



Minutes of the Brampton Public Meeting
Held on Tuesday 4th November 2008 at 19:00,
William Howard School, Brampton
In attendance: 
Independent Chairman of the Meeting: Professor Robin Smith

Stobart Air Ltd: R Gordon    Airport Director


      S Beadle
     Ops Controller (Minutes)
Airport Forum:  M Bullough Chairman

About 110 members of the public

R Smith opened the meeting at 1900 and thanked people for coming.  He stated that the purpose of the meeting was to explain the development and respond to questions arising from the new planning application for development at Carlisle Airport.  He pointed out the scale model of the planned development and encouraged everyone to look at it if they had not done so already.  He advised that R Gordon would make a presentation for approximately 20 minutes and then the floor would be opened for questions.
R Gordon made a 20 minute presentation in which he outlined the history of the previous application and how this application was materially different. He explained the need to move the Stobart operations from Kingstown, the need to improve the airport to be able to start passenger flights, and the interdependency of the two. The environmental impact of the new application was considerably less than that of the previous and he emphasised the economic realities of non-aeronautical revenues to ensure a sustainable future for the airport. This development was vital to the airport’s survival and to the social and economic development of Cumbria.
Questions:

Question 1:  Mr Horne

i) What are the sanctions of not carrying out the promised runway development outlined in the Section 106 agreement? And is there a time lapse? (He stated he was pro the development but had fears about an industrial estate developing instead)

R Gordon replied that such an agreement was legally binding and that if broken he imagined that you could be prosecuted or be fined, however he did not know the specific legal sanctions.

Question 2:  Mr Brown

ii) Asked a question about his specific agricultural tenancy agreement on the airport

R Gordon said that he was aware of this but that it was not related to the planning application. It would be a matter for discussion between the parties outside the meeting
Question 3:  Mr Fox

iii) Could he have clarification on the legal ownership of the airport? And was it true that Stobart Air could pull out of the airport in 2011?
R Gordon replied that legal precedent had been established and that with a lease agreement such as the one held by Stobart Air, they would be considered legal owners of the airport for planning purposes.  It is true that under the agreement Stobart Air could cease to operate from the airport after 2011 but that this made no sense with the commitment to invest and the proposal to develop it now being put forward.
Question 4:  Mr Harrison
xviii) Is it true that the airport side would be kept to a minimum and all that would be built is a big warehouse?

R Gordon said that he did not understand why there continued to be doubt about  the intentions of the present airport owners Andrew Tinkler and William Stobart.  He knew that they had a strong obligation to carry out development as well as a passion to see the status and profile of Cumbria increase.  Furthermore it was Stobart Air who had voluntarily proposed entering into the Section 106 legal obligation to the upgrading of the aviation side.
Question 5:  Unknown Gentleman

v) Asked about noisy jets flying into the Airport passing over his house in Brampton?

R Gordon said that there are no restrictions on aircraft, other than runway length and weight limits under the terms of the CAA licence. Also, currently, military jets can fly low unrestricted in this area so there would be unlikely to be any noticeable increase in noise level over the houses of local residents from current levels.
Question 6:  Mr Harrison
vi) After looking at a statement in the EKOS survey is it true that the airport side would be able to take a load restricted Boeing 737 or Airbus A319 up to 8 times a night?

R Gordon replied that the EKOS survey represented the consultant’s view but in theory this would be possible.  This could happen already but it is extremely unlikely due to the technical restrictions of the aircraft quoted and the financial costs of extended opening hours..
Question 7:  Ms Wharton
vii) Could the issue of ownership be clarified? And what would happen in the Stobart Group Shareholders refused to fund the development?

R Gordon explained the relationship between the ownership of the airport and the Stobart Group and the proposed inter company trading process which would make the airport economically viable.  
Mr Dash – Point of Information

He said that he had been Chairman of a local Parish Council in the Midlands when Coventry Airport was developed and that a Section 106 agreement was entered into by the developers not to use heavy goods vehicles on certain roads.  Subsequently this obligation was breached and those concerned were sued by Warwick Council.

Question 7:  Mr Ransley
vii) Could clarification be given on the point of a Boeing 737 being used for freight flights?
R Gordon replied that this could only be seen as a speculative possibility because operators would be weight restricted bringing goods in and would have to leave light or empty, which could be economically unviable. There were and had been no requests for such flights but any case would be looked at on its merits. The planning application however was not concerned with aeronautical matters.
Question 8:  Mr Elliot
vii) Would overnight flights for Tesco be established and would a major international freight hub be developed?

