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Noises off.

Airﬁort maniacs sing this song,
Doodah, doodzah!

Airport runway ten miles long,
Doodah, doodahday!

We'll come down here and fill you in,
Doodah, doodah!

~With concrete, plastic, glass and tin,
Doodah, doodahday!

¥hine and roar all night,

Grind and bang all day!

I'11 bet my money on a jumbo Jjet,

Iunacy's here to stay.

Anonymous.
Sunday Telegraph,

28th, June 197C.
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Symopsis.

Very little research work has as yet been undertaken in Britain into the
nature of planning operations; that is to say, i nto the arena within ﬁhich planning
activities take place rather than upon the inputs of professional expertise into
problem—solving. Nevertheless, British planners appear to work with an opera-
tional model derived from the norms of their profession, termed the model of
"planning as technical rationality". This model has remained largely untested
despite the fact that planners appear to regard it as having normative significance
but a brief perusal of the critical literature indicates several doubts about its
operational validity.' The purpose of this study is to describe this model and
then to test it in terﬁs of its applicability to the operational dimensions of a
prlanning pclicy-making process. This test and the consequent presentation in
detail of a case study which concentrates upon the operational dimensions of plan-
ning are both designed to contribute towards the search for operational models of
the planning process in Britain.

‘ The issue of the expansion of Iuton Airport satisfies the various criteria
selected to guide the choice of case study, and the bulk of the dissertaibn ig
concerned with the context within which the Airport policy-making process has
evolved, the events which have occurred over a forty-year period and in particular
with the organisations participating in the piocess. The participant organisa~
tions have been treated as forming five sub~-systems -- Local Government, general
interest groups, special interest gioups, regional planning agencies and_Central
Government -~ each of which tends to exhibit certain common behavioural feaiures.
The major participants are shown tc¢ be Luton County Borough Council as owner and
operator 6f the Airport, Hertfordshire County Council as the local authority
responsible for the area over which most of the aireraft neise nuisance is ex-
perienced, LADACAN (the local anti-noise interest group), the airline and inclusiv
tour operétors who have worked with ILuton Touncil to develop the Airport, and
Central Government with several policy-making sanctions over the process as a whol
These organisations come from four of the five defined sub-systems, but %he re-
gional planning agencies (the fifth sub-system) are notable by their absence from
any position of real influence, although the input that such agencies might héve
been expected to pro#ide has been conspicuously iacking from the process.

Certain of the features of the model of planning as technical rationality
appear to reflect fully or at least in part certain of the features of the Luton

Airport policy-making process, but in no sense can the former be regarded as an
homomorphic model of the latter. Rather, to attain an acceptable level of gener:)
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validity it needs tb be supplemented by alternative models developed from more
studies of policy—méking situztions in planning, and the major recommendation
for further research is that such studies should be undertaken. The present
study has been consciously designed to provide a methodological starting point
| for further research work of this nature. .



1.

INTRODUCTTOQN.

This study is concerned with the nature. of the planning process and not,

other than incidentally, with planning techniques. Imnediately, this segregates

it from the majority of planning research which is carried out in Rritain ot
present, where the improvement of technique is the usual objective. In terms
of the present study, one of the limitations which has been experienced im
undertaking it derives from the current state of planning research, since there

are very few complementary studies upon which to draw for comparative and

developmental purposes. Consequently, it has been necessary to view the present:

study as an early attempt to explore an area of British planting which remains,
as yet, largely uncharted.

_ The major reason for focussing upon the planning process rather than upon
planning techniques is the belief that the twec are essentially complementary.
In other words, in any planning situation technique alone will be insufficient
as a basis for making policy, although this is not to deny that the battery of
teéhniques available to planners is of great (and, one would hope of increasing)
value in performing such a task. At the same time, however, it is necessary to
apprecisate in detail the situation within which the plahner finds himself, since
this situation spawns a whole variety of constraints upon policy-making. For
example, the formal decision-making processes which have to be followed, the
nature of local party politics, the aspirations of interest groups affected by
'particular issues, the interplay of personalities in a situation and the inform-
ativeness of the local press can all have a substantial impact upon the resolu-
~.tion of planning problems. All of these factors relate to the arena within
which plahning activities take place rather than to the inputs of professional

expertise into problem~solving,and this is the basis for the distinction be-

tween the "operational™ and the "technical" dimensions of planning palicy-making.

-

1. In practice, this is a difficult distinction io make, as Chapter 1 acknow-
ledges. . Its value is primarily analytical, as a coarse sieve in sorting and
classifying the variables under examination., The only similar attempt in re-

. lation to planning is contained in two articles by P.H. Levin, where he at'eupts
to distinguish between "technical', "administrative'" and "political" dimensions.
He concedes that a great deal of overlap exists beiween the three concepts, and
that great problems of precise definition are presented, withoul being 2ble t»
overcome these particular difficulties. The greailest degree of overlap appears
exist between the administrative and the political dimensions, whicn are often
‘virtually indistinguishable, whereas the technical dimension stands a little
apart frem the other iwo, For this reason, the distinction between the cpera-
~ tional and the technical dimensions appears io be more comfortable tpan those
attempted by Levin. P.H. Levin “"Commitmeni and Specificity in Urban Planning".

. Town Planning Review, Volume 43, number 2, April 1%72. Pages 93-115. P.L. Levin
"Or Decisions and Decision Yaking". Public Administration. Volume 50. Spring
1572. Pages 19-44. '
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Knowledge in both dimensions needs to advance simultaneously if planners are to
be provided with the range of expertise required to perform their tasks, and at
present efforts appear to be concentrated disproporiionately upon technical
factors?' This siudj attempts to begin to redress the balance somewhat by
concentrating upon the operational dimensions of plamning.

There are,of course, limits as to how much one study is capable of achieving.
in fields which are fairly well-developed this does not usually present a large
problem, since studies usually build upon each other as research material accrues.
Thus, the advance of knowledge in such fields tends to be incremental. The
operational dimensions of planning is not such a field, however, at any rate in
relation to the British situation. Consequently, the validity of an inbremen-
talist approach to research in this area is somewhat limited. The optimum
balance between this realisation and the above assex%ion as to the achievement
bounds of amy individual study appears to be to attempt to undertake a systematic
case study of an actuval planning situation, and to attempt to generate and to
present as explicitly as possible a model methodolegy capable of adaptation and
refinement by other reséarch workers interested in ©pening up the field. The
isgue of the expansion of Luton Airport has been taken as the case study, and
the need to develop a methodology robust enough to eontribute to thc extension
of tﬁe_field has been an important feature of the research process.

The study is divided intofivepartis, each of which is linked to the 6thers
by means of a short connective gummary. The first part is concerned to establish
the conceptual framework which has been touched upom in the above paragraphs, to
outline the basis for the choice of the particular case study and to discuss the
research methods which were adopted. The second part examines major feafures of
the environment within which the Luion Airport policy-making process is .get.

B The third and fourth parts, which constitute the core of the case study; examine
it from two complementary angles -- respectively, the historical and the organ-
isational -~ and establish the major featires of the system. The fifth part

draws together the principal findings both ‘n terms of the system under examina-

» il

tion and in terms of the wider objectives of the stwdy.

-

e s ’ &

A great'deal of useﬂhas been made of coﬁfidential material in the preparétion

2. M, M. Webber. "Planning in an Environment of Change. Part 1l: Permissive
Planning." Town Planning Review. Volume 39, number 4. January, 1969. Pages

277-295.
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of the case study. = In particular, the opinions of several participants in
the process have been‘quoted on the understanding that they were neceséary
for the completeness of the study but would remain confidential to it. An

- undertaking of this nature is probably inevitable in relation to case study
work utilising delicate issues of public policy, and it was considered to be
preferable to work on this basis than to present an incomplete study or tol
attempt to veil the iséues’and participants in the kinds of pseudonyms @hich
lend an air of unreality to so many case study exercises. At the same fime,‘
this places a burden upon the potential reader which is somewhat unusual, in
that he or she is asked to respect the circumstances under which the casé stﬁdy
has been presented and is requested not to qﬁote the views of participants as
presénted herein. it is hoped that readers will be able as the study unfolds

to appreciate the necessity of this limitation upon its direct use.




4.
Part 1. The Scope of the Study.

Connective Summary.

The Introduction to the study has already indicated that its purpose is
to contribute towards model-building in an area of planiing literature which
is at present significantly under-developed, namely that part of it which is
concerned with the nature of planning operations rather than with the teéhniques
which are applied in particular planning situatiéns. Currently, planning
literature is burgeoning with material on improved techniques, bui very little
work is being done on the nature of the real-world situations that planners
face and the constraints that these impose upon their activities. The aim of
the study is to help to redress this balance a little, by concentrating upon
the nature of the arena within which an actual policy-making process involving
a substantial planning component was played out ovexr many years. The purpose
of Part 1 is to introduce the major concepts which have been wsed to this end
and to describe the research methods adopted.

Chapter 1 develops the conceptual framework used in the study. It is
'argued that, for a variety of reasons, the operational dimensions of planning
have been neglected in favour of iis technical dimensions and that very little
ﬁseful work has been done on the former in Britain. At the same time, plarsers
appear to attempt to work with a stiructure of assumptions and eihics derived
from the received wisdom of planning whkich, to all intents and purposes, is
regaried as forming a normative operational model, and many authors have re-
'cognised gseveral of its features in the tehaviour of planners. Several
criticisms can be levelled at this model in terms of its descriptive vali@ity,
however, énd its function appezrs to be rather that of a yardstick than of a
' tool for day to day use. More immediately applicable models aiso need to ne
| developed, and the purpose of undertaking a detailed case study is to attempt to
make a systematic contribution in this direction and to provide a vehicle
whereby the descriptive relevance of the received model of planning as technical
rationalify to a particular situation can be evaluzied.

Chapter 2 deals with the research meth»hds that have been adopted. The
choice of the issue of the expansion of Iutor Airport as the vehicle for the
study was based partly upon concepiual criteria outlined in Chapter 1, and
- partly upon practical criteria of researchabilily, and the extent to which the
issue satisfied all these tests is demonsirated. The remainder of the Chapter
is concerned with a detailed rehearsal of the methods and processes involved in
undertaking a participant—observation case study.

Thus, Part 1 provides the basis from which the environment of the case study
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syStem can be discussed in Part 2, two perspectives of the case can be

obtained in Parts % and 4 and conclusions and implications can be drawn
in Part 95,
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Chapter 1. Concepts:.the Search for an Understanding of the Nature of

Planning Cperations.

Introduction.

The purpose of this study is to explore what might be described as the
operational aspects of planning, as distinct from the technical aspects which
-are the more normal concern of planning literature. The basis of this
distinction will be elaborated below, but in essence the term “"operational"
will be used to refer to the arena within which planning activities take place
and to the constraints placed upon planners by the characteristics of this
arena, and the term "technical' will be used to refer to the inputs of ex-
pertise claimed by planners as a result of their training and experience.

This Chapter will argue that for a variety of reasons (one of the: most important
of which is a lack of understanding and agreement about the natu{e of plarning
itself), the operational dimensions of planning have been neglected in favour

of its technical dimensiong, such that very little of the groundwork which could
lead to the construction of valid models of these operational dimensions has as
yet been carried out in Britain., At the same time, planners appear to work
with an implicit structure of assumptions and ethics which is treated as being
to all intents and purposes a normative operational model and this is spelled
out as the model of "planning as technical rationality". Many of the authors
who have recognised features of this model as being typical of the behaviour of
planners have been critical of such behaviour, and some of the major criticisms
which have been advanced are described in outline. It is unnecessary to re-
hearse all such criticisms, however, since it is clear even from those selected
for review that in sum they represent a substantial degree of dissent from the
.viewPoints that the model as it stands is tenable as a normativ=> description

of real~world behaviour. ‘

In short, it appears that the starting point imn the search for an under-
standing of the nature of plamning operations is the recognition thai, as yet,
insufficient grasp has been obtained from detailed studies to enable medel-
.building,to proceed on the normal scholarly basis of accumulated literatire.
Instead, a model which is open to several apparently valid criticisms has be-
come part of the conventional wisdom of planning without being exposed to any
particularly rigorous tests. The purpose of the study therefore, is to
advance the process of model-building by constructing a detailed model of the
operztional dimensions of a carefully-selected plaiining situation, and then to

examine the extent to which the medel of planning as technical rationality fits
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this particular situation. The purpose of this Chapter is to elaborate the
conceptual framework summavised above.  In other words, its subject matter
is the concepts used in the study; the details of research methodology are
left until Chapter 2.

The Nature of Planning.

At the most geuneral levél, it has been argued that planning is an activity
common to all human ¥?ings in many situations; it is "...the act of deciding in
advance what to do", or, more precisely, "...the process of preparing a set of
decisions for action in the future directed at achieving goals by optimal means"e'
Within such a definition, many sub-divisions are possible; for example, Branch
talks of functional, project and comprehensive planning,3' and Chadwick talks
of physical, social welfare, corporate and resource planning.4’ - At this level
of generality, however, it remains to be demonstrated that the various sub-
divisions have sufficient in common for the generic definition to withstand wide-
spread application without amendment. Consequently it is necessary {o be more
precise, and a useful initial sub-division is that between planning at the indi-
viduél scale (the individual making decisions for himself and his intimates) ang
at the collective scale (the individual making decisions for and within some form
of organisation set up to perform specific functions). At tthe collective level,
a fﬁither narrowing can be achieved by distinguishing between the public and
private sectors, the public sector being the area of governmental stewardship
and control on behalf of the public at large and the private sector being the
area that is not so regulated. For the kind of planning activities with which
this study is concerned this is an :mportant distinction, since the planning
agencics of interest are located in the public sector, although some would argue
thal the kinds of planning activities which take place within agencies.in the

two sectors are not greatly different.”"

1. C.D. Loeks. "The New Comprehensiveness." Jousmnal of the American Institute
ef Plancers. Volume 33, number 5. September, 1967. Page 350.
2, Y. Dror. "The plamiing Process: a Facet Design.™ International Review of

Administrative Sciences. Volume 29, number 1. 1963. Page 47. See also R.P.

Mack. "Planning on Uncertainty." John Wiley & Sons, New York. 1971.

3. M. C. Branch. "Planning:Aspects and Applicationg". John Wiley & Sons.

New York. 1966. Pages 10 and 11.

4. G.F. Chadwick. "The slternative Futures of Altcrnative Futures".  Plamning

"Outlook. New teries, volume 10. Spring 1971. Pages 9 -23.

2+ M.C. Branch and I.M. Robinson "Goals and Cbjectives in Civil Comprehensive

g%ggg%ggi. Town Planning Review. Volume 38, number 4. January 1968, Pages
1-274. . :
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It is at this level that the real definitional difficulties are faced, however.
Certain adjectives have been appended to planning within institutions in the
public sector which relate to skills (for cxample, physical planning, economic
planning, social planning, electricity plamning); other adjectives refer to
scales (for example, town planning, metropolitan planning, regional planning);
yet others appearAto refer to activitics (corporate planning is the best example’
and different definitions have been adduced to refer to each of these.6 Some of
the confusion may arise from the differences in possible meanings of the noun "a
plan", which can be gither a drawing representing in some manner the relative
positions of parts of an object or an area of land, or it can be a form of prior
arrangement related to certain ends.7 luch thought and writing about planning
has become ensnared in semantics of this nature.  For the purposes of this study,
however, the important distinction is between the planning process and the plan-
making activities of the organisations and individuals which participate in it.
The distinction is put well by Dror:

“Planning is a process, i.e. a continuous activity taking place
" within 2 unit and requiring some input of resources and energy in
order to be sustained. Planning as a process must be distinguished
from a "plan™. A "plan" can be definedi% "set of decisions for ac-
tion in the future" and can be arrived at either through planning or
through gome other -~ rational or irrational -- methods of decision-
making." <

. In this case, the "unit" will be regarded as comprising the set of organ-~
isations warticipating in an area of policy-making in the public sector, a
feature of which is that the policies under consideration impinge upon the
spatial planning powers of govermmental agencies. The reason for this is that
th> study will seek to observe the lLehaviour of planning agencies under favour-
able conditions —- dealing with policy which originates in the same sector and
relates to the same parent organisations as themselves and which is of central
concern to their operation of a well-developed set of powers under the Town and

. Q
Country PFlamning Acts.”

7. Concise Oxford Dictionary. Some of the implications of this difference in
' meaning are examined in, C. Cockburn, "Opinion anc¢ Plenning Bducation.
Information Paver 21. Centre for Environmenial Siudies, London, 1970. Fages

17-57.
8. Y. Drour, or.cit. Page 47.

9. The concept of this as spatial planning has heen developed by Chadwick.
G. F. Chadwick, "A Systems View of Tlanning". Pergamon Press. Cxford 1971.
Pages 24 and 251, ~
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No more precise definition of plamning is needed for the purposes of this
study, since it is concerned not so much with the nature ¢f planning itself as
with the behaviour of organisations exercising what are widely regardcd és being
planning powers. At the same time, the concentration of effort upon the semantic
difficulties reviewed above is one of the reasons why the operational dimensions
of planning have been meglected in British literature. IFurther reasons will
emerge from an extension of the previous discussion of the differences between
the operational and the technical dimensions.

Operational and Technical Dimensions.

The concern of this study is with the operational dimensions of planning,
and it is important to clarify the particular differences between this and tie
technical dimensions of planﬁing which have been the more usual concern of
writers on the subject. Thec-concept of a "technical" dimension refers to inputis
of expertise. It implies that there is a corpus of specialist knowledge within
a definable subject area that is the possession of a group of individuals by
virtue of their training and/or experience, and this group of people is often
organised as a "professional" body which regulates standards of entry to the
profession, acts to ensure the development of the profession and watches for its

. . _10.
members' interests.

Within this subject area, it is implied that in detail a
matter remains the prerogative of the expert, although in Government the task of
setting the broad guidelines of public policy remains for the ultimate decision

of the elected representative advised by the expert as io the effect of policy
choices upon his particular area of concern.ll' On the other hand, the4goncept
of an "operational" dimension refers to the arena within which specialist activitie
(and in this case, planning activities) take place. The expert does not_exist

in a vacuum, but in a real-world situation where rules, customs, indiviauals

and institutions will condition his behaviour.12'1t is clear that the distinciicn
between technical and operational dimensions is an analytical device rather than
a representation of a real-world situation, since the hehaviour of any participant
in any situation is cénditioned by his own knowledge and understanding and by

his perception of that situation. Despite this, planning literature has

10. The Royal Town planning Institute is an grvosite British example.

11.  A. A. Altshuler. -"The City Planning Process: o Political Analysis".
Cornell University Press. Ithaca. 1965. Page 334.

12. R. S. Bolan. "“Community Decision Behaviour: the Culture of Planning".
Journal of the American Institute of Plarmers. Volume 35, number 5. September
1969. Pages 301-310
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concentrated very heavily upon the technical dimensions cf the subject aree and
very little upon its operational dimensions. The assumption appears to have
been that planning can best be improved by increasing the technical expérfise of
practitioners, and that the circumstances within which that expertise will be
applied constitute an independent factor. In terms of the-distinbtion intro-
duced above between the planning process and the plan-making activities of the
organisations which participate iﬁ it, the concentration of effort uponfteéh—
nical expertise has reflected an interest in plan-making activities rather than

in the planning process. This study begins from the viewpoint that a greater

understanding of the planning process requires greater attention being granted
to the operational aimensions of plarming than they have received hitherto.

The standard texts on planning illustrate the extensive concern with its
technical dimensions. Until very recently, they were coacerned with imparting
experience which had been garnered in the process of preparing plans, and ofien
went as far as to recommend very detailed standards for the provision of faciliiis

13.

within the settlements or areas that were the concern of the plan. kore
recently the inability of the "master plan" to deal with unanticipated change
hag been recbgnised, and the emphasis has swung towards guiding change within an

14. This change was anticipated by Foley when he distinguished

evolving framework.
betwéen the ™unitary" and the "adaptive" approaches to planning. The unitary
approach views a metropolitan community as something with a spatial form that
éan_be grasped and for which, as a consequence, future patterns can be set. The
adaptive approach, on the other hand, sees a metropolitan community as a.di-
verse set of functionally inteidependent parts related dynamically to each other,
which can only be understood imperfectly and where, as a result, planngrs gnould
be concerned to assess the likely consequences of contemplated actions rather
than to achieve set end-states.ls' Faiudi makes essentially the same point when
he distinguishes between the "blueprint" and the "process" approaches.16' The
adaptive" or "process" approach tends to ve derived from the understandings

17.

given by general systems theory of the guidaance of change within gsystems,

18.

and it has been claimed as a major shift by wome and described as a new way

13. See L. Keeble. "Principles and Practice »f Town and Country Planning".
Estates Gazette. London, 1964. T. J. Kent. "ine Urban General Plan". Chandler
Publishing Company. San Francisco. 1964.
14. G. F. Chadwick. "4 Systems View of Planning". op. cit. F.S.Chapin. "Urben
Land Use Planning". University of Illinois Press. Urbana 1965. J.B. NeLoughlin.
"Urban and ilegional Planning - a Systems ipproach". Faber and Faber. London.l19¢
15. D. Foley in 1i, Webber (ed.) "ixplorations into Urban Structure". Universitiy
of Pemnsylvania Press, Fniladelphia. 1964. Pages 21-78. See also C.D. Loeka.op.c:
16. A.X. Faludi. "The Plamming Environment and the Meaning of Planning".
Regional Studies. Volume 4, numtexr 1. May 1970. Pages 1 -9. "lowards a Three-
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of rationalising what planners have always done by others.l9 Without entering
into the merits of this particular argument, the change of approach hag involved
much more explicit attempis to spell out the process steps in system guidance,
on which a measure of agreement has been reached.2? Improvements in techniques
have resulted and are likely to continue to result from such greater specificity.
The orientation remains towards the technical rather than towards the operastional
dimensions of planning, however, and as yet the systems approach has barely
concerned itself with the latter other than in passing. -

One of the reasons why the operational dimensions of planning have been
- neglected by planners has already been advanced -- namely, there has been an
extensive and at times polarised debate about the nature of planning which has
commanded a great deal of attention. There is nothing unreasonable about thig
in principle; indeed, such debate is necessary if any discipline is to avoid
Stégnation. At the same time, it is at any rate a plausible hypothesis that a
greater understanding of the real-world constraints that plammers have faced in
the process of wielding a battery of legal powers would contribute towards the
resolution of at least some of the debates about the nature of planning. In
other words, far from detradting from this central debate, the expenditure of
greater effort upén the operational dimensions of plamning might have promoted
it through the provision of different insights. This is part of the intellectual
juétification for undertaking this particular study.

Another reason why the operational dimensions of planning appear o have

Dimensional Model of Planning Behaviour". Environment and Planning. Volume 3.
number 3. 1971. Pages 253~266.

17. See especially §. Beer. "Decision and Control®.John Wiley ond Sons, London.
1966. Frages 241-398. G. Chadwick. op. cit. Pages 36-82. J.B. ¥cloughlin. op.
cit. Pages 38-57, 75-91,

18. Chadwick. ibid. kecLoughlin, ibid,

19. B. Dimitriou, A, Faludi, G. McDougall and M. Silvester. "The Systems View

of Plaﬂnl%g". Cxford vorking Papers in Plahnlnb Education and Research, number G,

x1ord rolytechnic, (xford, 1972. eciall 7
20. d.A.yBlrdL "ihe helatlgzehlp o? Séono%lgaégg %nﬁ,lcal Plamaing". Report

of the Town and Country Planning Swmmer School, 1968, Town Planning Institute,
London. 1966. Pages 457-470. N. Lichfield. "Goals in Plamming". Report of ihe
Town and Country Planning School, 1968. Town Planning Institute, London. 1968,
Pages 21-27. - J.B. McLoughlin, op. cit. Pages 92-103. 1.N. Rothblatt.

"Rational Flanning Re-examined". Journal of the American Institute of Planne.s.
Volume, 37, number 1. January, 1971. Pages 26-37. N.K. Webber. "Planning in

an _Environment of Chenge. PartIIl. Permissive Planning". Town Planning Review
Volume 39, number 4. January 1969. Pages 277-295. R.C. Young. "Goals and

Goal Setting". Journal of the American Instltute of Planners. Volume 32, nunber ;
Warch 1966. Dages 76-85.
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been neglected by planners is the natural tendency of professions to look

inwards at themselves and their skills rather than outwards at the arcnas

within their mewbers operate. This is reinforced when a professional instituticn
exists. For example, of the eight written papers, one main study and iwo
supplementary studies which form the recently-approve& final examination fox
corporate nenbership of the Royal Town Planning Institute, only one of the
written papers can be considered to be concerned with the operational dimensions
of planning and the balance (over 90% of the total) is concerned with its |
iechnical dimensions.°t The professicnalisation cf planning in Britain has thus
contributed to the extensive concern with its technical dimensions at the ex-—
pense of its operational dimensions. . .
The extent to which this has occurred ié illustrated By the fact that it ie

not poseible to cite a standard text which attempts to build an operational
model of the planning process. This is not to say, however, that such'dimen—
sions have remained completely unrecognised in planning literature. From time
to time their importance has been recognised and calls have been made for
work to be done on 1;hem.22 Nost of the work which has been done to date, however,
has been undertaken largely by‘American political scientists as part of ex-
‘ tensive attempts to understand the process of city government. As such, it is

limited in terms of its application to the British situation both by its general
| orientation towards city government rather than towards a more particular
understanding of the operational dimensions of planning, and by the difficultiies
inherent in attempting to transplant study conclusions from one cultural
situationvto another. The following section returns to these difficulties

after a brief review of the relevant American and British literaturc.

Studies of the Cperational Dimensions of Planning.

In quantitatiive terms, most of the otudles which have examined avpects of

the operatlonal dlmen51ons of planning have been undertaken by American political

21. R. H. Kantorowich. "Education for Qlanning". Journal of the Town Plann'ng
Institute, Volume 53, number 5. May 1967. Pages 175-184. :

22, See particularly, R.S. Bolan, op.cit. P. Davidoff and T.A. Reiner. A
Choice Theory of Planning". Journal of the American Institute of Planners.
volume 28, number 2, Mayl962. Pages 103-115.
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scientists as parts of studies of particular city governments. For the most
ﬁart, they were not oriented towards the development of operaticnal models

of the planning process, however, and so their usefulness in this particular

context has been somewhat limited.23 Nevertheless, as such studies began to

24

accumulate during the 19603, a small number of attempts were made to integrate

the material and to begin to relate it to planning, but as yel these have not

" advanced the process of model-building very far.stven if such a process had

occurred, however, it is doubtful whether models developed in relaticn to the

American situation would be directly appllcable to that of Britain without
degree of fit. "hig i8 because so many of the

extensive prlor investigaiion of uhq,varlﬁBles which consiitute the operatlonal

circumstances of planning in the two cultural situations appear to differ.

significantly.26

2%3. See particularly, A.A. Altshuler, op.cit. H. Kaplan. "Urban Renewal
Politics". Columbia University Press. New York. 1963. F.F. Rabinovitz. "Ciuy
Politics and Planning".Atherton Press, lew York, 1968. Cf the large number of
other studies, the most useful are probably those which relate to aspects of tre
planning process in the same city, and Boston, Chicago and New York have each
been studied several times. Tor Boston see, H. J. Gans, "The Urban Villagers®,
Free Press of Glencoe, New York, 1962, L.C. Keyes, "The Rehab111ta+1on Planning
Game". M.I.T. Press, Cambridge, (Mass.) 1969. S. Thernstrom. "Pcverty, Plannir:

and Politics in the New Boston: the Crigins of A.B.C.D.". Basic Books, lew
York, 1969. For Chicago see, E.C. Banfield, "Political Influence'. F¥ree Press
‘of Glencoe, New York, 1961. M. Meyerson and E.C. Banfield. '"Politics, Planning
“and_the Public Interest". Free Press of Glencoe. liew York, 1964. ©P.H. Rossi
and R.A. Dentler. "The Politics of Urban Renewal". Free Press of Glencoe, ilew
" York, 1961. For New York, see, J.C. Davies. '"Neighbourhood Croups and Urban
Renewal". Columbia University FPress, New York, 1966. S. J. Makielski.. "The
Politics of Zoning'". Columbia University Press, New Ycrk, 1966. W.S. Sayle and
H. Kaufman . "Governing New York City". Russell Sage Foundation, New York,196<

24. It is notable that of the itw2lve references cited in fooinote 23, eleven
(all except lfeyerson and Banfield, op. cit., first published in 1955) were
published during the 1960s. In other words, nearly all the literature in the
field is very recent.

25. R.5. Bolan, op.cit. J.W. Dyckman, "Plannlng and Decision Theo:y" Journal
of the American Institute of Planners, Vclume 27, number 4. liovember 1961l. Fages
335.345. F.F. Rabinovitz, op.cit. D.C. Rauney, "Planning and Politics 1n the
Metropolis". Charles E. Merrill, Columbus, Ohio, 1969. ‘

26. This theme is developed in a forthcomiiag paper by J.D. McCallum and the
author, entitled, "The Cperational Circumstan-zes of Dritish and American Urban
Planning: a Comparison”, which seeks to identify the major points of similarity
and of difference between the two situations., The political variables are
reviewed by K. Newion, "City Politics in Britain and the United States". .
Political Studies, Volume 17, number 2. 1969, Pages 208~218. An over-simpli-
fied introduction to this area of concern is given by W. Bor, "The laking of
Cities". Leonard Hill, London. 1972. DPages 53-66.
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The number of»valuable British studjes which exist is small. Fyfe has
presented several short sketches of the operations of a sample of local planning
authorities in the mid-1950s, but attempts very little synthesi327 Pinnick hzs
examined several planning issues in Dorset in the 1950s and earl ¥y 1960s, but his

29 and Friend and Jessopj have

- study is largely a recital of evenos?a Willson
examined the processes of management in planning in Coventry, and together their
studies provide some useful insights into the processes of policy implementation
(rather than formulation) within the Covncil. The processes of urban renewal
have been examined in Glasgow31 and in'Liverpool52 in two quite useful,'small—
scale studies, but both make little attempt to relate urban renewal activities to
other aspects of planning. Gregory has presented five case studies of amenity
issues involving nationalised fuel and energy industries but, again, little
attenpt is made to go beyond the mere presentation in detail of events.j3 The
failure of the planning authorities in Sunderland and in Newcastle to take
account of the circumstances of residents in the redevelopment and rev1tallsatlon
of old parts of the 01t1es has been documented by Denn1s34 and by DAVJ.es,35 but
both these s»udles are more an attack upon the planning system than an attempt teo
understand the intricacies of its operations. Pinally, two local politicians,
both of whom have made their names largely through dealing with planning>matters,
have wrltten memoirs wnlch present a different if somewhat sketichy view of the
processes in operatlon.j In sum, these studies amount to relatively little.

‘Their coverage is inconsistent, many of them being nothing more than a catalogue

'af:events, and theii degree of comparability with each other is small, ®such that

as yet the accumulated body of llterature is insufficient to act as a basis for

model—bullding. '

| Thus, a review of the relevant literature has revealed very llttle w01k of a
systematic nature which can be used to build models of the operatlonalldlmens1ons
of plamning in the British situation. At the same time, planners appeér to
work either implicitly or explicitly with a structure of assumptions and ethics
which forms, in effect, a normative operational model. Many of the features of

this model have not been identified by plarners, but by other social scientists

27. 5. Fyfe, "The Place of Town and Country Planning in Local Government Ad-
ministration in England and wales'. Unpublishei Th.D. thesis, Unlvers;ty of lian-
chester, 1958.

28. A.W. Pinnick, "Country Planners in Action". Lombarde Fress, Sidcup, 1964.

29. - F.M.G. Willson, "Administrators in Action - Volume I." George Allen and
Unwin, London, 1961, Pages 25-131.

30. ~ J.K.Friend and W.N. Jessop, "Local Government and Strategic Ch01ce"
Tavistock Publications. London, 1969.

51.  T. Hart, "The Comprehensive Development Area". Oliver and Boyd, Edinburgh,
1968. o

!
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examining the behaviour of planners prior to criticising it. Kevertheless,
there is a considerable amount of agreement as to the premise that the main
features of the model have been incorporated-in a normative mamner into the
behaviour of planners, such that the model can be regarded as constituting

. part of the received wisdom of planning. The following section presenés the
major features of this model, derived from literature about the American sit-
vation (since this contains many more attempts to be systematic in this area
than does the British literature) and related to the Bridfsh s{tuation ¥ia an
examination of the relevant British literature. i

The Mocel of "Planning as Technical Rationality!.

Maass has argued that planners have tended to substitute the values of
their profession for public objectives,; and have failed to recognise that often
there may be a difference between the two.37 The model that will be presented
in this section appears to derive likewise from the ideoclogy and values of the
planning professicn as it has developed, and as such it has become part of the
received wisdom of planning. The model appears to have normative associaticns
for planners, in that it appears to be regarded as an ideal set of assumptions
and ethics which are capable either individually or collectively of being
applied to real-world situations. Various features of the model have been
recognised by several'writers as being part of the intellectual equipment of the
planners whose behaviour they have ohserved , and the model is developed out of

this literature. Literature relating to the American situation is used to
generate the model, which is then compared with what British literature is extant,
This is necessary bearing in mind the above discussions asto the difficulties of
transplanting models from one situation to the other without a careful test of
‘the degree of fit. It is notable,however, that one of the dimensions along
which there is a great deal of similarity between the two situations is that of

38

the ideological develepment of the British and American planning professions.

32. D.M. Muchnick. "Urban Renewal in Liverpool". Cccasional Papers on Social
Administration, number 33, G. Bell and Sons, Londomn, 1970.

33, R. Gregory, "The Price of fmenity". Macmillan. London. 1971.

34, N. Dennis. "People and Planning: the Sociology of Housing in Sunderlend",
Faber and Faber. London 1970.

'35, J.G. Davies. "The Evangelistic Bureaucrai". Tavistock Publications,
London, 1972. -

36. G. Hodgkinson. "Sent to Coventry". Robert }axwell and Co. Bleichley, 1970.
T.D. Smith. "Dan Smith: An Autobiography". Oriel Press, Newcastle-upon-Tyne.lS7C

37. A. l2ass, in A. Maass, M.M. Hufschmidt, et.al. "Design of Vater Resource
Systems". Harvard University Press, Cambridge (Mass.) 1962. Pages 565-604,

" especially pages 591-592.,

38.  Compare W. Ashworth. "The Genesis of Nodern Fritish Town Planning". Routledg
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Consequently, a model derived from this particular dimension would be more likely
to be capable of being transplanted from the one situation to the other without
a gfeat deal of modification than would one derived from several other dimensions.
Thus, what is being suggested in this section is that planners do tend to work

either implicitly or explicitly with an operational model, that this model has

he choice of the term “technical rationality. .
technical rationality'yis intended to suggest that the model is firmly rooted in

normative associ%tions for them, and that this is the model of""planning as
the professional ideoldgies of planners which,it has been arpued above, are
heavily oriented towards the technical rather than the operational dimensions of
planning. ~ -
Altshuler concentrated upon four implicit operational features of plahners'
activities in Minneapolis and St. Paul; the notions that planning is comprehen-
sive, that it im concerned with the public interest, that its subject matter is
best dealt with through technical expertise and that it is rational.39 The
" importance of the notion of comprehensiveness in planning thought has been under-
lined by Davidoff and Reiner,%® webber,4! Keyes’? and Bolan.*? e concern with
the notion of the public interest has been emphasised by Neyerson and Bani‘ield,44
Reiner, Reimer and Reiner45 and Davidoff.46 Particular attention has been paid to

47 48

the notion of the importance of technical expertise by Seeley, '’ Gans, ' and

) Rabinovitz.49 The claim to rationality has been identified and examined by

" and Kegan Psul. London. 1954. Pages 167-237. 1. Scott. "smerican City ?lanning
Since 1890". University of California Press. Berkeley, 1968. The "heritage" of
American planners is swmarised by Ranney, op.cit. Pages 19-43.

39. AL.A. Altshuler, op.cit. Pages 299-353. The term "technical rationality"

ic adapted from flishuler, page 335. See also A.A.Altshyler, "The Goals of Compre-
hensive Planning". Journal of the American Institute of Planners. Volume 31,
number 3. August 1965, Pages 186-195,

40. P. Davidoff and T.A. Reiner, op.cit. Pages 103-115.

41. M.¥M. Webber. "Comprehensive Planning and Social Responsibility". Journal
of the American Institute of Planners. Volume 29. number 4. November 1953. Pages
232-241. '

42. L.C. Keyes, op.cit. Pages 221-225.

43. R.S. Bolan, "The Social Relations of the Planner"., Journal of the American
Institute of Planners. Volume 37. number 6. November, 1971. Pages 386-396.

44. M. Meyerson and E.C. Banfield , op.cit. Fages 285-302.

45. J.S. Remner, E. Reimer and T.A. Reiner. "Client Analysis and the Planning of
Public Prcgrammes". Journal of the American Institute of Planiners, Volume 29.
number 4, November 1963, Pages 270-282. '

46. P. Davidoff. "Advocacy and Pluralism in Planning". Journal of the American
Institute of Planners. Volume 31, number 4. Kovember 1965. Pages 331-33C.

47.  J.R. Seeley, "What is Planning? Definition and Strategy™. Journal of the
American Institute of Flanners, Volume 28, number 2, May 1962. Pages 91-97.

48-> HJ. Gang, =

People and Plans". Basic Books. XKew York, 1968. Pages 4-52.
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Seeley,50 Rabindvitzsl and Rothblatt.52 Thus several authors have recognized
the four characteristics identified by Altsimler as being important factors in
the behaviour of plammers.

Three other features which contribute to the model of planning as technical
rationality have been identified by authors concerned with the American situation
"he first is the concept of public participation in planning, which is examined
by Arnstein53 and by Droady, who concluded that participation of a sort is a
sine qua non of American planning because it is taken for granted that citizens
will wish to involve themselves in the day-to-day workings of Government.54 The
second is the social motivation of planners, who believe that the physical en-
vironment is a major determinant of society and culture; this concept has been
examined in particular by Gans.55 The fhird is the concept of the plauner as the
guardian of future possibilities, explored in particular by Seeley.56 These seven
concepts, which together make up the model of planning as technical rationality,
have been identified by the several authors cited as features of the aspects
of the behaviour of plamners that they have studied. Restated, the model con-
tains the following:-

(1) planuing is comprehensive;

(2) planning is concerned with the public interest;

(3) planning is best dealt with by technical expertise;
(4) planning is rational; '

(5) planning involves public participation:

(6) planning is socially motivated; and,

(7) planning guards future possibilities.

49. F.F. Rabinovitz. op.cit. Pages 60-90.
50. T.R. Seeley, op.cit.

51. F.P. Rabinovitz. op.cit. Pages 145-146.
52.  D.H. Rothblatt, op.cit. Pages 26-37.

53. S.R. Arngtein. "A ladder of Citizen Participation in the U.S.A". Journal
of the Town Planning Institute. Volume 57. number 4. April 1971. Pages 176-182.

54. M. Broady, "Planning for People". Bedford Square Press, London 1968.
Pages 110-114. See also V. Bor, op.cit. Pages 67-76.

55. H.J. Gans, op.cit. Pages 4-52.
56. J.R. Seeley, op.cit.
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The only British attempi to examine the operational aspects of planners'

58

planners as behaving in accordance with items (1), (2), (3) and (7) of the model.

behaviour (and it is by no means systemat1057) is by Dlavies, who saw Hewcastle's

Several of the features of the model appear to follow from the seminal influence

59

on British planning of the work of Patrick Geddes; in particular, imporfant in
this context are the notions of compreheﬁsiveness, a commitment to fhe public
interest, public participation, social motivation and the guardianship of future
possibilities. In addition, his dictum of survey-analysis-plan can be said to
relate to the concepts of technical expertise and rationality, so that all the
features of the model are implicit in his writing.6o Further support for the
applicability of the model is given By Burns (who stresses the importance of a
comprehensive a.pproach6 ),' Wilson (who sees plamning as becoming if anything more
technlcal6 ), the Skefflngton Committee (which advocated public participation as
a formalised process within plan—maklngéa), Broady and Simmie (who stress the
social motivitation of planning 4) and Buchanan (who stresses the commltment to
the safeguarding of fuﬁure possibilities 5) Finally, Chadwick has accepted the
notions of comprehensiveness, the public interest, rationality and future orien-
tation as factors which have underpinned plamning thought for some time and as
goals at which it is worthwhile for planners to aim066 Thus, whilst the British
literature on the subject is‘neither as extensive nor as systemaiic as the
Americén‘literature,'it appears that the model of planning as technical rational-
ity ié seen as being applicable 1o the behaviour of British planners as well as
those in America. |

Crltlclsms of the Liodel of Plamming as Technical Rationality.

Many of the authors already cited as having identified certain features of
the model did so prior to attacking them. The basis of these atiacks Qas been
that, whilst the model might perform a useful function in spelling out certain
features of behaviour lo which planners might aspiré in a perfect world, ;t is

not an adequate description or_prescription of behaviour patterns in the real-

57. See the present author's review of the work in Urban Studies (forthcomxng
Volume 9, number 3, October 1972).

59. See W. Ashworth, op.cii. Pages 174-176, 198-199,
60. P. Geddes. "Cities in Evolution". Ernest Benn. London. 1968.

61. W. Burns. "Newcastle: a Study in Replanning at Hewcastle-upon-~Tyne'“.

Leonard Hill, London.1967. Pages 67 and 88.

62.  4.G. Wilson, in P. Cowan (ed). "Developing Patterns of Urbanisation". Oliver
and Boyd, Edinburgh 1970. Pages 69-89.

63- Committee on Publlc Partlclpatlon in Planning "Pecple and Planning".
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world situations that blanners actually face. For present purposes, it is not
necessary to review all these criticisms in detail to demonstrate this particular
point, and a few examples will suifice. Braybrooke and Lindblom have demon-
strated that individual decision-makers do not tend to adopt comprehensive

" (synoptic) approaches but tend towards incrementalist approaches to problem-
Bolving.67 Altshuler has aygued that the operational constraints upon planners
are such that they are often forced to abandon the notion of gomprehensiveness
- in favour of particularised goals and a project orientation (hiddle-range
planning™), and that this removes their claim to a specialised understanding
of the public interest.68 Several authors have found the concept of the public
interest to be elusive,69 although Blackham has argued that in Britain a
subgtantial component of widely accepted common interest doces exist and that
this is a serviceable substitute for the notion of the pubiic intgrest.7o

Slmon finds the concept of rationality also to be elusive, and argues that
administrative man falls short of objective rationality and instead tends to

)'71

”satigfice" (to find a course of action which is "gocod enough" The social
motivation of planners is appiauded by both Gans and Broady, but it is seen as
havihg led to a form of "architectural® or "physical determinism" which has
cénvihced planners that their actions are socially determinant and has led them
away from a true understanding of the ways in which physical environmental

72 5 n

factors can exert some influence over human behaviour and values. Lomas

64. M. Broady, op.cit. Pages 11-24. J.M. Simmie, "Physical Planning gnd
Social Policy". Journal of the Royal Town Plarning Institute. Volume 57, number
10. December 1971. Pages 450-453.

'65.  C.D. Buchanan. "South Hampshire Study". H.M.S.0. London. 1966. - Pages 8-1C

66. G.F. Chadwick, "A Systems View of Planning", op.cit. Pages 83 and 84, 118
and 119, 123 and 124, 301,313,320-325.

67.. D. Bréybrooke and C.E. Lindblom. "A Strategy of Decision". TFr=2e Press of
Glencoe, New York, 1963. Pages 37-57, 81-110.

