drafting to 
Parliamentary Bill standard will be necessary to 
u
 
It is suggested that there must be Parliamentary ‘scrutiny’ of 
National Policy Statements, but this may be no m
e
 
Government able to ignore their conclusions.  We believe that all 
National Poli
P
 
This would, in fact, rule out the ATWP as it has never been 
approved by Parliament – the Government was probably af
th
 
The Government issued a Progress Report on the ATWP in 
December 2006, which hinted that the first new runway might be
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AirportWatch believes that the proposals in the 
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