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30 August 2005

Mr Terry Morgan
Stansted Airport
Enterprise House
Bassingbourne Road
Essex
CM24 1QW
Dear Mr Morgan,

I refer to the two consultative documents which you issued last month, Growing Stansted Airport and the Draft Interim Airport Masterplan.  You will already be aware of our comprehensive advice to the Uttlesford District Council on its scoping opinion, and also of our criticisms of BAA’s scoping report. They cover many of the issues referred to in your documents, and I enclose them again for your consideration. Together with this letter they constitute our response to your consultation. 

We have always encouraged BAA to consult the local community on its proposals, but the two documents which you have issued fall well short of the standards which we regard as essential for effective consultation. 

The main purpose of Airport Masterplans, as spelt out in the DfT’s guidance (p. 4), is to enable local planning authorities to take them into account in local and regional planning processes. In this case the Airport Masterplan for Stansted should enable Uttlesford District Council to understand how the proposed development of the existing runway fits into the long-term developments which BAA has in mind. The Draft Interim Airport Masterplan fails to do this. For the most part it is merely a rehash of Growing Stansted Airport, many passages being repeated word for word. Its discussion of the second runway is no more than a skeleton of what you might be proposing and is seriously defective in that, while it points out that the draft East of England Plan supports the full use of the existing runway, it does not mention that the same draft Plan makes no provision for a second runway but has lefts its consideration for subsequent review. 

At the launch of your consultation documents you said that so much work was involved in preparing the full Masterplan that it would lead to serious delay if you waited until it was ready – which clearly implies that you attach more importance to the rapid development of the airport than to the need to consult the local community. In the 2003 Air Transport White Paper the Government stated (p. 146) that it expected all major airports to produce their Masterplans in the course of 2004, and yet you do not intend to produce the full Masterplan for Stansted until 2007. We find it difficult to believe that it cannot be produced sooner, but in any event we consider it impossible for an effective consultation to be conducted on further expansion at Stansted until such time as the full Masterplan is available. Your timetable should be predicated on the proper conduct of the consultation, and the results of the consultation should inform your decision on what you finally propose. If this results in a delay in the submission of your planning application, then so be it. Such a delay would be far preferable to basing your consultation on such a manifestly inadequate document.

You invite us to consider the environmental implications of developing the existing runway, but on the important issue of climate change you do not provide any information on the ground that action against global warming has to be taken through multinational governmental agreements and cannot be taken by individual airport operators. Even if this were true it does not prevent your assessing the increase in carbon emissions resulting from the full use of the existing runway and associated developments and informing us of your findings. This is the issue which the Prime Minister has described as being as important as the fight against terrorism, and yet it is an issue you have chosen to ignore.

In the light of our past experience we do not believe that the present consultation exercise is anything more than a procedure which you feel obliged to follow in order to meet any criticism that you have acted without consultation. We certainly have no confidence that our comments, or those of others, will be taken seriously into consideration. 

· In our earlier submissions on the scoping exercise we drew attention to the inappropriateness of the noise measurements currently being used and made recommendations for alternatives. These comments have been ignored. 

· We also urged that, when measuring the impact of the new development should in terms of the implications for employment, housing, noise, air pollution, road traffic, rail traffic etc., two baselines should be used - the present position and what the position will be when the 25 mppa figure is reached. This too has been ignored, and instead you have used the forecasts made and the limits already granted in respect of your 25 mppa application, with the result that you are able to claim that in many respects an increase to 35 mppa would result in little or no change – which for those of us who live in the area is clearly not the case. 

Unless these and other deficiencies are remedied your EIA is bound to be flawed, and in that event we would of course take this up in more detail when you submitted your formal application.

There is however one specific question which you have posed which we want to answer at this stage. On page 7 of Growing Stansted Airport you say that you have assessed the effects of a throughput in 2015 of 264,000 ATMs and 35 mppa, and you ask whether you should conduct sensitivity tests using marginally higher and lower traffic forecasts for a single runway airport. It is clear that in the long term the capacity of the existing runway will be well in excess of 35 mppa, and we have argued before that you should commission studies to assess the impacts not only of 35 mppa, but of 40 mppa and 45 mppa as well. If there is a serious possibility that you will apply for less than 35 mppa and that you will not seek subsequently to increase this number, then by all means assess the impacts of lower throughputs as well. Confining your studies to 35 mppa, knowing full well that you want to increase this number at a later stage, would be yet another example of the insidious incrementalism that has so characterised Stansted’s growth in the past.

We are not against development as such, only against unsustainable development. You say in your Foreword to Growing Stansted Airport that you are determined, as you go forward, to achieve sustainable growth. The consultative documents you have put out fail to demonstrate this, and we therefore take the same view as the Sustainability Appraisal Report commissioned by the East of England Regional Assembly, that to increase the use of the existing runway to its full capacity would be wholly inconsistent with sustainable development.

Yours sincerely,
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Peter Sanders

Chairman
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Stop Stansted Expansion is a working group of the North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association
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