68. A.A. .Altshuler. "The City Planning Process: a Political Analysis". op.git.
Pages 354-391. :

69. .&eyérson and Banfield, op.cit. Pages 322-329. G.S. Schubert. "The Fublic
Interest". Eree Press of Glencoe, Illinois. 1960.

70. H.J. Blackham. "Political Discipline in a Free Soc1ety" George Allen and
-and Unwim. London. 1961, Pages 131:.-197. ‘

71. H. Simon. "Administrative Behaviour". The lNacmillan Company, New York.
1957. Pages XXV-XXVII, 61-109.

72. H.J. Gans, op.cit. Pages 4-125. Ii. Broady, op.cit. Pages 11-24.

73. G.). Lomas. "The Contribution of the Skeffington Report to the Discussions
. on Citizen Pariiéipation.in Planning'. Report ¢f the Town and Country Planring
Swmmer School, 1970. Town Planning Institute, London. 1970. Pages 18-22,
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Damer and Hague74' have attacked the concept of public participation as it has
been made operational so far lor iis mechanistic approaches, and for its
attempts to underwrite the orthodoxy that planning is technical by concen-
trating only upon the task of plan-making and not upon the policy-making
Process within the public sector of which it forms a part. Amongst many
others, Davidoff has argued that planning is inextricably concerned with human
values, and as a result cannot be merely a technical process but must also be a
" political process.75

The point which has been made repeatedly intths:preceding paragraph is that
individual features of the model do not stand up as actual descriptions of the
.real-world behaviour of planners. At the same time, the only operational model
which is given to planners as part of their training and with which they can
attempt to work is this model of planning as technical rationality, and the
‘review of the literature in this particular subjesct area has indicated that
the necessary groundwork for the preparation of alternative and substitute
models has not yet been undertaken. The impliéations of this finding for the
nature of the present study are examined in the next section.
The Wature of the Study.

_Tt has been established that the present study must inevitably take the

. form of an early attempt to develop models in an area where very litile of

the groundwork has yet been done. The development of full—scaie operational
models of the planning process is likely to emerge from the accumulation of
relevant and comparable case studies. The case study approach is predicated
by the nafure of the subject matter under discussion, since the best way to
discover the real-world operational constraints faced by planners is to study.
their behaviour in a real-world situstion. When very few other such studies
exist, it is impossible to attempt to compare the behaviour of planners in one
situation-with that in another, to attempt to move towards a general model.
Instead, ?11 that can be done is to present a systematic and detailed case
study which can be used by other research workers at a later date both as a
model and for comparative purposes, and to attempt to ansﬁer certain questions
in relation to the particular case. Thus, the study is concerned to build a
model of the particular situation chosen, to assess the relevance to that sit-
uation of the model of planning as technical rationality and to answer’ceftain
of the yuestions that a fully-fledsed operational model of the planning process
would need to answer in relation to the specific case. The specific questiions

that this study will attempt to answer in relation to the particular case chosen

74. S. Damer and C. Hague. "Public Participation in Plamning.a Review". Town
Planning Review, Volume 42, number 3. July 197i. Page5,217—232.

75+ P. Davidoff, op.cit. Pages 331-338.
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ére as follows:

(3) vhat kinds of operational constraints do the planning agencies face?

(2) To what extent are they able to overcome these constraints?

(3) How do the planning agencies relate to the other organisations involved

_ in the process?

(4) Vhat parts do professional planners play within the plamning agencies?76
At the outset, it is as well to recognise that the case study approacﬁ

has certain difficulties and limitations inherent within it, and that these

will have to be recognised and overcome insofar as this is possible. Many

of the developments of the approach have occurred in the literature of commnity

power structure, where many of the quarrels between protagonists have been

over research approaches.77 At the same time, this debate has also enabled the

inherent limitations of the case study approach to be crystallised, and they

have been summarised by Rhodes as follows: }

a) it can be argued that the case study is "atypical';

b) there is a problem of the confidentiality of information; and,

c) the study of any situation is artificial because that situation changes and

is set within a context which is also evolving.78
_The first difficulty is accentuated by the fact that it is impossible to

set up a sample frame of decisions from which to choose, because the actual

moment of decision can never be identified with certainty and because the de-

cision not to decide something is often as important as it is unidentifiable.79

Thus,'whilst it is impossible to demonstrate that a study is "typical" because

what it is typical of cannot be specified, it is equally impossible to demon-

strate that it is "atypical". It is true that many such studies appear to

concentrate upon highly controversial matters and that, whilst this tests a

4

system when it is under stress,” it tends not to examine the routina of a
system.el Professor Mackenzie has argued fhat this problem can be minimised
by adoptiﬁg.a comparative approach to case studies, so that the indivicual
case does not remain in isolation.82 This study attempts to draw upon tre

lessons of the literature cited by concentrating not upon a single case siudy

76. For some American research on this subject see R,T. Daland and J.A.
Parker, in F.S. Chapin and S.F. Weiss (eds). "Urban Growth Dynamics". Joh:
Wiley and Sons, Wew York, 1962. Pages 188-225. C.E. Patterson, "Politics of
Planning in Small Cities: Case Studies of TFour Illinois Communities". Ua-
published Fh.D. dissertation, University of Illinois, 1963. TI.F, Rabinovita,
"Politics and Planning: on the Role of the Expert in Urban Development". Un-
publisned Ph.D. dissertaiomn. lassucnesetts Institute of Technology, 1965.

77. See the bibliography for details of the references used. Useful summaries
are contained in J.h. Robinson and B.R. Majak, in J.C. Charlesworth (ed).

“Contemporary Political Analysis". Free Press, New York, 1967. Fages 175-183.

/
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but upon a set of related case studics stretching over several years and
involving both the controversial and the routine which together form a policy-

making process. It will not be argued that it is "typical" of anything, but

. that it is concerned with a slice of the gereral subject area which is sufficient

to enable certain observations to be made with a reasonable degree of confidence.
The second difficulty outlined by Rhodes (that of "confidentiality") has
been overcome very largely in this study. Information has been given freely
on the understanding that it will only be used within thc study and will not
pass into general circulation.83 "he only real difficulty has been with oper-
ations at Central Government level, but it is hoped that sufficient information
has been presented for this not to imbalance the study too greatly. The |
advantage with tnis approach is that it has not been necessary to attempt to
disguise participants, organisations, places and events, a process which gives an

air of unreality to so many case studies. Rhodes’ third difficulty (that of

‘artificiality") has been very largely overcome by concentrating not upon a

single decision but upon a whole policy-making process. Cf course, that pro-
cess itself is set within a context, but extensive attempts have been made in
Part 2 to examine that context.

» Thus, the general approach to the problem of the choice of a case study (or,
in reality, a set of related case studies) has been based upon an understanding
of the difficulties inherent in the method and upon a conseious attempt to
overcome them. The detailed basis for the choice of the issue of the ex-
pansion of Luton Airport is outlined in Chapter 2.  Because ﬁhe orientation

of the study is towards the behavioural aspects of the planning process, its

concern is not only with planning agencies but also with the variety of other

organisations wrich are involved in the system and which form pert of the

operational context for the plamning agencies. In other words, 't is'impor—

tant to understand the system as a whole and all the participant organisations

within it, rather than just to present the perspective of the planning agencies.
The term "system" is used in a sense similar to that developed by Mililand,

that is that it is possible to understand its bejaviour by concentrating upon

W.J .M. Mackenzie, "Politics and Social Science". Penguin Dooks, London. 1$69.

 Pages 213-243. G, Parry. "Political Elites". George Allen and Unwin. Londor.

1969.. R. Presthus. "Behavioural ipproaches to Public Administration". Universi-
of Alabama Press. University. hAlabama. 1965.

- 78. R.A.W. Rhodes. "A Comparative Study of the Decision-laking Process within

Oxford City and Oxfordshire County Councils. 1963-1968." Unpublished D. Phil.
dissertation. urniversity of Cxford.1971. Pages 87-94.

79. P. Bachrach and ¥.S. Baratz, in £.C. Banfield (ed.)"§rban Government".
The Free Fress. New York. 1969. Fages 454-464.

80, E.C. Banfield. "Political Influence". op.cit. Page 9.
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the characteristics of the organisations involved, the relationships between
the organisations and the constraints upon their activities that they perceive.84
Thie means that the lowest level of analysis is that of the organisation and
its relation to the system ﬁnder examination. The choice of this level of
analysis means that a great deal of detail has to be sacrificed, but that -it
is possible to view the system as an entity. This is predicated by the nature
of the subject matter of the study, since the aim is to examine a process as
a whole, and it has governed the selection and presentation of material through-
out the study.

The various organisations are analysed in Part 4 in clusters or sub-systenms.
A fine classification of sub-systems was not drawn up, to attempt. to aveid the
imposition of a predetermined form of order upon the proliferating variety of
the situation under examination. Instead, a coarse clasgsification emerged
from initial data gathering, and sub-classifications were developed later within
thesé broad sub-systems. Of the organisations under examination, sub-systems
focussing upon Local Government, Central Government and regional planning
agencics were self-identifying, but the remaining organisations formed a
congeries of interest -groups for which it was decided to adopt a two-fold
classification of "special" and "general". This was based upon the breadth-
of their concern with the issues and the degree of exclusiveness of their
membership, with special interest groups having a relatively narrow concern
with the issues and a membership restricted according to certain qualifications,
and general interest groups having a broad concern with the issues and a relativel;
opeﬁ approach fo membership. No difficulty was experienced in Jitting organ-
isations into their appropriate categories.85

The process under examination is that of policy-making within tre public
sector. .This is because it is considered that policy-making with regord to
mattérs originating in the public-sector is a reasomable test of the behaviour
of planning organisations which are also located within that sector. Such
conditions are relatively favourable to planning agencies because they are

likely to be involved in policy-making earlier than if policy originates in

8l. Bachrach and Baratz. op.cit.
82.  W.J.M. Mackenzie, op.cit. Pages 242 and 243,
83.  And readers are requested to respect this undertaking.

84. R. Miliband. "The State in Capitalist Society™. Weidenfeld and Nicolson,
“London, 1969. Pages 49-67.

85. This distinction is similar to Blondel's differentiation between “"protective
groups, whicn defend the defined interests of a relatively narrow seguent of
society, and "promotional" groups, which seek usually to advance a relatively
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the private sectér, and because the "public component” (that part relating to
their responsibilities as public authorities) of the policy-making process

is likely to be larger. To the planning agencies, the concept of a "policy-
making process" in which they are involved is likely to be synonymous with

that of "the planning process", but other agencies will probabiy sce the former
as being related to their particular functions.- In other words, whilst the
concept of a policy-making process is likely to be common to all the organisa-
tions involved, that of a planning process will not necessarily be so; hence
the use of the more generiec term, "policy-making process'.

A particular concern of the study is an attehpt to throw some light on the
operational constraints faced at present by regional planning agencies. Local
planning in Britain has an extensive stétutory base which provides the framework
within which local planning authorities can and do operate. Similarly, many
of the.planning activities of Central Governmeni are based upon the framework
provided by the Town and Country Planning Acts. At the regional level,
however, a variety of agencies has evolved in response to perceived needs,
without any clear-cut statutory basis and without the relatively rigid organ-~
isational framework provided by Local and Central Government. It is becoming
clear that it is at the regional and sub-regional levels that more and more
human activities are taking place and from which, as a consequence, such

88

At the same time, the inertia created by the existing structure of government

activities need to be viewed in terms of Governmental involvement in them.

tends to pull the consideration of policy matters towards either Central or
Local Covernment, which suggests that an intermediate viewpoint might have a
useful role to -play in policy-maliing activities whilst ot the some time forming
a significant organisational constraint upon such a development. 1In all .
events, over the past few years the number of regional planning agencies in
existence has increased markedly, along with a greater interest in the idea of
"regiona;ism".87 No attempt has as yet been made to assess the performance of
such agencies in actval planning situations, however, although this would appear

to be a significant step in any attempts to guide their evolution. This study

broad cause and attempt to atiract as many members as possible whose views can -
be Jeemed tn be congruent with this cause. J, Blondel, "Voters, Parties and
Leaders". Pelican Books, London. 1969. Page 160.

86. P.G. Hall, "Theoyrd and Practice of Regional Planning”. Pemberton Books.
London. 1970. Pages 13-31. J.B. kcLoughlin, op.cit. Tages 19-37.

87. J.P. Mackintosh. "The Devolution of Power", Chatts and Windus, Charles
Knight. London. 1968.
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attenpts to fill this particular gap by concentrating upon an arena of policy-
malking of olgnlflcance at the scale at which such agencies operate and in an
area where several of them exist, znd attempts to assess their contribution to

the pollcV—mahlng process and the limitations under which they appear to be

. operating.

, A* this particulasr point . in time, with the report of the

Crowther (Kilbrandon) Commigsion on the Constitution imminent, a discussion of
this nature appears to be particularly apposite. ‘

It is clear from all the above discussion that this is not the kind of
study which attempts to test hypotheses derived from a well-developed field.
Rather, following Glaser and Strauss, it attempts to contribute towards the
build-up of theory in an under-developed field bty attempting to ground that
theory in empirical observation.88 An appropriate strategy for this situation
is to build concepts upon initial data collection and to refine and generate con-
cepts as data collection advances, so that there is an iterative relationship
between concept and datum.89 One example of this has alreasdy been referred to in
passing; the term "system" was adopted after it had become clear that it was
in fact an open-ended system (regarded by Eeer as being something recognised
mentally as an entity, comprising a coherent assemblage with a pattern in its
set of relationships and concerned to achieve a purpose9o) that was being
observed and not just the random actions of a conglomeration of organisations.
Another example is the definition of sub-systems, and particularly the distinc-
tion between general and special interest groups which emerged from the early
stages of the case study work. Yet another example is the understanding of
the teim "involvement" (given below in the discussion of some concepts which
have beer used), which also derived from initial observations. The detailed
research_ﬁothods used (which form the subject of Chapter 2) draw very heavily
upon the work of Glaser and Strauss and other authors who have sought to develop
research approaches whereby theory is grounded in empirical observation rather
than emergent Irom the testing of predetermined hypotheses.
Some Concepts.,

This section attempts to explain the usage of some key concepts in the

study which have not'been defined alreadyw- The notions of "involvement",

8¢.  B. Glaser and A.L. Strauss. "The Discovery of Grounded Theory". Weidenfeld
and Nicolson. London. 1968, Pages 21-43,

89, Ibid. Pages 45-77, 101-115.

20. s, Beer, op.cit..Pages 241-246.
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"organisations", "policy-making" and “regional planning agencies" will be
examined in turn.

Involvement.

Three kinds of involvement have been identified;

(1) passive involvement: where a participant's actions affect the develop-

ment of an issue without his being aware of it and without his altering his
course of action in any way on being informed of this impact. TFor example,

the Budget developed by the Chancellor of the Exchequer affects policy-making
with regard to the future of Imton Airport, but it is doubiful whether the
Chancellor is aware of this consciously or whether it would affect his decisions
in any menner if he were made aware.

(2) instrumental involvement: where a participant makes use of a convenient

‘argument in relation to one issue to seek a favourable outcome to another issue,
but might in passing affect the decision on the first issue without any con-
scious attempt to do so. For example, the Wing Airport Resistance Aissociaticn
argﬁed to the Roskill‘Commission in favour of a fivefold expansion of Imton
Airport to prdvide support for the view that the Commission should not re-
.commend Cublington as the site for the third London Airport. W.A.R.A. had no .
interest whatsoever in the Luton Airport issue other than as a convenient
argument against Cublington, and once it became clear that the lobby against
Iuton Airport was strong (and W.A.R.A.'s action, by providing something for

the lobby to react against, clarified just how strong it was), it dropped the
-argument‘for fear of prejudicing its own case and took no further part in

- policy-making for Luton Airport.

(3) active involvement: where a participant feels himself to have a direct

stake in the matter at issue and makes a donscious-attempt to invclve himself
'1n some manner in its resgolution.

It is of the essence of pasgive and instrumental involvement tha* there is
no. systematic means of identifying them, because it is impossible to trace all
the ramifications of an issue which might promote such forms of involvement.
Active participants, on the other hand, tend to identify themselves by their
actions.  This sludy, therefore, is concerned primarily with a system of
active participants, although instances of instrumental and passive involvem=nt
will be noted as they are unearthed. The term "imvolvement" has been chosen
as a more neutral word than "participation", which in planning literature tenis
to be ascociated with the narrowly~defined concept of “public participation'.
The term "participant" has been chosen in preference to the term "actor" be-
cause the latter has‘overtones of unreality associated with the playing of ganes

or the presentation of entertainment.



Crganisations.

Following Etéioni, organisations will be defined as, "...social units
(or human groupings) cdeliberately constructed and reconstructed to seek
8pecific goals." They are characterised by :-
(1) deliverately planned divisions of labour, power and communication res-
Ponsibilities; )
(2) the presence of one or more power cenires which control, review, re-pattern
and direci the organisation in pursuit of its goals; and, ’
(3) substitution of personnel if they are unsatisfactory in certain dimensions.91
Policy-laking.

«

The important difference between policy-making and decision-meking is well

summarised by Etzionij;

"Policy-making is a form of decision-making in which sets of
decisions are considered and the contexts for decisions concerning
bits are reviewed. It is not that contexts are never considered -
when a single, especially-iumportant decision is made, but their
critical examination is likely to be more extensive in the deter-
minstion of policy." 92

Regional planning agencies.

A large number of agencies have powers which can be described as being

93

fegional plaming powers, in the sense that particular functions which are
their responsibility are planned at the regional level. Tasks of this nature
form important components of the process of managing the development of_a
region, azi:d such organisations will be regarded as being participants in the
regional planning process. The term "regional planning agencies", however,
will be reserved for those organisations the stated task of which is to attempt
’to take an overview of the developing regional or sub-regional situation as a
whole. rather than of its individual functional parts.94 This begs the age-old
question, "What is a region?" For prespmd purvoses it will be regarded as
being any administratively convenient sub-division of that area which falls
between the concept of a nation (the total area which is ihe responsibility of

a Central Government) and a locality (governed by an all-purpose local authority
or by a two-iler set of authorities), and there is some support in the literature

95

for the viewpoint that this is a realistic way of looking at planning regions.

9l. A, BEtzioni. '"Nodern Organisations". Prentice-Hall. Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey, 1964. Page 3, '

92. A. Etzioni. "The Active Socisty". The lree Press, New York, 196S. Page
252.

93. B. Howell, in C. Cooper, B. lowell and D. Lyddon. "Regional Flanning and
Implementation'. Journal cf the Town Planning Institute. Volume 56, number 8,
September/October 1970. Pages 325-331. Technical Committee of Planning Officers
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~ Recapitulation. .

This study has five rclated tasks:-
(1) +to present a detailed case study of the operational aspects of the
planning prccess;
(2) +to construct models of that process;
(3} to examine the relationship between such models and the model of planning
as technical rationality; ‘ )
(4) to answer certain questions about the operational characteristics of the
planning agencies observed:-
(a) what kinds of operational constraints do the planning agencies face?
(b) to what extent are they able to overcome these constraints?
(c) how do the planning agencies relate to ihe other organisations involved in ~
the process? .
(d) what parts do professional planners play within the planning agencies? and,
(5) to concentrate upon the behaviour of the regional planning agencies
involved. | '

.In sum, these tasks attempt to take a step along the road towards the

creation of operational models of the planning process in Britain.

North Regional Planning Committee. "Aide Memoire on Functions and Relationships
of Resional Committees."  Unpublished mimeograph, iewcastle. 1968.

94. This distinction is made particularly clearly by D. Lilienthal. "IVA-

Democracy on the March." Harper and Brothers. New York. 1944.

95. J. Friedmann. "Regional Development Policy: a Case Study of Verezuela."
M.I.T. Press. Cambridge (Mass., 196G. i.R. KuKlinski. "Regional Development,
Regional Policies and Regional Planning." Regional Studies. Volume 4, number 3.
Cctoher 1970. ZPages 269-278. L. Joseph. "Local juthorities and Regions.™
Public Administration. Volume 42, number 3. Autumn 1964. Pages 215-226. P.

!

Self. "Regional Planning and the Nachinery of Government." Public Administratici

Volume 42, number 3. sutumn 1964. Pages 227-239.
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- Chapter 2. Research lethods.

Introduction.

Chapter I has already outlined the major concepts which delineate the
subject matter of the present study, and the present Chapfer is concerned
with the particular research methods which have been adopted. The first task
in this context is to spell 6ut the basis of the choice of the set of related
case studies which formed the bulk of the research project. Chapter i has
already introduced thé factors in this respect which derive from the naturé
of the study's objectives, but another set of factors slso derives from ﬁore
practical considerations of researchability. The issue of'the expansion of
Luton iirport was considered to be adeguate when measured against both sets of
criteria. The'second task involves the detailing of the case study methdds
that were adopted, and the third involves a discussion of the research process
that was followed. | » '

The Choice of Case Study.

Chapter I has indicated that the case study approach is predicated by
the ﬁature of the subject matter of this particular study, and has indicated
certain conceptual criteria which any particular case would need to satisfy.
L set of related case studies extending over several years and invclving both
theAcontroversial and the routiné as part of a policy-making process needs to
be examined. As far as possible, the problems of confidentiality of inform-
atibn need to be over come. The process under examination should be one of
ﬁélicy—making in the public sector, where it might reasonably be expected that
spatial planning organisations exercising powers under the Town and Country
Planning icts would play an important part. Finally, the scals of the issues
ought to be such that it would alsc be reasonable to expect regional p;anning
agencies to wish to play a part in the process. All of these criteria derive
directly from the dlscuss1on contained in Chapter I,

Certain other considerations derive directly from problems of 1esearchab1]1
For example, the scale of the project needs to be small enough to allow the
major potential interactions (which increasc geometrically as the number of
participants increases arithmetically) to be adequately comprehended, and
yet large enough to encompass sufficient interactions tc negate the possible
criticism that those aspects of the cases which are studied in detail aré in
some manner eccentric. This is also related to the resources which could be
brought to bear upon the project, and in particular the fact that the period
available for direct case study work was of the order of 12-15 months. Cne

particular problem was over whether the case study should be of the historical
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or the ongoing variety. .4n historical-study is dependent\upon documentation
and memory, neither of which may be whelly accurate, and it affords no
opportunity toc gauge reactions at first hand, but it is possible to take a
synoptic view of the process and there is little prospect of obgserver-partici-
ration introducing a bias. On the other hand, an ongoing study enables fhe
process to be observed at first hand and the memories of interviewees to be
tapped while they are still fresh, but it is difficult 1o take a synoptic'
. view and there is a real danger of bias through observer-participation. = The
most reasonable approach appeared to be to combine the two and to search for a
case study wi@h both historical and ongoing dimensions éo that the strengthks
of the one apprpach_¢cu1d be used to cancel out the weaknesses of therther.\
Even when taken together, these two sets of criteria are not sufficiently
precise as to be able to single out the one best case study, even if such a
thing could be said to exist. Rather, it appeared to be a matter of finding
a case which was eminently satisfactory on all of these grounds. In other
‘words, 211 that it wés_possible to do was to "“satisfice", tc select something
that was good enoué“h-I ‘
‘ ~ The issue of the expansion of Luton Airport passed such tests.2 The issue
was known to the author by virtue of his having worked as a planner for'bne
of the local authorities involved in it (Luton County Borough Council), and
-thus a rudimentary netWork of contacts already existed which would be of'great
'valﬁevin géthering information and in meking further contacts.3 In particvlar
this helped to overcome the problem of confidentiality, because a degree of
trust alfeady existed between the author and some of the participants. Al
the same time, of course; it is pnssible that some of the author's precdncép—
tions may have influenced the study, although a conscious attempt tc avoid
this plus a concentration upon the process rather tian upon the rights and
wrongs of the issues should have minimised this problem. The issue impinges
upon several substantive areas of policy--making, one of which is the spatial
planning powers of Iocal and Central Government, and since Luton is a .
municipally~owvned Airport the case passes the test of public sector poliéy-
making. In addition, the issﬁe of the exparsion of ILuton Asirport had a '

forty-year history, and formed part of a subject area (airport developmeht) :

I. & Simon. "Administrative Behaviour". The Macmillan Company, New York.
1957. Pages XXV-3YVIL. :

2. Uhroughout this study, the phrase "the expansion of Luton iirport" will te
used to refer not merely to the consumpiion of extra land for Airport purposes
but also to the growth of its activities.

3. At the same time, the author had no personal stake in the case by virtue of
continual employment in the area or intention to return to a post with one of
~ the organisations involved in it. h

!



31.

which was engaging the attention of the planning mechanisms in the South-

Fast of ©ngland to a considerable extent in the late 19603.4 As a resuli

of this last factor in particular, it is reascnable to expect that rcgibnal
planning agencies would wish to be involved in such an issue. As Ash puts it;

"I{ one had to select one single factor to demonstrate the
city-region's originality of form, one might well concentrate
upon its ports. Not of course, its seaports: rather, its air-
ports, For, undoubtedly,this is where over the aext few decades
the phenomenal growth in shipments will occur and around which, as -
& result, great complexes of development will emerge. Here, more-
over, the technological tactors encouraging ‘spread' operate with a
vengeance. The requirements for air space to serve any one airport
are suclito enforce scparation of airports on the ground by great
distances.” These alone would be forces, even if there were no
others, wrenching great cities apart.5

-

The imporiance of the particular issue has been siressed by Thorburn, in a
"state-of-the-game" assessment of PBritish regional planning;

"There are many other cases where environmental decisions are
‘being prejudiced by other Government Departmenis.' This is especially
serious in airpori development. Here responsibility lies with Trade
and Industry, which has never published its policy. It is national
policy that the cost of flying from airports in the Midlands shall be
several pounds higher than from the London airports, so that package

. tour operators from Sheflield and Derby take passengers in coaches
down the LI past the Bast Midlands airport to Imton. The Bast
Nidlands airport is in open country; Iuton's affects four or five-

.~ big towns. After the Raskill Commission one would expect the
Government to be probing oddities such as this very deeply, for
they are running into airport environment trouble at lanchester,
Leeds, Bristol, Birmingham, Southampton and elsewhere." 6

It is difficult to advance any justifiable quantitative indicator of the
airports which are significant at the regional lewel in support of\thg ?bove
judgements, although in America the Federal Aviatiom Administration uses the
criterion of 1% of the country's airport passengers for this purpose.7“ If
this criterion is applied to the British situation {and the author has been
unable to find any other criteria, although even here the absolute signifi-
cance of the figure l% is doubtful), Iuton Airport would be third in a list
of fifteen airports of significance at the regional level (see Table 1), wnich
reinforces the view that it would be reasonable to expect regional agencies io

wish to be involved in some manner in policy-making in respect of the Airport.

4. Chapter 6 attempts to assess the major planning problems associcted with the
development of Luton Airport, and to introduce some of the common plamning tecl:-
niques of relevance to such a discussion.

5+ M. Ash, "Regions of Tomorrow." Evelyn, idams =nd Kackay. London 1969. rage

6. A. Thorburn. "Towards an Effective Regional Frmmework", Built Environment.,
Volume 1, number 1, April 1972, Page 31.
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Table 1, Airports of Significance at the Regional Level.

Airport , Terminel Passengers (1971)  Share of Kational Total
- Heathrow 16,147,159 ' 44.1%

Gatwick 4,650,255 12.7%

Luton 2,703,392 . 7.3%
Manchester 2,082,132 ‘ 5.7%

Glasgow - 1,744,128 o 4.8%

Jersey 1,196,398 3.3%

Belfast 1,114,845 3. 0%
Birmingham , 835,717 2.3%

Fdinburgh | 679,528 1.%
Liverpool 496,507 \ 1.4%

Stansted 492,316 . 1.4%

Southend . 456,436 1.3%
Newcastle . 432,640 1.2% -
Guérnsey : 400,101 : 1,1%

Isle of Nan , 390,993 ) 1.1%

Total 33,822,607 92.4% *
National Total 36,590,983 100%

x . The column actually accumulates to 92.6%, and the discrepancy of

0.2% is caused by rounding. Source: Department of Trade and Indusiry.
Business Monitor.  Civil Aviation Series. CA2. Air Passengers. 1971
Summary .

When the airports listed in Table 1 are mapped (see Diagrem 1), they
appear as the main airports throughout the regions of the United Kingdom
plus thc offshore holiday islands.8 There is also a clustering around the
_national capital in the South-Hast. This gives further weight t> the view-
point that the airports listed in Table 1 are the major airports ot signifi-~
" cance to planning activities at the regional level, especially in the South~
East. '

 During the period of this study, the controversy over the future of
Luton Airport was by no means the only major airport location or expansiorn
problem of significance at the regional or national levels. 1In Britain,
there was the long drawn-out coptroversy over the location of the third
London Airport,9 the proposal for an extended runway and a second runway at

Gatwick, ™ the approval of a runway extension at Glasgow,11 the rejection of a

7. R.D. Shinn. "Regional Airport Plamning: a Systematic odei". Urban
»Planning/Development Series, number 8. Department of Urban Planuing, University
of Washington, Scattle. 1970, Page 15.

- 8. The major omissions are Giales and the South-West, both areas with small and
relatively scattered populations, and the Yorkshire-Fast Midlands arca. 'Ihe
next airport down the list in Table 1 would have been Fast iidlands (Castle

;
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runvway extension at Leeds/Bradford end the consequent search for a new site
T ¥ ‘
in Yorkshire and the proposal to realign the runway at Turnhouse (Edinburgh)

. 13
Airport. Overseas there were controversies over a second international

14

airpori for Copenhagen, a fourth airport for New Ybrk,15 a third airport

for Parisl6 and a second international airport for Tokyo.17 Airpori development
throws into particularly harsh relief the problém of who gains and who loses by
planning decisions, which is probably one of the reasons for the existence of
the extensive list of controversies cited. The issue of the expansion of
Luton Airport studied here is simply one of many similar problems with wnlch
planning mechanisms have had to deal in recent years.

For all of these reasons, therefore, it is considered that the issue of
the expansion of Luton Airport satisfies all the criteria laid down for the
choice of case study in a manvuer which no other issue known to and researchable

by the author was able to do.

The. opportunity was also takcn to talk about the boha\xour-

" of regional plannigg agencics with a smnll number of participants
in the plann1ng processcs ‘of the West Midlands and of Scotland,

" These interviews were not intended to provide direct rvesearch =,
date but to cnable insights into the case study to be gained as '
the result of ub11151ng different perspectlvcs. "Thus,  their .

" value lay in their indirect contribution in this manner to the
analysis of the case study material. The West Midlands and
the Scotthh situations were chosen because in terms of the
major socio-economic characterlstxcs of the regions and their
planning problcms one (the West Midlands) would be expected to
be fairly comparable with the South-East situation and the other
(Scotland) would be expected to be fairly dlffcrcnt.‘v The other

major factor in this choice was acceselbxllty, since interviews &
with participants in the process in the West Midlands presented

" no difficulties whilst undertaking the major study in the South-
East, and similar interviews in Scotland were facllitatcd by J
havinz as a base the University of Glasgow. . ‘ g3

Case Stuuy Lethods.

~As Chepter 1 has already indicaied, the case study was carried out along

Donnington), with 336,675 terminal passengers (0.9%) in 1971.
9.  Commission on the Third London Airport. "Report". H.M.5.0. London, 1971.

10. 'The Times, 25th April 1970, 9th December 1970, 21st January 1971, 15th

March 1971. D. White "Growth at Gatwick?" New Society, 22nd. Cctober 1970.
Pages T717-T720.

11. Glasgow derald, 2lst. July, 1971.

12. "Guardian, 28th. Cctober 1970, 29th, Janvary 1972. B. Dixon, "The Casec

for a New Yorkshire Airport". Town and Country Slannin Volume nunbe
x noer .
July/August 1971. Dages 551554, Y 8 39, b 7 -3

13. K. Hall, "Parish Airport". New Society. 4th. November 1971. Pages 862 ari

863.

14, The 1y . -
S A Vilmes, 16th. August 1971,
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some of the lines recommended by Glaser and Strauss.l8 That is, a distinction
was not drawn between theory and datum, but the relationship tetween the two
was seen to be iterative. In particular, sufficient information was gathered
* from published and unpublished documents during the first part of the case
study period to enable certain subject areas to be selecied for the purpose
of interviews, and the information derived from the initial interviews was
used to structure further interviews.19 Thus, whilst the first part (seven
months) of the case study period was used Basically to colilect together data
from various sources and the second part (seven months)was used basically
to check and to extend this data in extensive interviéws, the two parts over-
lapped considerably. |

Other than the interviews, the main sources of information about the case
stﬁdy were published and unpublished documents and the -local press, and the
files of some of ihe participant organisations to which the author was allowed
sccess. All of these proved to be useful, in particular the local press
covéiage for the forty years vver which the issue was extant. The value of
the local press was largely in terms of its detailed reporting of the events
which occurred; its commentaries upon the events were never accepted unless it
was pos51b1e to cross-check them. During the period of controversy about the
future of Iuton Airport, the issue was covered extensively in the local press
and, fortunately,there were two competing newspapers which were used as a
cross-check upon each othér.

Hevertheless, the main source of information was the interviews which were

20 Altogether, 76 people were interviewed on 131 separate occasions

carried out.
and ihese 76 people represented 134 roles of relevance to the study (Qr
nearly two roles per person). Only five people refﬁsed to be int=rviewed.
Interviews lasted for between half an hour and eight hours at the tw» extremes
wi{h'an average of between an hour and an hour and a half, and took place in

a variety of different surroundings, the most common of which were the office ,
the home, the public house and the car. The interview technigue adopteca was
that of the "mental questionnaire" developed by Gans,21 wnereby an intexr--

viewer does not use a written questionnaire but uses one firmly lodged in hs

15. The Times, 19th February 1971.
16. The Times, 6th April 1970.
17. Guardian, 25th. February 1971. The Times, 17th. September 1971.

18, B.G. Glaser and A.L. Strauss. "The Discovery of Grounded Theory".
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, london. 1968. DPages 21-77, 101-1ib.

19. Ibid, Pages 45-77.
- 20.  Interviewees are listed in Appendix 1.

.21- H.J. Gans. "The Urban Vil . . o . i P
) pages 336~350. . rban Villagers'. Frge Press of Glencoe. liew York 1902,
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ovil memory. This was done to attempt to create as informsl and as con-
versational an atmosphere as possible, on the assumption that this would be the
most conducive to the imparting of the kind of infofmation the author wes
seeking. In order not to break the flow of the interview, the author
restricted note-taking to a minimum consistent with being able to remember
correctly what was sajd, snd wrote a report of the interview based upon
these notes and the authbr's memory as soon as possibie after it. Whe?e
in the author's judgement this was either necessary or expedient, this re-
port was checked by the interﬁiewee. In additiog, gince the author lived
in the area (Iuton) for the fourteen months of the case study period,
extensive use was made of the telephione and to a lesser extent the postal
service to check matters on which any doubt had arisen. AlthPugh there
" was no reason to believe that interviewees would consciously attempt to
mislead the author, it was necessary to introduce a check into interviews
to ccver this possibility. This was done by deliberately introducing
iﬁto each interview judgements which were inaccurate or inadequate and
which might reasonably have been expected to 211 within the interviewee's
sphere of knowledge. Almost unfailingly the author was corrected along
the lines anticipated. Vhere this did not occur, the test judgenent
" was re-checked to ensure that it had been a fair test of the serupulcusness
of the interviewee. Information deriving from the two interviews which
did not satisfy this procedure was disregarded unless it hed been cross-
checked and verified.

Within public organisations interviews tended to be with people at
the "middle management" level, who were the most senior staiy who dealt
with the issue on a day-to-day basis, although senior staff weve apﬁroaohed
also to ensure that a distorted perspective had not been obtained. Within
"Jocel authorities, both Council members and officers were approachad. — As
far as organisations outside the public sector were concerned, apprcaches
'were made to the most senior people who appeared likely to be best ploced
to talk about the involvement of their organisations. As far as possible
B approaches were made by personal recommendations from people who had
been interviewed already, who were specifically requestied to do this
by virtus of their gontacts with fhe target interviewee. This wes
supplemented ﬁy documents from the University of Glasgow describing the
author's study and guaranteeing that information derived from the interview
would not be used outside the confines of the study without their per-

mission. Interviewing continued until diminishing returns appeared to
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be setting ih{ that is, all of the important organisations had been
‘covered in depth, and the more peripheral organisstiéns had also been
studied, to the point where further interviews were revealing very little
new information. Thus, no attempt was made %o predetermine the appropriate
number of interviews, but this was allowed to emerge from the interviewing
process, and the case study work stopped when a sufficient degree of
saturation had been attained.22 The value of the interviews should be
apparent from the study. As a rough approximation, the documentary sources
formed the basis of the historical perspective of Part 3, and the interviews
formed the basis of the organisational perspective of Part 4.

Apart from access to documents, living in the area provided a range
of data of value to the study. Gans} experiences in the VWest End of Boston
are appropriate in this context, and he lists six major sources which were all
used by the author:- |
(1) wuse of the facilities of the area (for example, the local newspapers
were all taken during the period of the study, and thic provided the data for
an examination of the involvement of the local press in the process);
(2) attendance at meetings, gatherings and public places;
(3) informal visiting with neighbours and friends;
(4) formel and informal interviewing of community functionaries;
(5) wuse of informants; and,

23

Some of this data is sensory in character, but together with written

(6) cbservation.

and verbal data it provides a richness which could not have been obtained

by visiting the area on occasions to carry out selective interviest4 (quite
apart from the practical difficulties that this would have entailed). 4s
Gana points out, it would be very difficult to undertake such a study without
developing a particular viewpoint of the issues being studied (a21lthough the
naturé of this viewnoint can be obscured from the participants being ob-
Served), and it is better to make this explicit so that its impact upon the
analysis can be assessed.25 The author is of the opinion that aircraft
noise nuisance around Luton Airport had reached an unacceptable level by

the summer o1 1971, and that expansion proposals should not lead.to any
worsening of the situation and if possible should bring about an improvement,
The analysis does not appear to huve been biased as a result of this view-

point, howcver, especizlly since the study is more concerned with the nature

22. Glascr and Strauss, op.cit. FPages 65-69.

25, H. J. Gans, "The Urban Viliagers", op.cit. DPages 337 and 338.
24, Ibig. -
'25. Ibid. DPage 346,
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of the process than with the rights and wrongs of particular issues, but the
aim has been to present sufficient evidence to enable this judgement to be eassessed
The short, comparative studies of the behaviour of regional planning agencies
-in the West Midlandsg and in Scotland were done through the medium of a small numbez
of interviews (listed in Appendix 1), supplemented by the reading of published re-
ports. Interviewees were selected to represent the range of regional planning
agencies extant in the situation examined. The interviews were structured around
the understandings of the behaviour of regional planning agencies in the South-Eas:
that were emerging from the main study, and informants wére asked to compare the
behaviour of the agencies in their particular situations with that described to
them by the author. In particular, informants were requested to relate their an-
swers 1o issues of airport expansion which had occurred in their regions, so that
a common thread of this nature could facilitate comparison.

The Research Process.

The period from October, 1969 to June, 1970 was used to clarify the mature
and.approaches of the study and to begin to read the literature bearing upon its
subject matter. The clarification procéss was aided by the preparation of a
series of five short papers which were discussed with a group of social scientists
in Glasgow and Strathclyde Universities, and which were designed to obtain their
suggestions as to how the study methodology as it appeared to be developing could
bé improved. During kiarch, 1970, a week was spent in the Luton area to confirm
that the study was feasible in terms of the availability of information, and this
was combined with attendance at four days of the public inquiry then being held
into expansion proposals for the Airport. ' .

. The case study period lasted for fourteen months, from June, 1970 to August,
1971. The first three months were spent very largely laoking at material in the
possesrion of Luton County Borough Council (the owner and operator of the Airport}
before moving out to look at documentary evidence in the possession of other or-
ganisati§n3 and at the files of the local press. kost of the interviewing took
place between February and August, 1971 inclusive, once documentary sources had
~ been virtually exhausted, although new sources were being discovered for most of
this period and sonme unsifuctured interviews had already taken place during 1970,
Interviewing stopped in August, 1971, when diminishing returns appeared to be -
setting in and at a convenient point in the chronology of events. The area was
revisited for three weeks during January, 1972, when events between the finish of
the case study period amd the revisit were examined, and the public iﬁquiry into
expansion plans for the Airport which was then taking place was attended on ten
days. During the period of the case study, progress reports were sent to the

author's supervisor at
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quarterly intervals.

The study of the West Midlands situation was undertaken during the
period of the major case study, berause of the physical proximity of the
two regions. The study of the Scottish situation was undertaken in the
autumn of 1971, after the author had returned to the University of Glasgow.
In both cases, selected interviewees were approéched initially with the
help of members of staff of the University of Glasgow who already knew them,
and further introductions were then effected through the medium of the first
interviewees.  In other words, as far as possible the two supplementary

regional studies were treated as being microcosms of the major study in
these terms. ' |

Reeapitulation.

The theme running throughout this Chapter has been that an attempt

has been made to be as systematic as possible in terms of the choice of
_the case study, of lhe case study methods and of the research process adopted.
Detailed criteria enabling the major requirements of a suitable case

study to be specified were derived, and the issue of the expansion of Luton
| Airport was shown to be a case which satisfied all of these criteria. The
case study methods and processes were based firmly upon authoritative litera-
ture in the field of participant-observation studies, and the particular -
techniques adopted were spelled out in some detail. In part this is a
requirement of good research practice. In part, however, the particular
methods adopted were considered to be worthy of some attention as & possible
model which later research workers seeking to undertake case studies as part
of the search for operational models of the planning process'could modify
to suit their particular requirements whilst at the same time retaining

the essence of the approach in order to facilitate comparisons between

studiev.
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Part 2. The Cace Study: Context.

Connective Summary.

One of the problems inherent in system definition is that of the re-
lationship between the system and its environment. This problem becomes
particularly acute when the purpose of system definition is to isolate a
set of factors for analytical purposes at a épecified level. At this
level, it is tempting to conclude that the major features of the system
can be explained in terms of system variables; +that is, that they are en-
dogenous to the system. At the same time, it is doubiful whether this
would be much more than a process cf analytical over-simplification when
dealing with social systems, because all such systems exist and function
in relation te an environment. The process of closing the system in order
to isolate key variables is necessary for analytical purposes, but in so
doing there is a danger that the linkages which remain betweenvthe system
and its environment will te obscured. The purpose of Part 2 of this study
ié to attempt to avoid this particular pitfall, by concentrating in some
detail upon the environment within which the Luton Airport policy-making
process has been functioning.

'. For these purposes, the Part is divided into four Chapters, each of
which deals with a key element of the system's environment. Chapter 3 is
concerned with national policy towards airport development, and no con-
sistent and coherent policy is seen to have existed. From time to tine,
policies have been adumbrated by variousGovernments, but have notl been
followed through either because cf national economic circumstances or be-
Sause of a change in the political complexion of the Goverrment. Instead,
airport policy at the national level has been characterised by ad héc
approaches to specified problems and projects. )

Chapter 4 examines the inclusive tour industry, since it is this upon
ﬁhich'the expansion of Iuton Airport has been grounded. The economics of
the indusiry and Governmment pricing policies are seen as important factors
in the grovth of night jet traffic, which has been responsible for a great
deal of the political debate over the future of the Airport. In addition,
the rapid grosth of the industry and the speed of technological advance in ‘
civil aviation in general have militated against the development of long-
term plans and have promoted incrementalist ~nd/or "middle-range" approaches.

