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Aviation strategy: call for evidence
Page 1: Personal details  

Q1. Contact information

Name Richard Tyndall

Email address richard@thamesvalleyberkshire.co.uk

 
Q2. What is the nature of your:

interest in the aviation sector? Thames Valley Berkshire is a Local Enterprise Partnership

involvement in the aviation sector? -

 
Q3. Are you responding:

on behalf of an organisation?

 

Page 2: Organisational details  

Q4. What is the name of your organisation?

Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership

 

Page 3: Aviation Strategy  
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Q5. What are your views on the proposed aim and objectives?

This aim and these objectives sit well with the Thames Valley Berkshire Strategic Economic Plan (SEP)
which says, “In the context of an international economy that is increasingly driven by knowledge, our
overarching priority is to secure better access to talented people and bright ideas, and to use both more
effectively” (page 5)

  
We see a thriving aviation sector as a fundamental component of our long term economic success. The
SEP identifies internationalisation as important:

  
“The significance of internationalisation TVB is an intrinsically – and distinctively – international economy.
The significance of internationalisation owes much to the proximity of Heathrow Airport which – although
outside our boundaries – is crucially important. Most immediately, Heathrow Airport is a major employer:
over 18,000 of our residents currently work at the airport […]. Proximity to Heathrow Airport has been
instrumental in relation to inward investment. Already, we have the highest proportion of foreign-owned
businesses (among 38 LEP areas) and estimates suggest that these account for a quarter of all
employment and approaching a half of TVB’s overall turnover. But the stock of inward investment is not
simply an historic legacy. We continue to account for a significant share of inward investment into the UK:
in 2012/13, for example, we claimed 56 foreign direct investment ‘successes’, the highest number in any
LEP area (outside of London).” (Page 13)

  
And goes on to say,

  
“The growth of our economy has been – and continues to be – fundamentally shaped by our connectivity:
our international links via Heathrow Airport are the principal reason why inward investors choose to locate
in TVB and they are a crucial underpinning of ongoing re-investment” (page 17)

  
The SEP sets out, as one of four specific interventions, an International Programme: 

  
“International Programme will underpin the whole of our Strategic Economic Plan, consistent with TVB’s
distinctively international character. Through it, we intend: 

 » to promote the area better to secure new – and repeat – investment from international business
investors and visitors, responding to intensifying global competition and reinforcing the nationally
significant role of TVB within it 

 » embed inward investors more effectively in the local economy and support more businesses to engage
in export activity, thus harnessing the impacts of international economic activity, locally.” (page 32)

  
For these reasons, we support the aim and the objectives.

  
(The TVB LEP Strategic Economic Plan is available at
http://www.thamesvalleyberkshire.co.uk/getfile/Public%20Documents/Strategic%20Economic%20Plan/T
VB%20SEP%20-%20Strategy.pdf) 

 
Q6. Do you have a view on the order the objectives should be tackled?

No

 

Page 5: Strategy principles  

Q8. What are your views on the proposed strategy principles?

We support the principle of “evidence-led” interventions.
 We are not convinced that “consumer focused” and “market driven” are consistent with the objective to

“support growth while tackling environmental impacts”. Airports are not good neighbours; they bring
congestion, pollution and noise. Aeroplane noise is a particularly invasive nuisance. We would encourage
the government to think again about the need to balance environmental impact with passenger and
business needs. We would also say that government also has a role as a regulator and that it would be
wrong to allow the enabler role to dominate or eclipse the need for regulation.

 
 

Page 6: Policy tests  



10/9/2017 Response Data

http://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=bwOgIZL7J83zSRmZ6uT53w%3d%3d&i=eOtVOQOXryA%3d&g=wLRTi4Ot61edVPV7I3OW%2bJ… 3/4

Q9. What are your views on the proposed policy tests?

We have no comment

 

Page 7: Utilising existing runways  

Q10. What are your views on the government's proposal to support airports throughout the
UK making best use of their existing runways, subject to environmental issues being
addressed?

We agree that the government should support the development and expansion of aviation. We accept
that the government regards “on-airport” facilities as a matter for the owners and operators. However,
there are many other aspects of “off-airport” economic development that should be considered as
appropriate government investments. We include in this support for master-planning of co-ordinated land-
use plans where an airport’s impact spreads across local authority boundaries; improvements to public
transport to, from, and around an airport; support for housing, green and blue infrastructure, and other
matters complementary to “on-airport” investment. All these interventions will support the proposal to
make best use of existing runways.

 

Page 8: Consultation process  

Q11. Are there any other specific questions on the 6 objectives that you think should be
included in the planned consultations?

Yes

 

Page 9: Consultation process: other questions  

Q12. What other questions would you like considered?

The proposed objective “Ensure a safe and secure way to travel” is narrowly defined. It qualifies travel
only by its safety and security. 

 We believe this objective should be expanded to include considerations of affordability, environmental
impact (including carbon emissions), speed and convenience.

 
 

Page 10: Consultation process  

Q13. Are there any other sources of information or evidence that the government should
bear in mind when developing the strategy?

No

 

Page 12: Consultation process  

Q15. Does the proposed timetable (chapter 2), provide enough time to examine the
existing issues in sufficient depth?

Yes
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Page 14: Consultation process  

Q17. What action could the government take to make sure that the maximum number of
people, communities and organisations are engaged in the process and are able to have
their views heard?

No comment

 

Page 15: Other comments  

Q18. Do you have any other comments on the issues raised by this call for evidence?

Yes

 

Page 16: Other comments: your views  

Q19. What comments?

At paragraph 7.10, the document says, “The government’s current policy on the provision of new or
upgraded transport access is for airport operators to pay for upgrading or enhancing road, rail or other
transport networks or services, where there is a need to cope with additional passengers travelling to and
from airports. To support this process airports should set out their proposals in an airport master plan and
in a corresponding airport surface access strategy, which should be prepared in consultation with relevant
interested parties. Where the scheme has a wider range of beneficiaries, the government will consider
the need for additional public funding on an individual basis.”

 This statement raises questions about managing the responsibility for “on-airport” and “off-airport”
planning and investment. We accept that it is for an airport to propose how they wish to plan for and
invest in access to the airport, but we cannot accept that they should do this independently of the
legitimate concerns of the relevant highway and transport authorities. We regard the phrase “which
should be produced in consultation with relevant interested parties” as too weak. We suggest a stronger
wording such as “which should be produced by the airport and relevant interested parties working
together”. We suggest the required standard for "working together" would be equivalent to the "duty to
cooperate" currently operating in land use and national infrastructure planning.

 
 

Page 17: Organisational help  

Q20. If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, would your organisation be willing
to:

 Your answer

take part in helping development of the strategy? Yes

help organise events to help the development of the strategy? Yes

 


