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[bookmark: _Hlk61049297]1 Introduction
Bristol International Airport Ltd (BIA), the tenth biggest airport in the United Kingdom, forecasted an increase in demand of air travel, from 10 and 12 million passengers per annum by 2030. To meet the demand in capacity and air travel, BIA proposed a development plan to facilitate for 9 million passengers per annum (MPA) an MPA expected by 2019 (Bristol International Airport, 2005).  
The future of Air Transport was published in 2003 by the UK government, it includes a framework on the development of BIA, the framework supports the application for development. However, North Somerset Council, Bristol City Council and local communities have expressed great rejection towards the expansion due to societal and ecological factors. 
Due to the opposing support, an Environmental Impact Assessment, through the town and country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations of 1999 was undertaken (Wathern, 1998), a tool to identify the environmental, social, and economic impacts of projects before decision, legislation and policies are implemented, with Entecc UK Ltd (ENTEC) being accountable for EIA consultation (Bristol International Airport, 2005). Coupled with this, an Environmental Statement (ES) is performed, that assesses the major environmental effects of the project and a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), a process to assist strategic decision making, supporting a transition in the direction of sustainability (Noble and Nwanekezie, 2017). In turn, all together aiding a comprehensive and holistic, decision-making (Abaza and Bisset, 2004). As a result of the societal and environmental impact analyse of the BIA development, a master plan by BIA was produced, describing how the airport would develop from 2016 to 2030 and relevant to this report, the master plan highlights how it will mitigate the impacts emphasized in the EIA. 


[image: ]Figure 1, displays the area of BIA, is within North Somerset located on the northern slopes of the Mendip Hills an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and in the Forest of Avon (The Guardian, 2021), seven miles south west of the network of urban communities of Bristol. The national Grid Reference (NGR) is ST 506654.Figure 1. Location of Bristol International Airport within the red outline (Google Earth, 2020).

BIA covers 176 hectares (ha) located on a flat plateau, this consists of the 2011-metre-long runway, build along an eastern to western course.  Situated at the northern face of the BIA are the parking facilities, aeronautical provisions such as terminal infrastructure and the airstrip systems. The land among the runways comprises of partially improve grasslands, together with reforested areas, mature trees, and hedgerows.
The surrounding landscape besides the airport facilities are distinguished by ridges, valleys, steep woodlands, screes, bushes, pastures, and land used for grazing animals. With areas of specified sites for their natural conservation significance and rare and scare plant species inhabit, with multiple of these sites are situated in the substantial woodlands west of the airport. The landscape is made up of carboniferous and Jurassic limestone, which historically has been mined for its mineral value (Bristol International Airport, 2005).

1.1 The Bristol Airport expansion proposal[image: ]Figure 2. Draft proposal of land use at 9MPPA (Abaza, H. and Bisset, R., 2004)



BIA projects that by 2030 aviation demand will increase from around 10 and 12 million passenger per annum (MPPA), with a growth of 8 MPPA by 2015. Comparative to the other airports in the United Kingdom, BIA attracts the greatest number of customers flying for vocational motivation, this being 20% of their customers in 2003, the resuming 80 % flying for recreational reasons. The development proposal design is made to accommodate for 2019 9MPPA. . (Bristol International Airport, 2005) The expected revenue from the development is 1.3 billion in Gross Value Added, whilst stimulating 15,000 local jobs opportunities. (Bristol Airport, 2017).

The development includes terminus building (northern), mezzanine flooring and aircraft entry, airport ramp expansion, multi-storey car park (MSCP), energy farm, fire station relocation, office building, road infrastructure, airstrip, taxi strip and airplane facilities. The expansion necessitates 10ha of surrounding land from Cornerpool Farm, surpassing the 1ha maximum limit under Schedule 2, Regulation 21) 10 (Section 3(ii) of the 1999 Regulations, and therefore to the development to be critique for potential social or environment impacts. Thus, necessitating an EIA. 