Chapter 5 looks at the Airporit sub-region, an area identified on the
basis of aircraft noise complaint levels and seen as having a core area

where complaint levels are relatively high and a periphery where they are
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lower. Data are presented on certain basic facets of the sub-regionj ité
location and land use, population growth, employment, socio-eccnomic structure
and the major characteristics of the local plamming authorities within the
area. , o ‘

Chapter 6 looks at the issues which have been of greategt importénce
within the process, not in terms of how they are perceived by the various
participants (the concern of most of the rest of the study) but in an attemoi
to assess the validity of some of the major claims which have been made
about particular issues. The interplay between the "subjective” interpre-
tations of the>participants and the "objective " interpretation of the
author contained Within Chepter 6 should contribute to a deeper understaniing
of the nature of the process as a whole. Noise, profitability, the place
of the Airport in the developing airports system, spatial planning con-
sideraticns and employment are the {sgaesselected for examination,

| In all four Chapters, it is clear that the material examined represents
~an important contribution towards an undersianding of certain features of
the process, and these environment—syétem relationships zre identified as and

when appropriate.
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Chapter 3. National Policy Towards Airport Development - a General Review.

One of the contextual dimensions against which the Luton Airport
situation has unfolded has been the development of national policy to-
wards airports and airlines. In fact, coherent national policy towards
airport development is very difficult to identify, although from time to
time different Covernments of different political persuasions have made
some attempts to lay down certain guidelines. Policy- towards airlines,
although affected similarly by changes of political control at the national
level, has appeared to be somewhat more coherent. To the extent that such
policy-making activities have influenced developments in connection with
Luton Airport, this Chapter seeks to identify the major points of contact.
This operation has been hindered by the relative lack of atteniion devoted
" to airport development and planning in British literature, although a few
more detailed historical appraisals of policy exist elsewhere.1

During the 1920s and 1930s, it was Government policy to encourage the
gfbwth of civil aviation as much as possible. This meant not only the
promotion of the development of municipal airports, but also a policy of
scatiered subsidies to and protection for individual airlines which led
éventually tc the creation of the British Overseas Airways Corporation
(B.0.A.C) as the first public corporation in déivil aviation in 1939. The
worsening international situation appears to have given this process added
impetus, and when the War started in 1939 a large number both of aerodromes

1. See, Committee of Inquiry into Civil Air Transport (Edwards Committee).
"British Air Trensport in the Seventies.® Cmnd. 4018. H.}.S.0. London,
1969. Pages 38-46. D, Corbett, "Politics and the Airlines." George Allen
and Unwin, lLondon. 1965. Pages 26-32, 57-65, 98-106, 144-160 and 248-269.
R.S. Doganis, "Alirport Flanning and .idministration: a Critigue". Political
Quarterly, Volume 37, number 4, Cctober-December 1966. Pages 415-428. R. S.
Doganis, "The Implication of the Demand for Air Transpori on Airvort Planning
for sngland and .ales". Unpublished FPh). dissertation, University of London,
1967. ©Pages 7-55. K. R. Sealy, "The Siting and Development of British
Airports." fThe Geographical Journal, Volume 33, part 2. June 1967.
Pagesl48~177.  An American and Buropean context is provided in, K.R. S=aly.
"The Geography of Air Transport." Hutchinson Univergity Library. iondon.
1968. Pages 89~157.
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and airlines were available for.requisitioning if necesgsary.

After the War, the new Labour Government embarked upon a policy of
nationalisation of both airports and airlines. Two new corporations were
created in 1946, British European Airways (B.E.A.) and British South
American Lirways (B.S.A.A., which was disbanded in 1949 when its routes,
assets and staff were handed over to B.0.A.C.), and for a while the three
public airlines had a near-monopoly position.3 The nationalisation of
the major'municipal airports proved to be a harder baitle, however, with
those municipal authorities which had not lost control over their airports
as a result of wartime requisitioning being very reluctant to see them
nationaliééd. Iuton Airport was too insignificant to be considered for
nationalisation, and so Iuton Council was not involved in these battles.
_ The test-case came over Manchester Airport. MNanchester Corporation |
managed, by several delaying tactics, to postpone nationalisation to the
point where it had become clear that the life of the Government might be
fairly limited and that further nationalisation might be electorally un-
ibopular.4 Some airports were nationalised, nevertheless, but the policy
of the new Conservative Government which came into office in 1951 was to
denationalise wherever possible and to encourage local or private interests
- to provide airport facilities.5 Airports such as Birmingham (Blmdon) and
Liverpool (Speke) were transferred back to the local authorities concerned,
In addition, the Government's policy was gradually to allow private air-
lines more operating freedom, and a benchmark in ﬁhis process was the
setting-up of the Air Transport Licensing Board in 1960 to consider
applications for licences on both domestic and international rcutes and
thus to regulate public-private competition.6 )

During the 1960s, the Ministry of Aviation continued to shed as many
airports under its ownership as possible, and an important stage in tris
process was the creation of the British Airports Authority.7 The Author-

- ity's task was to operate the international airports at London (Tlea“hrow,
Gatwick and Stansted) and in Scotland (Prestwick), which had previously
been operated by the Ministry of Aviation. Thus a fragmented pattern of

ownership and operation emerged. The British iAirports Authority owmed

2. D. Corbett. op.cit. Pages 26-32.
3. Ibid. PFPages 57-65.

4. X.P. Brookes. "The Development of Panchester Airport. 1928—1964." 7
Unpublished }.A.(econ.) dissertation. University of Henchester, 1964. ‘ne
approaches and successes of the Corporation are summarised on page 211.

5. R.S. Doganis (1966). op. cit.

| 6. D. Corbett. op. cit. Paggs 98-106.
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the four international airports, but the Ministry of Aviation (later the Board
of Trade, still owned the "social Service" airports (principally in the High-
lands) and held a substantial stake in Fdinburgh Airport (Turnhouse). 1In
addition, several airports were operated by local authorities either individ-
ually (such as Luton Lirport) or in consortia (such as Leeds/Bradford sirport),
and some (such as Southampton (Eastleigiband Lydd) were privatlely operated.8
This had led to conflict bétweqn airport authorities for trafficzfrom the same
area (for example, between Liverpool and Wanchester Airports, and between East
Midlands Airport at C‘&gtle Donnington and Birmingham Airport), which has
probably been wasteful in terms of expenditure of public funds9 and inefficient
in texrms of the provision of services.10 Doganis summarised the position in the
mid- 1960s as follows;

"It is clear that in the United Kingdom in 1966 there was
neither the concepiual framework nor the administrative machinery
to do this (to plan the development of airp.rts in an integrated
manner). Airport development has become a "free for all" in which
each locality tries according to its initiaiive and local resources

~to develop its own airport within the financial constraints imposed

" by the Ministry of Aviation and the route licensing constraints

© imposed by the Air Transport Licensing Board, but without regard to
the actions or hopes of neighbouring areas or to any national plan
for airport development." 11

”,A National Airports Flan or Programme was seen as being a possible improve-
ment,l2 although there was little sign of any Governmental recognition of a
need for such an approach. The controversy over the third London Airport
fréblem was growing, and it was treated in a very largely ad hoc fashion
first by the setting-up of the Inter-Tepartmental Committee of Government
officials and then by the creation of the Commission on the Third London
Air;wort.l5 It is clear that the original intention of the Board of Trade in
conatttuting the Commission had been that it should prepare, in effect, the

south-eastern part of a National Airports Plan, but the Commission considered

7. By the Lirports Authority Act, 1965. This legislation started its life
under the Conservative Government, and was continued by the Labour Government
which replaced it in 1964,

8 . R, S. Doganis. (1966) op. cit.

9. Ibid. Pagzs 425 and 426.

10. Ivid. Page. 426 and 427. :

11. R. S. Doganis (1967). op. cit. Page 55.

12, Ibid. Pages 7-15. L.R. Sealy (1967). "Towarés a National Airport Plan.”
Kew Society, 4th. November, 1965. lages 9-11. The Bdwards Commitiee reported
that "a very large proportion" of its witnesses hed urged the need for a
National Airports Folicy or Plan. op. cit. Page 220.

13. Commission on the Third London Airport (Roskill Commission). "Report®.
HQNI|S-0- Londono 19710 Pages 1"5' | :.
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this to be beyond its terms of reference.14 By 1970/71, +he Select Committee
on Nationalised Indusiries, which examined the British Airports Authority,
could still "...regret the present dilatoriness in starting to prepare a
national plan",15 and recommended that work should start on it immediately
without waiting for the proposed Civil Aviation Authority.16 In 1971, one
commentator was still arguing that airports planning was typified by a laissez-

17

faire attitude on the part of the @overnment, althougly it is clear that the
need for a greater degree of involvement than was the case in the mid-1960s had
been accepted by 1971. The dedision to set up a Civil Aviation futhority and
the accepiance of the need for a greater degree of control over municipal
airports 8 are evidence of this change, although it may be a change of derree
rather than of kind. .

The policy of creating more scope for the private sector airlines con-
tinued during the 1960s, and was enhanced from 1965 onwards by a relaxation
of the stringency with which ihe Air Transport Licensing Board viewed appli-

19

cations from the private sector. This made it easier for the private sector

to provide specific kinds of services, of which the most notable have been in

20 The growth of the importance of

relation to the inclusive tour industry.
Luton Airport during the 1960s has been based very largely upon this particular
development. It appeared to be a logical extension 6f the policy of giving

the private sector more freedom that a major "second force" scheduled airline
should emerge, following a recommendation of the Edwards Committee,21 operated
by private enterprise. This was achieved by the merger of Caledonian Airways
and British United iirways, and by the decision of the Conservative Government,
in the face of strong opuvosition from the Labour party, to take ¢way some of

the profitable routes of B.E.A. and B.0.A.C, and give them to the pew airline.z?
At the same time, the increasing freedom given io the private sector has created
some tensions between B.E.A. and B.C.A.C., the private airlines and the Govern-

ment. s far as possible, the Government has attempted to minimise its

14, Select Committece on Nationzlised Industries. "First Report. Session 1970-
J1. British sirports Authority". H.M.S.0. London. 1971. Page XV. Paragraph 3€.

15. TIbid. Page XV. Paragraph 37.

16, TIbid. It is clear that the Civil Aviation Authority (to be set vp during
1972 under Part I of the Civil Aviation Act, 1971) a2t the very least will have
the task of taking an overview of the whole airporis system, although whether this
will involve the preparation of a plan for the future development of that system
bas not veen specified. TIbid. Fage 359. The creztion of the Authority was
Originally recommended by the Edwards Committee in its Report. op.cit. Pages 244-

17, v :
7A We A. Robson, "British Airports Authority". Political Quarterly. Voiume 42
Mumber 4, ’

Cctober—hecember, 1971. Pages 423-428.,

'
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involvement in this aspect of civil aviation policy, but this has been very

difficult when the Board of Traede (Depzriment of Trade and Industry) has been in

the position of hearing appeals from the decicions of the Air Transport

Licensing Board.23
In summcry, then, for most of the time period covered by this survey,

Government policy towards zirports planning has been characterised by pro-

liferating and disjointed administrative structures and ty ad hoc approaches

to problems.24 Policy towards airlines has, in recent ycars, taken the form

of enabling greater operating fréedom for the privete airlines, which has re-

sulted in the rapid development of specialised services (such as inclusive

tours) and greatly iniensified competition between the public and the private

sectors. The achievement of a consistent policy both towards ai;ports and

towards airlines has been hindered by problems of political ideology, with

the Conservative rarty.tending to favour as much competition as possible (and

therefore limiting the amount of protection affordcd the State-owned airlines)

and 2 decentralised approach to airport operation, and the labour party favour-

ing a greater degree of national control both of airports and of the activities

of private airlines. A1 individual points in time, one or other of these

philosophies has been dominant dependent upon whickever party was in power, but

neither Labour nor Conservative Governments have chosen to declare their policiés

in & highly specific manner and then to pursue them vigorously. As a result,

it has usually been very difficult to determine Government policy in relation

to any specific airport situation until a planning inquiry has been held or an

application for loan sanction submitted, both of wlich have tended to be determine,

18. Largely resulting from experiences in connection with Luton sirport. See
Chapter 9. Government control over municipal airports has until recently been
through land use planning controls (relying on somc objections to th= proposals
bringing them cfficially to the notice of the Government) and/or throvgh loan
sanction fop municipal borrowing. J.li. Wilson, "Tie Administrative Preblems of
the Long-Term FPlanning of Airports". Public Administration. Volume 42, nuwber 1.
Spring 1964. xages 33-44. The Luton Airport experience demonstrated thet these
were inadequate in terms of exercising real control over activities at the Airport

19. Report of the Edwards Committee. op. cit. Page 22.
20. See Chapter 4. |
21. op. cit. DPages 99-125.

22, The Times, 25th. November, 1970.

23, D. Corbett. op. cit. Fages 248-269.

24, Shinn reports & similar situation in relation to four case studies of mejor
~aspects of airport development in the United States of imerica. R.D. Shinn.
MRegional Airport Planning: a Systematic lodel". TUrban Planning/Development Seris
pu@ber 8. Lepartment of Urban Planning, University of Washington. seattle 1570.
Pages 46-173. - C
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"on their merits" in relation to national economic circumstances zrnd without
any apporent long-term policy objectives. Thus, the concept of Guwernmeni
control cver airport policy-making has appeared to be relevant only in terms
of particular projects. The history of the part played by Central Government
in the Luton iAirport policy-making process is a gocd illustration of this
phenomanon.
_ Because the factors described above are affected by political ideoloéy, it
is unlikely that the new Civil Aviation Autnority will be able to achieve any
very great consistency over a leng period of time during which both parties
have periods when they form the Government, although it might be possible for
it to achieve a more comprehensive and consistent approach to the problems
extant at any one time than has appeared hitherto to be the case. The degree
of regulation of the activities of ILuton Council (or its successo}) in relation
to Luton Airport that the Autherity will be able to achieve is something which
at the time of writiang is unknown, although its potential impact upon the

future of the Airport and of the inclusive tour industry could be considerable.
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Chapter 4. The Inclusive Tour Industry,

Intrcduction,

Chapter 3 indicated that the growth-of the importance of Iuton Airport
during the 1960s was largely a function of the rapid expansion of inclusive
tour activities. Many of the problems connected with the growth of the Airport
have svermed directly from particular features of the development and function-—
ing of the inclusive tour industry, and its economic basts, the nature of -
Government controls, the importance of Luton Airport to the industry and some
of the operational problems that it poses are explored in some detail.

The Economic Basis of the Industry. 1

The concept of the inclusive tour revol&es around the notion that, by
assembling the component parts of any holiday as a package and then by offering
that package to the customer as a unified entity, great savings can be made
when compared with the cost to the individual of assembling the components
separately. The key to this notion is utilisation. By achieving high rates
of utilisation of all the component parts of the package (and aircraft and
hotels are the two most important aspects), greater efficiency and economies
of scale are obtained, both of which enable costs to be cut. This is achieved
through block-booking of facilities, with guaranteed minimum prices to the
operators of the facilities even if, ultimately, they are not fully used. Thus,
the rescurces necessary to provide a guaranteed level of service can be predeter—
mined with considerably more accuracy(and therefore with less waste) than would
otherwise be the case, which promotes efficiency and enables optimum economies
of ccale to be obtained. This also transfers the risk from the operafor of
the fecilities to the assembler of the package and, because it removes .much of
the uncertainty which would otherwise persist in relation to the provision of
épecific facilities within the tourist industry, enables low rates tv be nego-
tiated for the use of those facilities.

For pfesent purposes, the workings of this in relation to the operations of

1. This section is based principally upon information obtained from inteiviews
with }. Elgood (Planning Executive, Monarch Airlines), 25th. June, 1971, 4.).
Harvey (Director, Court Line), lst. July 1971, I. Hydon (4ssistant to the
Commercial Director, Britannia Airways), 12th July, 1971, J. Sauvage (Munogdng
Director, Britannia Airways), 12th, July 1971 and D.G. MacQueen (A4viation Directo:
Clarksons), 9th. August 1971. Use has also been made of the following. M. Lumt,
"How Fritannia Counted the Cost", Aeroplane. 31st. May 1967. Pages 14-16. J.0.0,
Williems, "williams on #aste". Aeroplane. 14th. February 1968. Fage 27. J.:.D.
Williams. "System Design of Inclusive Tours". Flight Internationzl. 22nd. Februar
1968. Pages 257 and 258. ,Proofs of evidence of P.H.A, Linnett (Deputy Manaaing\
bircctor, Clerksons), J. Sauvage and R.S. Doganis (Lecturer in Air Transport,
University of Birmingham) at the public local inquiry:into expansion provosals
for'Luton ..l&irpor't, 12th, Yarch 1970.

Kawards Committee. op.cit. Pages 171-174.
{ .
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airlines are much more important than its implicztions for hotlel operation.

The airlines tend either to be wholly-owned subsidiaries of tour operators

(for example, Iritannia Airways, which is a subsidiary of Thomson Holiday
lcldings, the parent company which zlsc operates hotels and owns another

company the task of which is to assemble the package) or to be independent
companies which negotiate contracts with tour operators (for example, Court

Line, which flies passengers mainly for Clarksons on a contract basis). The
former is basically a vertical form of organisation where operations take place
under the aegis of. a parent company, znd the latter is a horizontal form of
organisation where operalions take place by agreement between different specialist
companies. There is also a middle position, typified by Monarch Airlines, which
is a wholly-pwasd subsidiary of Cosmos Tours, a company which owns very few of
the hotels it utilises; thus, the aircraft part of the package is vertically
integrated and the hotels part is horizontally integrated. wWhichever organ-
isational meihod is used, the tendency is focr the scale of operations to in-
crease. Fqually, the severity of the bargaining which“&akes place to obtain

the lowest possible seat-mile rate for a particular package does not appear to

be unduly affected by such organisational considerations, because the industry

in all its aspects is highly competitive and marginal savings can make a
significant difference to the market price of the overall package.

Britannia's arrangements with Sky Tours (the subsidiary company which
assembles the packages for Thomson Holiday Holdings) will serve as an example
of how this process Works.2 For the year 1971, Sky Tours made use of approx-
imately 60 of Britamnia's capacity, nearly all in Boeing 737s. The remainder
was utilised by ad hoc and usually short-term chartering and by a contract
wit» Horizon ¥idland, another tour cperator which was charged slightly higher
rates than Britannia'slsister company. This situation of spare capacity
arises wecause Sky Tours cannot make even demands throughout the year, and so
Britannia, equipped to cater for Sky Tour's new-peak requirements, has a sig-
nificant awount of under-used aircraft space throu hout much of the year.

For the six 737s allocated permanently to Sky Tours, the first 1700 hours'
flying time for each was paid for at a rate of £400-£430 per hour. This is a
guaranteed payrent, even if 211 that time is not used, and it enables the
major fixed costs of operating those aircraft for the year to be covered.

The next 600 hours were charged for at a rate of £350 per hour, although no
guarantees are usually given for this period and the rate is negotiable.

After 2300 hours' flying time, fixed costs have all been covered, and so

2. The figures in the following two paragraphs are developod from information
glven in the interview with I. Hydon, op. cit.

w.

..
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Britannia makes most of its operating profiis once this fisure has been passed;
the rate after 2300 hours was of the order of £280-30Q per hour. These figures
agsume an averaze stage (journey) length of between 800 and 1,000 miles, the
distance Tfrom Luton Airpori to the popular Mediterranean destinations. Thus,

the more hours the tour operator boocks, the lower the average cost per seat
ihat he cen include in his package. Equally, the more hours that are booked
by tour operators, the less the airline operator needs to rely on ad hoc *
chartering, and so his business position is improved by a  higher proportion of
firm bookings. -

The differeince in the retail price of the tour as a result of a higher level,

of block-booking of aircraft by the tour operator can be significant at the margin|

The average seat-cost to a tour operator at the above rates (assuning that the
normal near 90% average utilisation of seats can be achieved, whieh would in-
'voive an average utilisation of say 115 out of the 130 seats in a 737, and that
each journey involves two hours' flying time) when 2000 hours are booked works
out at £7.27, whereas for 3000 hours (virtually full utilisation of the aircraft)
themfigure becomes £6.67. This is not, of course, the amount which is actually
“included in the peckage as the cost to the customer of the aircraft seat, since
revenue from the package as a whole must not only include the tour operator's

. direct costs (principally hotel and aircraft block-booking) but must also cover
hié profit, the profits of the travel agent and any extra unanticipated costs

which cannot be met by specific items of the package (such as the hire of coaches

to take passengers from one airport to another if ome becomes unusable). In f

addition, of course, the return journey must be paid for. The actual amount
“written into the retail cost of the package as the aircrafi component is
usually double the average seat-cast to the tour operator plus avout 15%, so
that in terms of the cost to the customer, £7.27 and £6.67 would rcally be much
nearer to £16.74 and £15.33 respectively.3 ‘& difference of £1.41 in zn overall
-Apackage of approximately £40 is significant in a highly competitive industry,
aﬁd.this is achieved solely as the result of a highef rate of utilisaticn in
.one of the main gomponents of the package. A similar saving in the other
"main component (the hotel) could mean that the overall saving on the package is
of.the order of 7%, which is close to the savings that a large tour operator

‘can expect simply because of his greater ability to block-book the whole of the

3., As has already been pointed out, these figures relate to Britannia's
operating experiences, but very similar results were pointed out by kr. MacQueen
in relation to Clarksons' arrangements with Court Line. On the Luton-Palma

- (Majorca; run, which is comparable with the hypothetical example in that it re-

- quires about twe hours' flying time, and using BAC 1.l1s, with marginally differen
operating costs from Boeing 737s, Clarksons charge about £15 per seat (return) as
.. the aircr aft component of the package. Interview with D.G. MacQuepn, op

r

.Cit.
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available facilities of an aircraft and an hotel.  If the tour operator can
achieve a belter average rate of seat utilisation than 115 out of 130, his
costs are cut still further; if, in the above exemple, the operator booking the
3000 hours could achieve an average utilisation of 120 of the seats (about 924},
the average ceat-cost to him of the journey in question drops from £6.67 to
£6.39, which would mean that the retail cost of the aircraft component of the
package could drop from £15.35‘to £14.70. FPurther savings can be made by
making minimal use of travel agents to sell the package and by the operator
promoting it directly himself (which is the present trend). It can be séen,
therefore, how the largest operators (such as Clarksons and Thomsons Hoiiday
Holdings) can achieve return rates of £15 for the Luton~Palna Jjourney and make
a profit both for themselves and for the airlines.4
This, of course, substantially undercuts the scheduled fare for such a
journey. In 1970, the minimum scheduled return fares on the Luton-Palma run
were £48.25 (during the day at the week-end) and £40.10 (at night).5 These
figures compare with the £15 or so quoted in the above example; indeed, the
total cost of the package in the above example, at about £40, is the same as
- the minimum scheduled return fare. The reason for this is, simply, utilisation,
 In 1965-66, Sky Tours achieved 92% utilisation of aircraft seats in iis dealings
with Iritannia, whereas B.E.A. achieved only 63% seat utilisation.6 The evidence
jindicates that since then the relative position of the scheduled carriers has
worsened; one estimate was that the large tour operators achieved virtually
| 90% utilisation of seals in 1970, whereas scheduled services as a whole tended
to average little above 45-50% utilisation.! Whatever the true figures, this

"gituation has led to pressure on the Goverrment from the schedvled carriers to

control the activities of charter (and particularly inclusive toar) Operatdrs, 95?

a form of protection for scheduled services.

4. Comﬁéﬁition within the industry is so keen, however, that profit margins
:are relatively small, and some operators reported losses in 1970 as a rasult of
a slight recession in the industry. The aggregate profit of the 57 larvest

tour operators in 1969 was £1.5 million, but this became a loss of more than
1.6 million pounds in 1970.  The Times, 29th. Cctober 1971 (leading article,
business section). P.H.A. Limnett, under cross-examinestion at the public
 inquiry held into expansion proposals for Iuton Airport in January, 1972,
- disputed these figures. He said that the profit and loss figures for the two
. years were slightly inaccurate, and that they referved to the 21 largest tour
operators only a small proportion of which had made losses in 1970, although
he agreed that these lecsses were more than enough to offset the profits of the
majority.

5.  Bvidence of P.H.A. Linnett (1970), op. cit.
6. ~ J.B.D. Williams (22nd. February 1968)op. cit. -

]

.- I. Bydon, op. cit.
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Government Control of the Iuclusive Tour Industry.

The Government at present has two specific controls over ithe activities of
inclusive tour operators that it could use; controls over licences and controls
over prices. The evidence indicates that the Air Transport Licensing Board, in
recent years, has given inclusive tour operators most of the licences they have
requested,8 and that the operators have tended to request mdre capacity than they

9

can actually utilise. Clearly, then, control over licences is not used to any
great extent to curtail the activities of inclusive tour operators.

The main controls are those over prices, and these centre on the so-called
wprovision 1". This is derived from a resolution of the International Air Trans-
port Association (I.A.T.A.) designed to protect its member airlines' fares agree-
ments. Basically, Provision 1 means that an inclusive tour holiday may not be
sold at a price which is less than the lowest applicable return fare for a scheduled
service on the route used and at an equivalent time. This has been adopted by the
Air Transport Licensing Board as part of its tariff controls.lo

“The effect of this has been to promote the development of the inclusive tour
flight at night, simply because the night tourist fare is the cheapest scheduled
fare available. In the Luton-Palma example quoted above, a package could be re-
tailéd_at a minimum price of £40.16 if travelling at night but at £48.25 if tra-
velling during the day and at theweek-end. For a two-weeks' holiday in Palma, a
large operator in 1971 was capable of retailing the package at approximately £40
(as in the example above), and so the price he wished to charge corresponded with
the price he was allowed to charge ii" departure and arrival took place at night.

If flying takes place during the day, however, he must raise his prices by 20p,

even though the costs to him are the same whether the passengers fly at day or at
night. Because of the intense competition in the inclusive tour induséry, opera-
tors attempt to sell as many tours flying at night as possible. The effect of thié
on Luton Airport has been immense, because it is night.jet noise more than anything:

else which hLas prompted the protest movement.11

Both airlines and airport author-
jties have aryued that the solution o the jet noise problem is the abolition of
Provision 1, so that operators can offer tours at an economic price during the day-:
time.12
The argument against this is that_airlines would still need to fly at nighf sn%

that aircraft utilisation could be kept up to the present levels to

8. Edwards Committee, cp. cit. Page 171.

9. The Times, 20th. Cctober 1970.

10. Edwards Committee, op, cit. DTage 171,

11. See Chapter 8.

12, For example, one of the few matters on which Imton Airport Consultative Commit-
tee has obtained unaminous agteement from all its memhers has been that approaches

be made to the Board of -frade (Department of Trade and Industry) in an attempt o
. get ?;ovision 1 repealed. HMinutes of the Committee neeting, 16th. September 196%.



i 29th. July, 1971.

retain the price advantages of inclusive tours. This is a powerful argument,
and it is clear that the repeal of Provision 1 would not lead to the abandon-
ment of night jet flying in the inclusive tour industry, although it might
reduce the mumber of such flights.'”? Tt hes been argued that this problem could
in turn be overcome by flying short-haul tours during the day and long-haul
tours at night,which would retain high utilisation and restrict night landings
and take-offs.**  Provision 1 as originally formulated would have prevenfed
this, sinmply becauée the savinés on a long-haul inclusive tour flight when com-
pared with the equivalent scheduled fare are so large (the Edwards Committee es-
timated thst the difference would te of the order of £80 over 4,000 miles 5)
that the retail price of the package that the operator would want to charge
would be considerably less than he would be allowed to charge. This was seen
as militating very strongly against the de&iopment of long-haul inclusive
tours, and so the Air Transport Licensing Board made specific exceptions to
Provision 1 for certain long-haul inclusive tcur licence applications{ls'_EVen
so, for this to have any real effect on the night jet noise problem a long-
haul inclusive tour market would have to be developed to cnable such services
to make full use of the night hours. Aé yet, such a market has not been devel-
oped, although trends in the industry are in this direction (at present, the
industry concentrates overwhelmingly on the short-haul Kediterranean destin-
atioﬁs).17 Another problem with this proposal is that very few aircraft have
both the flexibility and the payload to operate both short-haul and long-haul ;1€
this issue is examined below in more detail. |

In terms of the development of the industry, the other major problem with
provision 1 was that it prevented the development of short off-season tours.
Bavically, the summer season brings the airlines and the hoteliers enough

19

business to cover their fixed costs for the whole year, ” and since Provision 1
impOSea a floor level on the price at which a package holiday in summer may be
marketea it suits the operators to regard the summer season as the period during
which the whole year's fixed costs are to be recouped. Until recently, it was
inevitable that the operators should seek to do this anywny, since outside the
summer season they had very little business. Provision 1 no longer applies to
short winter Lolidays,20 however, which means that operators can market them

at whatever prices they can negotiate. As a result of fhis, the operators have

been able to piece together short packages which greatly undercut the scheduled %

" alternatives (see Table 2) by continuing to regard the whole year's fixed costs

13. Interview with J. Sauvage, op. cit.

14. This theory is an integral feature underpinning Luton Council's 1971 pack-

~age of proposals for the development of Luton Airport. See Chapter 9. Interview -

with Councillor V. Dunington (Chairman of the AerOrt Committee, Luton Council

Yo
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ag  being atiributable to the summer season, The costs of utilising facilities
in winter are considered to Be the extra operating costs such as fuel, meals

on board, ground handling and extrza administiretion, and major costs.such as
aircraft maintenancé and staff wages are considered to have been covered out of
' the revenue of summer operations.. Vhilst Provision 1 remains in operation
there would be little point in seeking to spread fixed costs over the whole
year's activities, since any savirgs made as a result could not be passed on to
the customer of the summer packzge and since the price of the winter package
would have to rise. At present, the short winter holiday markét is being
opened up rapidly, and price rises might militate against this trend. Hence,
at present it suits the operators to continue tc treat the summer season as the
‘pericd when the whole year's fixed costs are to be recouped, and to exploit the
advantages that this brings in terms of the development of short off-season
holidays.' _

Table 2. Thomson Holiday Holdings' Estimate of Hquivalent Costs of Sample

Short Off-Season Tours.

Holiday o Cost of Scheduled gcéneduled Carrier  Thomson packagg
flight plus private hotel (equivalent
hotel)
Palermo, Sicily, 7 nights £71.25 , £101.75 £40
Lthens, Greece, 4 nights  £136.50 £158.10 £29
Marrabech, Morocco, 7 '
- nights £75.55 - £124.40 B

Source: four-page advertisement, Sunday Times Colour Supplement,
+ 18th. July, 1971. : -

15. Edwérds Committee, op. cit. Page 172.

16, Thid. | |

17. Interview with D. G. MacQueen, op. cit.
18, Thid. |

19. Ibid.

20. It wae repealed by the Government on an experimental basis for such
promotions in October, 1970. Evening Post, 20th, Cctober, 1970. Iuton News,
22nd. October, 1970.
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It can be seen from Table 2 that in each case the cost of the schedﬁled

return flight is substantially more than that of the total package being offered

by Thomson Holiday Holdings. Thus, whilst Provision 1 applied to short off-

season holidays, it had a dampening effect upon the prospect of really cheap

packages being offered. This in turn, of course, tended to force the 1nclu51ve

tour indusiry to rely almost exclu51ve1y upon the summer season for its total
annual revenue. The decision to repeal Prov131on 1 on an experlmenual basis
for short off—season fours changed this particular 31tuatlon, and if. the exX-
periment is continued and if the industry can develop the market the 1mpllca~
tions for the future of Luton Airport could be wide-ranging. The Aifport's
activities will be llkely to become markedly less seasonal, which amongst other
things might spread the problem of aircraft noise nuisance into perlods of thu
year from which it has been absent hitherto.  If anything, this nlvht add {0

‘the degree of contention which already exists over the Airport's future. . In

. addition, more business in the slack part of the year is likely to 1mprove the

- Airport's potentlal profitability still further.

_The’ Place of Iuton Airport in the Inclusive Tour Industry.

The importance of Luton Airport to the inclusive tour industry can~easi1y

f;be“ demonstrated.

 ‘TaBie‘3; . Passengers Carried on Inclusive Tours by the Main Charter Airlines.

Airline.. ’ 1971 1970 Goge Change
——— ' 1970-71
British Caledonian 1,303,041 1,079,218 T ~——
Court Line' 1,151,466 | 809,179 42
Britannia' 1,046,238 - 688,961 452
pan-Air’ o 981,292 605,745 %62
B.E.A. Airtours 535,866 § 416,522 | +ZD:,
Monarch? . 408,243 274,671 a9
British Midlanat =~ 323,683 210,802 e
Channel 304,478 386,366 2l
Laker e 243,317 . 225,221 : " +8‘1:'

. Source: Department of Trade and Indastry. Business Monitor.

Civil Aviation Series. CAS. Airline Operations. Yearly summary, .
. 1970. Table 3.1. The 1971 yearly summary was not available at the
- time of writing, but the resulis contained in the four quarterly re~
turns for that year were aggregated to produce a total figure.
Notes: t airlines operating out of Iuton Airport. The figures for
British Caledonian in 1970 and for the fivrst quarter of 1971 are the
combined figures for the two Companies British United and Caledonian,
 which were amalgamated during 1971 to cr@ate the new *third force"
Lscheduled airline, . . o .

g 5 i et
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fable 3 shows that five of the nine btiggest inclusive tour operators

those which operate substantial ports of their programmes ocut of Iuton

Airport, and three of them (Court Line, second in the list, Britannia, third

in the list, and lNonarch, sixth in the list) are bzsed at the Airport. 1t is

notable that the five Companies which operated out of Luton Airport showed the

biggest percentage increases of all the major operators in inclusive tour

passengers handled from 1970 to 1971.  Virtually 95 of the traffic from

Luton Airport in the late 1960s was in inclusive tours,2l and it is -upossible

to derive an approximate estimate of Iunton Airport's increasing share of the

inclusive tour market by usirg this figure.

Table 4. Iuton sirport's Share of the Inclusive Tour Market.

Year

Inclusive Tour . ILuton Airport's Iuton Airport's share
Passengers. Inclusive Tour of the Inclusive Tour
' Passengers, Market.

- 1964
- 1965

1966

1967
v11968
© 1969

1,181,000 162,500 o 13.8% -
1,516,000 196,500 130
2,428,000 340,000 14.0%
2,825,000 392,500 \ 13.9%
3,216,000 656,000 20.4%
3,717,000 - 1,413,500 36.0%
4,902,500 1,865,500 38.0%

gource: figures of the total number of inclusive tour passengers

were supplied by M. Elgood, Planning Executive, Monzrch Airlines, .:.

Luton Airport's inclusive tour passengers were derived by taking

95% of the total terminal p.ssengers from the iirpori for each year .

The Business Monitor, Civil aviation Series statistics, published by

the Department cf Trade and Iniustry, do not divide charter flights

into inclusive tours and others for the purposes of defining airport

activity, and so this more circuitous method was necessary. A.D. Raby,

giving evidence on hehalf of Hertrordshire County Council at the Janusry,

1972 public inquiry, argued that Luton Airport's share of the total in-

clusive tour market in 1970 was protably nearer 33%, since the passenger

throughput figure for the Airport woeuld have included some passengers on

inclusive tours run by foreign companies which would not have been included

in the figure for the total market.  R.F. Collins (Director of Iuton

Airport), giving evidence on behalf of juton County Borough Council at

the sare inguiry, claimed that ILuton's saare of the market in 1970 was

42.5p This figure was bzsed upon 2 survay which Mr. Collins accepted
a8 being unreliable, althoubh he regarded Nr. Raby's figure ss an under-

estimate. The figure of 38% quoted in the above Table occupies the

- middle ground between iir. Collins' and lir. Reby's figures. Provisional
estimates for 1971 indicate that Mr. Colllnf‘ figure of 42.5% was still
~a little high, with Luton Airpert handling 2.8 million out of 6.7

21,

‘'million inclusive tour passengers, or 40j.

Evidence of R. S. Doganis, op. cit.
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211 the estimates of the tour operators and of the airlines point to the
probability of futon Airport's share of the market increasing,22 and it is
clear that its recently-gained position as Britain's leading inclusive tour
~airport is likely to be retained. Juch of this appears to be attributable
to its location, within easy access of both the Greater London and the West
Fidlands conurbations via rozds of motorway standard, although the enterprise
of the airlines operatiﬁg from Juton Airport and the incentives given to the
sirlines by Luton Council have also been significant.23 Llarksons regard the
Lirport's catchment area as including the whole of the Midlends and East fnglia,
and parts of the West Country and the South—East.24 The evidence indicates
that a substantial proportion of paésengers come from much further afield,25
however, and it is Clarksons® experience that customers will travel considerable
‘distances to Imton Airport tc obtain a cheaper package (since Luton is counted
. 28 being a London airport, for these purposes, and thus the same tariffs can be
charged when flying from Luton as from Gatwick), rathér than fly from their
local airports and pay more for the package.2 Thus, whilst Iuton Airport acts
as a regional airpcrt for both the lMidlends and the South-East, it also acts as
a national airport for the inclusive tour industry. This has resulted in
the rapid expansion of activities at Iuton Airport, but it has also brought
many problems. Some of the specific operational problems of the inclusive tour
industéy (28 distinct from the generzl operational problems that all airlines
fece) have created special difficulties in the Luton Airport-policy—making

process, and some of these are now discussed in outline.

Some Operational Problems of the Inclusive Tour Industry as they Affect the

Iuton Airport gitustion, '

The major problem in this context has already been descrited, na@ely‘that
- because of both Provision 1 and the need to achieve maximum utilisation the
jndustry wishes to achieve as many night jet flights as possible.  This re-
sults in a mejor problem of night jet noise, and, indeed, for the 1971 summer
season, ﬂuton pirport with a permitted maximum of 4000 night jet movenents was
operating at above the level of London Heathrow Airport (3500 similar move-

ments).27 One suggested palliative has been that the tour operator should

20, TFor example, estimates based upon figures supplied by Nonarch Airlineas
(the total number of inclusive tour p:ssengers) and by the Airport Divector's
Department (passengers at Luton Airport) indicate that, in 1972, luton Airport':
share of the market might have risen to nearly 45%, 1971 experlence adds some
credence to this possibility. : :

23, These points are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 8.
24. Interview with D. G. MacQueen, oOp. cit.

25, As near as it is possible to make the zones used in the Luton Airport
passenger Catchment Survey coincide with the area as defined oy Mr. Naclueen

(ivid), during the tw i ¢ ; <
. , 0 perlods.of the passenger survey 58.6% and 55.48% of
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offer chort-haul tours takin: off during the day and long-haul ‘tours taking éff
at night. If this were pescible (and it assumes that Provision 1 wovld be re-
pealed, since al present the price of day—timé inclusive tours is forced by the
Provisicn to be higher than those at night-time if they are short—haul), it would
" result in a change from "4-potatfon" to "3-rotation" operations.  One of the
édvantnges to the inclusive tour operator of Luton Airport is that it is just
possible to fly from it to and from the popular Mediterranean destinations-on
four occasions during any twenty-four hour period, which means that two of the
take-of"s can be at night (to make the maximum use of Provision 1). If the
two (day-time trips were retained, but one long-haul trip substituted for the
two short—haﬁl trips at night, this would result in a halving of the total
number of night take-offs. "As has already been indicated, however, there are
twé major problems with this§ the problem of developing a sufficient long-haul
market to make thie a feasible proposition in economic terms and the problem

of aircraft availability. These problems are inter—felated.

The trend in the inclusive tour industry is to deveélop the long-haul marketc
mofé and more. Tt is clear, however, that to retain the degree of utilisation
necessary to minimise prices, very substantial developments in the long-haul
market would have to take place before the 3-rotation proposition could become
feacible cn any signiticant scale.  The problem of aircraft availability is
an added complication, because the trend amongst the airlines specialising in
inclusive tours is towards the purchase of larger sircraft on the basis of
their operating performances over the 800—1;000 miles range, which accounts for
the bulk of inclusive tour traffic. The normal process is for the inclusive
_tour airlines to purchase second-jand jets from the scheduled airlines, and
Luton airlines anticipate that their complement of Boeing 707s (seating 189
passehgers) will grow in fhis manner from two in 1971 to eleven by 1975.28 In
‘addition, the airlines anticipate that they will order up to ten new Lockhead

pri§tars (seating 400 pessengers) by 1976.29 This kind of equipment can operaie

inclusive tour passengers came from within the defined area, which means that,in
both cases, just over 40% of the passengers came from outside this area. K.
Seymour. "luton Airport Passencer Catchment Survey 1968". County Borough of
Iuton. juton. 1969. . Pages 10 and 1l.

26, Interview with D.G. MacQueen, op. cit.

27, Letter from P.W. Le Blond (Planning Department, British Airports Authority)
to the author, 4th. Nay, 1971. The difference between the Heathrow and the Iutoxn
situations was widened by the decision of the Government in November, 1971 to

ban night Jjet take-offs from lleathrow during the summer scason sterting in 197Z.
The Times, 9th. November, 1971. Luton Council cut the permitted’number of night
jet take-offs for summer 1972 from 2,250 to 1,890 at about the same time, but

the extent to which this can be regarded as a real cut is dealt with in Chapler §
28, Evidence of J. H. Sauvage to the January, 1972 public inquixry. :

29. Ibid, Court Line has already placed a firm
N rm order for two TriStars, wi el
.. option fgr another three. The Times, 29th. Cciober, 1971. Fiftars, with ar
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long-haul services as well as the short and medium-haul services for which it
is mainly bought,altrcugh the long-haul economics of operation of the 707 ard
the Tri§tar are not as favourable to the airlines as would be those of & rurpose-
built inclusive tour sircraft.oC The problem is that the larger the aircraft,
the bigger the number of holidays that has to be sold to make it economical to
operate, znd the more difficult it becomes zs a consequence to market such a
holiday as an exclusive p'roduct.31 As a result, the extent to which the large,
short-haul equiprent will actually be used to fly long-~haul at nicht in an
attempt to reduce the noise problem around the Airport is problematic. It would
require both a substantial grewth in the long-haul market and a change in the
policy towards the narketing of long-haul holidays, and at present the growth
is being created by a markefing policy which stresses that an exclusive holiday
is being offered at a price within the reach of many more people than would nor-
mally take such a hnliday. If the main feature of the holiday is no longer +to
be its exclusiveness (and it is difficult to market a package in this way when
400_seats on an aircraft have to be sold), it is possible that such holidays will
lose much of their attraction when compared with cheaper inclusive tour alter-
natives, and this might affect the rate of growth of long-haul holidays. In
other.wcrds, it would probably be unwise to pin too much faith on the 3-rotation
as an answer to the night nocise problem, since it is dependent upon several
rather doubtful propositions.

