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Refusing this application would be no ordinary event. It would bring the whole debate about unconstrained growth in aviation down to earth at a time when the Government is reviewing its controversial white paper on aviation policy.
Your decision this afternoon could make history and help set the tone for a major rethink about the future of all transport.
The local reasons for refusal are important. Unwanted noise, degraded communities, pollution damaging our forests, diminishing water supplies plus congested roads and railways. All are unacceptable to local people.
These negative effects from more planes and passengers at Stansted are direct and immediate.
But another consequence of more planes in the sky is less easy to quantify, will not be quite so immediate, yet is far more sinister than all the others combined. 
The Stern Review on The Economics of Climate Change has raised the debate about global warming to the top of the economic and the environmental agendas.
Continually escalating carbon emissions will weaken the economy in a way comparable with the effects of two world wars and the 1920’s Depression.  

Will our local communities be degraded more by blight from fear of a larger airport or from the influx of hundreds of thousands of people from coastal and low-lying areas of East Anglia and the Netherlands fleeing rising sea levels?
Will nitrous oxides from planes cause most damage to Hatfield Forest or will considerable and uncontrollable changes in our climate be the cause of most harm to our familiar landscape?
Will we run out of water because of extra taps being run at the airport or because even less rain that now falls in summer on an increasingly parched countryside?

According to many experts unconstrained growth in aviation threatens to undo all other attempts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to minimise climate change. 
Yesterday I attended a conference at the Local Government Association in London. I listened to the Climate Change and Environment Minister of State, Ian Pearson MP. He said that the Stern Review had enormous significance for local government, including spatial planning. He said that the rise in CO2 from transport was unsustainable. 
He said it all requires a coherent policy response.
So I pressed Mr Pearson for the government’s response to Stern on aviation policy. He replied that it should pay its own costs. He replied that air traffic congestion should be resolved with more airport capacity. 

So it seems it can all be solved by money!

This lack of coherence was picked up by the crew of the LGA’s own television channel, who later interviewed me on the basis that the minister’s reply hadn’t made sense to them either. 
So as yet there is no coherent policy response from central government. 

But the minister did go on to say that local government is ahead of some central government departments in having joined up thinking.
How right he is!
And this is where Uttlesford can set an example. Refusing this application will expose the Government’s rhetoric to examination. It is action that is needed, not muddled oratory.
Until now BAA has claimed that aviation’s contributions to global emissions are so small as to be insignificant. That has always been a scientifically and morally unintelligent argument. After Stern it is an economically vacuous and irresponsible position. 

Full use of the single runway at Stansted would contribute about half the domestic carbon emissions from all of us living in the East of England. Is that what is meant by insignificant?
Is this what is known as ‘growing responsibly’?
I recommend Al Gore’s film ‘An Inconvenient Truth’ to all in the aviation industry who suffer from carbon denial!
After Stern Uttlesford cannot afford to take on trust promises that someone else will come up with a solution sometime. Promises may be a long time coming. It may then be too late to stop climate chaos.

The risks are too great to give approval to BAA’s planning application under such uncertainty. 
The example of impotence that anything but a refusal would set for local government must be avoided. 
The application should be refused as recommended by the council’s officers.
Thank you for listening to me.
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