2 Environmental Impact Assessment methodology.

The purpose EIA is to collect information on the potential development impact to advance the design of the BIA, reducing the damaging impacts through appropriate measures and lessening wasteful resource use. Whilst boosting the positive outcomes, enabling a proposal with the fundamentals in being inclusive to of the possible impacted parties, so that the undermining of a resource, ecological function or the health, lifestyle and livelihood of local communities does not materialise in the long term. In addition, the EIA must take into consideration the necessity of a development or another other options available to meet the request for development, to adapt the development design to evade or counter act the impacts found, focusing on the largest impacting factors whilst enhancing the environmental gains and to offset those environmental impacts to the greatest extent when they cannot be avoided. (Morrison-Saunder, Marshall and Arts, 2007)


	Stages
	Components of EIA
	Objective 

	Stage 1
	Screening
	The initial phase of the EIA methodology, essential to establish whether to conduct the assessment or to not conduct it, namely based on an overview of the considered impacts. 

	Stage 2
	Scoping 
	Identify the most significant, relevant issues involving collective impacts, community effects, and health hazards, while eliminating those of lesser concern.  Ccommunity participation and evaluation is involved at the stage of the development.
Establishes boundaries and sets the foundations of the EIA assessment that is done at each stage.
Deciding the baseline and alternatives development designs.

	Stage 3
	Assessment and evaluation of impact and development of alternatives to minimise the identified impacts.
	To calculate and recognize the probable environmental and social impacts of the BIA development and offer detailed alternative options, compared to the decided baseline.
Minimisation of the duration and extremity of impacts identified.  Precautionary action to prevent the incidence of impacts, to avoid or generate positive impacts. Recompensating mechanisms for inevitable impacts. 

	stage 4
	Impact management
	Includes impact management, to manage the minimisation of impacts such as the obligatory environmental management plan (SEMP). Other management plan is contextual to the project.

	Stage 5
	EIA report
	Includes the project descript, the environmental and social assessed impacts, minimisation measures and monitoring plans. 
All data collected in step one is compiled, analysed, and summarised into stage 5.  
Decision makers are then informed from the EIA of the environmental and societal impacts. 

	Stage 6
	Review and licensing
	The last examination on the quality of the EIA report that is completed to achieve a development approval. Commonly this section includes public involvement, to consider and comment on the EIA, to get a more comprehensive analysis. 
After the EIA is complete, commonly it will go through assessment to conclude the finalised impacts of a project proposal, determining if the project is awarded.
If approval is rejected, the development is redesigned and then resubmitted.  

	Stage 7
	Monitoring, compliance, enforcement, and environment auditing
	Scrutinizing and supervising the societal and environment impacts of a development. This process ensures that such matters as the EMP and minimisation methods are met and implemented effectively and accordingly to the EIA findings.  


Table 1: EIA methodology components and objectives.





















3 Environmental impact assessment and mitigation
ENTEC listed areas necessitating an impact assessment from the development proposal as: air, biodiversity, community, topography, visual, noise pollution, transport, water, and culture of local human history and through the BIA master plan, mitigation methods were designed for each potential impact. 

	Topic areas
	Potential impact
	Summary of mitigation proposal

	Air quality
	Rise in aircraft, road traffic emissions, might alter the pollutant concentration and deposition levels. 

Concerns to nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), hydrocarbons (Hc’s) sulphur dioxide (SO2)  and particulate matter (PM10) 

Dust problems from construction  
	Minimising idling and taxi times through airfield design. 

Implementing fixed and mobile ground power units to minimise the use of auxiliary power units. 

Designing the junctions and intersections away from areas at risk. 

Mitigating high traffic by traffic management systems. 

Reducing traffic congestion through the strategic placement and design of roads and car parks.
 
Improve public transport links to reduce the need for car park extensions.

Investment in renewable fuels. 

Performing a dust management strategy. 



	Biodiversity
	The surrounding area consists of habitats that are of specified importance. 
	BIA manages a Nature conservation Management Plan to protect the specified important areas and species. 

Conduction of wildlife surveys have been implemented to assess the development. 

BIA proposes that through strategic design to reduce ecological impact, disruption to Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) can be prevented.  

Nature conservation initiative will be implemented to enhance and increase new habitats throughout the airport grounds and surrounding area, including increased habitats for foraging bats. 

The development of green roofs at the airport’s northern region. 

	Cultural heritage 
	Sites and Memorials from the Mesolithic period and forward.

Lead extraction sites likely from the Medieval period, at the southern region of the airport. Also known as the ‘Gruffy Ground’.

The remnants of World War II abandoned in 1949. Six aircraft dispersal pens are located at the southern region of the airport.

 
	BIA conclude that it is unlikely to cause any threats to these important heritage sites. 

Further investigation if extensive prehistoric remnants exist.  

The lead extraction sites have significant culture importance. 