One further problem needs to be mentioned and this concerns the degree of
adaptability required by the industry. Growth in the industry has been so
rapid (Table 4 indicates that the number of passengers on inclusive iours more
‘than quadrupled between 1964 and 1970) and changes have taken place in its
standards so quickly'and 80 unpredictably that airport authorities hav? been un-
able to plan their facilities for the industry on any long—term besis. At the
.same time, brochures for holidays are printed about a year in advance of the
holidays they advertise,32 and the operators wish to minimise changes which
“take place.during that year. Airport authorities are under heavy pressure not
to impose any sudden changes which will affect paeckages already advertised and
possibly booked. As a result, airport authorities are forced into a midcle-
range position as far as the provision of facilities.for the inclusive toux
industry is concerned. Anything other than an insignificant package of
facilities for airport improvement can often take at least three ycars to im-
plement, since the almost inevitable public inquiry and then the need to mini-
mise disturbance to airport activities during construction work can consume

that amount of time with little difficulty. 1In practice, therefore, airport

-30. Such an aircraft does hot exist of course, b r, I ‘
s s : » but Mr, LacCue  Nterrd o v
said th?t ttl“ouidlnggg tolbe one which could carry about 200 ;2u22225§;1C$5$§'23£
range ol a eas miles but : - (PeEBSEnLers, with
of about ‘bUO miles. H] v economical to operate for distances of upwarls L

FANP
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authorities tend to find it expedient to provide Tacilities one ycar in ad-
vance on a year-by-year basis, and to make attempts to implement longer-term
proposals at periodic intervals. ilany of these longer-term Proposals will
be overtaken by the pace of change within the industry, and will either be
shelved before they are implemented or will become obsclete much more'quickly
than was originally anticipated. This process is an almost exact replicd of
Luton Council's approaches to the development of Luton Airport during the
196Os,53 ard emanates lariely from the nature of change within the inclusive
tour industry.

Conclusions.

It is clear that the épecial characteristics of the inclusive tour industry
have had a major determining effect on the development of Luton Airport since
_tﬁe early 1960s, and have conditioned many of the features of the policy-making
system under examination. There seems to be relatively little doubt thaf,
had Luton Airport developed principally in terms cf other sectors of civil
aviation with less onerous demands (for example, with less need for night jet
flying}, the process under examination would have been significantly different.
In particular, the process of rapid development of the industry from very small
beginnings has created problems in terms of the long-term planning of the
Airport, and at least a part of the incrementalist approaches adopted by both
Lutpn Council and Central Government appears to be attributable to this factor.
In addition, there is little evidence of any systematic attempt on the part of
Central Government to formulatie policies‘which seek to fit the inclusive tour
~industiy into the wider context of civil aviation policy, as Chapter 3 has al-
ready indicated, and this has contributed to the tendency of the Airport ad-
ministration to deal with the industry's problems on a year-by-year basis.

Chapters 8 and 9 chart this process in some detail.

31. Ibid,
32, Ibid.
33, See Chapters 8 and 9,



DIAGRAM 2, THE NATIONAL SETTING

OF THE LUTON AIRPORT SUB-REGION.
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Chapter 5. The Imton Airvort Sub-Region.

Introducticn,
geveral of the features of the area and of the people affected by the
'existence of Luton Airport have had a significant bearing upon the issues
| under exeminztion in this study. In pzrticular, location and land use, pop-
ulation growth, employmeqt, socio-economic structure and certain of the charac-
teristics of the local planning authorities within the area have been imjoftant
variables, and this Chavter seeks to collect together somé basic information
about these factors. ~

The use of the term "sub-region" is not intended to suggest that the Air-
port is the major feature which in some manner binds together the people of '
this area, and neither does it necessarily imply that the area is in any sense
a sub-region other than that it is the area over which the problem of aircraft
noise deriving from activities at ILuton Airport is significant. The basis of
the definition of the sub-region has been aircraft noise complaints data,l and
two sub-divisions have been identified; a core area which has experienced a
relatively high rate of aircraft noise nuisance, and a peripheral area which has
experienced a lower rate of nuisance. Diagram 2 indicates the regional setiing
of the sub-region, and Diagram 3 identifies this subnd1v1s1on of the area in
quesiion.

For present purposes, a sub-region can be regarded as being an area larger
thau a locality but smaller than a region, which is administered by more then
one planning authority and which has an identifiable degree of cohesion along

' certain selected dimensions. In this particular instance, aircraft noise
‘nuisance is the selected dimension, and the area in question corers the south of
Bedfordshire and most of Hertfordshire. Despite the caveat exprassed «in the
_prev1ous paragraph to the effect that the Airport sub-region is not necessarily
»3a sub—reglon in terms other than those 1dent1f1ed, it corresponds very closely
_iwlth one of the sub-divisions of the South-East region aavanced by F. J.B. Stil-
well in a stuay for the South-East Economic Planning Coun011. Stilwell identi-
. fied thirteen sub-divisions, one of which (an area entitled Outer Metropo.itan
_'Area (North)) covers most of Hertfordshire, the south of Bedfordshire and a
small part of Buckinghamshire. Stilwell's sub-region had a population of
L1, 113,000 in 1966, compared with the 1,090,990 of the Airport sub-region (see

'1. See Chapter 6 and Appendix 3.
2. F.J.B. 5tilwell. "South-Bast: Study of Sub-Divisions". South-Bast

'f'Economlc Flanning Council, London, 1970.

TRy
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Tatle }. The main features of the ares identified by Stilwell when compared
with the other sub-divisions are its rapid rate of population growth during the
195Cs, the very young age composition of its population, its high dependence on
manufacturing industry and its low rates of unemployment. Stilwell's data will
be used to supplement those obtained from other sources. '

Location and Jand Use.

The major features of the area are identified in Diagram 3. In particular,
the iirport itself is located at the south-eastern edge ¢f ILuton, the largest
town in the arecs, and to the south and east it is surrounded by a semicircle of
mediun-sized towns at a radius of between six and twelve miles from the Airport.

The area of which this semicircle forms the perimeter (from Hitchin in the north

east to Tring in the south—ﬁest, with ILuton located along the diameter) is for
all intents and purposes the coye area of the sub-region.

In general terms, the areaz is one of rolling and attractive countryside, of
which the Chiltern ilills form the mejor physical feature.  During the twentieth
century, urbanisation in the area has taken place on a substantial scale, es-
pecially since the imposition of the Netropolitan Green Belt effectively trans-
ferred the urbanisation pressures created by Greater London away from its per-
iphery and towards the towns and countryside beyond the Green Belt, and the area
achieved the greatest absolute increase of population in the period 1951-1966 of
all the thirteen areas identified by Stilwe11,5 As a reflection of this rapid
growth, four of the South-East's new towns are located within the sub-region,
at Stevenage, VWelwyn Garden City, Hatfield and Hemel Hempstead, and the area also
has the two established garden cities of Letchworth and Welwyn Garden City.

‘Phe area also has a substantizl aumber of free¥standing towns, but coalescence
has taken place at Luton-Dunstable-~Houghton Regis and Hitchin-Letchworth-
Baldock. The commutiﬁg function of the area is important, and it has more
transport corridors to Greater London than any of the other areas identified by
Stilwell;1 The main industries of the area are those of modern technology,
such.asbihe motor vehicles industry, which have grown rapidly during the present
century and vhich have contributed to the growth of the area. In contrast to
 this, the are: has retained a large humber of attractiée agricultural and commutc
villages, and ithe Chilterns provide one of the major areas of open ccuntrysiden
which aét a8 an Mmtlet for the population of Greater London.

Detailed statistical information on land use to supplement a general des-
cription of the above nature is very difficult to come by, although Stilwell's
study provides some data of interest. The average number of persons per acre

in his Quter ketropolitan Area (North) rose from :1.45 in 1951 to 2.00 in 1961

3. Ibid, page 9.

4.. Ibid.
/
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and to 2.18 in 1966, an increase of 505 during the fifteen year period and
the second fastest rate ol growth recorded amongst the six sub-divisions of

5

the Outer lietropolitan irea.” Stilwell defines "urban places" as County
Boroughs, kunicipal Borougns, Urban Districts and 211 Civil FParishes with 2
population density in excess of two persons per acre, and 85.8% of the home
.population of the area lived in urbarn places in 1961_(the second highest figure
recorded for the sub-divisions of the Outer lletropolitan Area and higher +than
for any of the six sub-divisions in the Outer South-Ezst), and such places
formed 28.6% of the land surface of the area (the fourth highest figure recorded
amongst the thirteen sub-divisions).6 Thus, the land use picture that is
presented is of an area gtill predominantly rural in terms of overall land use
but where the large majerity of the population lives in urban areas and where
the extent of urbanisation is growing rapidly. Projected forward, these trends
would tend to indicate that the area will become progressively more urbanised,
and as Chapter 6 will zrgue an expanded Luton Airport would contribute to this
process in no small measure.

Population Growth.

Diagram 3 indicated that the area could be viewed as being in two parts;
a core area, which has experienced a relatively high rate of aircraft noise
nu;sance (as judged by aircraft noise complaints), and a peripheral area, which
has experienced a lower rate of nuisance, The following analysis refers to the
_area as & whole unless otherwise specified. Because population figures relate
to local authority areas, it is difficult to give a precise indication of the
population of the core area, but in 1966 the local authority areas parts of
which are included in the core represented 58;. of the population of Heriford-
shfre and 92 of the population of Luton and South Bedfordshire (combined)a7
For 1971, the figures were little different, at 56 and 92%‘respectivély.8 For
these nurposes, Scuth Bedfordshire refers to the area defined for the South
Bedfordshire SuB-Regional Study, which comprised Luton C.RB. Dunstable K.Z.,
Luton B.D.. and Leighton-Linslade U.D. The peripheral area also includes parisz
of Chesham U.D., hmersham R.D. and Wing R.D. in Buckinghamshire, with a com-
bined population of virtually 90,000 in 1966 and virtually 100,000 in 1971,

put it also e.cludes small extreme perts of Hertfordshire. As far as it is

5, Ibid, pase 42.
6. Ibid, pzage 453.

7. Calculated from the 1966 Census County Reports for Eedfordshire and Hert-
fordshire. The local authority areas concerned are those listed in Table 9.

| '8, 1971 Census; England and Wales. "Preliminary Report". H.}.S.0. London, 1971
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possible to judge, these two virtwally cancel each cther out and g0, for con-
venience of presentation, the sub-region as a whole is itreated aé,having a pop-
ulation broadly cquivalent to that of liertfordshire and South Bedfordshire

(including Lutonj.

Table 5. Population Growth in -the Airport Sub-Region.

Tren To01 1911 1921 19331 1951 1561 566 1971
Luton 36,404 49,978 57,075 .68,523 110,381 131,583 153,060 161,1“

South Bedford-
shire except . - ,
Tuton T 25,202 28,205 30,252 29,607 45,768 73,852 82,530 83,32

Hertfordshire 258,423 311,284 33%,195 401,206 609,775 832,901 855,400 922,18

Totals 520,029 389,467 420,522 499,336 765,924 1,038,336 1a09d,990>1,171352
ﬂ

Source: Censuses. County Reports, Bedfordshire and Hértfordshire,
1971 Census, England and Vales. Preliminary Report.

:‘ .fFor the period 1901-1966 (the only period for which comparative figures are 1
available at the time of writing), the population of the sub-region grew by 341 J
;and of the South-East as a whole by 16?%.9 In other words, the population of the
_sub-reglon has grown at a rate more than double that of the region as a who;e
during the current century. As near as il is possible to estimate, the pon— j
ulation of the local authority aréas containing the core area of the oub~reglon
was 745,000 in L971, virtually 65% of the sub-region as a whole. Geﬁeréllv
growth rates within the sub-region were highest in the early part of the century
before World War I, and then after World War II until about 1960, This des-

cription masks significant differences within the area, however.

9. SOuth-Last Joint Planning Team., "Suretegic Plan for the South—Eaéf".

H.M.$.0. London. 1770Page 7. 4 N

2
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Table 6. Average hnnual Population Growth Ratcs within the sirvori ub-fiegicp

Area 1901-1911 1911-1921 1921-1931 1931~1951 1951-1961 1961-19G6 1966-1971
Sub-region 2. 2% 0.8% 1.9% 2.7% 3, 6% 1.0% 1.5¢4

s C N .IO
Luton 3. T% 1.45 2.0% 341% 1.9 3. 5% 1.1%

gouth Bedford-
ghire except

Luton 1.2 0.8% -0.2% 2. 7% 6.1% 2. 4% 1.5%
Hertfordshire ' : ’
excluding new ’
towns . : . A A

.00 % 0T 2,06, { 2.6% 2.1% -0. 2% 1.47%
Hertfordshire ‘ '
including new

Sources: Censuses, County Reports. Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire.
1971 Census. England and Vales. Preliminary Report.

‘The extent to which the post-war urbanisation of Hertfordshire has been
dependent upon the four new towns within the County is illustrated by Table 6.
~In fact, 51.45% of the growth which took place in the County between 1951 and 1966
was attribggable to the four new towns, and for the period 1951-1971 the figure
was 46.5%. This change when the period 1966-1971 is included reflects a

slowing down of new town building in the area, with the population of hoth Hatifiel:

and Velwyn Garden City growing by only slightly above 1,000 people during this
time as their original targets had been virtually attained.tl Nevertheless, the
‘impact of a restrictive County planning policy upor: population growth can readily
be seen, with a net loss of population taking place between 1961 and 1966 when
the new towns are excluded. County planning poliey is to concentraie popula-
~{ion growth into .2 few selected locations (notably the new towns) and then to
 treat the';est of the County as if it were green belt.lz This means that, outsice
~ the selected population growth areas, most substantial applications for planning
'permissioh are refused. One of the implications of this is that pressur=cg are
)transferred elsewhere, and Bedfordshire as an adjoining County recelves many of

them. This is one major factor in the very rapid growth rates achieved by

_Sduth ‘Bedfordshire since World War II.13

10, Calculated from figures in the 1951, 1966 and 1971 Census Reports, op.cit.

11, Ibid. | .

i 12. Interview with A.D. Raby (4ssistant County Plavning Cfficer, Hertfordshire
County Council). 18th. November, 1970.

|
i
|
|
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~ Urbanisation in the south of ﬁedfordshire has been much more rapid than in
the remainder of the County wuntil very recently, with the share of the south
(including Luton) rising from %5.9 of the total County population in 1901 io
55.04: by 19G6 befor: dropping back slightly to 53.8% in 1971. As Table § has
‘already indicated, until Vorld ‘ar II the rapid industrialisation of Luton was
a mejor feiture of this growth,- but after the VWar and the advent of planmning
controls the transfer of pressure from the liertfordshire area was an added -factor.
Throughcut Luton Couricil's long fight for County Borough status between 1945 and
1964, the fact that the south of the County (and partiéularly Luton)} had been
growing much more rupldI{ than the north was a source of much friction beiween tlre
County Council and the (theﬁ%tlggixiigﬁ.Eéﬂ?ﬁ7&?%5%%%&3;?%%éBiﬁgﬁg%og%%gp%%anr1n~
policy was being directed towards channelling as much of the south's growth as
possible away from Luton, in an attempt to frustrate the Council qver the County
Bofough status issu0-16 is Table 6 indicates, between 1951 and 1961 Luton grew
at a rate of less than one third of that of the rest of the south of Bedford-
shire. fihether this was a deliberate result of a County planning policy geared
towaids the frusiration of Luton Council's ambitions appears to depend on whether
one is looking through Luton or Bedfordshire spectacles. The evidence of the
period 1961-1966 is of little value either way, since the apparently rapid growth
rate of Luten during that time was largely a function of the creation of new
boundarles for the County Borough .in 1964. 17 "fhe evidence of the period 1966-
1971 indicates that the growth rate in the scuth of Bedfordshire excluding Lutcn
had slowed down substantially when compared with the experience of the previous
fifteen years, and that the growth rate of Luton was still beneath that exper-
ienced by the rest of the south of the County. Thus, the evidence is incon-
clusive, except that the acquisition of County Borough status and the qonsequent
transfer of planning powers to the new Luton Council might have been a factor in
the narrowing of the growth rate gap betweer Luton and the rest of tne south of
the County which occurred during the period 1966-1971.
Employmen nt. - .

The employment structures of the two Counties of Bedfordshire and Hertford-
shlre changed drastically between 1901 and 1966. In 1901, the three cateiories
of farming, forestry, mining and quarrying (18.8%), clothing (24.6%) and
domestic offices or services (14.8%) accounted for nearly 605 of the total muu-

ber of employed persons in Bedfordshire.ls The main feature of clothing manu-

13. Interview with J. Hubbard (Chief Flanner, Bedfordshire County Council), 13th,
July, 1971.

' 14. Census Reports 1901, 1966 and 1971, op. cit.

15, J. Dyer, F. Stygall and J. Dony. "The Story of Iumton". Viite Crescent Press.
Luton, 1964. Pages 213-218. ‘ '

. 16./ Ibid. '
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facture was the hat indusiry of Iuton, which was the towm's major industry in

1901 and gave employment to 28.65: of the town's occupied males aged ten or over.l’

Hertfordshire did not have such a significant clothing industry (although it
still accounted for 8.3% of employment in 1901), but together with farming,
forestry, mining and quarrying (15.9%) and domestic offices or services (22.6%)

the three categories still accounted for nearly 5065 of employment in the County

in 1901.20 The fact that domestic offices or services accounted for appréﬁimate—

ly 50,. more employees (pro rata) in Hertfordshire than in Bedfordshire possibly

indicates a more significant "upper crust" to Herifordshire society than in

Bedfordshire, although the numbers living on their own means in the two Counties

were similar (2.1% of the population aged ten and over in Bedfordshire and 2.4
.in Hertfordshire);21 '

Fhen the general structure of employment in the two Counties in 1901 is
compared, it is clcar that Bedfordshire had a much more significant maﬁufactur—
ing industry component, whereas Hertfordshire was much more significant on the

services side.

Table 7. Structure of BEmployment in Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire, 1901,

. Bedfordshire . - Hertfordshire
Primary. _ ' 18.8% ' 15.9%
NManufacturing. 35.8% 21.3%%
General Service. 39.5% ‘ 54 . %%
i - X
‘gervice. 5% ‘ ‘ Te%%

Source: compiled from 1901 Census. Bedfordshire and Hertforcshire
County Reports. Table 32. 1In general terms, "primary" refers io
agriculture, forestry, mining and quarrying, "manufacturing" to the
manufacture of goods from raw materials, "general service" to the
provision of services (including construction and transport) and
"professional and administrative service" to those aspects of service
industry specifically described as such in the census reports. The
occupational categories changed greatly between the Censuses of 1901
and 1966, and, although every effort has been made to keep the four
categories used in Tables 7 and 8 constant for the two dates for com-
parative purposes, figures should only be regarded as being approximate.

By 1966, substantial chenges had taken plzce. The three categories of

farming, forestry, mining and quarrying, clothing and domestic offices or

C

17. Ibid. Page 219.
18.”_1901 Qensus. Bedfordshire County Report. Tablé 32.

/
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services, which in 1901 had accounted for nearly 60% of employment in Pedford-

shire and nearly 50j. in Hertfordshire, accounted for 8 and 4.5% respectively
od
by 1966.2“ Their place had been taken

and by professional and administrative

largely by electricals and enginesring
services, which together employed 48,%:
in Bedfordshire (11.2% in 1901) and 51.3% in Hertfordshire (11.3% in 1901) in
1966.25 A comparison of the generai structure of employment in the two Counties
in 1966 will illustrate the chénges which have taken place.

-

Table 8. Structure of Employment in Tedfordshire and Herifordshire, 1966,

Bedfeordshire Hertfordshire
Frinazy. 375 2.6%
Kanufacturing. 40.65% 33, 3%
General Service. 28.0% 28.0% -
PrOfessional and 55.7%- 64.1%
adminisirative : o v )
service, 27.7% 36.1% |
Source: compiled from 1966 Census. Economic Activity County Leaflets 3

for Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire. Table I. Information from the 1971
Census on employment was not available at the time of writing.

Vhen Tables 7 and 8 are compared, certain general features stand cut.
Employment in the primary sector has fallen rapidly as a result both of increasing
mechanisation and of a general drift away from the land. The manufacturing sec-
tor has grown sisnificantly, as has the services sectoﬁ. Within the services
sector,’however, general service has declined substantizally and pzofes§ional and
administrative service has increased markedly. |

Hertfordshire's growth in this respect has been affected very sutstantially
both by csmmuting to the Llondon area and by the designation and subsequent growth
of the new towns and their éttraction of industry.24’ Bedfordshire's growth, on
the other hand, has been affected particularly by its associztion with one

industry--the monufzcture of motor vehicles. This has centred pariicularly
_ayound Vauxhall Motors (a.division of General Motors, which has four large rac-
“tories in the Juton/Dunstable area) and Cowmmer Cars (e division of Chrysler VU.I7,
“with two.large factories in the area). . By 1969, 32.2% of thée jobs in
ILuton Hnployment Exchange Area were

19. 17Ibid. Table 35A.

20. 1901 Census. Hertfordshire County Report. Table 32,

21;A 1901 Census. Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire County Reports. Table 32,

22. 1966 Census. Rconomic Activity County Leaflets for Pedfordshire and Hertford
shire. Table 1. - W ‘

. 23, . Ibid. .

/ .

]




68. S

in the moior vehicles indusiry, snd another 29.0% were in other manufacturing
industries (many of which werz making products for the vehicle industry).25 Trhe
existence of such high-wage indusiries has acted as a magnet, and‘migrant labour
has been a feature of the high rates of population growth experienced in>fhe
south of Bedfordshire.26 Tois, in turn, is reputed to have made a great deal of

27

difference to the social structure of the town. It is clear evenlfrom this
brief appraisal thal significant differences in terms of socio-economic structure
do exist belween the component parts of the sub-region, and these will now be
explored in more detail, ' '

Socio-economic Siructure.

Information on the socio-ecoromic structure of the area was not available
from the 1901 Census, although it has been noted that the 50% greater employment
in domestic offices or services in Hertfordshire than in Pedfordshire wasipossibly
indicative of a more significant "upper crust" in the former. Specific:and
detailed information was available from the 1966 Censusz, however, relatiﬁg“td
males aged fifteen and over.28 The most significant factor appears to be the

proportlon of nanaserlal and profebs1ona1 workers, and local authorlty areas

24. Interview with 4.D. Raby, op. cit.

25, Department of nmplojnent information supplled to the Plamning Department,
Iuton County Borough Council.

26. J. H. Goldthorpe, D. Lockwood, F. Bechhofer and J. Platt. "Volume 1. The
ALfluent horker: Industrial Abtitudes and Behaviour". ~Cambridie Wnivérsily Press,
ﬂéﬂbrwopa,- 1968. MVolume 2. The iffluent .orrer: Political Atiiiudes and

Lehavioor". Cambridge University Press. Cambridge. 1968, "Volume 3. Uhe
Affluent vorker in the Class Structure". Cambridge University Fress, Cambridge,
-1969. The authors were interested in testing the theory of "embourgeousement",

wnich is"....the thesis that, as ranual workers and their families achieve re-
latively high incomes and living standards, they assume a way of life which is
more characteristically "middle class" and become in fact progressively assimilatel
into middle-class society? (Volume 1, page l) Luton was chosen as the testing-
ground for this thesis on the basis thay it was probable that, if embourgeoisement
had not taken place in Luton, then it wculd be unlikely to be taking placé in
British society to any significant extent (Volume 1, peges 2 and 3). They
interviewed 283 male workers, and found that, of this sample, 715 were not natives
of Luton and district and 56% had parents living entirely outside the area

(Volume 2, pasge 9). The authors concluded that there were many areas in which
the sample had remained distinctively working-class (1nclud1ng in zttitudes to
national DOllthg), although they noted some tendencies iowards 1lc*cas1ng
material possessions (Vblume 3, pages. 157-195)

27. Ibid.  See also G. Turner. _"The Car lakers". Eyre and Spottiswoode.

London. 1963. Pages 101-115 (the chapter describing Luton is entitled, ‘

"Gadgetville, UK"). Turner describes Iulon as a town hovering beiween two scceie-

ties; the "...comfortable English town, bucolic and in repcse" (poce 101), end
v,,.the glittering gadgetry....refrigerators and motor vehicles...which have

drawn men from the far corners of the nation to share the new wealth...(and) whick

have injected into Luton a perpetual geldrush mentality" (poge 101).

28, At the time of writing data relating to the socio-economic structufe of the
~populations of local authority arcas were not available from the 1971 Census
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in the core of the sﬁb-region have been ranked accordingly in Table 9.  Hert-
fofdshire nas 5¢. more such people than Bedfcrdshire. Cf the twenty-one non-Couri:
authorities included in the Table, it is notable that the three within Fedford-
| ~ shire fill three of the boitom four pluces, and that the top seventeen‘places
are all filled by authcrities within Herifordshire. Harpenden, at the héad of
the list, has more than three times as meny ranagerial and professional ﬁérkers
(pro rata) as has Luton at the foot of the list. Both Iuton and Dunstable (as
motor vehicle-producing towns) have a high proportion of skilled workers, as do
the two new towns of Stevenage and lemel Hempstead. Both Iuton and the rural
area around it have a high proportion of semi-skilled and unskilled workers, and
the lowest proportions tend to fall to those areas of Hertfordshire with fhe

highest proportions of managerial and professional workers.
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Table 9. Socio-economic Structure of the Core of the luton iLirport

Sub-Region.

Local Authority lanagerial and Skilled. Semi-gkilled and
Area. Professional. Unskilled.
Hertfordshire C.C. o 21.5% 5540 23.1%
Bedfordshire c.C. S 14,350 | ‘ 56,65 29,15
Harpenden U.u. 40.1% . 46,95 13.0%
Berkhensted R.D. 35,8 | 41.2% 23,05
Berkharsted U.D. 28.4% - 53,65 18.07.
. Hertfora R.D. = 21.0% 46.15 26.97.
- Welwyn R.I. ' 26.90 | 52,45 20,74
Hemel Eempstead R.D. 24 3% 5243 ‘23.4%‘
 “Hatfield R.I. | 24,15 o 55,27 20,75
St. zlbans R.D. . 23.4% o 56.2% 20.45
B ‘Welwyn Garden City U.L. 21,75 » ' '  55.% _23;05
© St. ilbans i.B. 21.15 S 58.0% 20. 9%
Hitchin R.D. - 21.0 - 47T 31.35
" Hertford N.E. L 20.6% 59.0% 20.4%
: Tring U.D. 20035 . 53 .05 26. 7%
- Letchworth U.D. 20.155 58T 21,29
“Hitchin U.D. 9. 58,30 22.5%
" Batford R.D. _ 18.% | 57,85 23,35
' Hemel Hempstead i.3B. 16.9%% B 25.Q%fv_
Dunstable .5 . ' _ 16.4% _ , 59.1¢- 24,54
Stevenage U.o. : 15.65 o 60.9;. 23;5¢
Iuton H.D. L 145% L 544 31.1¢
Iuton C.B. . 12,45 | . 58.2% 29,45

Source: ccmpiled from 1966 Census County Reportis for Hertfordshire

" and Bedfordshire. Table 14 (lales aged 15 and overj. Semi-skilled
and unskiiled workers includes armed forces and inadequately described
occupations. Statistics for local authority areas with populations of

less than 15,000 were not published in the Census,

but were supplied on

request by the Census Franch of the General Register Office.

. e
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*  of its industrial base in motor vehicler, its rateable value per head of f66-6 3.

Local Planning hsuthorities.

There are three local plamning authorities within the area of concern;
Hertfordshire County Council, Bedfordshire County Council and Luton County
Borough Council. 4 fourth {(Buckinghamshire County Council) lies partiy within
the periphery of the Airport sub-region, but untll the public inguiry of January,
1972 the County Courcil @id not involve itself in the Luton Alrport po*lcv—muklno
process, znd so it will not be discussed here. In addition, there are three new

- town Development Corporations (Welwyn Guruen City and Hatfield are under one Cor- &

poration, and Hemel Hempstead and Stevenage each have one of their own), which are

not local plannlnﬁ zuthorities in their own rlght, although they are not respon81blei
directly to the Counly Council on planning matters but to the Deportnent of tne‘
Environment. The Development Corporations will not be eramined here. A

0f the forty-five County Councils in England in 1969, Hertfordshire rankecd
elgth in terms of populatlon size {with 903%,390) and Bedfordshire ranked thlrtj-thlr’
. (witn 287,270). In terms of rateable value per head ol populaticn, Hertfordsiire
E ranks highest of the English Counties, with £63~-8-2d. (£63-41}, and Beafordsnlre
gy ranks sixth with £52-4—6d. (£52—222) Hertfordshire levied a rate of 9-83d..
(£0-A8§), which was the twentieth loweet, and Redfordshire's rate at 10-2d. (g0~ 51,,:

g was the thirtieth lowest. 9‘ Thus, both in terms of population and spending power,
Uertfordahlre County Council ranks as one of the bigsest County authorltles (and
therefore, presumably, one of the most influential with Central Government3 )

the country, whereas in population terms Bedfordshlre County Council is one of

‘ the smaller Counties and in spending powel it ranks as of middling importance. §

t; In general terms, therefore, its influence wlth Central Govermment 2s nresumab y
- less ihan that of Hertfordshire. ‘ _ . - . -  j
of the seventy-nine County Boro1gh Gouncils in England in 1969, Luton renked
- twenty—sewenth in population terms, with a 1969 population of 156 690. 'Because

(£56_31, was the fourth hlghest Both political parties on the Council took
pride in keeping the rates 2s low as possible, and with a 1969 rate of 11. 5d.
(50_57) Luton ranked second lowest among County Boroubhs.31 Thus, in populatlon
terms, luton is a mldale-rank County Borough, but it is also one of the wealth

of the County Boroughs. “ven 80, 1ts influenc: with Certral Government, in

general terms, would - almost certainly not compare w;th that of tae large County
caunctls (such as Hertfordshire) or the 1arge County Borough Coun01ls (sach as

>29. The Junicipal Year Book and Public Utilities Directory, 1971". IMunicipal
Journal. London. 1971. Fages 776 and T79.

'30; J.AJG. Griffith.. - “Central Departments and Local Authorities". Géorge Allen

shd Unwin. London. 1966. Page 528. Ioaden calis this conventional wisdom into
.question, however, arguing that size and wealth alone are not always the major

,:determlnants of this relatlorship, but that many other factors may be 81gn1 ion
A
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Birmingham, with a population in excess of 1,000,000), espécially since County
Borough status has only recently been acquired.52

Conclusions.

This trief survey of a few of the major aspects of the Luton Airport sub-

- region has indicated that significant differences exist between its constituent
parts. Many of these differences appear to relate to the distinction between
Hertfordsrtire and the south of Bedfordshire; the differences between Luton and the
rest of the south of Bedfordshire are by no means so acuteh althouzh they séill
exist. These differences will recur constantly in.the analysis that follows, as
important (and sometimes explanatory) features of the phenomene under examination,
and they form a significant part of the backeloth a.zinst which the processes are

played out.

{neluding the gquality and dynamism of the officers and Council members of the
authority. N.T. Boaden, "Urban Policy-Faking“. Cambridge University Press.
Cambridge. 1971. Particularly in relation to Hertfcrdshire, a further compli--
cating fagtor might be the fact that it contains either the homes or the second
homes of many civil servants, l.P.'s, industrialists and other "top people", who
might as a consequence take a specizl interest in its affairs from the national
level.

31, lunicipal Yesr Book. op. cit. Page 902,

‘3p." Griffith., op. cit. Page 528.
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Chapter 6. The Issues,

Introduction..

Kost of this study is concerned with the major arguments in favour of and

. in opyposition to the expansidn of Luton firport as they appear to be peréeived
by, the participani orgenisations in the Airport policy-making prccess. Clezrly,
the issues as they are perceived by the participants in the process form the
’ground over which the whole process is structured, and thvs an understandlng of
the process from the viewpcints of the partlclpants requlres an attempt to
apprecizte the issues from a similar standpoint. At the same time, it is possible
to contribute to an understanding and an analysis of the process as a whole via
an attempt to make as objective an appraisal as an independent research worker

is capable of making of the validity of some of the arguments which have been
advenced in relation to certain specific issues. In this manner, the "subgect-
jve" appraisals of the participants and the "objective" aprraisal of the author
are seen as complementary aspects of an understanding of the process as a whole.
This particular Chapter presenis the analysis of the author.

After a brief examination of the main indicatois of the growth of the Airpori
c?ér the previous decade, the analysis will concentrate upon the five arguments
(in déscending order of importance) which have dominated the debate over the
Airpori's future:- '

1) noise;
2)  profitability;
'3) the place of iuton Airport in the developing airports system;
'4)"spatia1 planning considerations; and,
5)' employment.
' It is convenient to peg the analysis around the situation and the arguments
advanced at the time of the public Imquiry of January, 1972, since the package

“of pfoposals then under examination was intended to look ahead throughout the

 decade of the 1970s.}

The Growth of luton sirport.
During the 1960s, Luton iirport's rate of expansion in terms of several

dimen51ons was very substant1a1.2 To provide a context for the analysis which

. follows, tables as to this growth in terms of passengers, commercial air passen-

- ger transport movements, profitability, employment and aircraft noise are in-

"~ oluded. Relatively little comzent is required on them, since they are able to

~ gpeak for themselves. It is clear from all of them that the Iuton Airport of

1971 was of an entirely different order from the Luton Airport of 1960, and the
: »nanalysis seeks to elucidate some of the problems which derive from this change
,;;and which can be expected to be contingent upon further chanbes.
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Table 10. Fassengers and Passenger Transport 'ovements, ILuton Airvort.

Year Passengers Commercial Ai? Passenger Passengers per
Transport cvements Commercial Movement
Fre-1961 insignificant insignificant '4 ‘ _—
1961 8,305 580 ‘ 14
1962 42 ,186 ' 1,258 ' 34
1963 123.892 3,153 ' 39
1964 171,092 C 4,248 40
1965 206,856 5,895 53
1966 357,109 6,033 59
1967 412,958 : 7,839 53
1968 690,610 | 9,513 ' | 73
1969 1,487,685 - 18,136 | 82’
1970 1,963,570 A 22,354 o 88
1971 - 2,703,392 27,923 97

Source: Board of Trade/Depariment of Trade and Industry. Business
Nonitor. Civil Aviation Series. CA2. Alr Passengers. .

 Growth along these dimensions has been very rapid, although not uniformly
so. Relatively, the period between 1963 and 1967 was one of slower growth after
the initial impetus of the eaerly years of the decade, but the growth rate acceler-
ated after 1967 helped substantialiy by the introduction of jets in 1968. Growth
of this magnitude is regarded by members of Iuton Council as being a souxce of’
considerable prestige, with Iuton having risen to the top of the "municipal air-

e".3

ports leagu

1. - The package is described in more detail in Chapter 9 and Appendix 8.

2. The many factors jnvolved in this expansion process are detailed in Chapters
8 and 9.

3. ' See Appendix 2.
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Table 11. Trading Account, Iuton Airport.

Ancumulateu. deficit prior to 1960-61. £46,855,
Ealance of income over expenditure
1960-61 -£6,094.
1961-62 : ) ~-£19,825,
1962-63 -£17,687.
1963-64 -£3,512, ’
196465 | ~£21,066. ’
1965-66 - -£25,156.
1966-67 ~£55,367.
1967-68 -2118,415.
1968-69 + £43,367.
1969-70 * £199,460. C,
1970-71 + £318,000.
_ 1971-72 (estimate). 4+2630,000.
“Ket loss up to 1967-68. £313,977.
. NWet profit 1968-69 to- :
1971-72. £1,190,827.
-‘Cumulative profit to date. £876,850.

’sQurce: Borough Treasurer's Department. Couhfy Borough of Luton.

. The ptcture here is very straightforward, with the Airport showing annual
-1osses up to and including 1967-68 (with the heaviest losses in the years 1964-65
3 967-68 jnclusive), until a substential net deficit had accumulated. From

“1968-69 onwards, however, the Airport showed increasing annual profits and this
-élso coincided with the introduction of jets. During the four financial years

~ .from and including 1968-69, the net losses of the previous thirty y=ars had

'l‘been wiped out and a cumulative profit of nearly £900,000 had been built up,

" much of which was used for rates relief.
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Table 12. FEstimcted on-site Zmployment (suinmer season), JIuton iirport.

Year. _ Employees Passengers handled per employee.
- Up to 1961 not significant -
1962 170 ' 240
1963 350 354

1964 500 , 342 ’
1965 630 | | 328
1966 900 S 397
1967 . 1,250 - 330
1968 1,650 _ . 419
- 1969 2,500 ' 595

" 1970 3,000 < 655.

1971 4,000 . 675

' Source: Planning Depzrtment. County Borough of ILuton.

)

: the labour force has built up very rapidly throughout the 1960s, to the '
point where the number of jobs provided on-site has become a political factor
of some petential significance. To the extent that the number of passengers
 ﬁand1éd per employee gan be used ag gcriterion of the efficiency of the labour
force, a steady improvement has taken place, although the period between 1963

- and 1967 was one in which no real gains were made in this respeci.

‘Table 13. Noise Complaints, Iuton Airport.

- 1938-1967 284.
1968 . 787,
1969 ) 1,004.
970 . 2,038.
LM 1,661.

Source: Airport Director's Depariment. County Borough of Iuton.

._ Prior to 1968, aircraft noise ﬁqs not a substantial problem, but the
. introduction of jets in that year changed the picture completely. The number
" of complaints recorded in 1968_was nearly treble the number for the whole of

fv5%he previous thirty years consequent upon the introduction of jets, and the



1.
former figure was iself nearly trebled in 1970 before the numbers fell back
slightly in 1971.

Whilst the overall rate of expansion during the 1960s has been high, after
an initial period of very rapid growth the position of the ilrport was con-
polidated during the middle of the decade, and then in both absolute and '
‘relative terms the growth rate increased again with the introduction of jets.
This ushered in a period of growing profitability after years of losses, but
it also brought a spate of complaints about aircréft noise, and it is as a
result of this factor that much of the political pressure a;ainst the continued
expansion of the xirport has developed. '

Aircraft Noise.

Lircraft noise nuisance is measured in Britain by the noise and number

index (W.N.I.), a composite figure which tekes account of the noisiness of
| individual flights end the awerage daily number of flights. It was devised
by the Wilson Committee and was based upon two tests, both of which were
.carfied out in 1961. & jury of sixty people under different conditions during
fthree days wes asked to make subjective ratings of the annoyance of aircraft
noise, which were then compared with noise levels measured in decibels, and a
sample survey of 1,731 people was carried out in relation to reactions to
different kinds of noises within a radius of ten miles of lLondon (Heathrow)
Alrport. The results were then compared, and the correlations between noise
‘jevels and reactions to them were analysed.4 At any oné point on the ground,
vf the N.N.I. level is calculated by the expression, average peak noise level
.p.(PhlB) + 15 logyy }§-80, where N is the number of mnoise incidents durlng the
speicifed period. Human r:action to aircraft noise is measured in PWdB,
unit which weights the different frequencies making up a noise to take account
- of the relative loudness or noisiness actuzlly perceived by the hecrer. The
'PNdB scale is logarithmic, so that every increase of ten represents a doubling

-.A°f the apparent loudness, and the figure of 80 which is subtracted to com-

plete the X. H.I. expression takes account of the fact that it is only avove
-180 PNdB that aircraft noise is distinguishable from the ambient noise level.

' Contours can be drawn by joining together points with an equal ¥.N.I. rating,

- and the work of the Vilson Committee jndicated that at 35 N.N.I. pecple began
-~ 40 recognice a threat to their 1iving environment as a result of aircrafi noise,

A 4. Committee on the Problem of Noise (Wilson Gmmmlttee) "Hoise.  Final
Report". Cmnd. 2 2056. L.M.5.0. London. 1963.
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and that it reached an unreasonabie level somewnere in the range 50 - 6O N.H.I.5
Since the publication of the report of the VWilson Committee in 1963, the
concept of the M.N.I. has come increasingly into disrepute. A major factor in
| this hes been the work of the Roskill Commission on the Third Londen 4irport,
ﬁhich concludeg that many of the criticisms have force but that at present nothirg
better exists. The major criticisms which have been advanced can be summarised
as follows:- : .
a) the social survey results are not necessarily applicable to airport
situations other than Heocthrow; : -
b) the social survey is in any case out of date;
c) the quality of the social survey is doubtful since many of the questions
used were phrased in such a wey that they might have suggested certain “correct
answers to respondents; _ .
»dj jnsufficient attention is paid to the differences in noise levels and
qualities emanating from individual aircraft types; )
e)' significantly different factors are at work in relation to the night noise
prdblem, since one or two incidents can disturb a night's sleep without record-
ing a very high K.X.I. level;
£) 4the ambient noise levels around most airports are probably much lower than
around Heathrow, which means that 80 is probably too large a figure to subtract
bfiom the expression in most cases; ' '
g) differences in grouné form can make a substantial difference to perceptions
of aircraft noise nuisance, as can aifferences in air temperature; and
h) obsexrved noise complaint pctterns do not reiate closely to X.N.I. contours.7
Yany attempts have been made to improve the .X.I. formulation, although
+o date none have been widely accepted.  The 1961 social survey of the environs
of Heathrow was repeated in 1967, with a sample of 4,699 over a wider area then
~‘that used for the original survey. Publication of the results of ihis survey
. was delayea until 1971, although it did little to change the situation “other
Jlthan to. confirm that night-time i.N.I.'s were not valid and to argue taat for
daytime the equation ought to include a weighting to account for differert

ambient noise levels.8 Professor Large has suggested that the number of

"5, Ibid, pages 15 and 206. The complex science of acoustics is introduced

. .in a relatively gimple merner in R. Taylor. “Noise". Pelican Books, London,127C.
" Pages 52-61, 101-107, 139-154 and 206-229 are especially relevant for present
-purposes. A useful summary of the present position with rega:rd to aircraft
noise is also contained in, noard of Trade. "Action igainst iAircraft Noise".
H.HeS.C. London. 1962.

. 6. Commission on the Third London Airport. “Report". H.M.S.0. London, 1971.
“Pages 57-63. & gimilar conclusion was reached by the Research Committee of the

Noise sdvisory Council in, vaircraft Noise: Should the Foise end Jumber Index te

'?tRevised°" H.X.S.0. London. 1972.
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movements taken into account in the.equetion should be weighted according'to

the time of day, so that nisnt and evening movements are penalised more heavily
(in ».7.I. terms, ithan those during the day.9 Such suggestions, however, are
essentially marginal improvements to a concept waich is of doubtful validity,

i although nothing better has as yet gained general acceptance. The concept is
probably of most vzlue when s:eking relative comparisons of the situations
likely to obtzin at the same airport at different points in time. s ah'indicat
of the zctual distribution of noise nuisance occurring at any one timeviheﬁﬂ.H.I.
concept is unlikely to be an accurate guide, but it can give a useful genefal

- idea of the degree of change likely at any one airport between iwo relatively
closely defined sets of circumstances. Even here, however, the experieﬁee'of
the Iuton iirport situation would counsel caution in the use of the concept, as
Table 14 indicates. The concept is of least velue when used in an attempt to
make an ebsolute comparison of two or more different airport situatione; because
'tthe‘parameters of the situations are likely to be suificiently different as to

‘~rehd9r impossible the use of the concept under clocely controlled circumstances.

‘Table 14. Population within 35 N.N.I. Contours, Iuton firport.

Yea?' o Richards , waters
1969 S 3

11970 4,496 |
wn | . S 34,050
1972 , - 45,550

S 1976 with Triftar . o 46,350
. 11976 without Tri§tar | - 141,150

Sources: evidence of Dr. Richaris and Mr. Waters on behalf of Luton
Qounty Borough Council to the public inguiries on Inton iirport in |
~ ¥arch, 1970 and January, 1972 respectively. Dr. Richards and lr.

