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The Aviation Environment Federation (AEF) is the UK’s principal non-governmental organisation concerned specifically with addressing aviation’s environmental effects. Established in 1975, we have over 100 member organisations comprising local resident and amenity groups around the UK’s airports, airfields and helipads, as well as parish councils, local authorities and consultants. As well as having seats on many Department for Transport and European Commission working groups, the AEF coordinates and represents the NGO community as an official observer to the International Civil Aviation Organisation’s Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection (CAEP).

The AEF is opposed to any airport expansion without effective environmental safeguards. While the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) provided a framework for addressing noise and emissions, in our opinion these policies provide only a partial answer or still require substantial further work to guarantee delivery. Without these effective controls, we are unable to support the above application to increase aircraft and passenger throughput at Stansted Airport. 

Our views on noise and emissions, and other environmental issues are set out below:

Climate Change

As acknowledged in the Supporting Statement, the Government has recognised that the greenhouse gases emitted from aircraft engines into the atmosphere make a significant and growing contribution to climate change. It has therefore set out policies to meet the challenge of reconciling the growth in air transport with climate change obligations, notably:

· including aviation in the EU emissions trading regime from 2008 or as soon as possible thereafter; 

· The industry continues to pursue actions to improve the efficiency of its operation through development and adoption of new technologies and operational procedures; and

· Options for other economic instruments continue to be pursued although these must take into account their effects on the competitiveness of UK aviation and the impacts on consumers. The Government has ruled out unilateral action on taxation of kerosene.

In relation to these points:

· Emissions Trading – the 2008 target date is now widely regarded as unlikely, with some observers positing 2013 as a more realistic date for entry into force.

· The effectiveness of any trading scheme will depend heavily on design parameters such as the geographical scope, the method of allocating permits and the overall cap. The Government’s current objective is merely inclusion of aviation within a trading scheme; it has not yet outlined what might be the environmental objective of such a policy. On this basis AEF is extremely concerned that the eventual outcome will be a weak scheme with little environmental benefit.

· If this were the case, extra measures would needed to ensure that aviation meets its full external costs (a principle the Government committed to in its 2003 White Paper). There are legal difficulties in taking unilateral action to tax kerosene on international flights, and although the European Commission is committed to removing the obstacles as it renegotiates the bilateral Air Service Agreements, it also concedes that this is a 10-15 year process. Such a tax would currently be permitted on the majority of flights within the EU, but no Member State has shown any enthusiasm for imposing it. In short, this measure looks even more distant than emissions trading.

· A further concern is that a trading scheme would address only the climate impacts associated with carbon dioxide. The effect from CO2 is compounded by between two and four times by the other exhaust gases emitted at altitude, as well as persistent contrails and the associated enhancement of cirrus cloud formation. There are conceptual difficulties involved in covering these impacts within a trading scheme, and AEF therefore advocates a package of measures that would address total climatic impact, but again Government has been slow to address this issue.

· Technological progress – even if the industry is able to deliver its ambitious targets for improvements in technological and operational efficiency, this would translate to a year-on-year improvement of only 1-2% per passenger km. Passenger kms, however, have grown at around 5-6% per annum over the last decade and even faster in recent years. In the absence of policies aimed at managing this growth in demand, emissions are likely to grow at around 3-4% per annum. Serious difficulties are associated with radical alternatives such as biofuels or hydrogen and these are not envisaged in the next 40 years.

· Compatibility with climate change targets – in the 2003 Energy White Paper the Government set itself a target of a 60% reduction in CO2 emissions by 2050. This represents the UK’s globally equitable contribution to stabilising atmospheric concentrations of CO2 at 550 parts per million (ppm). This in turn is aimed at meeting the EU objective of avoiding a global temperature rise of more than 2ºC (taken as the threshold of ‘dangerous climate change’). But, as acknowledged in the updated UK Climate Change Programme published this year, a concentration of 450 ppm or even lower is likely to be required to meet this objective. The 60% target must therefore be regarded as an absolute minimum commitment.