The EIA will carry out a meeting upon distribution to this site and mitigation or compensation will be discussed between BIA and North Somerset Council. 

	Community
	The health impact from increase aviation, transport, air quality and noise pollution. 

The effect of increased investment on the rural environment, its calmness, and characteristics.

Impact from tourism, employment, trade and investment.
	Health study, sustainability Appraisal. 

	Geology and land quality
	Potential changes to geology and land quality. 
	Assessment of land impacts have concluded that human welfare and environmental impacts from the BIA construction are not expected to produce any substantial effects when pollution prevention measures are put in place.

	Landscape and visual
	Visual pollution










Assessing the choice of location of the development based on varying degrees of impact.
	Effective management and design plan to mitigate the development prominence across the landscape, lessen visual impact and alleviate key buildings. 

The design has been changed with below ground tanks for the aviation fuel storage, constricted size of multi storey car parks and incorporation of green roofs, for example, the north side car park to reduce light pollution.  

Devote sections of Cornerpool Farm as nature conservation areas.
Where landscape development results in objection, will not be accepted and should be averted. 

The multi storey car park development proposal has concluded that it would result in substantial and detrimental visual and landscape effects and therefore should be averted.

Mitigation is performed through the landscape strategy plan.

	Noise
	Societal and environmental impact of: Contraction noise, airborne noise, ground operation noise, road traffic noise. 
	Through Aerodromes (Noise Reductions) (Rules and Procedures) Regulations 2003, inclusive of monitoring and managing noise at source through land-use preparation, noise reduction measures and development limitations. 

Aircraft has been modified or removed to meet the noise regulations.

Improperly located development is dissuaded or prohibited through land-use planning and management. 

Noise modelling to assess current and future (9mppa) air traffics contribution to airborne noise.

Noise maps to assess the impact of airport developments. 

Aircraft tracking, with fines if infringing occurs. 

The Federal Aviation Administration computer modelling software with noise model v6.1b has been used to assess the noise impact over a 16-hour period. This is suggested by the Department of Food and Rural Affairs of the Environmental Noise Directive. 

An acoustic boundary to lessen the impact of ground noise. 




	Night flying
	Community concern that night flying will increase and result in increased noise pollution.
	Aircraft used at night are rated at the lower noise scale, so it is unlikely that increase noise will result. 
No movement limitations will be put in place.

	Water resources and quality
	Potential contamination effects on water resources and quality. 
	Water management strategy to regulate and oversee the possibility of water pollution.  For example, Sustainable drainage systems (Suds) will be implemented at the new car parks and offsetting storm water through green roofs.  


Table 2: Topic area, Potential impact, and summary of mitigation proposal (Bristol International Aiport, 2006).