- waters are colleagues at Loughborough University of Technology, and

" Hr.. baters actually did the work for Ir. Richzrds' evidence at the

1970 inquiry, and so the two sets of Iigures cugnt to Cisplay some
consistency. levertheless, the large jump from 1970 to 1971 is sur-
pr151ng, especially since it has alread been shown in Table 13 that
noise complaints declined between the two years, and it is probable
that the 1969 and 1970 figures were consiierable under-estimates. .
The figures for 1976 were fiercely disputed at the public inquiry in
January, 1972, and the fact that tiey deal with future points in time, -
when combined with the other criticisms of the l.K.I. concept which
‘have been advanced, saould render them liable tc being treated with the
greatest caution. ' .

7. These criticisms were summarised by Professor J. B. large of the Institute
of Sound and Vibration Research, University of Southamptcn, in an interview on
. 14th. June 1971. : ’ v

. . 5
b ,Offlce of Populatlon Censuses and Surveys. "Seconé Survey of Aircraft Noise
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The area covered by the 35 T.K.I. contour for 1971 is shown in Diagram:4.
It is substantially smaller than that shown in Diagram 5, which deriVes.f}om
noise complaints information for the three years 1969-1971 inclusive. - The
total number of complaints recorded by the iirport Director's Department, Luten
County Borough Council, over this three-year period was 4,723 (Toble 13). of
these, 1,892 (40s:) ceme from settlements lying within the 1971 35 X.N.I. contour
for Luton Airport, warich means that well over half of the total number of
complaints reccrded over the full period came from areas outside those‘eovered
by the 35 wW.N.I. contour at its maximum extent cduring that period. This is
perhaps a measure of the degree to which N,¥.I. contours undergpresent the
actual distribution of annoyance from aircraft noise, Thus, noise COFpLalht“
are probably a better basis.for representing the actual distribution of air-
craft noise annoyance in past situations than are h;N.I. contours. E
Bach complaint itself represents a degree of annoyance sufficient to per-
>suade the individual to go to the trcuble of writing to or-telephoning the |
"Alrport authority. ‘ The number ofvcomplaints over the three-year period.
emanating from any one settlement or area depends upon its location in re- -
lation to aircraft acth1ty and its population. In addition, propensity to
cemplain about aircraft noise has been shown to be directly related to the
socio-econcmic structure of the settlement, however this is meauured.lo The
complalnt rates for settlements used to prepzre Disgram 5 attempt 1o allow for
‘the'greater propensity to complaln of comrunltles higher up the socio-econonmic

"ladaer, and have been calculated accordlng to the follewing expressmn,l1

Complalnts -3 x 1
Population x 10 Socio-economic ratin.

- It can be argued that complaints statistics are an unreliable bas1s for

an expression of the distribution of aircraft noise nuisance because they

" Annoyance around London (Heathrow) Airport". H.¥.S.0. London. 1971.

9. J. B. large. "Containing .ircraft Noive liuisance in the U.F.". Phyéics
Bulletin. Volume 22, number 1l. November, 1971. Pages 659-662.

- 10. Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, op. cit. Page 16, X.P: Shepherd.
"Tuton Airport: a Study of Complaints due tc¢ iLircraft Noise'. Unpublished I.Sc.
dissertaticn, University of Southampton. 1971. Page 12,  Shepherd measured

pocio-econonmic structure by asking four loccal estate sjents to rate commmnities
in terms of their residential desirability from 1 (most desirable; to § (least
desirable,, and then by averaging the results. The range was from 1.C :
(Harpenden, Serkhamsted, Studham, Pottem =nd) to 3.5 (Dunstable, Stevensge,

Inton, Hitchin). Ibid. ZFage 34. = This method is unnecessarily crude and
subjective, although it is unlikely to distort the ieneral validity of his
finding.

11. See Appendix 3 for details of the method, the data used and the calcula~-
tions.
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depend a great deal upon the vigour of an anti-aircraft noise 1obby.l2
Theoretically, this is possible, although the existence in strength of such
a lobby would probably be another manifestation of the noise nuisance, and it
would have to be demonstrated that the lobby was able to persuade peeple to
complain gratuitously tq a considerable extent for the proposition that the
complaints reccrded over-represent "reality" to be valid. In the caseeof
the lobby in the vicinity of Iuton iirport, there is very little evidence/tﬁat
people have been urged to any significant extent to submit formal compleints, |
and, indeed, it would be very difficult for such a policy to be sustained
successfully.over a period as long as three years. What the existence of such
a lobby can do, however, is to make the mechanisms of complaint known.to its
members, so0 that there are no procedural difficulties in their way if fhey
wish to register a formal complaint. In this sense, it can be argued that
- the lobby promotes complaints, although this is not the same thing aslarguing
. that the complaints do not represent genuine arnoyance, since the onus is still
upon the individual to exert sufficient effort to register a formal complzint.
eIhdeed, the obverse is prohably true, since the removal of procedural difficul-
‘ties for genuine complaihts probably makes the global statistics more repre-
sentative of the distribution and scale of aircraft noise nuisance.
nThere is a great deal of evidence to suggest that complaints statistics -
:.under— rather than over-represent the degree of nuisance caused by aircralt
fn01se. The statistics refer only to those complaints recorded by the Air-
port Lirector's Department of Iuton County Borough Council.  in unrecorded
number of complaints also g0 to other local authérities, to the local M;P.éucr
direct to the airlines, and these are not usually passed on for formal record~-
ing. In addition, a large number of complaints are made direct to the
Department of Trade and Industry (which wntil relatively recently only recorded
them spasmodically), and these also are not psssed on to the County Borough
Council. In 1970, the Department received 290 complaints about noise from
" aircraft using Iaton Airport, and in 1971 this figure rose to 354, representing
an addition of 14.2% and 21,05 respectively to the numbers offlclally record-
ed for the two ycaru.14

The largest volume of complaint of all remaing unrecorded because 1t never

12. Interview viith Professor Large, op. cit. C.S. Waters in cross-examination
at the public inquiry in January, 1972.

13, Tor example krs. Shirley Williems, X.P., told the public inguiry of January
1972 that beiween September, 1970 and ueptember, 1971 she had received 800
letters on the subject of Luton Airnort, oniy five of which were in any sense
favourable. ‘ p

14. For details of complaints to-the Depurtment of Trade and Industry see
]

g _,‘Table 37, Appendix fwouAs :tz'esu.'l.e:2 of this factor

g in bracket 1d oe e $ o 1
H'5ﬁ (Sﬂ at Stansteg. 3 at Heathrow, 12” ng) ri]éétﬁ?éﬁ(%gfl

-



DIAGRAM 6, NOISE COMPLAINTS AND COMMERCIAL

ATR TRANSPORT| MOVEMENTS,| LUTON AIRPORT, 1969-1971.
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gets to the point of a formal complaint actually being submitted. This is
complaint in normal conversations with family, friends, workmates and other
acquaintances, and it is obviously very difficult to collect evidence on the
scope of this. One survey (known zs the KASARLN survéy15) has been undertaken,
however, which perhaps throws an interesting light upon this problem. The
survey was centred around ihe small town of kKnebworth in Hertfordshire and
- covered the period 7th. sugust.- 17th. October, 1969, during which period 1,583
precisely timed and located complaintis were reccrded from 382 separate people.
In contrast with this, only 35 complaints from that area were officially recorded
for the slightly longer period lst. iugust - 3lst. Cctober, 1969. Whilst the
survey method wes such that it probably prompted peoplé to complain, it is
doubtful whether the large discrepency between the survey figures and the official
figures can be explained merely in terms of survey technique. |
The burden of the precedin. arguments, therefore, is that on balance the

official noise complaints statistics will under - rather than over-represent

the degree of ezircraft noise nuisance experienced,although they are likely to

be more representative than N.N.I. contours in this respect. Further weighf

is given to this argument by the observation that, over the three-year period
under consideratiocn, the frequent ad ustments to the flight paths did not

afféct the volume of complaints recorded to any significant extent but merely
resulted in a transfer of the complaints from one community to another,l6 and

it can be seen from Dizgram 6 that the pattern of complaints over the three-
yéar pgriod was very similar to the pattern of commercial air transport move-
ments durins that period.

; In attempting to evaluate thé sircraft noise nuisance situsticn around
Lut(n Airport as it is expressed in noise complainis statistics, it is_necessary
to reiate the gross nuiber of conplaints to the numbér of potentially noisy
movemen's. This gives an indicaticn o the re¢lative performance of the Airport
"jn terms of noise annoyance per movement, and can be put in ccntext by comparing
the Luton situation with that obtaining at the other major airports in the

).18 in exact measure of potentially

region (Heatnrow, Gatwick and Stansted
" noisy movements is impossible, since it would require detailed information, on

the types of aircraft used for each movemeni.  Virtually all the noisy move~ |

T e T T e L T I S SRR N B ad e B Rl SEC I ol ]

15, See Apvendix 4 for detzils.
16, K. cshepherd, op. cit. Page 24. ‘

17. Wwith the exception of the absolute fz211 in the number of complainfs during
1971 (and Lppendix 5 examines the hypothesis that this fall, which was alsc ex-
perienced by the other majocr airperts in the region, was rclated to the resolutic
of the issue of the location of the third London iirport), although the patiern
of distribution of the complaints throughout the year correlates with the pattern
of commercial air transport movements. -

 18f Clearly, in absolute terms the problem around Eeéthrow idirport is of o

/
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ments are subsumed within the three categeries " commercial air transport

~ movementis","empty charter positioning” and "test and training", however, and
so they will be used in sum as a rough mezsure of the number of potentially
noisy movemenis.

Table 15. Lircraft Koise Comnlaints per 1000;Potentia11y Noigy NVovements.

“Lirports koise Complainté. Potentially Noisy A
A Aircraf; Iovements. 5% 157

Heathrow 1968 2,356 - 233,345 | ‘ 10.1
Heathrow 1969 2,201 _ 240,280 9.2
Heathrow 1970 3,139 250,362 12.5
Heathrow 1971 2,359 253,656 9.3
Gatwick 1968 304 59,934 "5.7 !
Gatwick 1969 599 | 65,373 B 9.2
Gatwick 1970 950 _ 66,866 14.2
“Gatwick 1971 826 77,533 10.7
Stansted 1968 432 : 31,139 13,9
Stansted 1569 439 33,827 13.0 |
Stansted 1970 512 : 36,069 14.2 |
Stansted 1971 468 31,903 14.7
Luton 19€8 187 . 21,772 36.1
Luton 1969 13,004 | 26,169 88.3
Luton 1970 2,038 . 29,496 69.1

| Iuton 1971 1,681 34,323 : 49.0 '

Sources: complaints information from the Airport Director's Depar#mgnt, :
Ltton County Borough Council, and from the Planning Department, British !
sirports tuthority. Movements information has been obta%n§d frgm,'
Departrent of “rade and Indusiry. Business Xonitor. Civil 4sviation
Seriet. CAI. Airport 4Lctivity. Yearly Summaries. Table I. See

also Dizgram 7.

Table 15 demonstrates (and Diagram T illustrates) that activities at

Iuaton 4irport Generate & relatively much higher level of complaint than at the

' different order to that around Iuton Airport, with approximately ten times as
many movements taking place over a largely urbanised area. As a result, direct
comparisons between the two situations are both very difficult and not very re-
Jevant. Professor large (op. cit. page 662, recognises this point in his er-
gument that noise control policy arcund airports sheculd be related to the number
of movements and to the proportional distribution of those movements throughout
the day and night. In other words, the noise characteristics of an airpert in
velation tc its level and structure of movemenis should be the guiding feature cf

noise.control policy. ok

4
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other major airports in the region., Indeed, the difference between Luton and
the others is really quite striking. For the four years in question the
products fcr neathrow, Gatwick and Utansted all fall within the range 5-15,
whereas those for Luton fall within tne much broader range 35;70‘ In fact,
in these terms the performagces cf Eeathrow, Gatwick and Stansted Airports are
similar, and the performancerof Iuton 4irport stands apart froﬁ the other three,
2t a much higher level of relative noisiness.

One other measure of the success of an airport in increasing throughput
in relaticn to the number of people affected by noise has been devised, and
this is the iirport Hoise Efficiency Factor (A.N.E.F.).l9 This is calculated
by dividing the population adversely afiected by noise (as distinct from the
population exposed to it) by the number of air t:ansport movements in the year
in question. The pepulation adversely affected by noise is regarded as being
(0.75 N.N.I. ) (people exposed to noise), although this has not been justified
empirica.lly.20 In addition, of course, it is based wupon the N.HN.I. concept,
and the doubis about the validity of this have been rehearsed already.
Yevertheless, a comparison of the A.H.Z.r. when caiculated for Iuton iirport
for 1971 and 1976 with that for Gatwick for 1970 and 1975 préduces the same

general result as appeared in Table 15.

Table 16. Lirport Noise Efficiency Factors, Iuton and Gatwick iirports.

asirport. Population exposed Population affected Commercial A.N.E.?.
35 I"].I‘\T.I. . 35 I‘E-L cIo Air Trans"
hgggﬁents
~ Gatwick 1970 | m——— ‘ ———— . 0.103
Gatwick 1975 ~  -———— - ~ . 0.135
Lutor. 1971 34,050 11,288 27,923 0.404
Iuton 1976 : ’ . !
~with TriStar 46,350 : 14,797 22,770 0.452
Luton 197¢
without TriStar 141,150 44,044 41,050 1.073

Sources: Ricnards and Sibert. op. cit. Graph 3 following page 16.
Evidence of B.F. Ccllins (Airport Director) and C.S. Waters to the
Luton 4irport pudblic inquiry of January, 1972.

19, E. J. Richards and E. G. Sibert. Ylondon Gatwick sirvort: an Envircn-
mental Study". Surrey County Council. Xingston-upon-Thames. 1970. Fages 10,
11, 52 and 53.

20. This notion was used by Dr. Richards gt the Iuton Airport publie inquiry of
Narch, 1970, and was challenged by N. Flemirg (noise consultant to Iertfordshire

County Council) as being unproven. The work on the concept for the Gatwick stug;

wag carried out by C.s Waters, and it may be sienificar
) Mo ) - 1 icant th . . -
44 in his evidence to the Luton Airport public inquiry of Jaggagg’diQYE:t use

/
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Similar informaztion for Heathrcw and Stansted is not available, but the
frazmentary evidence of Table 16 adds some support to the evidence of Table
15 (even when allowance is made for the doubiful validity of the former) that
Iuton Airport has a much greater noise problem in relation to its throughput
than do the other major zirports in th2 region. It is difficult to offer
precise reasons why this should be so, altnough six factors peculiar to the j
Luton situation make a contribution to such an explanation. |
1) since jets were only introduced at Iuton Airport in 1968, the people of the i
surrounding area have had very little chance to acclimatise to the substantial
increase in noise.21 Not only are people able to remember the relative quiet |
before 1968, but the annual increase in the noise nuisance since then has been i
very substantial and has probably prevented any acclimatisation taking place. 5
2; The inclusive tour industry uses largely second-hand jets which tend to be |
noisier than the new aircraft starting to operate on scheduled services, and this
factor is likely to be significant with regard to an inclusive tour airport such
as Luton.
3) There is a marked contrast between the number of movements in summer end in
ﬁinter, which means that ncise is concentrated at a time of year when people
wisﬁ to make use of gardens and to have windows open in houses and are thus
likely to find it more intrusive.
4) An air traffic control "ceiling" of 3,000 feet above sea level exists over
the Luton Airport area, because of the presence overhead of the main Amber
airway out of Leathrow, which means that aircraft cannot climb above that.height
‘until they are cleared to do so by london Air Traffic Control. The effect of
thic is to promote a long, slow climb by aircraft, which disperses intrusive
noise over a wide area; rather than a short, steep climb which concentrates
intensive noise over a small area.
5) The awbient noise level in the area around Luton Airport is probably quite
low, with aircraft for the most part over open countryside or planned new
gettlements or small towns. 7
6) Luton Ltirport has a very high proportion of night jet ﬁovements during the
sunmer seascn, and it is this factor, with its consequent disturbance of sleep,22
which is of greal significance in seeking to understand the relative noisiness of

the ILuton Airport situation.

21. & cegree of acclimatisztion to aircraft noise appears to take place. Cffice
of Population Ceunsuses ané Surveys. ¢p. cit. TFages 26 and 27.

b Tisturbance of sleep is only one of many areas in which aircrafi noise
nuisance might have an impact upon general health. Very little work appears yet -
have been done on this factor, although ibey-vickrama and cthers have shown that
the incidenco of admissions to mental bospitals in the- vieinity of Heathrow fir-

port might be related to differences in aircraft noise levels. 1I. ‘bev—iicky
’ . A ;\/....u' Iran

,‘,
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Lbove all else, the problem of night jJet noise around luton Airport has
brought the issue into the political arena. lieasures of the sisnificance of
this particuler problem have not yel been devéloped, although it is recosrised
that the XN.K.I. concept is nct truly applicable. The Wilson Commitiee made a
tentative estimate that nisht-time I.3.J. contours should be 15-20 units less
than the corresponding daytime figure,23 but the repert following the 1967
survey of the Heathrow area found ro evidence to support this asser'tion.z4 The
real difficulty is that, at night, one or two loud noises which are sufficient
to disturb sleep mey be & serious problem, whereas the same number of noises
during the day might cause little arnoyance, Because of its composite nature,
the X.1.I. concept is unable to take account of this factor., It is probable
‘that three incidents during the night at an average level of 95 PHdB would
wake more people than 30 incidents ati an average level of 80 PNdB, that being
the level above which aircraft noise starts to become distinguishable in the
area around Heathrow. Both situations would produce a figure of 22 N.K.I., a
level which would not normaliy be regarded as being significant. This would
be 2 ressonable representation of the latter situation but not of the former,
since the three noisy incidents spaced throughout the night could destroy the
.slegp of someone (especially a light sleeper) by weking him on ezch occasion.

" The relative significance of the problem around Iuton Airport has been
illustrated by Professor Larie. For the 1970 summer season, he estimated that
night jet movements to and from Heathrow represented 2.2j: of the total number
of movements, with the corresponding fi;ures for Gatwick and Luton being 12,3

25

and 21.9+ respectively. The reason for this situation (the desire of the
ipclusive tour operators to take advantage of tariff regulations which enable
then to sell holidays at their cheapest when passengers fly at night) has al-
ready been discussed.26 The effect of this situation has been to promote a
great deal of complaint abéut night jet movemenis to aznd from Luton Airport.

' 1t is impnssible to obtain fijures as to the proportion of official noise
complaiﬁts relating to the period llp.m. - 6 a.m., since fhey are not recorded
by time of aday. Cf the 1,583 precisely dated and timed complaints recorded in

the KASARAN survey between 7th. iugust and 17th. Cctober 1969, however, 371 (23.%:

M.V.h'brook, et. al., M llental Hospital sgqmissions and Aircraft Noise". The
Lancet, 13th. Dezember, 1969. IYages 1275-1277.

23, Committee on the Problem of Noise, op. cit. TPage T5.

24. Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, op. cit. Pages 43-48.
25, J.B. Large, op. cit. Page 660.

‘296, See Chapter 4.
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referred to the hi{ht period as defined above.27 For the 1969 summer season,
night jet movements formea about 13+ of the total number of commercial air
transport movemen’c:-;,z8 so that; if the KASARAN survey is at all representative,
night jet noise complaints occur nearly twice as often as would be expected from
the proportion of nizht jet movements which take place,

In absolute terms, Luton Airport handles more night jet traffic than does
Heathrow, althouzh in ictal it handles only about one sixth as many passengers.
The limit for the summer season (April - Cctober 1971) at Heathrow between
23,30 and 06.(0 hours was 3,500; whereas that for Luton between 23,00 and 06.00
hours was 4,000. In fact, Luton Airport actually handled 3,841 jet movements
during this period, 281 of which were in the extra half-hour between 23.00 and
23,30 hours. Thus, over a comparable time period to that at Heathrow, Iuton
kirpcrt actually handled 3,560 jet movements, marginally more than the maximunm
permitted at Healhrow. For 1972, the disparity will become greater, since no
night jet depertures will be permitied from Heatbrow during the summer season
(although arrivals will be unlimited;, whereas Iuton Airport will be permitted

to handle 1,890 depertures (with arrivals unlimited). 1In effect, the total

number of night jetl movements at Luton iirport in the summer of 1972 will probably;

be a little less than 4,500 (the number originally permitted), which will be

a significant increase over the 1971 level. Indeed, the 1972 level will begin
to approach the limit set for Gatwick (Eritain's busiest airport at night, also
handling large numbers cf inclusive tour passéngers), of 4,950 movements beiween
23,30 and 06.00 hours. The major difference is that the limit at Gatwick will
remain constant between 1971 and 1972, and will'apply to a pariod beginning half
an hour earlier than in 1971, so that an effective reduction will have taken
place rither than the year-by-year increases which have taken place so far at

29

Iuton. These figures™  perhaps put intc perspective the seriocusness of the
,night jet noise problem in the area surrounding Iuton Airport. In an area of
countryside that did nct experience jet noise nuisance until 1968, it is hardly
surprising that a rapid build-up to the point where the Airport was secon@ only

~to Gatwick in terms of night jet movements in 1971 has created a great deal of
resentment, which supplied much of the fuel for the political controversy over

that period.

|
;
|
|
|
:

27. See Appendix 4.

28, Calculated from information given in the procfs of evidence of 2.¥.Cellins

(futon County Eoroush Council; anc i.D. Raby (Hertfordshire County Council; to the

public inquiry held in J .nuary, 1972.
29. Derived from the evidence of E.F. Collins, op. cit.
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The decision of Imton Council to promote a package of proposals for the
development of its Airport which would encourage the coperators te intrcduce
wide-bocdied (and reputedly relatively gquiet) aircraft such as the Lockheed
TriStar was part of a preéess of adjustment on the part of the Council to the
political controversy sparked off by activities at the Airport.Bo The argu-
ment was that,by introducing such equipment, the operators would reduce the
number of movements recuired to handle a given numbter of passengers,and this

would produce significant improvements in noise terms. Katurally, this argu-

ment was the main feature of the public inguiry held in January, 1972 to examire

the package of proposals in question. One argument was over whether the
improvements in noise terms to be expected were absolute (that is, over the

1971 situation) or relative (over what the situation might be in 1976 if the

proposals are not implemented). On the basis of the evidence of ILuton Council's

noise consultant in terms of H.1.I. contours (as quoted in Table 14), the

former proposition was unlikely to be true. These arguments, however,depend to

a critical extent on the number of movements assumed, on the types of aircraflt
operating them and on the noisiness of these aircraft types. The evidence on
- these points, perhaps hardly surprisingly, was conflicting.

The number of movements assumed depended upon the extent to which it was
anticipated that aircraft of the capacity of TriStar would be introduced, and
upon the number of passengers who would be handled. iir. S%&age,Bl in giving
evidence in association with the case of Luton Council, anticipated inat the
airlines would be operating ten TriStars from Luton Airport by 1976. This was

challenged as being over-optimistic, and it was accepted that it represented

il Y

" the upper end of ihe range of possibilities, with the lower end being no TriStars

at all but two boeing 707s in place of each Widé-bodied aircraft,32 Differing

tprojections of the future numbers of passengers'to be handled wer=» either made

34

or implied by ¥r. Collins, Kr. Linnett3? and Mr. Allen. By adopting and

extending .these figures, and by comparing them with ¥x. S%&age's upper and lower

estimates of the aircraft in operation, it has been possible to prepare six
different sets of movement projections for Luton Airport up to and including

1981.,%°

~

30. See Chapter 9.

- 31, lanaging Director, Britannia Airways, representing the airlines resident
at Luton Airport. : .

¢

32, kr. Sauvage in cross~examination at the inquiry.

33, Deputy Managing Director, Clarksons.,

34, Loise consultant to LADACAN (Tuton and District Aissociation for thé~Control

—of aircraft Noise).

: }5,"The details of these calculations are contained in Appendix 6
. , L : 1X ©.
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Table 17. Sec cred L1 i ‘
7 Projected Commercial £4ir Transport Movements, Iuton iLirvort.

Collins Linnett ALllen

Year with Viitr W W3 o m—

TriStar 4 lggigzar B iﬁ?star C wézﬁgizr D h%ﬁ?Star.E, Hl;;ggtar
1972 29,350 29,350 28,040 28,040 31,300 31,300
1973 30,000 32,140 . 28,520 30,550 34,820 37,300
1974 32,360 35,600 32,360 35,880 39,730 43,940 .
1975 32,140 38,850 33,330 40,300 - 41,660 30, 360
1976 32,770 41,050 32,660 45,440 38,830 54,050
1977 28,850 42,720 34,400 50,950 38,460 56,960
1578 29,350 44,200 37,850 57,000 39,930 60,120
1979 30,220 45,500 42,910 64,610 41,420 62,360
1980 31,300 46,680 49,200 73,000 43,010 , 63,830
1981 32,700 47,730 55,540 81,060 44,630 65,150

. Note: these projections are presented graphically in Diagram 8. For the
purpose of illustrating different pctential levels of growth, they make
the assumption that movement levels will not be pegged at a fixed round-
figure by administrative decision but will be allowed to grow.

Some of the projections in Table 17 exceed the capacity of the airport to
cope with that amount of traffic without substantial extensions over and above
the proposals which were the subject of the 1972 inquiry. The planning of
airport facilities is normally on the basis of the siandard busy razte, which is
the level of activity (passengers through the terminal or movements along the
yunvay, exceeded on no more than thirty occasions (usuzlly hours) during the '
perioi in question (usually years)?s The standard busy rate of the runway at
iuton airport is thirteen movementis per hour.37 In theory, then, prévided that
 the othezifacilities at the Airport matched the standard busy rate of the runway,
it would.be possible tc achieve up to 113,880 movements per anrum. This assumes
thirteen movements per hour, twenty four hours per day for every day of the year,
_and in pructice this would not be achieved. It would require an absolute ability
to schedule flights such that there were no peaks and no troughs, no interference
with Airport operations as a resull of maintenance, weather or other factors
and an administrative machine ahle to cope with such a high and absolutely unifor:

jevel of operation. In fact, lir. Collins thought that 40,000 movements would

36, J.. Wilson. "The idministrative Problers of the Long-Term Planning of
sirports". Public Administration. Volume 42, number 1. Spring 1964. Fages 33~4

37,  B.F. Collins in cross-examination at the inguiry.




90.

be the meximum that could be handled given the present sezsonal state of the
inclusive tour industry, althcugh he conceded that a better distribution of the
te 55 e s cveesnesinessy 15 18 15oets St o eattis Tovers of o

y ~ely that the traffic levels of pro-
jections 4, B and E, and quite possibly C, of Table 17 cculd be handled at Luton
tirpert by 19&1. Cn this basis, the rarnges in the number of movements that
might be nendled by 1976 (32,770 minimum - 41,050 meximum) and by 1981 (32,7CC -~
55,540) are very large. From a 1971 bese of movements, a degree of growth in
absolute terms would take place under any of these sets of circumstances, al-
though the most optimistic (from the noise point of view) would result in a
relatively slow rate of growth up to 1976 and no increase from then onwards.
The most pessimistic would result in a continuous and substantial growth in the
number of movements. .

The evidence reviewed so far indicates that‘the number of coimercial air
transport movements handled by Luton Airpert is likely to continue to increase
under any circumstances (assuming that the fac111tles are available), but that
the anticipated rate of increase is variable. The extent to which the airlines
‘will introduce the UriStar is a key feature of this variability, since its .
capac1ty is slightly more than doulle that of the canvassed alternative, second-
hand Boeing 707s. The airlines were unwilling to reveal to the public inquiry
their future equipment plans, in part because this information is regarded as
being vital to their co: ‘petitive positions, in part because the future of the

39

TriStaxr remains a factor in irternational polltlcs and in part because the

. availability of alternative second-nand equipment some years hence is not pre-
cisely known. At the time of the inquiry, firm orders for two Bristars had
been placed by Court Line, which also had an option for a further three, but
‘the otnexr five (to make up Mr. Sauvage's ten by 1976) were “best estimates" of

- the klna .of equipment the airlines were likely to want to 1ntroauce.“o There
'.was thus no certainty that the predicted level of introdiction of TriStars would
actually materialise; if it did not, the introduction of large second-hand jets
such as the Zoeing 7Q7 would take place at a fester rate than anticipated, since
it was doubted whetier the kinds of aircraft operating would make any diffevence
" the total number of pussengers to be‘carried.d'1 This would have the effect both
‘of increasing the number of aircraft movements handled and of increasing the

.poisiness of meny of the movements.

U O

g,

P ST PN S

e

38, Ibid.
- 39, The Governments of the United States and Eritain are concerned respectively

with the futures of the Lockheed and Rolls Royce companies, and it is quite possl-

ble that the ability of airlines to buy TriStars or alternative equipment will be
significantly affected by decisions at Governmental level.

~40., Evidence of J. H. Sauvage, op. cit.
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Thig last propositicn depends uzon the assertion that the Tristar is less
noisy than the zlternative aircraft. This is a specific featurc of its designm,

although it has not been tested as yet in normal commercial operzticn.

Table 18. Noise Characteristics of Selected Aireraft in relation to Lﬁton

Aireraft Perceived Noise Level in PNAB
TriStar ' _ 95
Boeing T37 %
BAC 1-11 - , 102

Boeing 707 : o 108

Source: evidence of B. F. Collins, op. cit.. Mr. Collins obtained his
figures from Holls Royce via the Tepartment of Trade and Indusiry, and
they relate to the level at a point 3,5 nautical miles from the start of
the aircraft's roll along the runway, with take-off and climb at a 4%

. “gradient. '

Table 18 shows the anticipated noise level of TriStar in relation to the
other types of aircraft at present operating from Imton Airport. If this
Tablé is accurate (and it derives from tne menufacturers of the engines of
pristar, who might reasonably by expected to present their product in its most -
favourable 1ight), the introducticn of Tristai would result in a significant
improverent when compared with the noisiness of the other aircraft types at
present operating from the Airport, provided that the noise characteristics at
’the one point illustrated in Table 18 are repeated over the area affected as a
whole. It is this point that was in dispute at the ingquiry. It was argued
that tre operational characteristics of TriStar (prircipally its slower rate of
_¢limb bec;use of its increased weight when compared with the present genération

of aircraf*) are such that the effect of its operation in conjunction with exist~

P S

ing aircrafi types would be to spread the noise nuisance over a wider area (alveit,

perhaps at a slighily lower level; than that at present affected.42 This cannot
be tested properly until the aircraft comes into operation, but it is sufficient
to show that the benefits of the introduction of TriStar might not prove to be
as great as Luton Council has anticipsted. '

In susmery, if the most optimistic assumptions (from the viewpoint of ncise)
amongst the range cf possibilities are adopted, the impact of the proposals under
examination at the public inquiry of January 1972 upon the noise problem would

- be to slow down its rate of increase and then to contain it. Thus, a problem

_already severe in 1971 would become slightly worse during the early 1970s. Any

- 42+ Evidence of W. Allen, op. cit. -
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substantial departure from this most optimistic set of asssumptions would almost
certainly lead to a si_nificant worsening oi the situation, although there are
several impcnderables which meke it impossible to attempt any accurate
quantitative assessment of the degree of deterioration which could take place.
It is possible, however, that if this latter s1tuatwon meterialised, an
adminlstratlve decision would be taken to peg the number of cormercial air

transport movements aliowed al a ccnvenient round-figure.

Profitability.

Table 11 has already indicated that Iumton Airport had started to afford sig- ;
nificant operating profits to the Council by the late 1960s. Income from the :

_ tirport derives very largely from landing charges, hangar rentals, various tradirz
concessions, the bonded store, parking fees and the passenger tax, and the !
Council's expectation is that the excess of rcvenue fron these items over ex-
penditure on Airport development and debt charges will confinue t0 grow during
the-1970s. Estimates were advarced by tue Council at the 1972 public inquiry
as to anticipated operating‘profits'during the 1970s, and the only challenge to i
"them was on the ground that they were too conservative. They will suffice,

nevertheless, as an indication of the magnitudes involved.

Table 19. Estimated Future Cverating Irofits, Luton Airport.

£millions. £millions.
.Cumulative profit to 1971-72 0,88 1977;78 2.97 ;
1972-73 1.25 1978-79  3.29 . . : }
1973-74 .1.50 1979-80 3,59 {
1974-75 2.12 1980-81  3.69 :

1975-716 2.37

Cumulative profit to 1980-81 £24.28n.
1976-17 2.62 :

Source: evidence of R. F. wéterfall (Borough 1reasurer, ILuton County
Borough Ccuncil; to the 1972 public local inquiry.

To say the least, a cumulative 6perating profit of some £24 million is a
very rare asset for a local authority, and is sufficient in itself to explain
Luton Council's desire to develop the Airport to such levels. Some of this
money would undoubtedly have to be used to give sourdproofing grants to
applicants within a specified area wno wished to insulate their houses against

the most intrusive effects of aircraft noise, 43 but this would only account for

ﬁw434, Under the Imton Corporation ict, 1971, | | o
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44 The vast proportion could be used to

a, fraction of the operating proflits.
reduce the rate burden, thus erabling the rate levied by the County Borough
Council (until it ceases to exist under local government reorsanlsatlon, to

. remzin one of the lowest in England amongst County Boroughs.4’

In addition, of course, the airport represents an asset to thé Council in
another way. If the Airpcri were eventually to be closed down as a result of
Government policy, an alternative use would have to be found for the land and
the buildings thereon. In an area where land shortage is a problem, aﬂd where
land prices are rising very rapidly, 676 acres on the edge of the County Boiough
and close to the largest employer in the area (Vauxhall lotors) would havé ob-
vious attractlons for “housing purposes. Many of the necessary works (such as
drainage and access roads; would already exist, and some of the buildiﬁgs (such
as the terminal building) could probatly be converted to other uses. .Housing
land in large plots in the Iuton area sells (1971 levels) at £10,000 - 20,000
per acre,46 and so the minimum value of the Airport site fér housing purposes
in 1971 was £6,760,0C0. The closure of Luton Airport is not regarded as being
a possibility until after 1980, once the third London Airport at Foulness has

4T and by that time the value of the land is likely to

become operaticnal,
increase still further. Thus, in addition to very substantial operating profiis
from its Airport, the Council has the prospect of a large capital gain on the
value of the site, since it cost the Council only £456,304 to acquire.48 In
addition, of course, the Council might be entitled to some compensation for loss

of operating profits should the iirport be forced to close as a result of.

49

Covernment policy.
In summary, the p051t10n of the Council is one in which very lcrge profits
appear to be inevitable no matier what happens, and if as a district council

(following the reorsanisation of local government) it is allowed to retain cén-

trol of its Airport, it is quite possible that Airport profits would be sufficient

to nullify the need to levy a rate to perform the reduced number of functions
left to the authority. ' o B

In terms of profitability, the position of the airlines is also significant.
Court Line, Iritannia and ionarch, the three resident airlines at ILuton Airport,
all started there as very susll companies and have expended considerably during

the 196Cs and early 1970s. They argue ihat the continued expansion of'Lﬁton

47. See the following section of this Chapter, on the place of ILuton Airvort
in the developing airports system. B
48. Evidence of R. R. laterfall, op. cit.

%?. He. F. Yaterfall, in cross-examinztion, -
Chapter ¢ estimates ithat the figure would be of the order of 6, 5/.

45. See Chapter 5. :
46. R. R. Vaterfall in cross-examlnatlon.

y

T ST TR A



9%. , 5

Airport is necescary for them to continue to grow, since there is no cther
airport with such geod accessibility from large sections cf the populstion at
which they can concentrate such a high proportion of their operations. It is
more economical tc continue to use Luton iirport as a maintenance and flying
base than to sprcad one or both of these functions around other airports, since
economies of scale can be obtained this way, and in principle this argument
remained unchallenged at the 1972 public inguiry. In detail, it was argued
(and accepted) that a degree of split operation was necessary anyway to enable
markets in the regions peripreral to Luton iirport's catchment area to be de-
veloped, but it was cleur that from the eirlines' point of view split operation
is unpopular. Not unnaturally, the airlines' argwrent in this respect is
suppcrted by their associated tour operators, who take the View that the prices
of tours would have to rise if operations from lLuton Airport werc_ to be greatly
restricted, in part because a greater degree of split operation would be forced
upon the zirlines and in part because tariff provisions are such that minimum

50

ability and competitivgness of the tour operators hes already been described.

prices are higher frem airports cutside the South-Zast Regicn. The profit-

51
&g an example of the prg?it levels achieved by the airlines, during the 1972
‘public ingquiry it was announced that the pre-tax profits of the Court Line
‘company (which also includes shipping and hotel interests) had risen in 1971 by

645: over the previous year to £3.4 millions,52 Clearly, therefore, nct only
Luton Council but also the zirlines operating from the Airport find it highly

profitable, which cxPlains treir desire that growth should continue.

The Place of Luton Airpcrt in the Developirg Airports System.

Puring the 1960s, Luton iirpcrt developed as a regional airport for both
the Midlands and the South-East and as a national airport for the fnclﬁsive tour
indus’t.ry.55 This development took ﬁlace incrementally (although each increment
Wés of itsgelf fairly substantial), without reference to any overall policy for
'airﬁérts gevelopment. Indeed, the situation at Imton Airport mey have contri-
buted to the pressure for the formulation and implementation of a national air-

54

ports policy, in some form or another. At the same time, the coniroversy over

the location of the third London Airport was at its height, and it wes clesr thzt

50. &vidence of J. H. Sauvege {op. cit; and P.H.&. Linnett (op. cit., to the
1972 public inquiry. See also Chapter 4.

51. See Chapter 4.
52, Daily Telegraph, 19th. January 1372.
.53, tee Chapter 4.

54. See Chapter 3.
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one mejor factor in the timing of the need for the new facility would be the
extent to which it was decided to make use of existing airport capacity. 7The
position of Iuton Airport in the discussion of this particular issue by the
Commission on the Third Lordon Airport was a significant one.55 In the
Commission's view, some trade-off clearly existed bztween Luton Airport's
contribution in terms of celaying the need for a third London Airport and the
environmentel damzge (principally in terms of noise intrusion) that would énsue
as a result of nigter levels of operaticn, and the Commission saw this point as = |
being at 54,000 commercial air transport movements allocated between ILuton and
Stansted, rather than 54,000 movements orisinally assumed for ILuton alone by the

56

these movements being divided between the two airports, but the tenor of its

Commission's Reseaxch Team. The Commission did mot indicate how it anticipated
argument was that Luton Airport should not be expanded to maximun capacity with
all the environmental problems this would raise to defer for a relativély_short
while the need for a third London Airport. '

__-The problem of catering for the anticipated growth of traffic up to 198057
was not one which the Commission attempted to resolve. The Government's policy

statement of 27th. July 1971 on this particular issue o8

went some way towards
providing for an answer to this queétion by ruling out the need for any new run-
ways at Heatnrow, Gatwick, Iuton and Stansted, whilsi recognising that some
jnvestment would te necessary to improve facilities at some existing airports
(unspecified) in the period up to 1980. The statement went on to say that the
Government did not foresee a need for Luton to continue to be a major public
transport airport serving the Londbn area once the third London Airport was oper-
aticnal.l This appeared tc inply that Luton Airport's future was assured at
least until 1980, but that any expenditure on facilities would have tc relate to
the period up until then and not to any longer-term ambitions, and that, in any
‘éase; a new rﬁnway would not be permitted. This Yeft considerable room for
.manoeuvre'bgtween bounds, but the bounds appeared to be that the iLirport wouid

have to continue to take a significant share of the anticipated traffic in the

55. Commission on the Third London Airport, op. cii. Pages 29 and 30,
56. Ibid. FYage 33.

57. The date recommended by the Commission ‘(ibid, pate 34) and accepted by
the Government (Guardéisn, 3rd. February 1972) as the appropriate time for the first
runway at the third London Airport to come into operation.

58. See Chapler 9. Pages 165 and 166.
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short-term whilst making use of the existing facilities and such other

incidental facilities as were nescéed for the period up to 1980. Iuton Airport

was recerded as having very little potential for accepting overspill‘traffic frem’

Hezthrow in the future, being solely concerned with the problem of accommodating

its own natural growih of traffic. 5v

Lutcn Council's package of propcsals, whieh became the subject of the
public inquiry of January 1972, was based upon an approach very similar to that
just outlined. The argument at the inquiry polarised around whether an abso-
lute limit con the number of movemenis was desirable, or whether it would be
more reascnable to make as much use as possible of the facilities which were
the subject»éf the inguiry provided thet the ncise problem was not made any
worse as a consequence. An absclute iimit, it was argued, might force the
introduction of larger, quieter aircraft because this would be the only way in
which passenger throughput could be increased, but at the same time it was
possible that the imposition of such a limit, by curtailing the expan51on
prospects of the airlines, mitht nct make it economic for them to re-equip
on any significant scale. Both of these arguments appeer to have some validity.
Similarly, the transfer of more services to other airports in other regions
(which might follow from restricting growth at Luton) would reduce the amount
of travelling time to their depzrture airport on the part of many passengers and
would reduce the noise burden around Luton Airport, but it would increase the
cost of inclusive tour holidays (because of the structure of tariffs and the
increasedloperating costs of the airlines) and would increase the noise burden
around these other airports. These arguments, whilst clearly being very re-

" 1evant to decisions over the future of ILuton Airport, cannot properly be evaluat- -
ed in the context of the Airpert alone. This wider confext does not reall&
exist 4t present, however, since airport growth in Eritain has tended to be
treated in an ad hoc and incremential manner.6 As a consequence, none of‘the

| participaats in the Luton Airport policy-making process has been able to mount

. a very convincing case in terms of the place of ILuton in the airports gystem.
Many of the questions hzve been posed, but very few satisfactory answers have
been provided. This explains why the place of the Airport in the developing
airports systen ranks benind both noise and profitability in terms of its

importance in th> debate over the Airport's future.

59, Depzrtment of Trade and Industry. "Report of the orking Farty on “raffic
and Capaciiy at Eeathrow". I.i.S5.C. London., 1971. Zage 20.

60, See Chapter 3.
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4 much more tangible feature of this particular issue has been the problem
of airspace and air safety. Secause the main Amber airway out of Heathrow
utilises airspace atove the Luton Airport arca, Iuton aircraft occupy‘airspace
with a ceiling of 3,000 feet above sea level until they are cleared by London
Air Traffic Control to climb higher. This adds to the noise problem in the
area because it enforces a lony, slow climb away from the Airport and, in addi-
tion, exacerbates the conflict between commercial and light &viation ovér'the
use of airspace. The main conflict has been with the gliding activities of the
London Gliding Club, and an uneasy compromise which satisfies neither airline
nor’glider pilots has been worked out.61 It is doubtful whether higher levels

of com.ercial activity than exist at present at Luton Airport are compatible for

safety reasons with a major glicing centre underneath flight paths along which
the height of aircraft is restricted for air iraffic control reasens. This has
been interpreted es both an argument against the further expansion of Imton T
Airport.and against the London Gliding Club, but the proper perspective of this j
issue is probably that a dfClSlOn on the future of the Gliding Club should be :
consequent upon the 1evelhactlv1ty to be allowed from Imton Airport rather then

a determining featurs of the latter decisicn.

-Sbatial Planning Considerations.