· Analysis carried out by the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research has demonstrated that unless determined action is taken to curb the growth in aviation emissions, CO2 alone from aviation will account for the large majority of the UK’s carbon allowance by 2050, and will exceed the total allowance if more ambitious targets are set related to stabilisation at 450 ppm. 

In summary, AEF believes that the Government’s policy response to the problem of aviation and climate change is inadequate; in no way can it be claimed that emissions from aviation are under control.  It is irresponsible to pursue airport expansion today when the sole measure proposed to deal with the climate change  impacts of that expansion is a partial, untested economic solution that will not even enter into force for several years to come.

Noise

In the supporting statement, BAA claims that the daytime noise impacts would not be greatly worse as a result of an increase to about 35mppa. However, the Environmental Statement concludes that the contour area associated with the 35mppa case is approximately 25% greater than that associated with a throughput of 25 mppa. Furthermore, the population exposed to 57 LAeq, increases from 2,300 for the 25mppa case to 3,550 for the 35mppa case. In the context of the Government’s objective to use local controls to limit noise, and where possible reduce noise over noise, this increase cannot be supported. 

While BAA claims that no locations would see an increase in noise exposure of more than 2 dB, the reference to the statement in PPG 24 that a change of 3 dB is the minimum perceptible under normal circumstances is misleading. The reference in PPG24 applies to individual noise events, and does not have much validity in the context of Leq: in fact Government uses a 3dBA Leq change in noise as the trigger for insulation, recognising that is indeed a significant change in the noise environment.

Furthermore, a change of 3dBA Leq is equivalent to a doubling of movements with the same sound energy. While changes in Leq may appear to be small, this disguises the considerable increase in the number of individual noise events. In our experience, communities close to airports are particularly sensitive to changes in the number of noise events that they experience.

Local Air Quality Emissions

The EU Framework Directive on Air Quality (96/62/EC) and its subsequent Daughter Directives set out limits on a range of airborne pollutants harmful to human health. The AEF has not carried out the detailed work necessary to assess whether the proposed increase in movements is likely to lead to an infringement of these limits. However, one of the objectives stated in Article 1 of the Directive is to ‘maintain ambient air quality where it is good’. The relevant UK legislation (Air Quality Regulations 2001, Section 12(2)) states that where air pollution is below the specified limits, the Secretary of State ‘shall endeavour to preserve the best ambient air quality compatible with sustainable development’. 

It is clear from both the EU and UK legislation cited that efforts should be made to avoid deterioration in air quality even where this would not necessarily lead to an infringement of the limit values. The application for increases both in aircraft movements and passenger numbers would inevitably lead to increased emissions from both aircraft and road vehicles, the two dominant contributors to air pollution in the vicinity of airports. We do not believe that this increase could be justified as being ‘compatible with sustainable development’, since for numerous reasons given above we do not consider the proposed development sustainable.

Economic impact 

We would also like to comment briefly on some of the claims made for the economic benefits of expanding capacity at the airport. 

· Jobs – para 2.22 of the supporting statement shows that the estimates given for ‘airport-related’ employment include jobs at one and two removes from the airport. If the same method were applied to all sectors in the area, there would be considerably more jobs than inhabitants.
· Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) – although strong air links may encourage FDI, they also encourage its opposite, investment abroad by UK firms. The UK currently runs deficit in investments, and this deficit has increased in recent years.
· Tourism – the same logic applies to tourism. More is spent by UK tourists abroad than by foreign tourists in the UK. The ‘tourism deficit’ for the East of England has been estimated by Friends of the Earth at £1.9 bn in 2004. This annual figure is likely to increase with expansion of the airport.
Other issues   

In addition we would like to make the following specific observations:

1.13 argues against the need for a planning limit on passenger throughput. While it may be possible to control noise and emissions from aircraft through limits on numbers, surface access issues and associated emissions are closely linked to the number of passengers. 1.17 in particular implies the need to cater for a greater volume of car trips, albeit that these do not form part of the current application. We believe it is important that the implications of increasing capacity are considered together, and not addressed in this piecemeal fashion, albeit that the Environmental Statement considers the potential impact of such development.  
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