4 Supporting and opposing arguments for the BIA developments, with criticisms, BIA mitigation strategies and recommendations
4.1 Societal impacts and mitigation
The supporting arguments included in ‘Future of Air Transport’ white paper, are discussed below. An economic reasoning for approval of the BIA development is the opportunity for increased economic wealth for the local economy, as BIA estimate that over 1.3 billion will be turned over by the regional economy over the next 10 years from the tourism. The New Economics Foundation (NEF) criticise this statistic as overestimated, due to the methodology used to track the average tourist spending being a national standard rather than a regional standard, therefore it does not account for disproportionality throughout the UK and thus can lead to over estimation. NEF project that tourist estimates are on standard overstated by one third and hence the probability of BIA assisting an increased 1.3 billion into the local economy, is likely to also be an over approximation. 
Furthermore, the Future of Air Transport paper argues that, the expansion is utilising the airport and surrounding areas more effectively, with approximately 70% of the South West of England using BIA, the provision of a runway extension and new terminal building can support a great number of passengers and thus reduce unnecessary travelling distances for customers, whilst reducing the leakage of traffic outside of this region. Coupled with this further support for the develop includes the opinion that the BIA will remain and increasingly grow to being the largest sized airport of the region and therefore support should be endorsed. 
However, NEF criticised the BIA expected demand of an increase to 12 million by 2026, the Dft model estimate that by 2030 the MPPA will only reach 8.5 MPPA, including the expansion of Heathrow Airport, which is expected to reduce BIA PPA by 1 million by 2030, not surpassing its existing capacity by 2030. In addition, NEF highlighted two contradicting assumptions by BIA, one assumes that the expansion would not be creating new flights but rather displacing them so no additional carbon costs, on the other hand, when displaying economic benefits, the opposite is implied that new flights bring increase economic growth to favour the estimated capacity. The BIA can be scrutinised for ambitious growth projection, with limited scope how other national airport expansion could impact their growth and providing no justification for such provided figures (NEF, 2021). 
Regarding to societal implications, BIA development would increase the use of motor vehicles coming to and from BIA and the surrounding areas North Somerset and Bristol, exacerbated by the poor public transportation links to BIA and the fact that Bristol has the largest car ownership of any city of equivalent size. As a result in turn increasing local air pollution. Pollutants of importance are from motor vehicles being PM, Nitrogen oxides NOx and Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), with airport emissions being Nitrogen (N), Carbon Monoxide(CO), hydrocarbons, Sulphur Dioxide(SO2) and Particulate Matter (PM) from Air craft and APUs fuel farms, GSE and roads and car parks. (Environmental Protection, 2021, Bristol Airport, 2015). The government Advisory Committee Guidance have previous produce mortality burdens for Air pollution in the South- West, which includes that five people in Bristol die every week from poor air quality, mainly due to Particulate matter 2.5 (PM2.5) and NOx (Laville, 2021), while North Somerset Council through Part IV of the Environment Act 1995 track levels of pollutants in particular NO2 from vehicles, in 2017 the region annual average air quality levels were below the air quality target of 40 µg/m3 and the council continue to promote measures to improve air quality (North Somerset Council, 2018). 
Considering the fact that DfT produce multiple reports including the increasing relationship between cardiovascular death and air pollution, for example, The Cardiovascular Disease and Air Pollution report lists the adverse health impacts of PM2.5, stating that no safe threshold exists, together with supporting that cardiovascular death, is the most common cause of death in the UK (Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants, 2006), it would be presumed that the government decision would be to protect the local interest of communities rather than to harm them and therefore not support the BIA expansion. (DEFRA, 2021). 