The work of the Commission on the Third London Airport demomsirated that
- airport development has two major spmtial planning implications; aircraft
‘poise as a factor liniting possible areas of urban development, and the veiy i
";substantial amount of urban development which an airport is capable of generating.
“‘In combination, these two factors, by increasing the amount of urben development 5
to be accommodated in an area and by reducing the potential of perts of that
ares to acoonpdate it, can make a very substantial difference to a particular
_ spatial planning situation. It is clear that this happened in the case of he
_ work of the Commission on the Third Lpndon Airport, which was impressed by the
mégnitude of the task involved in locating between 228,000 and 511,000 extra
people in t:: sub-regions focussing on the four sites short-listed by the

' Commission. The importance of these factors in the debate over the future of

- 61, ,See Chapter 14.
' 62. Commission on the Third London Airport, op. cit. Pages 41-49.
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Luton Airport hzs been limited, however, and no comparable siudy of the urban- i
isaticn implications of the expansion of 2 municipal airport appears to exist
against which the following assessment can be examimed. In additiom, aircraft

- noise nuisance can impinge in other ways which also appear to have attracted

very little study, and one of particular importance © the Luton Airport situation
might be its impeact upon the enjoyment of an atiractive area of countryside such
a8 the Chiltern Hills., The attempt to present a hzlanced appraisal of the
variocus issues involved in the question of the expsznsicn of Iuton Airport has
been frustrated in particular by this lack of study atteniion given in comparable
situ.tions to factors other than noise, and fﬁrther work in such areasAwould form
a valuable addition to the stock of kncwledge on airport planning matters.

. In July, 1970, Hertfcrds:ire County Council adepted an interim developnent
control policy to take account of the problem of noise emanating from aircraft
using Luton Airport. It was based upon the policy originally devised by Surrey
County Council in consultation with Dr. Richards for the area around Gatwick
Airpéft, which related the degree of willingness to grant certain kinds of
planning permissions to the location of the facility in question in terms of

63

‘N.N.I. contours for the Airport. The poiicy adopted by Hertfordshire County

‘Council made use of N.N.I. contours drawn by its noise consultant (¥. Fleming)

i
f

for the purpose of the County Council's case at the public inquiry of March,

1970, on the assumption thet traffic movements would be at double the level then "
'ant1c1pated-for 1970, and the area covered is shown in Diagram 9. Three zones |
_ape distinguished for development conirol policy purposes; above 60 N.N.I., where
,most applications will be refused, between 50 and 60 N.N.I., where approval may

be given for certain uses provided that insulation is satisfacto.y,and between

40 and 50 K.N.I., where the majority will be permitied with insula‘tion provided
$het they do not constitute major developments. 1ke main problem with this
fmethod is.that it is dependent upon the X.N.I. concept, the limitationa of which
"have been discussed above in some detail. A second problem is that it Droba“ly
does not cover these parts of the County with an aircraft noise problem which

are likely to receive planning applications on any significant scale. The area

" covered is a rural aree to the east of the Airport, whereas the area to the

~ west which is equally badly affected and which contains more substantial settle-

" ments (see Diagram 5) is not covered at all. Nevexrtiheless, the policy is pro-

.v63. E. Sibert. "aircraft Roise and Development Comirol - the Folicy for Gatwick
- pirport". Journal of the Town Plenning Institute. volume 59, number 4. .pril 1¢&

__Pages 149 - 152.
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bably better than having no policy at all, which is the situation with regard
to Bedfordshire County Council and Iuton County Borough Council, the other two
planning authorities with parts of their areas affected by aircraft noise
nuisance to a significant extent. : ' L
The amount .of urbanisaticn that the expapsion of Luton Airport might gener- |
ate has not apparently been cgnsidered by the planning authorities at all,
although they were warned by the South-East Joint Planning Team that this could
have a particularly important effect upon the development of the area.64 . %hilst
it is possible to identify factors vnich explain this omission and indicate .é

65

that it is deliberate rather than accidental, it is nonetheless surprising
in view of the very wide-ranging powers conferred upon the plamming authorities

by the Towm and County Planning Acts. The size of the total dependent pop-

ulation which could be generated by Airport expsnsion up to the levels envi-
saged in Table 17 (assuming that an administrative decision to peg the number i
of movements from the Airport at a convenient round-figure is not taken) is |

considerable, and possible orders of magnitude are illustrated in Table 20.66

Table 20. Pogsible levels of Total Dependent Population attributable to

ILuton iirport.

Total dépendent

Cn -site Total Dependent Cn -site em- population increase

ployment in-

_Year employment. population. 0 "o on over 1966 (rounded)
1966.
1966 900 2,940 S
1931 - Collins. 8,200 31,550 7,360 28,609
1981 - Linnett. 13,900 53,500 13,000 50,500
1981 - Allen. _ 11,150 42,900 10,250 40,000

The tctal population increases in the fifteen year period 1966-~1981 con-

. tained in Table 20, although substantial, are very small when compared with the

degree of urbunisation consequent upon the establishment of 2 third London Lir-
port. Nevertheless, they compare with a population growth of 60,000 expected
by the uouth-nas Joint Planning Team in the Luton planning area between 1966
and 1981-67 The discussicn following Table 17 indicated that expansion to the
level predicted by the "jinnett" calculatioﬁé would be difficult for'fhe

- 64, South-gast Joint Flanning Team. "Strategic Plezn for the South-iast'.
HOBAJS 0. Londun. 1970. Page 117.

.55.1 See Chapters 11 and 12/%6 The ealculations are descrlbed in Appendix T.

61. South-East Joint Planning Team, op. cit. Page 110. The Iuton plenning area
.. is the same as that referred to in Chapter 5 as comprising the area defined for




1CC.

Airport to accommodate without further works being undertaken. Even so, an
increase in population of up to 40,000 by 1981 over and above the level antici-
pated by the local planning authorities would clezrly have a sizeable impact
upon planning policies. Curiously, it fell to L.A.D.A.C.A.N. to consider
this jggue in any depth at the public inguiry of January 1972,68 by virtue of

the default of the lccal planning authorities.

Emploxment.
The employment issue is all that remains of the once-significant argument

that the iirport would provide a service to the town of Luton (other than the
rates relief which accrues as a result of sirport profits). It has not been
prominent beceuse it is capable of interpretation in several different ways.
Tt can be arzued that the alternative to expanding Luton Airport is-tq disperse
inclusive tour operations throughcut the regions from which their cusfdmers
originate, and that this would have ihe advantage of providing jobs where they
are more needed than in the Luton area. It can be argued that by expanding
Luton Airport in the knowledge that it may be forced to close once the third
London iirport becomes cperational, the Council is creating for the area a
potential local unemployment prcblem in the early 1980s. Vauxhall Xlotors
argués that the expansion of the Airport might increase the competition for
labour in an area where it is normally a relatively scarce commodity, and that
tnic would affect the Compeny's productivity.®? On the other hand, it can

be argued that the expansion of Airpcrt employment will diversify the employ-
~ment.base of Luton, making it less dependent uﬁon the motor vehicle industry.
In addition, it can be argued thst the failure to continue Airport expansion
would place existing jobs in jeopardy because the airlines would be tempted to
move elsewhere. The possible numbers of on-gite employees by 1981 are given
. in Table 20, ané it is clear that by then the Airport could be second oﬁly to
Vauxhall sotors as an employer of labour in the area. levertheless, the two-
edged nature of mosi of the arguments on this particular issue has prevented
their widespread use, although they may become more prominent as the absolute

number of on-site jobs increases. -

the South bedfordshire Sub-Regional Study, and the Joint Planning Team's figures

are derived from work on the Sub-Regional Study. They refer to the anticipatec
natural growth of the arca without explicit account being taken of the expansicn
possibilities of Iuton ALirport.

66, Evidence of A.J. Duncan.
69, Interview with J. Frankish, Assisstant Secretary, Vauxhall Motors, 8th.
March. 1971. . '
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Conclusions.

It is clear from the foregoing discussion that the critical issues in
the debate over the future of Iuton Airport have been those connected with
noise and with profitability. Indeed, both appear to teke relatively ex-
treme forms, with the noise prcblem in relation to the number of movements
being very severe and with a potential level of profitability markedly different
from what local autiorities noimally derive from the facilities they operate.
Judged solely in their own terms, the cases against expansion on the ground
of noise and for expansion on the ground of profitability are both very strong.
The other issues have been largely peripheral, eithef because the context of
settled policy has not existed (in the case of the place of the 4irport in the

developing airports system), or the local planning authorities have chosen not

to discuss the matter (spatial plarning congiderations) or the issue is t“‘—edgad:
(employment). In future, it is possible that all three of these points will |
be of greater significance, but up to the present time they have been of émall i
1mportance when compared with the nclse and profitablllty issues., t
Part of the problem with these two main issues is that their burden falls

on different organisations and people. Profits go to the airlines, the tour
operators and Luton Council (and trence to Luton ratepayers‘in terms of a
reduéed rate cemznd), and, indirectly, to the inclusive tour passenger by virtue
of the lower cost of his holiday. The noise_probiem mainly affects people
living in Hertfordshire,.south Bedfordshire and the southern part of Luton.
Only to a very small extent do these two sets overlap, so that individuals or
. organisations merely have to trade-off for theﬁselves the noise nuisance they
suffer against the financial benefits they gain. By and large, one set benefits
from profits and another set loses by virtue_of noise. )

' That both the noise nuisance and the level of profitability issues are of
2 considerable jmportance and scale should be clear from the foregoing analys1s.
Apart fron recognising the validity in its own terms of each of the sets of
arguments, novever, this says very little about the balance between them.

Indeed, the rroblem of balancing costs to one set of people against benefits

to another set is one of the classic dilemmas of welfare economics, and no
calculus which snables this to be done without dlspute has been devised

despite many attempts. One technique which is sometimes used to atiempt this
task is cost/beneflt analysis, altheough it is extremely aoubtful whetrer in prin-

cipal the technique is cepable of such an assessmentC even if accevntable costs
71
can be computed for each input component. Two such atiempts have been made ‘

"7C. See for example, P.J. Self. mionsense on Stilts: the Tutility of Rosxili".

. Kew Society, 2nd. July 1970. PageS®=1L.

‘?1;. Ibid. See also i E. Paul. WCan sireraft Noise Nuisance te

“easured in .onex’
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in relation to tﬂe Luton firport situstion,’ ™ but both cost/benefit exércises
are open to criticism both in terms of the neaning that can be attached to¢ the
global sum at the end of the calculation (the output) and the validity of
individual cost or berefit assessments in money terms (the input). The pro-
vision of grants towards soundproocfing houses against aircraft noise is a form
of palliative in tiis respect, althou h it has hever been argued in the ILuton
Airport situation that this would renk as full compensation from those who gain
as a result of the Airport's activities to those who lose. V

To the extent that any resolution of this particular difficulty has taken

place in the Iuton Airport situwation, it has not been as a result of the

application of particular and sophisticated techniques but as part of a political
process, and it is probably along such a dimension that resolutions of the |
general welfare dilemma described inevitably will lie. It is the main-purpose
of this study to explore the complex and largely political process whiéh;has
occurred in respect of the Luton airport situation, and the aspects reviewed

in.fhis Chapter represent but a part of the input to this process.

L]

" oxford Economic Papers. Volume 23, number 3. Novembei 1971. Pages 297-322.

7267 sir Frederick Snow.and Partners. " uton Lirport Development". Luton
" County Borovgh Council. Luton. 1969. Pages 93-193. Commission on the
- Third London Airport, op. cit. Pages 118-129. : : .
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Fart 3. The (Cese Study: Historical Terspectives.

Connective Swmnary.

‘ Part 2 set the context for the detailed case study by elaboratiﬁg some

of the important subject areas into which the Luton 4irpoxrt policmeaking
proce ss fits, and by ceveloping in detail the major issues which have domlnated
the process Parts 3 and 4 represent in essence the core of the study, since
_ ‘they involve a critical examination of the process from two complementary
 perspectives -- the historical and the oroanlsatlonal
; The aim of Part 3 19 to present the forty year process of the development
;?bf Iuton Lirport as being somethlnc continuous if far from smooth, and it deals
?\hainly with the major eventis which occurred during this period. The 1ntenulcn,
i’however, has been to advance beyond narrative, important though this is; and to
“identify some of the important features of the process as tney appear txrougp
;isuch an historical perqpectlve. To this end, the forty yeer period has been
;fsubd1v1aed to permlt periodic analytical pauses, and this forms the basis of tre
??structure of the Part, with three historical Chapters and one ccncerned with an
;?inltlwl overview. Part 4 looks at the process in terms of the behaviour of the
%}sets of organisations participating in it, in the belief that the utilisation
of both perspectives will lead to a broader understandlng of the nature of the
.process ‘than the exclusive adoption of either. ‘ _ .
‘ Chapter 7 deals with the period up teo 1959 " This represents about three~
f;quarters of the time period under consideration, althouzh it was relatively
:E‘inclaent-Lree when compared with the late 1980s.  During this tlﬂc, the idea
gﬁzof promotlng a municipal air: ort was formlated and translated into reallty,
Qbut the Airport remained small, unir.cortant and unprofitatle for Luton Council.
iiThe q1fflcu1ty of finding functions fcr it vwas screened by the advent df the
5.Second World Var, but the problem of atiracting operators prepared to run
gervices from the Airport was to face the Council consisntly until the early
1960s. Vartime activities left a legacy ¢f an aircraft engineering industry
in Iaton, but a grass airfield was already obsolete for the testing needs cf
such companies by the 1950s. The Coun011' Jecision to construct a concrete
runway, ostensibly. to satisfy the needs of the engineering conpanieslbut'also

in the hope of attracting commercial airline operators, was frutrated: by its
‘1nab111ty to obtain loan sanction, but the clearance of this administrative

hurdle and the subsequent construction activities paved the way f01 the ra pld
Ggrowth of the 1960s. '
< Chapter 8 deals with the years of rapid growth during the iecade of the

;;9609. The constiruction of a concrete runway and (shortly afierwards) the
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acquisition of peimanent customs facilities hed occurred at a propitious tiume,
because several small companies were lcoking around for a base from which to
begin inclusive tour activities. The growth of Luton Airport duriﬂg the 1960s
was largely a function of the very close business relationship which sprang

up between Iuton Council and the inclusive tour coperators besed at its Airport,
As a result of their commercial success, the cecision to introduce jet aircraft
on inclusive tour services frem the Alrport wes taken by the operators in
collusion with the Council in 1964, but it was not dimplemented until 1968. s
soon as jets commenced regular operations, aircraft noise nuisance became a major
problen and triggered off a protest movement which was able to affect Airport
policy to an extent and, in consequence, to change the relationship between the
Council and the operators. _

The impzct of the protest movement upon Airport policy did not become readily
visible until the period from the middle of 1970 until early 1972, which forms
the subject of Chapter 9. Both Luton Council and Central Government made
certdin concessions during this time to the opponentis of their Airport policies,
and there are some indieations that in future an equilibrium policy position
might be reached.

- The results of the assessments contained in these three Chapters are then
amalgamated in Chapter 10, which identifies the most important features of the
process which have emerged from the historical appraisal. Chapter 10 forms one
of the main streams which feed into Chapter 19, which draws together the

conclusions which have been reached as to the nature of the process.
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Chapter 7. The Zarly Years,

Introduction.
This Chapter charts the establishment and browth of Luton Airport up to

1959, wren it scquired a concrete runway and was shortly to obtain permanent
customs facilities, and was thus equipped for the rapid commercial growth of
the 1960s. Iuring this initial period of virtuzlly thirty years, two phases
are visible, and temporaliy they divide the period neatly into two. The .
first wes concerned with finding‘a site for the iirport, with opening it for
commercial activities and then with finding cperators for it; for a While,“~
World War 1I solved this latter problem. The second was a period of stag-
nation after the war, when the high hopes which were held for the Airpoft»
failed to materialise as a result of Luton Council's inability to obtaiﬁ the

- necessary facilitles for iirport exparsion and as a result of over—optimism as
to the scope of the local market for air transport. During this era, a relative-
‘1y stable pettern of policy-making activities with regard to Luton Airport

evolved, and the Chapter closes with & brief description of these.

Lstablishment and zarly Years.

. Like many other local authorities in Britain in the 1920s and 19303, Iuton
mﬁniclpal Torouzh Council regarded the possession and operation of a municipal
Jalrport as being a magor potential factor in the development of the town.l.
Lany factors together appear to have been importart in the emergence of this
_v1ew001nt. Civil aviation was seen as being the transportation means of the
‘future, and few growing towns wishad to be "left off the map" in tnls respect.” 2
. Ls well as a desire to provide a plase for Luton in the transportation network
of the future, civic pride was also irnvolved, in that the pussessicn of an
airport was itself a source of prestige. The services provided from an’ airpcrt
would be of value both-to the towvmspeorle and to local indusiry, and the exist-
ence of the airport might attract further industry to the town. The operations
of the airport and any industry attracted by its existence would be a source of

fﬁrther Jobs, a potent factor in the l9305.> These features, then, were'seenp

1. An Air Linistry press release in 1935 stated that 229 municipalities had.
approached the Linistry about the possibility of establishing aerodromes, and
2% of them already operated their own airpocrts. Beds. and Herts. Pictorial, 22xc.
June, 1935. S » '

2. The Council was well aware of the possible conseguences of cverlooking a
developing form of tramsportation. Kazin-line possenger trains to London had not
started to operate from the town until 1868 (althcuzh an indirect branch line had
been opened in 1860, because the townspeople were unwilling to see a large area
',of common land to the north of the tovn bisected by a railway line. [Plans for
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as constitutiny so overwhelming a case for the promotion of 2 municipal air-
pcrt that no opposition to the idea arpears to have»existed.3 It was regarded
as being an essential amenity for a rapidly-expanding industrizl tevn, and the
Council was given enthusiastic backing by the Luton and District Chamber of
Comrerce in itis efforts to create such a facility.4

Civil avizstion was then still in its infency, and as a result the site
requirements for an airport were totally different from what they would be’to—
day. There vas also no conception of the impact aircraft noise would have on
a large area of the counirysicde some thirity years later, and as a result an
airport was noi seen as being in any sense a "bad n.eighbour".5 The Council
was simply lockirg for a flat and relatively unobstructed site fairly cloze to

the town on which grass runways could be laid, and which would have minimum

such a line had been prometed and frustrated for at least thirty years, and
the 1851 Census Return had observed that Iuton was the largest town in the
country without either a railway line or some means of navigable water trans-
port. This deley was widely regarded as having retarded the industrial
development of the town, and the whole affair was often cited as a precedent
of the dangers of ignoring "progress". J. Dyer, F. Stygall and J. Dony.

wPhe Story of Iuton'. Vhite Crescent Fress, Luton. 1964. Pages 125, 140-.
142,

3. 4 survey of local press files for the 1920s and early 1930s failed to
reveal a single instance of opposition to the idea of a municipal airport
being reccrded.

4. A larger allisnce appears to have existed in the case of similar efforts
by Manchester Corporation. lanchester wished to be the first lccal authority
in Britain to operate a municipal airport (and this objective was achieved,

- if only by the expedient of using a field scon to be developed as a housing
estate as a temporary flying area whilst the municipal airport was under
construction), and was supported by the lanchester Chamber of Commerce {wishing
to see lanchester develop as an air transpert centre to enable the promotion
of local business), the aviation Ministries (wishing to promote the develop-
ment of municipal airports; and several usually short-lived airline onerators
(wishing to make profitable use of the new facilities). K.P. Brookes. "The
Development. of Lanchester sirvort 1928-1964".  Unpublished .4. (Econ.)
dissertation. University of Manchester. 1964.

5. To have expected any such comprehension in the 1930s would have been csking
.far too much, of course. The technological gulf beiween the aircraft of ~he
1930s and the 1970s is enormous, and, looking back, it is difficult to believe
that such a scale of development has occurred in a mere two generations. Tnat
this should have been anticipated and allowed for im the 1930s is a totally
unreasonable request. MNevertheless, the forces of inertia are apparcntly
strong in airpert planring, and nearly all of the busiest airperts in Britain
today were first used in an era when there was stilZ relatively little incom-
patibility between the operational requirements of an airfield and its users
and the strains these impose upon the envirormment of the surrounding area.
 R.Se. Doganis. "Airport Plsnning and Administraticr: a Critioue". Political
‘Quarterly. Volume 37, number 4. UGctober-December X966.  Pages 416~428.

n"‘)‘
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dimensions of about 800 yerds square (just over 130 acres).6
Even this waa;go easy to find. The search for a site nad.certainly

started in 195w, and it continued for at least five years before be;ng'brought
to a suvccessful conclusion. The local press reported at least four different
sites as being under active considera.tion,8 but always there were difficglties.
Land acquisition would have proved very costly, because there was usﬁaily
speculative buying of land promoted by rumours that the Council was interested
in a particular site.9 In addition, the Director of Civil aviation (a Civil |
Servant,, who had to apprcve the suitability of any proposed airpcrt site for
aviation purposes,iwas unwilling to ao this in the cases of three of the four
proposed sites.  Negotiations over the other site, to the north-east of the
toﬁn, foundered over what n6W‘appears to be a minor matter; shocting rights.
The land was owned by the Commissicners for Crown Lands, who were willihg to
sell it to the Council but were unable to negotiate satisfactory terms for the
_':eversion of a lease of the shooting rights over the land, which still had ten

years to run.1? | -
| in acceptatle site was eventually found and purchased, however. Hearly
£40,000 was paid for 373 acres‘of land to the east of the town which met all

. R
the requirements, and the necessary construction work commenced early in 1936.‘1

6. Interviewvith K. Seymour, 29th. July 1971. The minimum area of the site
reQuired was about one fifth of the present area of the Airporv. .

| 7. The Air Ministry wrote to the local éuthority in September 1930 asking for
details of prosress mede in the search for a site. Iuton liews, 2nd. Cptober

. 195C.

8. luton Kews, 14th, nprll 1934, 21st. June 1934, 18th. April 1035, 19th.
September 1935. Beds. and Herts. rictorial, 15th. June 1935. .

9, Interview with L. Seymour, op. cit. Iir. Seymour went to Luton as an engineer
in 194C after having workea on the development of Soutkend Airport, and so the
information is relatively contemporary. He believed that this speculative
buying resulted from the links between and the sirong overlapping of tbe

Council and the local business comrunity at that time.

10. EPeds. and lerts. Pictorial, 15th., June 1935. 4s it happened it is quite
possible that ar airpert lccated at such a site would not have expsnded to the
extent thal Luton Airport has, for two reasons. First, many mcre of he air-
craft would have had tc fly over most of the town of Luton, which would have
experierced much more noise as a result (at prisent, most of the noise from
aircraft using Iuton Airport is dissipated over other settlementis), and secondly,
accessibility from the national motorway network would not have been so gocd as
it is to the present Airport. Cf course, it is possible to speculate avout 2.l
manner of develcpments wi:ich might have occurred had circumstances teen difierent
The factor of inertia has been such, bowever, that the initial siting requivre-
ments and neuotvatxons have proved to e of ereat 1nportance in the story of ihe
Airport.

- 11, Luton Hews, 9th. January 1936 The site was actually outside the Boraush
~rwboundary, but control over the ares was transferred to the Bercugh as from igt_

April 1939, foliowing-a publxc inguiry held on 2nd. November 1938 at

: which thexrs
were no objectors. §



108. o

Having an airfield was not enouch, however. It was also necessary to per-

l
i
\

suade operators to make use of it, and so the Council set up an Airport

Ez
11
¥
?;‘
i:

Committee to do this and to attempt to attract ancillary indusiries to the
town. fhe first success was arnounczed at the Council meeting of lbth;‘
September 1936, when an agreement negoticted with the Percival Aircraft-bo.

was described.12 The Company dealt mainly with the manufactiure of light air-
craft for private and recregtional purposes, and the Council started a pattefn
which was continued in future negotiations with potential operators by”offering
to build and lezse to the Company a sﬁall hangar to suit its needs at:fhe tine. 17|

14 ;

The iirport was officially opened on 16th. July, 193%8. It is ciear

that the Council did not regard it as just another municipal airport. . The
‘Mayor, at the opening ceremony, saw the significance of the occasion as foilows;

wpor us in Bedfordshire it marks an eventful epoch in the progress
of our town and county. Tor the country, it means that there will be i
at. long last ar aerodrcme on the northern siée of London, close to a ’
railway line, wiich cen avoid both mileage for those flying

to and from London and cities north of the capital, ana provide gquick
access to the metropolis from the air station."™ 15. .

- The implications of this were spelled out more directly in a press inter-
yiew given by the iayor at the same time;

- mihe Mayor hopes that airline operators w%ill not be slow to note
. the advantages of using Iuton as London's northerly terminal. He
predicts that from its location, the airport must eventually become
one of the most important air centres in Great Eritain." 16 o

Thus no secret was made of the Cour.til's ambiticns for its Lirport, although
thé process whereby.those ambitions were translated into reality was to prove
tortuous in the extrene. For both the Council and the Chamber of Comﬁéree,
_the opening of the iirport represented the culmination of several years' worx.
in informal aliiance appears to have existed Tetween the two to prombté the
development of the Airport. Durings the 1930s, when the Council was dominated
by local businessmen and included only a smell organised Labour group,- the
Chamber'of Comzerce was the local organisation which the Council mest éought
to consult. In part this was a function of extensive overlapping membership
petwwen the two, which in turn contributeo to a feeling that their intérestsv
coincided. In part it was a function of the importance in local life»
_attributed to the Chamber'of.Commerce by meny Council members, which wés'alSo

reinforced by overlapﬁing mémbership.l7 - The support of the Chamber was of

12,  Luton lews, 17th. September 1936.

15, Interview with Alderman F.S. Lester, 27th. 1971. As well as being a
former Chairman of the airpert Committee of Luton Council, Alderman lester has
worked in civil aviation in Iuton for all of his adult life, and was formerly
. chief flicht test engineer for Napier Lros. at ILuton Airport, Alderman lLester
. end ur. Seymour were the major contemporary sources of information.




109. ) |

velue to the Council in terms of the promise that this appeared to fold out !
of economic viability for the Airport, and the demonstration of.this suppert
via joint deputations to and pressure upon Central Government helped the

Counicil to obtain the permissions necessary to establish a municipdl airport.

The Chamber of Commerce was not in a position to be able to guarantee
that business for the iirport would be forthcoming, however, although this did
not become apparent until after the %ar had been over for some time. = The
advent of War (and, as it turned out, & %ar in which aviation was to pley a
majoxr part) ushered in a period of activity for the airport, which was re-
quisitioned and developed for service needs. The activities of the newly -

 formed Luton Flying Club were extended to provide pilot training fac111t1es,

but it became clear that 1ts main function was to be in relation to the testing
and development of aircraft. The aero engine Company owned by the He pler

brothers was decentralised to ILuton from Northolt in 194C (since the latter was

e g ew s e

_needed by the Royal Air Force), and it grew alongside the Percival hlrcraft

Company, the productlon ‘of which was also geared to War-time needas. In addi-

-tlon further land wes requisitioned for service requirements, bringing the total
area up to just under 500 acres, and several ancillary factories and hangars vers |
constructed. Thus, when the Airport was handed back to the Council after the |
Var, geveral physical improvements had been made mnd a thriving alrcraft

- industry establlshed.18

The Years of Relative Stagnation. .
From 1945 until 1960, the Airport was of v1rtually no 31gnifihance'at all

“in the structure of British civil avmatlon. It reralned a grass alrfleld

dependent upon (and increasingly inzdequate for) the test flying operations of
its two Companies of aeronautlcal engineers, and in addition it provided a bace
for the activities of Iuton Flying Club, but the freicht and passenger business

which the Chamber of Commerce had antlclplted that local industry would generste

14. The opening ceremony was performed by Sir Kingsley Wood,then the Secretary
for Air, who had done much to encourage the aevelopment of munlclpal airports.

It is quite likely that the worsening international situation may have been 2
factor in the promotional policies he adopted, especially since the Spanish Civil
War had demonstrated the military potential of air power.

15.' Beds. and Herts. Plctorlal, 16th July 1938.

16. Ivid. ~

17. Dyer, Stysall and Dony, OF. cit. Fages 190-200, Interviews with Llderncn
F. S. Lester (op. cit.) and K. Seymour (op. cit.;.

18. Evidence of X. Seymour to the public local inguiry into expansion pronuanc
,,for Iuton airport, l12th. Harch 1970. Interviews with Alderman F.5. Lester {(cp.

t’) and X. Seymour (°P' °1t'/' The Coun01l purchased the improved facilities
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did not materialise. In 1945 this discovery lay in the future, however.

The Airport had not been cconsicered to be significant enough to fijure in ihe
nationzlisztion plans of the post~iiar Labour Government, 19 and so the Ccuncil
was able to recommence its promotional pclicies without fezr of losing contrcl
of the tirport. . The acquisiticn of two facilities (a concrete runway and
permanent customs arrangements) was seen to be the sine qua non of Lirport
expansion, and the stcry of thé period 1945-1960 is really the story of the
attempts to obtain these two. Wider questions were occasionally raised (for
example, in relation to the closure for civil aviation purposes of KNortholt as
a terminal for the North London area and in relation to the choice of Gatwick
as the second londeon Airportzo), but these were treated as being essentially
peripheral to the two major matters.,

The Council did not wish tc see the Airport remain solely as a base for
flight testing purposes, and so it was necessary to attempt to attractwéirline
operators to lLuton. Customs facilities were an essential inducement to
airline operators, since without them services overseas frem Luton would be
impossible. The first efforts after the var, thérefdre, were concentrated
upon a campaign to persuade the Government to provide customs facilities.

The Alrport Committee of the Council and the Iuton and District Chamber of
Commerce were joined by the aircraft Comparies in this campaign, and eventually
it was announced by the Ministry of Civil Aviation that customs facilities

21 Iocal

‘would be granted for a twelve months trizl period from April 1951.
" ijndustrialists were exhorted by the cempaigners to make use of the Airport
during this trial period even if it hurt them financially, so that customs
facilities would remain. The trial period was not a success, however, and.
the facilities were withdrawn in lay 1952 bvecazuse "...the experiment has failed
to justify the continuation of such services."ZZThis was a congiderable setback,
5ﬁa the campaign for customs facilities petered out, to re-ererge several
years later once the concrete runway was assured. Pressure was then agein put
on the Government by the Council and by the Chamber of Co:mr.e'rce,g3 and facili-
‘ties were agein granted for a trial pericd, this time for three months from
July 1960.24 H.m.zgustoms and Excise subsequently extended the trial period

for a further ycar,”” and the facilities became effectively permanent in 1962

with the designation of Iuton as a "Category cn airport.26

. from the Government on relatively generous terms over a long period of time,
the last transaction not being completed until 1966, Iuton Wews, 2lst. ipril
1966.

19. D. Corbett. "Eollt;cs and the Adrlines". George Allen and Unwin, ZIondon

20, Respectively, Tuesday Telegraph, IOth' January i§50, and Satur

day Telegraph,
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Thus, whilst the campaign for permanent customs facilities began before
that for a concrete runway, success was not achieved until traffic started to
grow following the runway's construction. Local commerce and industfy, al-
though requested to help, was unable of itself to provide enough business to
warrant the provision of permanent customs facilities, and yet, without such
facilities, the Council doubted whether the Airpert could atiract other opefétors.%
The first customs trial period -(1951-52) was the first time local indusiry's
support for the iirport was really tested, although the claims of the Chamber

of Commerce on behalf of lccal indusiry had been a factor in the original de-

46 esta¥lish a municipal airport. It may have been coincidental, but
the relztionship between the Council and the Chamber of Commerce, the closeness
of which had been a feature of the hisiory of the Airport until then, appears
to have been of less and less significance in the story since that time.27
It hzd been clearly demonstrated thet local business interests could nét provide
enough traffic to support the iirport. The Council would have to look eisewhere.
The pressure for the construction of 2 concréte runway came principally
frog Percival (Hunting) and from Nepier, for flight testing purposes.28 There
were two main reasons for this. First, the Airport, as a grass airfield, was
unusable for much of the winter because the jround was too soft for take-off
and lznding purposes. The second (and related, factor was that the Companies
themselves were manufacturing larger and heavier equipment and, indeed,started
to do more of their testing away from Luton. Thus the Council decided to con~
gtruct a concrete runway, both to accommodate the operators' and to attempt to
ensure that tiey did not move away. But there was also another reason, and
tnis was that a concrete runway would be an attractive facility with which to
obtafn new operators. = To this end, agreements were reached with Hunting ana
with Kapier that the two Companies would share the costs of construction with
the Coun~il and then be reimbursed out of future revenue.zg_
&he Uouncil incorporated the idea of a concrete runvay into a ten-year
gevelopment plan for the Airport, announced in April 1951, which would meke

futon & "...large and important civil aviation centre., "0

The plan, which
envisaged the development of two perpendicular concrete runways, formed the

basis of the Council's policy towards the expansion of the Airport in the early
1§50s, but it was soon overtaken by events (specifically, the inability to ottain

loan sanction) and shelved. Kevertheless, permission for the construction of

51. .uton News, 23rd. wovember 1950.

22, Ministry of Civil Aviation press statement. Luton News, 8th. lay 1952,
23, By this time known 2s the luton, Dunstable and District Chewber of Commerce.
_ 24. Iuton News, 28th. April 1960. ’
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a concrete runway was given in iay 1953 by the Hinistry of Civil,Aviation.31

The whole propcsal was oprosed by the Ninisiry of :igriculture, because
it involved the acquisition of good agriculiural lana. 22 The Ministry of
Supply was prepared to grant a building licence (then still necessary as part
of the post~iar austeriiy measures, to cover th? laying of the runway, provided
that the objections of the Mini?try of igriculture cculd be overcome and pro-
vided that plamning perrnission cculd be obtained.33 Kegotiations &ere cone
ducted on a Ministry-by-iinistry basis by Dr. Charles ¥ill, ¥.P. for Iutcn, and
by the time that he had been able to overcome the objections of the Kinistry of
Agriculture34 and get the plans aprroved the whole project was caught in a
Covernment credit squeecze. The Council thus was unakble to borrow money to
commence work. Once the credit squeeze had been lifted, renewed efforts were
made in 1958 through the agency of Dr., Hill (by this time a member of the Cabinet
as Chancellor of the Duchy of lancagter), and this time the process of obtaining
Joan sanction was relatively smooth. Dr. Hill erranged for a deputation from
Tuton Council and from the aircraft engineering Companies to be received at ithe
Winistries of Supply and of Transport, and the deputation was told that the
matter would first have to be approved by the Treasury gnd the Board of Trade.35
Theip support was forthcoming, and a further mecting with the Ninister of

36

Pransport (larcld Watkinson) in person secured the support of his ¥inistry.

26. Iuton News, 26th. April 1962. 4 “Category ¢" airport as far as customs
facilities are concerned is one where customs staff must attend where prior notlice
that they will be needed is given. Provided that services from overseas arrive
_with reasonable regularity, cusioms officers are effectively permanently based

at such an airport.

27. Tor example, the first complaint by the Chamber of Commerce about:lack of
consuitation on the psrt of the Council was recorded in the Saturday Telegraph
of 2%ra. February 1952. This proved to be the first of many.

28. Tnterviews with ilderman F.S. lester (op. cit.) and K. Seymour (op. cit.).
2lderman, (then Councillor) Lester was in the difficult position in the 1950s of
being both a membexr of the Council and of putting pressure on it to construct a
concrete runway in his capacity as an employee of Napier.

29. Ibid, and interview with Bedfordshire County iléerman L.S. Bowles (in his
capacity as a former leader of Luton Borough Council), 8th. July 1971.

30. Saturday Telegraph, 14th. A4pril 1951.
31, ILuton Hews, 7th. May 1953,

- 32, Ivid.
33, Luton Kews, 25th. June 1953.

34. The Ministry was prepared to grant permission for the acquisition of 24
scres of agricultural land so that a short concrete rumvay 4,760 feet in lengtn
could be constructed. Iuton News, 30th. fugust 1956. b

.35, Inton Yews, 24th. July 1958, 2nd. October 1956,

. Iuton News, 16th. Cctober 1958.
i ’ '
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Dy December, 1958 the support of the iinistry of Supply had alsoc been obtained,jg

and after this the gront of loan senction by the Ninistry of Housing and

|
!
j
Local Government was a formalily, it being obtained early in April, 1959,38 |
|
From the first permission granted by the Ministry of Civil iviation to

the granting of loan sanction by the linistry of Housing and Local Government,
J
|
!

the process of 6btaining the necessary permissions took six years. The impzct
of a credit squeeze when the circie was almost completed for the first time
was an unconsidered factior when it was decided to embark upon the project and
probably resulted in a delsy of a little over two years, but even so a great
deal of time appears to have been consumed by the mechanics of the administrativé;
processes of Government, Seven different ¥inistries were involved (Agriculture,f
Civil Aviation, Icusing and Iccal Govérnment, Supply, Trade, Transport and
Treasury), each examining the project from its own viewpoint and each con- “
suming time with its separate administretive procedures. The positibn of Dr.
Hill appears to have been gfgnificant in finding a way through this maze,
especially in his capacity as a Cabinet iinister dwring the second cycle. The
first cycle (which was not completed; took over three years, whereas the second _
(which wes corpleted) took less than a year. What appears to have baen de- ;
cisive in this second cycle wes Ir. BEill's ability to have the matter dealt
with expeditiously at a high level within the MInistries, rather than as one
of a larce number of matters awaiting their turn for decision. His position
as a Cabinet Minister with direct and personal access to the other Ministers
involved appears to have enabled him to accelerate the process,39 although
another important factcr was ciearly the changed econonic circumstances, 198
being a year of relative prosperity after the stringency of the credit squeeze.
By the time that loan sanction had been obtazined, the aircraft engineéring
Compenies were becoming increasingly reluctant to be involved financially in
the coacrete runway project. The reason for this was that their mahufacturing
prodesgés were changing, and a flying field for testing purposes was becoming

an anachrcnism. For example, Kapier was turning more and more to the manu-

facture of rocket and guided missile systems, an arca peculiarly sugceptible

to chenges o Government policy and the resultant cancellation of contracts. j

37. Luton Kewe, 1lth. December 1958
38. Saturday Telegraph, 4th. ipril 1959.

39, fThis was certainly the opinion expressed by Bedfordshire County Alderran
L.S. Bowles, Alderran F.S. Lester and ). Seymour, all of whom were actively
involved in the negotiations, in interviews (op. cit.). Dr. Hill (now Loxd Hill
of Imton) said that it was part of his job as Ii.P. for Luton to "smooth the
" paths for such metters", and agreed that, whilst his positiocn as a Winicter left
hin less time for constituency work, it did also mcke it ezsier for him to “ave
*’ the paths smoother." He was al pains to point ocut,. how . Vi 3
: : ' + A 'L cut,- however, that this in no wav
committed either himself or the other Kinisiries to the project in question, ang

?aﬁa;;iégi.dld was to push them to decide wpon it. Interview with Lord Hill, 27tk
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Indeed, this is-pteciscly what happened to ihe Company just before loan sancticn
was finally obtained. It had been agreed with both Hunting and Napier that
they would, between them, pay £25,C00 per annum to the Council for the use of
- runvay and hangar facilities, as a contribution to the cost of the concrete b
runway project. _Napier decided to review its position as a result of the can- |
celled contract, however, and opted out of the lung-term agreement, paying only
interim landing f‘eea.4O
Thus the major purpose of the concrete runway project (the needs of the ﬂ
manufacturing Companies; was no lonyer as valid as it had been at the stari of
the quest for loan sanction. Havin; obtained loan sanction, however, the
Council had to decide whether to accept that a concrete runway fulfilling its
ofiginal functions was no longer an economic proposition, or to construct it as
an invesiment and seek to attract pascenger and freight services. The latter

course was chosen. The Council had never intanded that the Airport should be

merely an adjunct to the activities of manufacturing Companies, useful though
such revenue was in the short-term. The creation of a passenger and freight :

airport had always been the Council's long-term aim, and a concrete runway, al-

though immediately for the use of the manufacturing Companies, was an essential %
prerequisite of such a notion.  Consequenily, the Council decided to take over {
¥

Napier's contribution itself as well as continuing with its own shawve, whilst %

Y

Eunting agreed to abide by its porticn of the original avugreemen‘t.l]f‘L

No lenger could the Council be sure of revenues from the manufacturing

42

Companies, even in the shori-term. Instead, it would have to attract operaters

to the iirport. " Fagle iviation 43 had operated from the Airport for Zess then

‘two years in the mig-1950s, but had moved away because a concrete runway and

g e

custcme facilities were not apparently forthcoming.44 Hevertheless, hangars and
office facilities had been constructed for the Company, and these were to prove

useful irn future. Lerby Aviation 4 commenced operating scheduled services on

S

the luton}Jersey run for the 1959 summer season knowing that a concrete runvay

would be in operation for the following season, and repcrted success.46 The i

real growth wes to come as a result of charter operations, however, and especially
in the inclusive tour sector. This was to prove the main feature of the

commercial success that Iuton tirport eventually became during the 1960s. -

40, Luton News, 16th. April 1959. Confirmed by K. Seymour (interview, op. cit.).
41. Luton News, 30th. April 1959. ' |

42. The aircraft manufacturing inausiry has declined in Iuton ever since, and al.
that now remains is a small factory ovmed by Rotax {taken over from Napier;.
Hunting was taken over by the British aAireraft Corperation, and subseguently
production was moved away from Iuton. Rotax does rot use the Airport for flizht
testing purposes at al}, and this particuler Airport activity is thus now defurnct.
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The east-west concrete runway, 2423 feet in length, came into use in
December, 1959.47 Planning permission had been no problem at all.,  Yedford-
shire County Council as the lcczl pla.ning authority (Iuton then having a Muni-
cipal Borough Council with substential delegated planning powers; examined the
proposal carefully before deciding net to call it in, leaving it to be deter-
mined by the Borougsh Counci1.4§ is a result,.there was no public inguiry int&
the proposal, and neitner was there any pressure for one. The Airport was
simply not an issue to anyone. There was unanimity within Luton Council that h
the town needed a municipal airport. Adrcreft noise had not been a factor and,
as fer as anyone could see, would nut be a factor.49 Public debate on the matter
hardly existed, and what litile there was related simply to the possibility of
some exira employment being created. Local business was apparently interested ;
neither one way nor the other, and this hed already been reflected in the |
loosening earlier in the 1950s of the tacit aliiance which had existed 5etween :
the Council and the Chamber of Cormerce.  Apart from Bedf&rdshire County Council,i
locai authorities in the surrounding area took no interesi in the matter, and
fhe County Council wished to minimise its involvement so &8 not to exacerbate

its already difficult relationship with ILuton Council.

Dyer, Stygall and Dony, op. cit. TIages 206 snd 207.
43%. iater British Eagle. ‘

44. Interview with ilderman F. E. Lester, op. cit. ;
45. later British Midland, which still operates from the Airport. :
_46. Iuton Kews, 24th. September 1929.

47. Evidence of K. Seymour to the public local inguiry into expansion proposals
for iuton sirport, 12th. karch 1970. :

48. Interviews with Alderman F.S8. Lester (op. cit., and former Bedfordshire
County slderman K. J. &ldridge (Tth. 4pril 1971;. kr. Aldridge was Chairman of
the County Flamning Commitiee in 1959, and he saw the proposal then as 2 necessary
step in th> process of creating an airport to serve the mmicipality of Iuton

(but nothing wider). Ee testified to some unease at the proposal, nevertheless,
but relationships between Bedfordshire and Iuton were so diificult at that time '
(because of the long fight for Luton's County Borougch status which was then taking
place ; see Chzpter 12) that he had no wish to exacerbate them over the Airport
issue. Like iord Hill (see note 39 above), Lr. ilcéridge was later to pley &
significant pori in the protest movement, end he also received a substantizl
amount of criticism for an apperent volte-face over Airport policy. A more
reasonabie explanation is that, like Lord Hill and many other people (including
most Iuton Council members and most of his subsequent critics), he was simply
unzble in the late 1950s to conceive of whet the iirport would become by the lzte -
1960s. |

49. The only complaints in the 1950s had been about the noise of engine testing
on the ground, and the reduction in importance of the Airport as an adjunct to i
manufacturing proccsses was likely to mean that complaints from this scurce, if |
anything, would decline. Such complaints were recorded in the local press on |
~ ‘three occasions in the 19508; ILuton Kews, 27th. November 1952, 24th., September
1957. Tuesday Telegraph, 22nd. July 1958.