R Gordon said that he could not give an answer to this as was speculation and not part of this planning application.  It should be noted that the planning application did not include any airside facilities such as aprons or taxiways next to the new proposed warehouse.
Question 9:  Ms Wharton
viii) Is it true that the Stobart Group is bidding for Southend Airport and there will be freight flights established between them?

R Gordon replied that the airport was not part of the Stobart Group and therefore he couldn’t answer questions about their activities.
Question 10: Tom Denham

x) Asked if there was business plan for the airport and how many freight flights were expected to come into the airport if the development was approved

R Gordon said that the purpose of the meeting was to respond to queries about the planning application and not about the company’s business plan.  Freight flights could operate at the moment but don’t because of the poor facilities at the airport and it might be difficult for operators to get the necessary insurance to operate flights.

(After the meeting Mr Denham expressed his disappointment that he felt his question had not been answered and made him sceptical of the intentions behind the development).

Question 11:  Unknown lady

xi) What are the potential destinations for flights from Carlisle?

R Gordon said this is a matter for the airline operators who will conduct route studies to work out what is most sustainable.  He added that London was the most likely first route to be developed and other possible destinations, based on evidence from other regional airports and local demand would be Dublin, Paris, Amsterdam and Belfast. He drew attention to the EKOS report which said that they had seen clear evidence of well progressed dialogue with one of the target airlines mentioned.
Question 12:  Mrs McCutcheon

xii) Why could a more appropriate site on Kingmoor Park not be found for Stobart Plc as it says in the Regional Spatial Strategy that other sites have to be considered? 

R Gordon replied that the primary choice as the site for the New HQ of the Stobart Group was the airport because of links to the current owners and the obvious business sense of utilising a site which would already be in ownership if the option is exercised.  Furthermore Stobart Air was working with the City Council on establishing a green travel plan as required by the Regional Spatial Strategy.  A full survey of where employees live and the hours they would work is being carried out should the development go ahead in order to formulate such a plan.
Question 13:  Mr Fox – Crosby on Eden

xviii) Could he have clarification that the footprint of the proposed new warehouse was 25% larger than the present Kingstown site? And on the employment figures, which have been quoted 3 times in different parts of the application with 3 different figures.

R Gordon said that he did not know the answer to the first part of the question and that he was working on figures of 585 safeguarded jobs of direct employees if the development is approved as well as 85 jobs created at the new cross docking facility. He will clarify the correct figures and get back to Mr Fox.  He also pointed out there was also a multiplier effect on jobs which were related to those directly employed, which the EKOS study estimated  to bring to a total of 1255 existing and 157 new jobs.
(Subsequent to the meeting a further meeting was arranged for Mr Fox and members of the Carlisle Airport Residents’ Forum to meet Mr Gordon at the airport on 6 November)
Question 14:  G Brown
xiv) As in his opinion the business plan and development were intertwined could the cost be estimated of the investment needed to start up scheduled services?
R Gordon replied that at the moment the airport was losing between £½m and £1m a year and that the costs on aviation infrastructure would be relatively small as  the proposals did not include a new runway and there was an existing building at the airport that could be adapted to handle passengers.  The total investment was £19m but the aviation portion of this was the minor part.

Mr Beck – Statement of Support

Said that the airport employed real people with real jobs and they need to be safeguarded by allowing this application to proceed.

Mr Stalker – Statement of Support

Stated that as the owner of Stalker Transport in Brampton he could be rightly fearful for his business if the Stobart Group moved to the airport, nevertheless he supported the airport development and saw it as a unique opportunity for the county and that everyone should get behind it.
Mr Huggin – Statement of Support

Said that he thought that this was the last chance for the airport to develop and that he fully supported the plans.  He said that people who had moved into the area knew that there was an airport there when they came and that he feared if the airport plans were not approved that the area would become a backwater.

Question 15:  Mrs McCutcheon

xv) Why it was not reported to the people of Carlisle that in the Stobart Group annual report multi-modal transport was taking the equivalent of a 1000 trucks off the road? 