As described in the master plan table, BIA aims to increase public transport links. The paper expands that through the Joint Local Transport Plan, BIA will contribute to alleviating congestion, air quality, ease of access to public transport, and the quality of life for citizens, with roads from South Bristol, Bristol City Centre and the M5 being of concern. The master plan highlights that the use of public transport is expected to increase by 10% per annum, with the aim to increase public transport use by 13% when the target of 9mppa is met. This assumption is based upon the distribution of passengers, when the figure of 9mppa is split into demographic group and catchment area and whom of these will require public transport.  Consultees commented that a rail link to BIA would be an effective solution, however, BIA believe this is not achievable, mostly on financial reasons. Therefore, BIA commit to improving bus transport from Bristol Temple Meads, Worle Parkway, Nailsea, Backwell, Clifton, Westbury-on-Trym, Portishead, Clevedon, Bath and Weston-super-Mare. Yet, a significant barrier is long distance services, where no short-term solution is available at this current time. 
In the EIA, a supporting argument to the impact of air pollution was that the adverse effects of flying would be counteracted in the long term through economic profit put into the local economy, while BIA estimate their revenue toward the regional economy is £1.3 billion, with NEF criticised it an over approximation. In 2017 an estimate of the economic costings for NHS and social care of PM2.5 and NO2 associated diseases produced in 2017 amounting to £42.88 million but total expenses could have total up £157 million in 2017.  With estimations of increased PM2.5 ad NO2 ascribable air pollution diseases at 2,467,442, accumulating to costs of £5.56 billion by 2035 (Public Health England, 2018). Although not specified to the Bristol and North somerset regions, the trends are still be applicable to the South-west at a lesser extent and further highlights the impacts placed onto the economy and health of society from development that will inevitably growth of air pollutants. 
Furthermore, to highlight the neglect to local communities, prior to the BIA development proposal, regular complaints from residents were put forward, from experiences of loss of composure and undisturbed sleep due to the regular flights, with little difference through the day. It is expected that the decibel (db) levels will almost double the recommended safe level put forward by the World Health Organisation (WHO). In 2017 a measurement of 75 db was recorded, when levels of BIA should not pass 57 db, which will only worsen if the development proposal is accepted and if aircraft is not adapted. WHO recommends air craft noises to be lower than 40 db, otherwise associated health effect can become prevalent. The Department of Health (DoH) have suggested a Health impact assessment (HIA) to ensure the increase aviation will not put any of the local persons at risk(Greenwood, 2019). The BIA master plan highlight their effort in reducing noise pollution, for example, the development of the Airbus A320neo Boeing 737 MAX and Boeing 737-800 have been appraised for being quieter and more fuel-efficient aircraft so that the noise footprint is no higher than 2004 when at 9mppa. (Bristol Aiport, 2017), which could be a noteworthy turning point for locals who have been vastly impacted by the noise of airplanes. However, in terms of night flying and noise, which is commonly from the Royal Mail, easyJet and charter airlines, BIA states there is little room for reduction in night flying and will carry on retaining the night quota at existing levels and as a solution have proposed noise insulation for properties within 90 dBA SEL footprint.
The BIA expansion proposal received a rejection from the North Somerset Council, Bristol City Council, together with public rejections and a three-day Extinction Rebellion protest. The North somerset committee stated that the expansion would intensify the climate crisis, harm the wellbeing of neighbouring communities and damage wildlife (Morris, 2021), whilst Bristol city councillors who initially supported the expansion, now believe that the development is not synonymous with net-zero targets. Nonetheless the Somerset committee stated that once decarbonisation of aviation was achieved the possibility of the acceptance of the development proposal would be more achievable, as currently air pollution impacts on society and the environment are so significant that this issue should be supported more than the need for economic growth. Whilst Dft support the expansion with the perspective that as travel demand rises, the developments mirrors customers desire and so by expanding the BIA it reduces the need of new developments in other areas, using BIA and the surrounding land appropriately. 