. I
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Qverview.

For the pericd under examinatior in this Chapter, the policy-making process
in respect of luton sirport remained ralatively closed. That is, active in-
volvement within it was limited to a small end prescribed number of participants,
with others beins involved veripherally (for example, Bedfordshﬁre County Council‘

in its capacity as the Iocal plenning authority) or in en ad hoc manuer (for

exanple, Centrazl Government in terms of the granting of certain specific per-

missions;. The centre of the stage was occupied by ILuton Council, as the'owner

A A e 1

and operator of the iirport, and although it developed ceriain linkages with

first the Chamber of Commerce and then the manufacturing Companies it never
~relinguished this central position. PR

The alliance with the Chamber of Commerce was a tacit one, based upon
voverlapplng nerbership, perceived mutuality of interest and the apparent intrin-
Asic importance of the Chamber as the spokesman for local business on Céuncil
policy matters at a time when the Council was conccxned to attract as much 1nduqt:
:‘tovtne area as it could. The support of the Chamber was of value to the Coun01l
in establishing the airport project, but the continuation of the Chamber as an
 important participant in the prccess dGepended upon the‘ability'of localybusjnessea
to provide some trade for- the Airpoert. This they did not do,and since the .
‘Chamber hed no means of coercing them into using the Airport it was unable to
séti sfy the Couricil's needs in this respect. In addition, with the rise to
4lprom1nence of the local Labour party the position of the Chamber in community
A life in the 195Cs wes probably not what 1t had been in the 1230s. 4s a resuli
of these two factors, the importance of the Chamber in the process deciihed vi-
"81b1y in the 1950s. For a while, the Council also developed & relafionship
with the two manufzcturing Companies based at the Airport, but this was destined
not to last much beyond the 1950s because the Airport was becoming increasingly
unsuitable for their needs.. :

Airbort policy—mgking never became controversial during this period. The
smail number of participants within the process either agreed in essence or founi§
it expedient not to pursue their differences. Examples of the forﬁer have |
been cited in Imton Council's alliances with the Chamber of Comirerce and with
the manufacturing Companies. = As 1o the latter factor, Bedfordshire County Courci
and Iaton Coun011 had been engaged throughout the 1950s in a prolonged Parlla-
mentary battle over whether Luton should obtain County Borough status, end this
had strzined the relationships between the two. Rather than risk the further
deterioration of an already difficult situation, the County Council preferred

not to use its powers as a planning authority tc involve itself in 4irport
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policy-making, al%hough in any case it had no fundamental objections to the
creation of 2 municipal airpert to serve the luton area. During the pericd
under examination here, there is no record of any member of ILuton Council
 coming oui in opposition to the Council's Airport policy, although the Labour
and Conservative parties on the Council made many issues matters of party dis-
pute. Zven Central Government's obduracy over the granting of loan sanction
in the early 1950s was related.hot to its opposition to the concrete runway
project as such but to the economic circumstances of the time, and was circum- i
vented when these changed for the better and as a result of the elevation of

pr. Hill to the Cabinet. Thus, none of the possible sources of controversy
over iirport policy-meking actually materialised as such. The major reason for
this appears to have been that even as late a2s 1959, when the concrete runway
was opened, none of the participants (including Iuton Council, was awaye of the
extent to which the Airport would have expznded by the end of the rolloﬁing
would have expanded by the end of the following cdecade.

_“with the benefit of hindsight, however, it is possible to discern the seeds
of future trouble which were already extant by 1959. The site requirements of
an iirport in the 1930s were different from those of the late 1950s, but the
forces of ingrtia were such that little thought appears to have been given in
1959 to the wider planning implications of laying a concrete runway at the Airport.
Noise complaints had already started, albeit in relation to ground testing
activities rather than to commercial air trensport movements, but this does not
geem to have acted as a warning about the-implicaticns of expanding an Airport
in close proximity to several lerge housing areas. The 4iirport development plan
of the early 1950s had very quickly become out of date, a fate that was later to
be shored by its successors during the 1960s. Nevertheless, the histéry of
Luton Airport in the period up to 1959 was one very largely of failure to achieve
the objectives orizinally set out for it, and on this basis at any rate there
was little reason to expgct any rapid developments which would jerk guch pointers
into focus. In fact, the situation was to change suddenly and guite unexpectedly
during the 1960s, by wnich time the available room for manoeuvre had been sharply

reduced.
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Chapter 8. The Years of Repid Crowth.

Introducticn.

The decade of the 1960s was the period during which Luton Airport was
transformeéd from being the insigrnificant fecility deseribed in Chapter 7 to
being the busicst municipal eirport in Britain. This Chapter is concerned
with the forces that rcsulted in this transformation insofar as they were
reflected in the major occurrences within the gystem during the 1960s. At
the same time, the seeds of future dif”icultias already extant duringvfhé/éra
which was the concern of Chapier 7 bezan to blossom, such that a procesé which
had never been cheracterised by controversy became by the end of the decade the
subject cf bitter conflict. The watershed during this period was the 1nvro-
duction of jets on a regular commercizl basis 2t Iuton Lirport early in 1968,
beczuse it was this which sparked off the rapid growth in the noise nuisance
problem. This event will be used es a dividing point in the narrative of this

x Chapter, therefore, not because it interrupted the continuity of the process

- but because it led very quickly to a marked change in its nature. The events
from the summer of 1970 onvards are dealt with in Chapter 9.  Again, this does
not reflect a break in the continuity of the process, but rather it is a func-
tion of the differert research methods involved in a direct observation rather
-than an historical study. . %hilst 195§ representied a reasonably "natural"
break in the course of events, and presented an opportunity for looking -both

-‘backmaxdstnd forwards, no such break is discernable during the 1960s and 1970s.

-‘Conseauently, the overview attempted at the end of this Chanter is restricted to
a small number of obser vations about the process changes which took place
during the 196Cs,and a fuller overview of the events analysed in Chapters‘e and
9 in the context of the events of Chapter 7 is left until Chapter 10..

The Pre-Jet Era. » o
' pifficult though it was for the Council then to appreciate, retrospectively

it is clear that the opening of the concrate runway occurred at a prop1t¢ous
time. The aircraft mwnufacturlng Companies could no longer be relied upon to

- provide a steady revenue upon which to build up the Airport, and so the Council
was forced to look further-afield‘ At the seme time, several stall companies

" were looking for an-aifport in the south-east accessible both fxom Londoﬁ and
the iidlands to use as 2 basefbr charter operations. The concept of the inclu-
“sive tour was Jjust starting to gain adherents among small new companies, end it

wes these in particular who were looking for an airport from which to comience

operations.1 The accessibility of Luton Airport from both London and the

1. It is very dlfflcu1t to pinpoint particuler reesons why the idez of the
inclusive tour holiday should have startied to become attractive at this time.
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¥idlends had been considerebly improved by the opening of the first part of
the ¥l moloxway, alse in 1959.? These factors were coincident; and crezted
the conditicns in which growth could occur.

The Council, working through the Airport Direétor, attempted to‘encouraga
airlines to make use of the Airpert. This was dcne through specific indﬁce_
ments, such as promises ito create facilities tailored to the specifid iéquire—
ments of the airlines snd then to lesse them on favourable terms, and discounts
on such metters as landing fees.? Mhe facilities originally provided for
Bagle Aviation in the mid-1950s were to be a key fezture of the negotiations
with Autair (later Court line), the first operator to base itself at the Airport.
The arrengements with Autair were completed by the end of 1960. The Company,
operating only a heliéopter-fleet but with expansion plans in the area of inde-
pendent charter work, was to base itself at Iuton, initially moving into the
~facilities provided originally for British Bagle and later being provided with
further facilities as and when necessery. The terms given Autair were the most

" generous given to any of the airlines.4

Probaply pert of the reason lies in general Tising alffluence, bringing tha icea
of a continental holiday within the scope of more =nd more people. Probably. alsc,
the advertising industry was able to convince people that it really was poscible <«
have such a holiday nearly as cheaply and up to the same standards as the RBritich
equivalent, with the added attraction of better and surer weather. Probably the
fact that both hotel and airline operators could work to a fairly high an§ cuarar-
teed use of their facilities made better economic sense to Fhem than re%ylgg en~
‘tirely on an open and (at that time) limited merlet. Certainly, thc private alr—
1ines had much morc scope for the development of specialised services following s
establishment of the Air Transport Licensing Board to regulate public/private com-
petition under the Civil Aviation (Licensing) Act, 1960; this was, after all, one
of the functions of the Act. All these features together probably created &
climate conducive to growth. L ‘
2, P.H.A. Linnett (Deputy Kanaging Director, Clarlsons Holidays), in his evidence.
to the 1970 public inquiry into exparsion plans for Iaton Airport, said that in toe
-opinion of his Company Luton Airport had better accessibility than any other air-
port in Britain. This could mean several things, since "better" is open to several
interpretations. For example, it could wean that more people live within X houxs’
driving time of Imton Airport then of any other British airport, or it could mezn
that if the driving times from all settlements in Britain 1o all the ajirports in
Britain were computed, the agcregate for Luton Airport would be the lowest. That-
ever specific interpretation is placed on Mr. Limnett's statement, the important
‘point is that Clarisons believe Iuton Airport to be ithe most accessible airport in
Britain and, as a result, operate from it. L
3. Tt was extremely difficult to obtain any specific information about the inducs-
ments offered, although the fact that it had beea done was not in dispute. Inter-
views with J.¥. Cowan (Town Clerk, Lumton), 10th. Larch 1971, 4.D. Harvey (former
Town Clerk, Lutcn and now Director, Court Line), 1lst. July 1971, Aldermen F.S.
Lester, 27th. July 1971 and K. Seymour, 29th. July 1971. Certain specific pieces o:
i{nformation were given, however, and will perhaps give some idea of hdw generous
the inducements were. Mr. Zeymoux said that not only had "extensive reductions!
been negotiated for Autair, but also that the Company had been allowed to get a
long wey in arrears with its payments without being pressed by the Council. Iore
specifically, 1. ®lgood (Plarming lxecutive, lionarch iirlines

it ), in an interview on
2580, June, said that his Company had |



120,

The second Company to base itself ai ILuton Airport was Euravie (later
Britannia,. Buravia also cale as a very small €ompany, which would concern
itself with inclusive tour operaticns plus whatever freight charter work it
could obtain. Negotiations were completed a year after those with Autair,
and the reductions, although not quite sc generous as for Autair, were still
significant.5 The growth of thesc two Compznies has led to the growth of
Juton Airport, and in 1970, as Britannia and Court ILine, they handled more
inclusive tour traffic than any other British airlines.6 They happened to be
early operators in what proved to te one of the fastest-growing sectors of
Pritish civil aviation during the 196Os,7 and their growth has been both a
function of and a significant contributor to the development of this sector.

Mhere is no evidence 1o sugsest that the Council was aware that such a
growth was inevitable, and therefore set out deliberately to attract those par-
ticular operators. Cn the contrary, what appears to have happened islihat the
two Companies, then in an embryonic state, were looking around for an airport
from which to commence operations in the new and untried inclusive tour sector,
at the same time as the Courcil was looking around for operators wishing to
make use of the hirport's new facilities. This coincidence has apparently
proved beneficial for both sides, with the generosity of the Council's terms
helping the Companies in their difficult early days and the subsequent growth
of the Companies ultimately providing a profitable operation for the Council.

But it is doubtful whether it was anything more than a forturate coincidence.8

been formed at Imton iirport in July 1967 and then had been given a cut of 25
in landing fees, which would reduce to 205 in Kovember 1971.

4., Tuton Hews, 1st. December 196C.  Confirmed by Alderman F.S. lLester (inierV1er

Op. Cj.'t. )c
5. Satuirday Telegraph, 30th. December 1961.

6., Department of Trade and Industry, Business Konitor. Civil Aviation Series.
cA§ (airline (perations,. 1970 summary, Table 3.1.

7. Committee of Inguiry into Civil Air Transport (@iwards Committee). "Eritish
Air Transport_in the seventies". Cmnd. 4018. H.}.5.0. London. 1969, 7Page 22.
J.H. Sauvage (hanaging birector, Sritannia), in his evidence to the public
inquiry into espansion proposals for Luton sirport, 12th. March 197C, estimated
that, ".......Their (British airlines) output on Inclusive Tour Charter Services
has grown so rapidly from small beginnings thet it was nearly twenty times &8
great in 1968 as in 1958." Procf of evidence of J.H. Sauvage. Page 5.

8. Interviews with ildermen F, S. lester (cp. cit.) and k. Seymour (op. cit.,.
It is pure speculation whether other cperators might later have been attracted tc
the Airport because of its accessibility if :iutair and Buravia had either not cir
or had not succeeded. If either of these iwo eventualities hed occurred, heweve:
any subsequent growth would almost certainly have started later and, as a resulti,

would probably not have reached current proportions.
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Other than the generosity of the terms offered by the Council, the other
large "carrot" dangled in froni of +*he opcrators was the promise to nrovide
them with the facilities requiredfor their growth. The 1960s saw growth
take place in small increments, with the overstors annually requesting and
being provided with irproved facilities for the foliowing season. This pro—~
cess started for the 1962 season, the first during which both Autair ang ﬁuravia
were operating from the Airport.9 But the operators were also pressing for
longer-term commitment on the pert of the Council, and the Courecil agreed, as a
result, to prepare a five year development plan for the Airport.lo This was
apparently seen, and not objected to, by the Ministry of iviation, and it was
based upon the assumption that Luton Airport would become an impertant inter-
national link.11 The then Chairmsa of the iirpcrt Committee had” presa;ed

~this in a speech to the Chamber of Commerce, when he said;

We must get rid of the idea that Iuton Airport is Luton's airport
and by that I mean that most of its business will come from Inton and
“district. I doubt if tnere is @mnough business here for the kind of
airport we hzve in mind. Our selling of the Airport must go beyond
Iuton." 12

The éraft Iuton and Dunstable Town Map had already revealed something of
the Council's intentions with regard to the sirport (although not very much,
because this would have meant releasing details to Bedfordshire County Council;
the proposals contained within the Town ¥ap were minimzl). The Council pro-
posed to extend the existing runway at the western end to a length of some 6,700
Test (which would be an extension of about 1,200 feet) and to create a concrete
_north—bouth runway some 5,160 feet in length. These proposals, similar in
concept to the perpendicular runways of the ten year development plan of the

early 1950s, had attracted only perfunctory opposition at that par® of the Town

N . . . . e 1 -
Nap mblic inquiry which dealt with the sirport 5 and the proposalg were sccegtzd

amendment as part of the approved Development Plan. 14 The proposals were
~without incorporated into the five year development vlan for the Airpcrt, pub-

A 15
lished in January 1963.

This involved the expernditure of just over 2 millicn
up until the end of 1968, and included the two concrete runways described above,
a parallel taxiway for each runway, an improvement in the terminal focilit:es

and the provision of such amé¢illary services as extra car parks. The plan was

Y

"9, Iuton News editorial, 12th. April 1962,

10, Saturday Telegraph, 29th. September 1962. Iuton Kews, 10th. January 1963,
11. Ibid. .

L;12.' Iuton News, 26th., October 1961.

15{ Held in Xay, 1961. The ovpositicn came from local landowner Sir Farold
_Wernher and one cf his tenant farmers, on the grounds ihat some loss of land

- wodld be involved and agricultural productivity would be impaired. gee kppandiz

+ * Approval dated 3Cth, November 1963.
¥ -

o3
-
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never implemented. As with the previous ten year development plan, it was
qiiickly overtaken by events and was shelved.16 '

fhe plan did achieve something, however, and that was to bring some oppo-
sition out into the open. There had already been a small number of complaints
about noise from sircraft in the air, rather than from testing engines on the

ground.17

bany of these came .from Ceddington, a village a little to the west
of ILutcn, over vhich aircraft flew just after teke-off and Jjust before lending, -
and Caddington Farish Council registered its worry th=t the proposals would
facilitate the intrcduction of je’cs.18 The worries of one parish council would
hardly be enbugh to stop the Council's plans, but this oppcsition was compounded
by the first signs of disseni from within the Council itself. The Council
decided that, rather than go shead with an extersion of the runway to 6,700

feet and then probably a further extension later, it would be mcre econcmical

to extend to 7,000 feet in one operation.19 This csused a Conservative,
Councillcr J. Letham (who represented South Ward, over wnich aircraft flew al-
most imrediately after take-off), to make public the doubts he hed already raised
within the Conservative group-2o ile obtained no support within the Council,
being attacked by members of both parties who continued the tradition of all-
party support in the Council for the iirport, and was ultimately forced to resign
the Conservative whip on the issue.21 ‘But he did obtain some support from
within the town. The Airport was no longer located in fields away from the

edge of the town, but vwas now at its south-eastern extremity (housing having been
developed in the intervening fields since the War), and with the introduction of
" jarger and noisier aircraft many people living close to the Airport were beginn-
ing to be annoyed by noise.2 )

On the face of it; that this situation should have been allowed to occur
represents & failure of the spatial planning mechanisms which had been put in
operation by the Town and Country Flanning ict, 1947. Virtually all of the
housing development which had taken place on the lend between the iirport site
and the edge of the town as of 1938 hzd been subject to the provisions of the
Act, but nevertheless the tcwn had been allowed to continue to grow outwards in

this direction. The major reason why the existence of the 4irport had not been

15. ILuton Lews, 10th. Janvary 1963. The proposals were described in, Dehie
Keeler ané R.T. Davies. "Luton iirport". Paper presented to a symposium on
municipal airports held by the Institution of Civil Engineers. 27th. Hovember

1962.

16. The runway and taxiway facilities of the iirport are still not up to the
gtandard of these proposals.

17. Iaton News, 3rd. kay 1962.
+18. TIuton dews, 7th. February 1963,
19, Iuton News, 20th. June 1963.
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regarded as being inconsistent with further housing development during the

1950s was that the level of Airpert activities at that time and in the apparenily

foreseeable future wes very lgw. This is not a full explanation, however,

since it was clear tuet if the Council was able to acquire permanent customs

facilities for its Lirport end to obtain loan sanction for the construction of

a concrete runway the pattern of activities was likely to change. The compli-

cating factor was the difficult relationship between Bedfordshire County Council

and the then Luton hunicipal Rorough Council. The Zorough Council had certain

delegzted planning powers in concection with decisions on planning applications,

but the County Council retained plan-~making functions plus an overview of the

Borough Council's activities. In a situation already made difficult by the

long and ultimately successful fizht for County Borough status on the part of

Luton Council,g5 the division of powers in this manner was pregnant with possi-

bilities in terms of each misrepresenting the other's activities. In.pérticular,

the County Council wished to avoid the charge of interfering too much, and
tended to restrict its activities to areas where problems existed at that time.24
Iuton Council, on the other hand, wanted to follow a policy of Airport expension,
but also wanted to retain as much of its population as it could within the
Borough boundary to enhance its claim to County Borough staius. As a result,
it preferred to overlcok the potential conflict between these two objectives and
to see the vacant land close to the :iirport developed for housing purposes. The
Council's development control functions at the time were exercised through the
Borough Zngineer, who was also responsible for many facets of Airport develpment.

 @ven if the incumbent in that post was aware of the potential conflict between
his functicns he preferred to ignore it,25 and the fact that his Department did
not begin to employ quazlified planners in any significant number‘or with any
signifacant seniority until after 1964 perhaps contributed to his willingness to
overlook votential difficulties of this nature. In all events, something waich
(with the.benefit of hindsight; is clearly bad spatial planring practice appears

to have resulted in part from the difficulties inherent in dealing with a facility

20, Which he did in a letter to the Iuton lews, 22nd. August 1963. Bedfordshire
County slderman L.S. Bowles, who at that time was leader of the Conservative
group on Luton Borough Council, confirmed in an interview on 8th. July 1971 that
Councilior Letham had previously been voicing his doubts within the group.

21. Iuton News, 26th. September 1963. Interview with Bedfordshire County
Llderman L.S. Eowles, ibid. .

22. Petitions to this effect from within Luton and from Caddington containing
343 and 908 signatures were reported in the Iuion Yews of 12th, and 26ih. Septem-
ber respectively. » _

23, This is described in more detail in Chapiler 12, See pages 215 and 216.

24. Intervicw with former County Alderman H.J. Aldridge (in his cn

. : pacity as forme
Chairman of the County Flanuing Committee}, 7th. Lpril 1971.
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gubject to rapid technological change and in part from the perticular politicel
circumstances surrounding a delegation agreement which, at best, would be
likely to produce awkward situstions from time to time. ’

The fears of residents about zircraft noise were probably heighfenéd by
talk of luton as & poss%ble choice for the lucation of the third London iirport.
The Inter-Deperimental Committee was sitting and examining the problem at the
time, and the Chamber of Commerce had already asked the Council what it was

28 27

Council's published proposals were crezting a level of debate which made it

doing to promote Iuton 's case. Fress speculation on the matier plus the

certain that any public inquiry into the Council's plan to extend the runwey to

7,000 feet would notApasé unnoticed, as had the Town Map inquiry in 1961.

The applicatioh involved an extension of the runway into the areé of Iuton
pural District Council, and so the planning epplication went in the first in-
gtance to the R.D.C.. At first, the R.D.C. Plans Committee recomzended thab
V’the'proposal be approved;28 but subsequently received approximately 1,200
objections and changed its mind.29 This put Bedfordshire County Council, 2s
‘the responsible planning authority, in a very difficult position. It had‘
received a recommendation from one of its District Councile to refuse afplénning
application by another. ~But Luton Municipal Borough Council was due to become
Luton County Borough Council on 1st. April 1964, the long fight for County
. Borough status having finally been successful, and it wag clear that it would
~be able to give itself planning permission for much of the proposal after that
date anyway. Clearly, the County Council did not want to make relutlons witn
its new neighbour any worse than was necessary by what might have been inter-

. pretated as a spiteful retaliation for its defeat on the County Dorough st°tus
issue. Yet, at the same time, it 4id not like to go against the recommendations
of the R.D.C. and the weight of protest alrcady recorded. Its position Wwes
made no easier by a resolution from Stevenage Urtan District Council (Hertford-

shire) asking fedfordshire to refuse the application,BO and the County Council

25. Interviews with ¥.S. Seymour (op. cit.) and S. Feirdle (Deputy Flanning
officer, Luton County Borough Council), 13th. Jamuwary 1971. kir. Seymour was
Deputy Borough qnélneer throu hout the 1950s, and Lr. ierrdle was cne of ihe

first of the planners to be appointed (as a Chief 4s51stant within the urémefr‘~
Department) upon the acquisition of County Borough status in 1964 ).

26. Saturday Telegraph, 22nd. September 1962.
27. Saturday Telecraph, 29th. September 1962. Iuton News, 27th. June 1963%.
28. GSaturday Telegraph, 29th. June 1963.

29, Iuton News, 12th. September 1963. Details confirmed by P. Green (Clerk +to
Luton R.D.C.; in an interview on 2nd. ipril 1971,

© 30+ . Iuton News, 3rd. Cctober 1963,
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"ultimately decided to ask the Ninistry of Housing and Loecal CGovermment to

X . . . 1 . . Co
deternine the anpllcatlon.j This was explzined by the then Chairman ¢f the

County rlanning Comaittee in the following terms;

"Haticnal issues rather than local prejudices might be the deciding
factors during censicderation by the kinister of Housing on the future of
the airport." 32

Instead, the County Council conceitrated upon attempting to persuade
iuton to retain jointly wiih Zecfordshire the services of Professor Richards

of Southampton University as an independent noise expert, ultimately with
success.35;

34

larpenden Urban District Council elso decided to object, but after a

meeting between representatives of Iuton Council and the U.D.C. it withdrew

-
its objection.s) This appears to have been for ne other reason than:that

the U.D.C. had been convinced that the proposed extension would makefno"differ-
ehcé to the noise nuisance suffered by Harpenden residents. ‘

~ ~ (ne fear of many people was removed (if temporarily) by the decision that
' Sténsted should be the location of the Third London Airport.36 It was cléar
fiom the Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee that Iumton had been can-
vagsed as a possible site; .

nie were able to shorten the list by the exclusion of areas in the
north-west, south and south-east already eliminated on air treffic
routeing grounds, though we mention below one northerly site, Iuton,
because it has been canvassed as a possible third airport for London.

Luton iirport hes often been sug:iested as a promising candidate

 for a third London airport; it is already operating and lies close to

M1, which gives it very gocd access to north London. 4 major airport
able to sustain a rate of 64 hourly movements could not, hevever, operate
there without depriving Hea'hrow of its northern sequencing ares....
Koreover, a pair of runways of sufficient length for a major airport
could nct be built there because of the hilly terrain (sic). We there-
fore conclude that Luton would not be a good site for a third Londen
airport." 37 Co

It‘seems that informal suggestions to the effect that Iuton Adrpoert was
a candidate for third London airport staltus were made at officer level to

¥Ministry staff, rather than pu'blicly.38

Certainly, the Inter-Departmental
" cormittee took the su:gestions seriously enough to examine the case, even

_though Luton had already Been excluded in ite early sieving processes.

31. Iumton News, 17th. Cctober 1963.

32, Saturday Telesraph, 26th. Cctober 1963,
33, Saturday Telegraph, 25rd. Hovember 1963.
34, Luton News, 3rd. January 1964.

“35. Iuton Kews, 2nd. 4pril 1564.

%‘3§. The Hinister of Aviation's decision to this effect was based upoh the
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Equally, it is clesr that the possibility that Iuton might be chosen was a
factor in the mounting prctests of 1963,

The acquisition of County Borough staius for Iuton on lst. April 1964
made little difference ito the Iuton iirport story cther than that the Council
became a plenning authority in its own right, and was thus able to give itself
permission for developmentis at the sirvort. Tﬁis it proceeded to do, The -
approved Iuton and Iunstable Toﬁn ¥ap had included the proposal to extend the
runway to a length of some 6,700 feet, and the Council decided to go ahead
with as much of this as lay within the County IZorough boundary.39 This would,
in fact, take the runway up to some 6,60C feet in length, and thus the forth-
coming public inquiry would only be about the extra 400 feet which lay outside
the new County Borough boundary. Perhaps not unnaturally, this was regarded
as being somewhat high-handed by the opponents of the runway extension, proposal.
The Ministry of Housing and Local Gevernment's decision letter following‘the
public inquiry commented thusj '

- "The existing area of luton iirport is defined in the approved Luton
“and Dunstable town map.40 tpproval in urincipal for the extension of the
runway from 5,532 feet to 6,700 feet was also given in approving the
town map, and it appears thai the runway is in faci at present being exienda-

_ ed, under a previous planning vermission,4l to a length of 6,600 feet.

It is noted that there is some dispute whether the luton County Borouzh
Ccouncil had power to proceed with these works without obtaining the iiinister*®
approval of detailed plans for the extension of the runway, but this issue
is not before the ifinister. Censiderstion of objections mzde at the

inquiry has therefore been confined to matters within the scope of the
applications under decision." 42

The Council's action in this respect chenged the scope and nature of the
.putlic inquiry by reducing its areca of concern and by increasing the bitterness

between the contesting parties. The inquiry was held between 24th. and 26th.

Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee, which had been completed in June
1963 but vhich was published along witn the anncuncement of the decision. "Re-
port of the Inter-Tepzrimental Committee on the Third london firport." H.ll.8.C .
London. 1964.

37, Ibid. Page 11,

38, G.V. Hole, Chairran of the Inter-Departmental Committee, ati a press conler-
ence. ILuton News, 26th. lNarch 1964. The Town Clerk was reported at the same iine
as saying that "...no-one connected with Luton Corporation has ever suggested
that Iutcn should be the third Londen airport." :

39, Saturday Telegraph, 25th, January 1964. Councillor Letham attempted to stor
this in a Council meeting, and received only one supporter, another of the
Councillors representing his ward. Iuton News, 2nd. ipril 1964.

40. This is a marginal increase over the 5,423 feet which came into operaition
in December, 1259. The difference is accounted for by incremental increases in
the intervening years to improve safety margins,

41, There is no recor@ of such a planning permission having been issued formally,
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Hovember 1964, and the Council was oprosed by Iuton Rural District Council,
Stevenage Urban Districi Council, Caddington Farish Council and an ad hoc
body, the South Luton iirpert Objection Associa‘cion.d’5 lIedfordshire County
Council remained uncomnitted, except to point out that the works Luton Council
had zlready put in hand were unauthorised. All the candidetes in the Luton
constituency for the 1964 gene?al alection hadAalready condemned the proposal
on noise grounds, thus effectively stepping it from becoming a local issue at

46

the election. It was clear, therefore, that politigal opposition to the
proposals came from outside the Council rathor than from within.,  Other than
Councillor Letham and his one occasional supporier, the pattern of firm two-
party support for the Airport on the Council continued and has continued ever
since. It has never been an issue between the psrties.45
The 4CO feet extension of the runway was zpproved, on the basis that it
would rske a small difference t¢ the nuisance created by the Airport's éperations
but would be tantamount to a major reversal of policy following the Town kap
decision of Kovember 1963. The Inspector found himself in difficulties never-
theless, because he was unsure of the position with regard to the Council's
action in commencing work on the runway extension and felt that the objections
made had some force, and so he decided to make no recommendation.46 The
Miniétry appears simply to have accepted the inevitable; after all, there would
be little point in forcing Iuton Council to stop construction work to go through
the technicality of giving itself a planning permission, and a refusal would
undoubtedly have been inconsistent with the decision on the Town Hap.47 It is

_clear, however, that the extra 400 feet of runway which formed the subject

as tne next sentence of the letter concedes. gince by that time the Council

was a planning suthority in its own right, such a permission vould undoubtedly
have been a formality, and so the legal objections to the Council's actions werc
on a technicality. The much more forceful objections were on the ground that it
was doubtriul whether it was proper for the Council tc take such action in view
of the impending puclic inquiry. lany of the sirport's opponents interviewed
during 1970 and 1971 cited this as an early example of the extent to which the
County Borouch Council was prepared to "bend the rules" in order to achieve its
objectives.

42. Xinistry cf Housing and Local Government. Decision letter under the sig-
nature of . C. Knox, dated 26th. April 1965 and addressed to the Town Clerk, -
County Borough o Luton.

43. Formed in October 1664 by residents in the Cutenhoe Road-Ludlow 4venue area
in Iuton's South ward, with the objective of precenting a unified residents’

case at the inquiry. It disbanded ofter the inquiry but remzined latent, to re-
emerge in a different form less than four years loter. luton ilews, &th. (ctobver,
11964, See Appendix 8.

44. Iuton Xews, 17th. September 1964. This pattern has since been repeated a2t
both general and municipal eleclions with great regularity. See Chqpt;r 11
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of the inguiry was critical for the future growth of the Airport. It is

also clear thai both Luton Courcil and the operatcrs knew this 2t the time of
the inguiry, but preferred tc say nothing to avoid stirring up eny further
opposition. The extra 400 feet made the difference between the Aifport being
able and not being able to accept jet aircraft with a full complement of pass-

engers for the short-haul trips to the Jediterranean holiday resorts, and this

i
]
é

was the reason for seeking immediate planrning permission for the further run-
Y SR b R T R B o e Hirert publiched 1n
1963, this represented an advancemanEKintroducing Jets. This was a further
feature of the Council's conduct over the putlic inguiry of 1964 which raised
gome doubts in the minds of iirport opponents‘at the time and, even mofe,'re-
trospectively about the propriety of the Council's actionsg, and this undoubtedly
contributed to the difficult relationship between the iwo once jets had commenced ;
commercial opérations. The Council has never conceded publicly that it was .
‘awaré in 1964 thet the extra 400 feet of runwey would neke the critical differencs
| described above, but Tuture evenis dameged the credibility of this claim and
as a result of the Council itself as an authority which was prepared to consult
vthose 1ikely to be affected by its decisions.48
_ f‘At this time, negotiations between the Council and the operalors Weré f
'carried out through a series of meetings between the §enior executives of the
airlines,and the party leaders of both parties on the Council, plus the Town
 Clérk,'Borough Treasurer, iirport Director and Borough Engineer.49 It is
‘doubtful whether oiher Council members weie awere of the implications of the
additional amount of runway space being reguested. This appears to'havé Leen
the normal pattern of policy-mekirg activity in the early and mid-19603, and it
appears to have been designed to erncure that the operators' plans weré‘ﬁot
widely known (for perfectly valid comnercial reasbns) and that changes in party
control of the Council did not affect agreed Lirport policy on which the opera-

50

policy on the pert of individual back-bencl members such &s Councillor lLetham

tors were basing their plans. It did also render opposition to Airport

extremely difficult, however, because very little information about other than

45. There were signs in 1971 that this might be about to chamge, althcugh in tre
event nothing materialised. See Chapler 9, jpage 161. -

46. Report of W.H. Fermell to the‘minister of Housing and lLocal Goverhment, datel
17th. December 1964. i ’

47. Although the objections had not then been significant. :

48. This section is based upon the interviews with Bedfordshire County Alderran
L.S. Bowles (op. git.),K. seymour (op. cit.; and X. Sauvage (lenaping Director,
Britannia Airways), 12th. July 1971. At the time of the events referred tc, 21l

~ three were major participents.. Alderman Bowles was leader of the mejerity
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short-term propoSals was made available to them.  The evidence indicstes that
this alsc was an intended consequence of the agreement between the perty
leaderships to work in tandem over Lirport policy. This pattern cf policy-
making had changed by the late~ 1960s as a result of forces which will be des-
crited below, but the atmosphere of secrecy which it engendered and the con-
sequent suspicions which it promoted were bothAregarded as having contributed
to the difficulties which the Council was later to face in dealing with oppo-
nents of its Airport policies.51 Thus, the Council's actions and processes
around the time of the 1964 public inquiry promoted for the first time an
element of suspicion as to its objectives which, whilst it became dormant
following the decision on the public inguiry, was to re-emerge as an important
feature of the process from 1968 onwards.

4s well as the extengion of runway facilities, the operators were pressing
for an improvement in terminal facilities at the Airport. The five yeér plan
had thought in terms of temporary facilities, but the growfh potential with the
runvay extension was such that more commodious and permanent facilitiecs were
required. The Council thus approved in December 1964 ancther package of pro-
posals designed to meet the operators' requesis, the main feature of which was
a new terminal building.52 _

It might be appropriate at this point to quote the views of two publica-
tioné which described Imton Airport as it was in the mid-1960s, just before the
inclusive tour industry started to grow very rapidly. Dyer, Stygall and Dony,
referring to the year 1963, wrote;

"Progress at the Airport was slow until full Customs facilities

~ were obtained in 1962. Its grass runways were inadequate for modern
traffic and in 1960 (sic) a concrete runway of 5,500 feet was constructed,
and it is hoped that this will be lerngthened. The main use of the Air-
port now, apert from test flying and fiying trairing, is for charter air-
craft providing inclusive holiday tours, although there are scheduled
services to the Channel Islands, Belfast, Dlackpool, Cstend and lkalta.

. There is some freight traffic, and a number of executive aircraft be-
longivg to private firms are based at Luton. It is also used for diver-
gions rrom London and Gatwick Airports. The Airport will undoubtedly
play an increasing part in Iuton's future develcpment. The increase in
the number of passengers using it from 9,C00 in 1961 to 133,000 in 1963
should give rise to optimism." 53

Referring to 1964/66, Doganis wrote;

"Luton strictly speaking is not one of Londen's officizl airports,
although 1t is within the Londorn area. Hitherto it has been of litile
importance. It had no winter services ai 211 and sumner services only
to the Chennel Islands and Blackpocl. In May 1966, the lergthoned 7.C00
feet runway and the new terminal building were completed, and the local

Conservative grcup on Luton Council, ir. Seymour was its Borough zZngineer eng {r
Sauvage the llanaging Director of one of the two orerating Companies upon whi .

; : ¥ ) i pon which
the 2irport was substantially dependent for its business.
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authority clearly hopes to develop more scheduled services." 54

These two quotations are useful in that they serve tuv put the Airport
into perspective in the early 1960s. Then, it was a small and relat;vely
unimportant mvnicipal airport, with a growing traffic in inclusive tours but
with an insecure and constantly chdnglng schedulec services sector. It was
recognised as having some growth potential, but neither study presaged the very
rapid growth which was to characterise the late 1960s.

Very little happened in 1965 and 1966 in relation té Luton Airgort. The
procesa of year~by-year incremental expansion continued, bul there seems to -
have been a decline in interest following the 1964 public inquiry. In these
two years, itnere is only one report of a complaint about aircraft noise in the
local prcss, from Caddington Parish Council.55 There was, however, some
disagreement within the Labour and Conservative groups on Luton Céunci} about
whether the Council should continue to think in terms of another ruhway running
north-south, or whether a parallel eazst~-west runway would give greater scope
for expansion. This was a cross-party issue; it did not take the form of a
fi;ht between the parties. The leader of the faction which wanted a pzrallel
runway was Councillor (later Alderman; F. $. Lester, subsequentily to become
Chairmen of the Airpoyt Committee,_bui he was unable to command enough support

in inhe Council to substitute his proposal for the transverse runway proposal
which was still the Council's official policy.

49. 1Ibid.

0. Ibid.
2 and Councxllor Dunington (interview,29th. July 1971)
51, This point was made by both Councillor White ?1ntprw1ew, end. April 1971 s

‘when theoy were asked about the extent ito which the Council's pravicus acticns
had contributed to the difficvlties they faced as Chairmen of the ﬂlrport
Committee from September, 1969 and ¥ay 1971, respectively.

52, Iuton News, 3vd. Lecember 1964. The Council subsequently gave itself
plenning permission, and the new terminal building was cpened in 196c. It was
designed to kave a life of ten years before being cenverted to a freight shed,
‘but by 1969 it was inadequate. This is perhaps some measure of the extent to
which even the Council under-estimated the rate of growth with its full lmowledge
of the operators' plans. Interview with K. Seymour {cp. cit.).

‘53. Iyer, Styzall and Dony, op. cit. Pages 2G8 and 209.

54. R. S. Doganis. "The Implication of the Demand for iir Transport on Aixncrt
Planning for sngland and wales." Unpublished Fh. D. tnesis. University of
London. 1967. Page 109.

' 55. Saturday Telegraph, 10th. July 1965.
56. Iuton Hews, 22rd. December 1966.
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the inclusive tovr industry grew especially rapidly after about 1965
when the Air Tronsport Licensirg Bozrd relaxed its licensing policy, o1 and
this created 2 need 10 re-thinx the f{ive year development plan for the Airport,
which had beer based upon an assumption of steadier growth than now appeared
likely. The Council debate referred tc above 'was the only visible menifes-
tation of this prccess, Wut at oificsr level several possibilities were wunder
exanination.  The iirport had handled 357,1C9 passensers in 1966, anéd the
vAirport Director made public a prediction that by 1971 this figure would more
than guadruple, to 1,480,000.)8 This degree of growth was much larger than
had previously been admitted publicly as a possibility, and formed the background
to the recappraisal of the future of the ‘irport which was then taking place.
Symptomatic of the brighter hopes for the future wes the decision early in 1967
to seek permission to change the iirpcrt's name to "Inton Airport-Londén",
The ar;ument used by the Chairman of the iirport Committee was that Luton already
was the third Lordon Airport, and thai the proposal, if accepted, would simply
be é formal recognition of a de facto situation.59 This brought out into the
open the disagreements that Councillor Aldridge had already had with the major-
ity Labour group on ~irport issues, which had contributed to his loss of the
party'whip.60 Again, however, as in the previous case of Councillor Letham,
Councilior Aldridge had no support, and after he left the Council in kay, 1967
there was again no dissent for a while on Airport policies.

The third najor operator 1o base itself at Luton Airport came in the
sumrier of 1967; when lionarch Lirlines was of fficially formed at the Airport. The
extent to which the Council was ctill encouraging operators in 1967 (by wvhen a
finaircially successful Airport appzared to be virtuzlly assured} can be gauged
from tre experiences of lonarch sirlines. Ionarch and Britsnnia both had
directors who had previously been directors of British Fagle, and so the direct--

ors of theé new Company knew via personzl contacts of Luton Airport's possible

57. Committea of Inquiry into Civil air Transport, op. cit. Page 22,

58. Saturday Welegraph, 4th. February 1967.  The 1971 prediction was actually
surpassed in 1969, and the actual 1971 figure was virtually double the Airport .
Director's expectation.,

59. Iuton lNews, 2ad. February 1967.

60. His whip had been withdrawn in 1966, only two years after he entered Tuton
Council following eighteen years as a County Councillor and ilderman before County
Borough status had been obteined.  Althoush previcusly a Courty Councillor for
part of luton, he had opposed County Horouch status fcr the town and this, plus
the fact that he had been Chairman of the County Plaming Committee under what
was nominally a Conservetive administraticn, rade his relstions with Iuton's
Labour group very difficult. There were alsoc personality clashes,

he being unabls
- to accept the hierarchical leadership and striet disci ¢ unabl

pline of the County Borough
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advantages as a base. Jeyertheless, their first visit te¢ Iuton was in the
nature of a courtesy call; their minds had already virtually been made-up in
favour of Stansted. The Council's terms were so generous, however, that the
directors changed their minds. The Council was preparced to alter a hangar to
suit the Comvany's needs, and to undercut 5tansted on both rental facilities

and landing charges. These factors, coupled with Luton's undoubtedly superior
accessibility when compared with Stansted, weighed vefy heavily in the directors®

decision.

The Advent of Jets and its Implications.