R Gordon replied once more that he not in a position to speak for the Stobart Group, however it had been reported that by establishing its first train service for Tesco, the company had made fuel savings equivalent to taking the entire Stobart fleet off the road for 2 weeks every year. Nevertheless, he said he understood that the present vehicle average utilisation figures for Stobart trucks is the envy of the haulage industry.
Question 16:  Mr Gibson

xvi) Why was there no consultation before the planning application was submitted? And can Stobart Air understand people’s suspicions over the lack of consultation?
R Gordon explained that there is no obligation for the applicant to consult prior to submitting the application and that planning legislation suggests consultation should be carried out if the applicant has doubts about the impact of its plans.  Stobart Air does not have any doubts about its new plans as the objectives are the same as the original application, namely to create a site for the current Stobart Kingstown operations and to upgrade the airport to handle commercial passenger traffic, which were fully canvassed.  Within the planning process, people can submit in writing their support of or concerns about the plans to the Local Planning Authority.  The airport had previously held open meetings like the one tonight and in Newtown last year and plan to hold a further one in West Cumbria.
R Gordon added that although he tried hard he could not understand peoples’ concerns as he knew Andrew Tinkler was a man who delivers what he promises and will do what he says he is going to do.
Question 17:  Mr Elliot

xvii) 3 questions: First that there was an issue of Andrew Tinkler’s truthfulness in that he had not accurately reported the losses of the Stobart Group last week. He had reported that they had made a six month profit when in fact they had made a loss.  Secondly: Would there be any detrimental effects to the existing airport of the new warehouse being built?  And third why hadn’t it been admitted that 35% of one of the existing runways would be lost?

R Gordon said that questions to do with the Stobart Group were not relevant to this planning application but that the figures had been issued by a listed company with compliance with Stock Exchange rules.  Secondly that there had already been some consultation with the CAA and that there would be no safety infringements created by the proposed warehouse building.  On the third point the questioner was not correct in his statement as the useable length of the cross runway would remain the same.

(Subsequent to the meeting it has been established that the accounts are very clear that there was a one-off write down relating to discontinued operations but that people who understand accounts and the stock market will know that the Stobart Group made a profit of £11m from continuing operations.)
Question 18:  Mr Ransley

xviii) Could clarification be given about consultation?  (In his opinion there had not been enough.)
M Bullough said that Airport Forum was the body set up for routine consultation. Membership of the Forum included Parish Council and local community representatives through whom matters could be raised. He confirmed that the Forum had not met during the planning application process due to the levels of public debate but that in his most recent letter to members of the Forum they had been invited to raise concerns over any aspect of the application at any time. He had not received any replies. Furthermore he had reminded Forum members and those at the previous Newtown meeting that the airport Director operated an open door policy for anyone who wanted to discuss their concerns.
Question 19:  Mr Ransley

xviii) Could clarification be given about the number of jobs that would be lost overnight? (He thought that the numbers had been exaggerated to play on peoples fears and that some jobs would simply be either relocated or move to other employees in Cumbria.)
R Gordon explained that what he had said was that the jobs would be lost to Cumbria not that all the jobs would disappear overnight.  It is a complicated subject given the nature of the businesses involved but the overall impact, if the development does not go ahead, would be the loss to Cumbria of locally based jobs
H Rayson – Point of Information

Her job and those of her employees would be lost if the airport plans did not go ahead and that it is not only the impact on Stobart jobs that should be considered

Mr Bell– Statement of Support

Said that he fully supported the airport and that in the current economic climate the area needed jobs to be safeguarded / created at the airport.  As a resident of the area all his life he has seen a gradual build up of business around the airport that he wants to see continue.  There was already an industrial complex around the airport.  He said that he had spoken to most of the people in Irthington and all but one supported the development of the airport.
Question 20:  Unidentified Gentleman
xx) Where will the security fence be?

R Gordon explained that there would be discussion with TRANSEC (Department for Transport, Security) about exact location of the statutory security fencing for airport operations which would need to be compliant with the new National Aviation Security Programme (NASP).  The warehouse building was considered landside and would have the sort of security to be expected on any commercial site

R Smith brought the discussion to a close and asked R Gordon to make some closing remarks.

R Gordon said that he would take away 2 concerns raised:

i) That there appeared to be some confusion about employment figures not being consistent in the planning application and information pamphlet.  He will follow this up. 

ii) That there seems to be a lack of trust by some of those opposed to the development.  He stressed that Stobart Air was absolutely committed to developing the airport and that was shown by the commitment to voluntarily enter into a section 106 agreement. Anything done at the airport would also have to be CAA and TRANSEC compliant.  Without the Stobart move to the airport it would have no future and no further investment.  It is therefore imperative that planning permission is granted and that those supporting the application should make their views known to the City Council

R Smith closed the meeting and thanked everyone for attending.

Meeting Closed at 2030
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