4.2 Environmental impact and mitigation strategies. 
The transport sector is responsible for one third of the UKs Co2 emission and although aviation contribution to climate change is presently minor, it predicted to be the main emitting sector by 2050, even with technological development and reduced demand (Committee on Climate Change (CCC), 2019). Since 2005, when the BIA EIA report was written, significant environmental changes have happened, including global net-zero Goals by 2050. Requiring transformational change and growing pressure on society, business, and governmental bodies to meet the climate change commitments through reduced GHG emissions and CO2 emissions. The support of BIA proposal does not exhibit fittingness with the new government net-zero obligations. For example, increased transportation, and aviation, would lead to a greater contribution of air pollutants, these also being green House gas emissions (GHGs), major catalysts to climate change. 
In combination with the Heathrow expansion and the habitual societal changes from Covid-19 such as work from home structure, lower aviation use and the societal changes desiring society to form less carbon extensive lifestyles it is debatable whether the estimated MPPA for 2030 will still be 12 million as it was estimated in 2005 and thus if development is still necessitated. As a result, the Bristol Airport Master Plan acknowledges the relationship between aviation and climate change and as a result has since committed to the long-term Sustainable Aviation Strategy. The strategy includes measures to reduce achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, via innovative technology, such as more fuel efficient and quieter airplanes (Sustainable Aviation, 2021). One way of measuring BIA progress to carbon neutrality through fuel efficiency, is the carbon emissions per passenger tool, in 2019 the CO2 footprint was 0.69kg, in comparison to 1.2kg in 2008. Furthermore, BIA implemented solar power to supply 5% of their onsite energy (Earles, 2021). As Somerset Council disclosed, that if decarbonisation were achieved then the support of possible development would be achieved, through these mitigation strategies it shows BIA attempt to becoming a more sustainability and environmentally conscious airport. 
In terms of the biodiversity impacts, a 2Km distance around BIA resides legal and non-legislative allocated site of nature conservation, including Five Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The areas of conservation significance include, Kings and Urchin Wood SSSI a large ancient woodland, Brockley Hall Stables SSSI, North Somerset and Mendips Bats Special Area of Conservation (SAC) due to the presences of Greater Horseshoe Bat (Rhinolophus ferrumequnum) and Lesser Horseshoe bat (Rhinolophus hipposideros), Hazel Dormouse (Muscardinus avellanarius) which use the land for hibernation and roosts. In addition, great crested newt (Triturus cristatus) recorded 500m from the west runways, badgers (Meles meles) setts and slow worms (Anguis fragilis) were spotted near the south region of the airport and skylark (Alauda arvensis) found in long grass lands at Cornerpool Farm.   Coupled with Lulsgate Quarry SSSI for its geological interest and Goblin Combe SSSI which is home to greater horseshoe bat and lesser horseshoe bat. There are an addition nineteen Wildlife sites (WS) within the circumference of 2km of the BIA, one of importance is the Felton Common Wildlife Site, which is a Local Nature Reserve, east of BIA, the remaining WS are made up of a variation of woodlands and grasslands. 
Of consideration is impact of construction and pollutants from aviation and motor vehicles on wildlife, firstly referring to the impact on which have noted as perching west of BIA whilst hibernating in a cave system 500m north of BIA. Studies have highlighted that the longevity and health of bats can be impacted due to dust and chemical pollutants, mainly nitrogen in the troposphere, in turn impact to their ecosystems services provision of controlling and regulating pest insects in ecosystems such as forests and farmland (Voigt et al., 2018). The EIA proposed the relocation of species off site during construction, through the Conservation (Natural Habitats &x.) Regulations 1994, however, translocation has been criticised as unsuccessful in some cases as bat behaviour, sound structure and physiology from the taxonomic group vary so standards are not at all times exchangeable, further worries of this mitigation method is the spread of viruses and bats homing capability in new habitats, possibly placing the bats in worse harm (Ruffell, Guilbert and Parsons, 2009) .  Furthermore, studies have shown that due to bats reliance on echolocation, their sensitivity to air and road traffic noise affects their natural behaviour abundance from at least 20m away from the source point, together with impacts on bat foraging behaviours especially when close to highways or sources of anthropogenic noises (Schaub, Ostwald and Siemers, 2009, Finch, Schofield and Mathews, 2020). The masterplan, highlights the need for mitigation measures, however, it does not expand on what this entails, a cost effective and successful mitigation strategy to reduce traffic from noise, could include planting rows of Pinus Brutia 60m from the road, as it has been shown to help reduce traffic noise pollution by  6 decibels (Samara and Tsitsoni, 2011). Additionally, Hazel dormice and badger’s habitat, may be impacted from disturbance to habitats. Development has been shown to displace important biodiversity through habitat fragmentation, the masterplan solution is to keep all development together rather than disjointed, to reduce this impact. However, the noise and vibration impact of road development has been shown to contribute to wildlife displacement, translocation of dormice as a mitigation strategy, resulted in a 90% success rate. The EIA proposed a dormouse survey, if dormice were found present, the study recommends relocating dormice to area with blackberries (Rubus fruticosusaggg.) and freshly picked hazel (Corylus avellana) nuts as this is the preferred diet of a dormouse and preferably in early august to September and will entail a more successful survival rate as these are vulnerable species (Downs, Dean, Wells and Wouters, 2021).  Furthermore, to mitigate the visual pollution and provide habitat for species, the master plan highlights that it will implement green roofs. Green roofs have been shown to be a conservation asset, as they can contribute to urban connectivity for wildlife, although attempt of green roofs have been criticised as too small, often not providing a distinct habitat for surrounding biodiversity, limited quality and often to isolated, some factors that should be considered in BIA construction. Studies show that in conjunction with green roof, green walls, and vertical corridors, are more successful and the combination reduces this isolation and can increase their resemblance to open green spaces (Mayrand and Clergeau, 2018). 
5. Conclusion
Although aviation is a vital component of the international financial and transportation structures, globally aviation expansions have exceeded the proposed economic growth and the projection of aviation advancements are probable to contribute to greater levels of emissions which entails environmental and wellbeing impacts (Wuebbles, Gupta and Ko, 2007), it is essential to guarantee that the anticipated economic advantages of BIA expansion, do not exceed the negative societal and environmental ramifications (Ali, Egbetokun and Memon, 2018).
The EIA for BIA and the master plan, could be criticised as with a lack of the ability for the public opinion to create change (Roque de Oliveira and Partidário, 2020) as a remerging compliant is the night flying, yet BIA would not reduce their night-time flying. Most of the public opinion evoked from the proposal of displayed the inherent damaging nature of the development, yet ‘The Future of Air Transport’ supported the initial developed, with a preference for economic growth, which displays the lack of true consideration for societal and environmental welfare.  However, as displayed in the 2017 BIA master plan, BIA have demonstrated a great change in their societal and environmental policies, from green roofs to reduced noise aircraft. Therefore, EIA has enabled a more thorough decision making, as evidently BIA have had to alter their development decisions for the environment and society. However, for EIA to show their commitment to mitigating harmful impacts, BIA should not be permitted to development until the some mitigation strategies such as improved public transport have been invested in. 
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