Yonarch would only be operating jot-prop aircraft for some years, but the
first public announcement thai pure jets would soon be operating from the
sirport on a regular basis came in Hovember 1967.62 Llthough it would be
’possible for jets to operate from the runway, it was anticipated by the Council

(and demanded by the operators; that facilities would be necessary for future
generations of aircraft. Accoxdingly, the lanagement Group of chief officers69

was asked to re-examine the agreed proposals for the airport. The Group looxed
'at four possibilities; .
1) extending the existing runway to the east to a length of 10,000 feet;
2) constructing a new runway 10,000 feet in length set obliquely across the
existing runway;
.3> constructing a new runway 10,000 feet in length parallel to the existing
runway at such a separation that simultaneous operations would be possible; and,
4) constructing a new runway 10,000 feet in length parallel to the existing
runway but without a separation as great as in scheme 3.
Of these, the Group thought that scheme 4) was preferable, but thét it was
essential thet independent consultants be employed to advise the Council.64
Rumours of the existence of this report (which was treated as being highly
'confidential, and only had a very limited circulation even within the Council)

65

began to appear in the local press. At the same time, training flighis in
- jets in preparation for the operations of the forthcoming season had just started,

and complaints about noise started to mount as a result.66 The Luton and

Labour group after many years of relative political freedom on the County
Council. After a series of argumenis on many different matters, his whip

was withdrawn in 1966, ostensibly because he supperted the decision of the
Covernment to amalgamate the Bedfordshire and Iutcn police forces against the
wisnes of the Labour group. This wes more a convenieni excuse iaan the real
 rcason, howeverj it was simply the latest in a2 long line of disputes. luten

" News, 26th. January 1967. Interview with l.J. Alaridge, op. cit. The bitter-
ness between lLr. alcdridge and his former colileagues on Iuton Council was subse-
quently to colour all his vork in oppesition to Airport expansion. iee Chapter
- 61. _Interview with li, plgood (Planning Bxecutive. !ihparch Airiines)25th. june.

fd
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District 4issociation for the Control of lAircraft Noise (LADACAE) was formed
at this time (4ipril 1968, from a nucleus of those pcople who had written pro-
test letters to the local press, who were brought together by Lord Hill.6? it
was established on fertile ground. ot only were noise complaints mounting
as a result of the regular operalians of jets, but fears as to the scope of

the proposals reputedly under consideration by the Council were growing. This
also was related to an old fear, that Luton might be chosen as the third London
Airport. This fear had becn remote betwecen early 1964 and early 1968, when the
Stansted decision appeared to be firm, but early in 1968 the Government decided
to re-open the issue,%8 The fear was not long-lasting, since less than a year
later the Commission on the Third London Airport (Roskill Commission) had sub-
mitted its short-list of possible sites to the President of the Board of Trade,
and this 1list did not include Luton.69 Fevertheless, LADACAN was able to feed
on this uncertainty, especially when the apparent scope of the Council's pro-
posals was compared with the requirements for a third London Airport.7o |

The debate in the Council over the proposal to employ consultants to examine
the*future of the iirport was a long and acrimonious one, although only because
the minority labour group did not regard it as a reasonable expenditure of money.
The group did not depert from its traditional policy of support for the iirport,
but simply did not believe that it was necessary to employ consultants for this
purpose. The party whips were on, however, and the proposal was accepted by
the Council.71

The terms of reference given to the consultants are indicative of'the Council!
approach'to Airport policy at this tire. Ingineering consultants were approinted
(and Dr. Richards, the Council's noise consultant, was requested to assess the
noisa implications of the engineers' proposals) with the task of preparing a
blueprint for Airport development. The wider implications of Airport develop-
ment in terms of the socio-economic character and development of the sub-region
were not included as necessary subjects for study. In fact, the notion that
growth should take place was implicit in the remit to the consultants, and they
were asked simply to concentrate upon the facilities that ought to be provided
within the sirport's perimeter to cater for growth?.‘Z Consequently, the prospect
of a thorough examination of developing Airport policy by independent experts
was pre-empted by the terms of reference they were given. The policy of as much
growth as could be attracted was not in doubt; the consultants were asked merely

to tell the Council how best to achieve this objective,

62. sSaturdey welegraph, llth. Kovember 1567.

' 63. Chief Bxecutive Cfficer and Town Clerk, Deputy Chief Executive Cfficer snd
Solicitor to the Council, Borough Treasurer and Borough Engineer, auginented for
the purposes of the study by the airport Iirector, Berough Architect and Boroush
Valuer. . N ; Touy;
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The pressure on the Council was growing rapidly, nevertheless. LiDACLH'c
membership was increasing very speedily, as a result of an intensive series of
public meetings on the issue ihrcugnout the area,73 and its activities were
awakening other organisations to the potentizl importance of the issue. The
nost significant of these wag Herifordshire County Council, which shared a
boundary with the asirport. Y¥or geographical reasons, most of the noise gener-
ated by a2ircraft using the idirport waé experienced by towns in Hertfordshire,
put the County Council had taken no parti in what cebaie there had been until
this time because the noise problem had not been gignificant.  Awakened by

press rwsours and by the pressures of LADACAN members, the County Council start-

ed to lcok at the problem.74 iembers of Pavliament for the surrounding erea
also started to become interested, and to put pressure on the Board of Trade for
a Government statement on the problem.75 5

This process, nevertheless, was occurring in a vacuum. Luton Council had

76

nade no information available about its proposals, '~ and rumours in the local

64. Report of the lanagement Croup to the Policy 4dvisory Committee on the
pevelopment of Luton Airport. 1lst. iarch 1568.

65. Saturday Telegraph, 16th. liarch 1968. Evening Post, 23rd. April 1968.

66. Pictorial, 27th. February 1968. The difference in perceived noise levels
at 500 feet distance during take~off and initial climb between a lsrge turbo-prop
aircraft such as the Britannia (operated by wonarch Airlines; and a medium jet
of the tyve introduced at Luton Airport in 1968 is approximately 7 PuzdB. An
increase of 10 Fidl doubles the sensation of noisiness. Zvidence of H. Fleming
on behzlf of Hertfordshire County Council to the public inquiry into luton Airpory,

expansicn proposals. Januery 1972. i

e+ e s -t it i g = x

67. Its first Chairman was ex-Councillor ildaridge, who appears to have used it
in part to ccnduct z peisonal veadetia against his former colieagues. The es-

tab.ishment and subsequent growth of LADACALN will be examined in detail in
Chapter 13. ’ ?

68. ‘Sunday Times, 25th. February 1968. This decision was obviously the end- .
result of a highly complex process, but it appears that the balance mey have beer:
tipred torards re-opening the issue by the change from Douglas Jay to Anthony

Cros land os President of the Board of Trade.  inthony Cros land noted the oppe-
sition of hls officials to his desire to re-open the case in the Surnday Times,

25th. Septemoer 1971. This opinion is also held by F.H. Levin. "On Decisions a-.
Decision Making". Tublic Administration, Volume 50, Spring 1972. Pages 21,35 ant

36.

69. The list wes submitted on 24th. February 1969, but details had previously’
appeared in the vational press. Comnission on the Third London Airport. "Shori-
list of Sites". H.K.S.C. London 1969.

70. Alderman lLester (by then Chairmsn of the Airport Committee; was reported es
sayirg that the propcsals uncder consideration would enable up toc 64 aircraflt
movements per hour to be sustzined at Luton. This was exactly the same figure
to which the Inter-Departmental Committee had worked in its original recommenda-
tion in favour of Stansted. Evening Fost, 9th. kay 1968.

71. iuton News, 2nd. xay 1968. 72. See Appendix 9.
73, JADACAN was formed in April 1968, and by the beginning of October of that wenm

~clatmed 10,000 yaid-up members within a 10 miles radius of the Airpori. Evening
~ Post, 5th. October 1968. :
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press were a2ll that other organisations had. This position was soon charged,
however, because on 10th, July 1965 the wvening Post published the report of

the Lanagement Group under the title "Lirport Conficdential™, devoting over

three pages to the issue. This brought matters out into the open and it ﬁe_

ceme clear that what was unéer consideraticn was not simply the natural grewtn

of a relatively insignificant municipal airport but the creation of another méjor
airport in the jouth-Zast, with all the attendant implications of such a Pro-
posal. How the Lvening Post came to be in a position to publish this report,
which had a profound effect upon the process by confirming the suspicions of

some of the participant organisations and swakening others, remains a mystery.

The blame for the "leak™" was attributed by the members of his own labour group

to Councillor T. Kenreally (South vard, one of those badly affected by aircraft
noise), and for a while he was ostracised by it. As a member of the.Airport |
Conmittee atl the time, he had access to the report of the lianagement Group and

he made known his dislike of the scale of the thinking impiicit in it te his
groﬁp. From time to time he had pzssed malerial to the Evening Fost when he
wanted it to be aired in public, and he did threaten to do the same with the
Management Group's report.77 He denies having implemented his 1hreat, however, |
although the feeling that he was responsible cost him his seat on the Airport g
Committee.78 The reporter who drafted the story is no longer employed by the :
kvening FPost, but his successor believes that Councillor Kenreally was the source .

19

of the information. If Councillor Xenreally was not responsible, the most

likely explanation appcars to he that a copy of the report was sent anonymously

- to the Evening Post by a member of the Council's staff. The leaderships of !
the two parties were solidly in favour of Airport expansion, and at that {ime thef

junicr members of the ruling Conservative group did not have access 1o the_report{

so botr of these possible sourcés appear somewhat unlikely.so vhatever the

gsource of the report, its accuracy was unquestionable, and it changed the nature

74. Evening Fost, 22nd. Xay 1968. Iuton News, 23xd. lay 1968. See Chapter 12.?

75, James illason, Conservative 1l.2. for liemel EZempstead (Pictorial, 27th. Feb-
rvary 1968). Lrs. Shirley Williams, Labour M.P, for Fitchin and Hinister of
State for sducetion and Science (Zvening *ost, 3rd. kay 1968). Cwilym Roberts,
Labour }i.P. for South fedforashire (Pictcrial, 27in. February 1968). .
Roberts was at thet time a confirned expansionist, being a memter (until Yay 1968
of the Labour group on Iuton Council.

- 76. This included to the Government. It was announced that william Kodgers,
liinister of State, Zourd of Trade,would be coming to Iuton on 14th. July for =
“fact-finding" visit. Lvening Fost, 5th. July 1968, This wee the second
visible result of pressures put on the Govermment. The Ministry of Housing ard
Local Government had already decided that, as from 22nd. April 1968, Zuton Counc:

should notify the Ministry of any planning propossls for the .irport before

- granting itself planning permission, so that the application couid be c¢alled in
-1f the Ministry so desired. This decision aroge out of

ancther incremental
Z
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of the process by supplying one of its missing ingredients for the majoriiy of
participents -- infermetion.

It has bveen snown thzt Luton Council had thought consistently in terms of
nore than a municipal airport serving a defined locality ever since the 1930s,
althcugh very littlé notice had been taken of this outside or even within Iuton.
In part, this was because such amviticns had always seenmed inconsistent with the
then current scale of operations. In part, also, the nature of civil aviation

had changed a very sreat deal, and the cencept of a major internztional airport

of the 1970s was very different from that of an important aerodrome of the 1930s.
in element of suspicion as to the Council's intentions had been introduced as
a result of its conduct zround the time of the 1664 public inguiry, however, and |

the introduction of jets and the purlication of the lianagement Group's report i

brought thece suspicions into focus. JADACAN's initizl growtn had both fed ;
upon and adced to the suspicion which had re-emerged following the introduction

of jets, and the Zvening Post's disclosures confirmed many feesrs, gave ovponents
something more tangible against which to react and promoted a change in the scale
of thinking as far as the future of Iuton ilrport was concerned. Before this ‘
tlme, the future of the Airport had not been taken seriously in planning studies
at any level. At the regional level, neitner the South-zast Study nor ‘the l
South-#ast Strategy consicered the Airport to be a serious factor.81 At the |
gub-regional level, the South Zedfordshire Sub-Regional Study (which commenced
in 1966 as a pariner ship between Bedfordshire Counly Council, Iuton County borough |
Council and the kinistry of Housing and Local Goverrment) had been carefully v
‘gkirting around the main issues for the future of the ares, ané it was shelved
foliowing tne institution of the South-zast Joint vlanning Study in 1968.82
The Lutogkﬂunstable Town ¥ap, whilst giving some information about short-term
policies for the Airport, was prepared by a Couaty Council shortly to lose

control over mach of the area covered by the Map and, consequently, it was caught

expansion, tiis time in connection with improvemenis to the terminal building.
77. Interview with Councillor ilenneally, 8th. ipril 1971,

78. 1Ibid.

13%6 Interview with B. bird (tunicipal Heporter, ivening rost,, 18th. November,

80. Councillor Spooner (Conservative; told an Evering Post rcporter that the
back-bencn members of the Council cf botn parties lad only lezrned of the details
of the repcrt of the Lanagcment Group irom the paper's coverage. svening Fost.
10th. (ciober 19068.

81. Kinistry of Housing and Local Government. MTho gouth-Zast Study, 1961-1981.
foi.8.0. London. 1964. South-zest Sconcmic Ilanni KMCouncil. " Stratory for <o
South-xast". .4.5.,0. London. 1967. . o

82. These matters are "dealt with in moze detail in Qhapter 15.




in the complexities of Iuton~-ledfordshire relations.e3 Fertfordshire County
Council, the planuing authority responsible for much of the area affected by
aircraft noise,had nol become involved ur:til this problem emerged in 1968 be-
cause it had not been aware of the possibilities under discussion. In fact,
the only consideration given te Luton Lirport in terms of airport planning

for the region as a whole had been to reject it as a possible site for the third
London Airport. The widespread comprehension of the scale of the Council's ’

thinking following the publication of the Zvening Fost's report ensured that, at

least, this situation would not be allowed to continue without strenuous attempts

being mode to assess the strategic context within which iirport development
would take place.

Very few scheduled services had ever operated from the sirport, although
the Council had never made any secret of the fact that ;t would like to see a
thriving structure of such service's,.83‘A is an incentive to the developmeht of
scheduled services, the Council gave them a reduction in landing fees of up to
506,24
at Iuton. During 1968, sutair decided that it could not continue to operate

sievertheless, permanent scheduled services had never become established

its scheduled services from Luton itirport at a loss. The figure that was
apparently agreed as being necessary to keep the services at Luton was an extra
£25,000 per arrum Over the following five years, and the Town Clerk wrote to
the President of the Board of Trade asking him to consider such a subsidy to
Autair.e5 The perty leaderships decided that it would be politically unaccepi-
able for the Council to give such a subsidy, although they did consider it.86
The President of the Board of Trade refused even to receive a deputation from
Luten to discuss the matter,87 and Autair's scheduled services were subsequéntly
transierred to lieathrow before bheing withdrawn al‘bogether.88

4t the same time, the Town Clerk retired and his appointment as a director
of Auteir was announced.89 With the degree of suspicion of the Council's
sctivities which existed at this time, it was inevitable that this move would

be seen by tie Airport's opponents as offering proof of the collusion which was

83. See Chapters 1l and 12.

83L. LADACAN was quite prepared to welcome scheduled services, provided that
jets were not used on them, as being valuable to both the lccal and the national
economy. bvening Post, 24th. Gctober 1968,

84. Interview with wW.C.J. nasterbrook (Deputy Airvort Director), 6th. April 1971.

- ; o L -\ .
The Zvening rost (23rd. Septemver 1968) cleimed thet such fees were waived al-
together for scheduled services, althcugh there is no evidence to suovport this
aggertion. :

85)' Councillor Xenneelly was shown a copy of this letter by will lewie, M.P. for

7 Jaton, Howie was, at that time, a Parliamentary labour porty whip, and thereforxe

‘4n direct contact with Ministers. Eenneally took the matter to the ivenin
be ivening
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reputed to huve existed between the Council and the operators. LADACAN

T b i e S

originally intended to ingert a denunciatory article in the local press, but
received legal advice agzinst this zs well as a threat from the Towm Clerk's !
solicitor to sue for libel, and the whcle matter was resolved beiween the legal

90

representatives;A This was proebably the lovest point to which relations
between LLDACAN and the Council have ever sunk; but it was symptomatie of a.
time when accusation and counter-zccugation formed the only contacts between the
twe organisations.

Liore formal contacts were scon to be established, hcwever. Will Howie
(LabourIK.P. for Luton) and James illzson {Conservative i".FP. for Hemel Hempstezd,

had succeeded in introducing an amendment to the Civil Aviation Bill, 1968,

giving the responsible Kinister power to designate airports other than those
operated by the Eritish Airports Autnerity (vhich already had such facilities) ;

91

for the purpose of instituting consultative committees. Pressure was being

put on luton Council to institute some form of interim consultative machinery

92

before designation made this mandatory. Alderman Lester, the Chairman of ine
Airport Committee, gave & cautious welcome to the idea, as providing "...a forum
for people who say that they have no chence to influence the development of
juton iirpcxrt", and it was decided to institute an interim commitiee consisting
of memberslof surrounding local authorities.g5 Cne of the Committee's first )
decisions (before formal designetion, which took place in February 1969)94 was
to request that LADACAN be represenied on it, and this was conceded.”? & forral

96

channel of communication was thus cdeveloped and hes remained.

Post, because it had not been decided by the Council and by the sppropriate.
committees.  This was. hurriedly done to regulerise the position, but ‘it seems
that, again, the decision was msde by the party leaderships and senior Council
officicls. Interview with Courciilor T. Kemneally, op. cit. This Howie~
Fennealiy link was arrarently used as a means of keeping the ¥.P.s interested
in the issue in touch with the few anti-expansionist Luton Councillors and
supplied with information (source: files of Frs. Shirley willioms, k.P. for
Hitchin). '

86. Evening Post, 23rd. September 1968, Iuton Kews, 26th. September 1968,
3prd. Cctober 1968,

87. Iuton Hews, 1l7th. Cctober 1968, Evening Fost, 17th. October 1968.
88. Iuton Mews, 1§th. December 1968.
89. Evening Post, 4th. October 1968, Luton Kews, 10th. Cctober 1968.

90. Interviews with ¥.5.C. Reid (former Secretary, LADACAN), 8in. ipril 1971,
and J. williams (rfonorary Solicitor, LiDACAY ), 27th. June 1971.

91. Hansard, nouse of Comnons, Volume 768. Columns 1835-1844, 1872. 19th. July
1968. Civil Aviation ict, 1968, Section 8. It is clear from the debale on ihis
amendment that the situation at Iuton precipituted the propocal.

. 92, fThe pressure seems to have emanated from Central CGovernment, Lerifordshire



The process of incremental expensicn was still continuing, althouvgh the
increrents had now to remain small to prevent planning applications on then
being called in by the Iinistry of rousing end local Covernment. Following
the demise of Dritish Zagle in 1968, other compenies were able to acquire its
inclusive tour bqsiness. {(ne ci thece companies was Dan-iir Services (which
nornally operated cut of Gatwick Airport}, which announced an inclusive tourl

o1

contract involving 200,000 passensers for the 1969 season. An application
was made 1o the Council to operatle out of lulcn iirport for the purposes of
this contract, but the Council turned the application down on the ground that

58

adequate facilities could not be provided in tine. fhe liinistry of Housing
and Local Government had originally requested that all planning aprlications
involving the use of over 8,000 square feet of land should be referred to it,
and tne refusal of Lan-iir's application had been on the basis thet any ex-
tension of the terminal would have to be by mcre then this amount, whiéh (even
if a public inguiry had not been ordered; would probably have taken so long to
be processed by ihe Finistry that the extra facilities could not have been made
operational for the 1969 season. The matter was re-examined,however, and it
was decided to accommodate Dan-4iir by a temporary expansion of less than the

8,000 square feet threshold. This was done by a special meeting of the Airpoxrt

Committee, and sanctioned by a hurriedly-convened meeting of the Finance Commities,

leither the newly-formed Consultative Committee nor the full Council were given

s chance to discuss the maiter until construction had already started.99 This
intensified the pressure for a full public inquiry into the issue of the expan-
sion of the .iirpert. A small increment in the facilities provided could make

’a significant difference to the operaticns from the iirport, as the Dan-iir .
incident illustrzted, and there were fears thai expansion would contimie on this
basis, with no proposal substantial enough (in spatial planning terms) to justify
a public inquiry being advanced. It was also an inauspicious start for the

new consul*ative machinery.

County Council and LiDACAN. In addition, an interim comrittee was regarded by
Luton Council as being a more controlled way of supplying the Airport's opponents
with informstioa than through the revelations cf the Evening Fost. Interview
with J.V. Cowan (Town Clerk, ILuton, 10th. Xarch 1971. '

93, Saturday Telegraph, 26th. Cctober 1968. Evening Fost, 18th. December 1968.
Luton News, 19th. December 1968.

94, Evening Post, 6th. Tebrucry 1369. Saturday Telegravh, 8th. Pebruary 1969.

95, seturday Telegraph, 18th. January 1569, :vening Post, 18th. Janu.ry 1849,
96. Its effectiveness will be consicered in detail in Chapter 12.

97. Evening Post, 27th. Rovember 1968.
98. Evening Post,18th. December 1968.. This followed strong lobbying arainst

-
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During the controversy over the provisicn of facilities for. lan-iir,
an opportunity had arisen for the electors of Iuton to express their views
on the whole issue of sirport expensicn. The Council hed decided to pro-
" mote a Frivate Bill to eneble it to borrow up to £1 million on the London money
market. It was necessary to hold a public meeting before proceeding with this,
and if at least 100 electors reguested it a Town Foll on the Froposal would alsec

be necessary.100

IADACAL was worried that this 2ill might provide a means of
reising extra money for the ewpansion of the tirport, and decided to seek an

assurance at the public meeting that this would not be so. No such assurance
was forthcoming, and as a result the meeting (held on 18th. December 1968) was

. 101 . ‘- _
extremely nolsy. LADACLL decided to press for a Town Poll, hoping to con-

vince the electorzte of Luton that the issue was not a relatively obscure finan-

cial matter but the expansion of the Airport. ¥o diificuliy at all was ex-

N R e e

perienced in obtaining the necessary siznatures to ensure a Poll and it was fixed

for Saturday, llth. January 1969.102

LADACAN started to campaign throughout

the town, although its efforts were concentrated particularly in the three wards
(Central, Crawley and South) most affected by aircraft noise. The Council did
not reply until two days before the date of the Poll, when a joint statement by }
the lezders of the Conservative and Labour groups poinied out that the vote was i
neither for nor against the iirport, but was about a2 method of raising mcney
that would save the ratepayers £4,000 per annum in interest charges. It was
also pointed out that the Poll was costing the ratepayers some £10C0 of these

103 1, sadition, the Tuton branch of H:LGO (National and Local Govern-

sévings.
ment Officers 4ssociation) sent an jnformation circular 1o its 800 members,
poirting out that the provisions of the Bill included a clause which would im-
prove the investment pdtential of their superannuation fund, and arguing that
members should vote for the Bill.  LADACAX, already suspicious that the public
neeting had been deliberately packed by HALGU members, criticised this as yet
another dutious tactic on the part of the Council, and called for a 209 poll
104

and a large vole against sirport expansion.

the proposal from the existing operators at the Airport, who were worried about
con:estion in the tgrminal building. Interviews with J. Sauvage (Managing
pirector, Britarmia;, op. cit., and . Elgood (Flarming Zxecutive, Jonarch), op.ci-

99. ELvening Fost, 27th. January 1969. ILuton News, 30th. January 1969,

100. Borough Funds Act, 1872, as incorporated in the Local Government ict, 1933.
101. Evening Post, 19th. December 1968.

102. Pictorizl, 31st.. December 1968.

103. Iuton Wews, 9th. January 1963.

104, Ibid. Saturday Telegraph, llih. Jénuary 1969,
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In the event; only 6.4y of the electorate voted, 3,673 in favour of tae
: ., 10 . 108
5111 and 2,776 egainst it.” 5 Inevitably, both sides claimed this ag a victory,
but the most simificant figure is protably the 93.64: of the electorate who did
not vote. The Town Poll wes apparenily a watershed in LADACLN's activities,

~r

because it vies the lzst aittempt it made to build a base of support within Luton%uf%
liany of the people involved in LADACAL were prepared subsequently to admit that

it had been a mistake ever to force o Town Poll, because it had alienated the

108

people of Iuton. It was possible to increese the Parliamentary pressure

against the sirport, however, throusth the opposition io the Bill of ii.P.s from

109

surrounding constituencies. The i.P.s were not allowed by the 3Jpeaker to

raige the wider issues of Airport expansion when discussing the Bill, despite

110 but it had been méde clear that an adjournment debate on l

1
the issue would be welcomed, and the first was granted on 17th. lLarch 1969.111 |

repeated attenpts,

safety in the air had not, until this point, become a real issue,  The
only accident which had occurred at lutqn tirport had involved the crash of a
small jet training aircraft on the roof of one of the workshops at Vauxhall
Mot;rs on 23rd. lecember 1967, when the factory had been shut for Christmas,
which resulted in the decths of the pilot and the training pilot.112 The
prospect of further accidents had since been used as his mein argument against {
pirport expsnsion by Cherles Simeons, prcspective Censervative Parliamentary
candidate foxr Luton,ll3 but it had not been taken up by many others. The issue
came to the fore in 1962, howevex, throuch the zctivities of the British Airline
Pilots hssociztion (BALPA).  The main problem was that gliders from the ZLonden
Gliding Club's field at Dunstable Downs were operailing in airspace used also by
‘the airlines, as were lizht aircraft from several nearby airfields. BALPA had
atterpted to raise the matter with both Iuton Council and the Bozrd ofaTrade;
but each had pissed on responsibiliiy to the other, and so BALP4 decided to meke

114

the issue public knowledge. A press statement was issued, desdribing the

o
pilots' case in full,ll) and the matier was immediciely taken by Will Howie
(3.P. for Ivton; to William Rodgers (¥inister of Stnte, Doard of Trade).ll6

105. Evening Jost, 13th. January 1969.  Pictorial, 14th. Janucry 1969.
Detailed inform:tion about the wote was obtained from the Town Clerk's Depiri-
ment, Luton, and will be anzlysed in Chapter 11. )

106, 1Ibid. , :

107. See Chapter 13.

.108. For example,i.S.C. ieid (§th. 4pril 1971), Lord Eill of Imten (27th. ¥ay
1971) and J. williams (op. cit.),

109. Notably Victor Goodhew (Conservative, 3t, Albﬁns), James Allason (Conser—
vative, Hemel Hempstead) ard Gwilym Robepts (Labour. South Bedfordshire}, Irs.
Shirley wWilliams (Labour, Hitchin) was in the aiffionlt position of beins an

~opponent of the ijrport but also a linister in a Gevernment which zpproved in
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i(fter hurricd consultations with Luton Council, it was decided to institute
a "Special iules irea" around Luton Airport which, whilsti control¢1w~ alrgp_ke, o
would still leave the liondon Cliding Club some space in which to continue its

117

activities. BLLPA thought that these controls were not strict enough, :
whereas the London Gliding Club thought that they were too restrlctlve, and
started to lobby (through the Sritish Light iviation Centre and the British
¢liding Club, as well es on its ovm account) for their postponement.ll8

It wes clear that the Special Rules Area as originally envisaged (as a

quick and easy soclution to the problem) would satisfy neither of ithe main
protagonists.  Cfficials in the Doard of Trade told DA1P.L that not enough near-

miss reports had been flled to justify any more restrictive measures, to ‘which

BALPA retaliated by 1nstruct1ng its members to report all near-misses in full.
gince when a miss was 'mear" was not precisely defined, the number of such
reports jncrecsed very rapidly, especially since the summer season saw both
_ Airport and gliding activities at their peaks.ll9 The metter was referred to
the Civil aircraft Control Advisory Committee (C4CAC), a body cousisting of
'reprasentatlves from the Board of Trade, airlines, airport cuthorities, light
‘av1atlon and gliding 1nte*ests, the function of which was to advise the Board .

120 s4LPA was still concerned at the

_of trade on matters referred to it.
appaient lack of urgency being shcwn, and issued a directive to its members

that, if it was necessary for safety reasons, noise abatement procedures at Luton
Alrport should be igrored. This was an unncessary directive, since the pilots
already knew that air safety was the prime consideratson should an emersency
arise, but it was done to remind the public of BilLT4 s concern and succeeded in
‘making national press headhnes.121 This was on a lriday; on the same day,

4ALPA representatives were called t¢ see the iinister (Ur. liodgers; , and were

told that a detaiied survey of the sarety problems at Luton Airport woula begin

on the fallowing londay, with a view to instituting a Special Fules Area in

time for the 1970 season. In return, th> DiLEA representatives were asked to

give an assurance that noise abatement procedures would be followed, and ihis.

—Troiple of The Gouncil's method of raising money, waich was ihe subject of tre
Bill. S » _ |
110. Hansard. House of Commons. Volume 778. Columns 841-843. 20th. February
1969. a ’ . o -
111. TYansard. House of Commons. Volume 780.  Columns 160-174.  17th. Larch
1969. | :

112. Board of Trade. Civil Aircrafi Accidert keport 5bu 11 510256 6.
H.kE.S.0, London. nugust 1969.

113. See, for example, Evening Fost, Gth. January 1969 He was elected 1'.P.
1for Luton in June, 1970. ) ‘
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122

was done, This stopped the ramificztion of the issue, because it occurred
at a time when L:iLACLU haa decided to use ZiLFA's criticisms zgainst Luton

Council as further evidence cf the incompatibility of the tirport with its
123 The Council did not bother to reply (2s it might well have done.
. 124

had the controversy continued), and the matter receded in importance.

sUrTCurcs.

The issue of airspace zndé air safety, although of central concern for a
period during 1969, is not the issue which has atiracted most public attention
'since the introduction of jets at ILuton Airport early in 19€8. Might jet
noise had beer the cause of most complaints, and thé isgue had alsc been a prin-
cipal contributor to the growth of LADaCAN. During the 1968 summer season,
there had been'&pprqximately 13 night jet take-offs per week, and a progrémme
for the 1969Asummer season of %6 night jet take-offs per week had been agreed.
The process was for the operators to tell the Council how meny flights. they
required, and for the iirport Committee to put the statements of the individual
. operators tcgether and rétify the sum as an agreed flying programme. - In other
words, the operatdrs vere given whatever flights they requested. This pro-
.ée$s was begimning to cause doubts amongst some junior members of the ruling
Conservative group, however, and the most articulate exponent of these worries

was Councillor XK. white (himself a member of the Lirport Commitiee). latters

came to a head when the operators requested a programme of 68 night jet take-offs

lpe: week for the 197C swmer season.125

4lderman Lester pushed the increase through the Airport Committee, but

Councillor White (who had been unabtle to persusde the Airport Comritiee of his

‘yiews) vciced his objections to such an increase at a meeting of the Conservative

-group, and found he had some support. A formula was found, therefore, whereby
the ruling Conservative party asked fer the proposal to be withdrawn ffom
‘éonsideration by the Council, until the repcrt of the consultants on thé futuze
of the sirpert had been received by the Council (it was then being prinfeﬂ).
Alderman Hillier (leader’of the Conservative group; roferred the matter back to
the Airport Committee, with the proviso that it attempt to negotiate a reduc-
tion with the operators. A four-man sub-cormittee was set up to do this, its
membership includinrg both Alderman Lester and Councillor vhite. It was unable
to make any headway at all with the qperators. They refused to negotiate é cut
between themselves, and threatened to leave the iirport if the Council imposed
a cut. Alderman Lester therefore wished the sub-committee to recommend thst

no cut be imposed; on the other hand, Councillov ihite wished to impose a 25

' 114, Interviews with Captain J. Richardson (former Vice-Fresident, Ballth), Gid.

June 1971 and G. xurley (Publi? Re}ations Cfficer, “al1L), 1Pth. Jume 1977

BAITA's relations with the national press were mxtromely good, and the onlv wide-

. epread national press coverage of the ILuton Alrport issue hae been in rel"l ,

R i h o - . . AN s . O o LTIOM
%0 BALTA's activities. The reasons for this will “e examined in more Qetnii in

Chapter 14.
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cut on the operators' demands (tc 50 night jet take-offs per week). The sub-
committee compromised by recommending that whilst a negotiated cut was irposs-
ible, the iirport Committee should itself reduce night jet take-orffs by twelve
per week (to 56), taking ten from the newly-arrived Ten-Air and two from

Atutair (Court Line). Alderman Lester persuaded the Airport Committee t&”reject
its sub-coOmmitteds recommendation and to leave the provisional prograame un-
touched, but the Conservative sroup, on the direction of its leader, restored
the sub-committee's recommendation as party policy. This then became fhé
gubject of a party whip for the next Council meeting, but ilderman lester
threatened to resign as Chairman of the Airport Committee if his policies were

defezted by the full Council. The full Council vote went very heaviiy against

him (by 25-8), with-only the remnanis of the Iabour group and three Conservatives

supporting him, and he immediztely announced his resignation. The Conservative
leadership replaced him as Chairman by Councillor white, and four "natural
'expansionists" (Alderman_Lestér and his three Conservative supporters) were
'Su556quently removed‘from the Committee. o

' :‘vThis was the first cut on the operators' demands that the Council had ever
‘imﬁoéed. Before this, the operators were given what they requested, and this

was the main feature of the "natural expansion" approach winich had become kncwn

115.  Iuton Xews, lst. lay 1969.

116.  saturday Telegraph, 3rd. lay 1969,

117, Iuton Yews, 8th. Nay 1969;

118. Daily Telegraph, 17th. June 1969, ILuton News, 28th. June 1969.
119, The Observer, 22nd. June 1949. |

320, Ibid.

121. Daily Express, 8th. August 1969. Guardian, 8th. fugsust 1969.vSun, Eth.
August 1969. Times, 8th. August 1969. Interview with G. Hurley, op. cit.
122. Interviews with Captain Richardson (9th. June 1971) and G. Hurley (18th.
June 1971). Daily Telegraph, 9th. iugust 1969. Guardian, 9th. iugust 1963.
‘Pimes, 9th. August 1969. ’ .

123, Saturday Telegréph, 9th. August 1969.
' 124. Although the issue was examined in a Times leadiny article of 12th, August
1969. A special nules Zone and Special Kules irea were subsequently introcuced
for the area around luton Airpert as from 2nd. april 1970 by Notam 114/1970
(Board of Trade). -~ ' :

125. The following account has been pieced together from interviews with Alder-
man J. Eillier (5th. karch 1971), alderman ¥.S. Lester (op. cit.), Councillor

K. White (op. cit.), Councillor V. Dunington {op. cit.) and J.Y. Cowan (op. cit..,
and from press articles (ILuton Kews, 17th. July; 24th. iugust, 26th. Jusust, 187,

September 1969.  Saturday Telegraph, 12th. July, 1969. Iyening Post, 1lth,
.Ju1y5-18th- July, 1lst. August, 15th. Ausust, 16th. August, 22nd. Lugust, 28%h,
. August 1969). Probably not unnatgrally, there is a great deal of cenflict be-
gen these various sources, but the zccount presented here has been cbeé?ei‘;'*
) ~ghecked’as‘carefﬁlly as was possible and is believed to be accurdte: -
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as "the lester line".  ilderman lesler had been given a great deal of freedcn

a8 Chairman of the ALirport Comnittee to make policy, provided that his policises
could command support within the Conservative group and did not impair its
political stability. The rea ctions from outside the Council to hisg axpan-
sionist policies had been extreme, much more so than anyone had apparentl&
anticipated. As a result, pressure on the ruling Conservative group had begun
to build up, 2nd many of the doubts which this sustained pressure had been in-
culcating polarised around the p.riicular issue of the 197C summer nighf-jét
programne. is a result, the Consexrvative leadership found it necessar& to

make a concession to these pressures to preserve party urity, and Llderman

Lester chose to regard this as a test of his Chairmanship. The Conservative
group would heave preferred the cut to have been imposed without the resigﬁation
of Aldermsn lester following and, if this had happened, the Airport's opponents
would p"obably not have re: garded the incident as being so significant. 1 The
reason for this was simply that Alderman Lester wes personally identified“With
- the ?otion of ™"natural expansion" (meeting the operators' demends as they arisej, !
‘and"if he remained as Chairman the Council's overall policy would still have
been regarded as being congruent with his known views. But instead of simply
being able to make a gestgre to party unity (which is what the cut was origin-
all&iintended to be), the leadership was forced by Alderman Lester's actions into |
:examihing wider issues. It decided that "natural expansion" was not a resson-
“able policy to continue to pursue, and confirmed this by appointing Councilloer
i{hite (who had led the "controlled growih" faction) as Alderman Lester's
guccessor and by removing from the Committee the nucleus cfb"natural'expansicnistsi
A factor in this had undoubtedly been the receipt, during this.proCess; of
'the consultants' reports on the future of Iuton Alrport.126 The scale. of tre
thinking in these reports cle rly fr:Lhtened the Conservative 1eadersh1p.127

The Airport was envisaged by the consultants as ultimately having three runways,

with investment on the interim and firsi phages alone being of the order of
128 '

129

£18 million. Local reactions to the Peport were almost universally condemning

ih character, yet‘Alderman Lester's approach to the problem of expansion was
‘basically the same as that of the consultanta. The Snow keport demonstrated tc
the Conservative leadership what Alderman Lesier's policies micht lead towards;

an Airport totallyvoﬁt df scale with the resources of a medium —sized‘Coﬁnty

126, oir rrederick Snow and Yartners. "luton iirpcrt Teve cpment'. County

Borough of Imton. ILuton. June 1969. C.3. Vaters. "The Moise uffects ¢f Ix-
tending Iuton Alrport ". Loughborouch University of ‘reconology. loughborou:r.
‘June 1969. '

127.Interview with Alderman J. Hillier,' op. cit.
:’128.' Sir Frederick gnow and Partners, op. cit. Page 01.

7129, Iuton News, 24th. July 1969, 31st. July 1969,

4th. September 1969. , “venlng Post, 23rd. July 134t
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Boroush Council aﬁd inevit:tly creating very strained relations with all the
other surrounéing local authorities. The leadership drew back from this vision,
and at the same time the cut in the 1¥70 night jet programme was imposed; the
two appear to have heen mutually supporting.

| the Council never discussed the Snow Report, and at the time of writing it

is regarded by virtually all the perticipanis in the process as having been

/]

ghelved permenently. Since its publicsztien in 1969, it has been overtaken by
seversl events whicn will be detailed below, and a grect deal of revision of

it would be necessary before it could be reserded as an up-to-date policy docu-
ment. Its importance was largely in terms of the vision it provided of the
likely end-result of the Council's policy at that tire, and the political
difficulties wnich were regarded as being inherent in attempting to implement

the document's proposals by the leaderships of both parties were such .that they
saw no pointieven in allowing it to be debated by the Council. In addition, it
provided the airport's opponents with yet another stick with which to belabour
Imtofl Council. 48 has been argued alrcady, its terms of reference were such

that the consultants concentrated upon the preparation of a blueprint for maxinm
feasible expsnsion., The other policy alternatives open to the Council were

nof examined, and the consultants made very little attempt to assess the wider
planning implicetions of their proposals. In a Keport of 109 peges and several
fold-out plans, the consultant engineers devoted precisely three short paragravhs
to "regioual and urban development."lso Particular use was made at the public
inquiries cf march, 1970 and January, 1972 of the consultants' statenent that,
‘u,,.it is also clear to us that this wculd not be considered a suitable site for
an ontirely new airport puyely on these social and amenity considerations,"lil
gince the prepsration of a master plan for a three runway internationai airport
does not appear to bte a logical extension of this viewpoint. An attempt was
apparently made at that time, with the support of the Borough Engineer and
Planning .0rficer, to prepare within the Flanning division of his Teportment a
report desigaed to fill some of thevgaps left by the consultants. This report,
apparently,.concentrated upon the definition of a range of policy options open to

the Council, and attempted to assess each in the light of ongoing regional and

130. Sir Frederick Snow and Partners, op. cit. Page 13.
131. Ibvid. '
132, Interview with K. Seymour, op. cit.




ﬁfy‘
LT

147.

sub-regional Dlaﬁninﬂ work. Its conclusion that only a moderate rate of ex-
pansicn was justifiable was unacceptable to Aldermen Lester, however, and he
ingtructed the Town Clerk tc prevent its distribution to other members of the
Council and chief ofi‘icers,152 This is further evidence of the lack of
importance atleched at that time to factcers outside the traditional poliéy of
"naturael expansion," and to atiempts from within the Council to call it into
question. ‘ ; '

One reaction to the cutback was the formation of a pro-expansion interest
group, the Association for the Fromotion of Luton tirport's Natural Expansion
(PLANE). This Wasbformed initially by local travel agents, and attempted to
provide a nucleus around which pro-expansion feeling could coalesce. The ori-
ginal intention was that support would build tp so rapidly that the iravel agents }
could hand control of PLALWE over to the general public, to prevent the,organ-
isation from being tarred with the brush of the travel agents® apparent'#ested
interest in expansion. This has never happened. PLANE grew very slowly and,
other than engaging in slanging matches with LADACAN, it appears to heve had very
little impact upon the process under examination.l33

Councillor Wwhite saw his terms of reference as the new Chairman of the
Airport Committee as involving the creation of a policy of controlled expansion.
This meant, amongst other things, attempting to obtain a reasonable solution to

the problem of night jet noise. His first step was to g0 to the Minister of

State at the Board of Trace (Goronwy Roberts), and to ack whether the Government
would institute a national policy on the problem. He was told that the Govern-
‘ment would not do this, but that it would suppoft any initiatives on the part of
the Lerodrome Cwners issociation in this respect. £.0.A., 28 a body did not
want to tazke such initiatives, because the British .irports Authority (one of
its mewbers) did not want to lose revenue and becaure many of the provincial
local auuhorltles which operated municipal airports at a loss would have been glaéd
of more nl*ht flying ag an extra scurce of revenue. 134 So it was clear that any
initiative would have to ccme from Luton Council. \
Ee went back to the operators to attempt to agree with them s policy for

‘the next two years. For the 1971 and 1972 seasons; the operators wanted 25f-of
their movements to be at night. Councillor White wished this to be cut to 15.

The Folicy Advisory Committee (basically a Cabinet of the ruling Conservative
group} wvanted a figure to be agreed and then not exceeded, as a firm policy which

133 ua*u-uey lel urapn, )(Jtﬁ. :_U.gll.at 1/09 Interview v ith sH.5. b‘aggott
(Chairman of PLilK), 2nd. June 1971. ihe activities of PLANE will be examined
in more detell in Chapter 13, S

,,l34y Interview with Councillor Vhite, op. cit.
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would command uneguivocal support within the group, and recounmended that a
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compronige figure of 20;: be adopted. At the same time, the Policy sdvisory
Committee was talking in terms ¢f five million passengers per anaum ai the
Lirport by 1975 as a policy target, and Councillor vhite decided to accept the

0. 163 s a basi o3 144 " 4 -~ .
'2 o figure as a baSls.for neootlwtlonlmith the operators for ;971 and 1972, and
to work towards a 15 figure by 1975. 52 _

It was necessary to improve facilities at the Airport for the 1970 season,
and a package of proposals was prepared to this end. The package, which in-
volved expenditure of the crder of £145,000, had to be submitted to the Vinistry
of housing and local Government under the sgreement made in 1968, and a public

136

inquiry was ordered. That a public inguiry on the expansion of Iuton iirport
was ordered was no surprise; that an inquiry was ordered on these particular
proposals was 2 surprise to many people.137 It was regarded by'hany people as
being more of a public relations exercise than anything else, but sino; it was
the first such opportunity to examine iirport policy in public, it was taken
extremely sericusly by éll the participants. LADACAYN set up an sppeal fund to
138

raise meney to present its case at the inquiry. Luton Council decided that
it ought to apsrove a longer-term policy against which the 1970 package could
- be examined.159 ?he.policy target of five million passengers per annum by
1975 was accepted, and a packzge of proposals (costing £1,155,000) was pre-
pared for this five~yeax period.l40
The main fealure of this five~year package was a parallel taxiway. luton
Airport does not have a fully-develored taxiway system; instead, the runway has
also to be useda as a taxiway with aircraft turning at either end, and this pro-
‘6ess of backtrarking and turning greatly restricts the number of movements per

141 In addition, the package also involved

hour that the runway can sustain.
the construction of a new arrivals terminal, so thet the whole of the existing
terminal cculd be used for degartures, thereby considerably increassirg capacity.

The operators had been pressing for the provision of these facilities Jlor some

135. Ibid. _ _
- 1%6. Saturday Telegraph, 13th., December 1969.

137. Including LADACAN and Iuton Council representatives. Interviews with
'N.5.C. Reid (op. cit.) and Councillor X. White (op. cit.). These particulax
proposals happened to be the first on which a public inguiry could have been
calied following the upsurge of public interest in the issue in 1968, and

it is clear from a letter from G.J. Skinner (Depzriment of the nvivonment; to
"the author, dated 18ih. kay 1971, that this was the ‘mein reason why the inguiry
was ord