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GROWING STANSTED AIRPORT (GSA) and DRAFT INTERIM AIRPORT MASTER PLAN (DIAMP)

Dear Mr Morgan,

We find that these two documents, neither individually nor in combination meet the requirements of the full Airport Master Plan, albeit at a draft stage, that was required by government guidelines.  They are also late insofar as the DfT urged airport operators to produce “new or revised master plans as soon as possible and preferably by December 2004”.
  CPREssex has already questioned BAA’s failure to adhere to government guidelines in the interests of allowing full and informed consideration of the impact on the environment and on the local countryside
. 

Such impacts are likely to be irreversible and as such require not only full information but also adequate time for consultation. Yet, 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. We are horrified at the clear implication that you attach more importance to the rapid development of the airport than to the need to ensure the protection of the countryside and the elimination of further damage to the environment and all the consequences for the quality of life of the local communities.

Uttlesford DC’s Local Development Framework is already in progress. How can the council be expected to respond effectively to airport proposals in an informed way and to integrate whatever is eventually agreed into their LDF when presented with this fragmented approach that is out of synchronisation with the local planning process?  The Draft Interim Airport Masterplan is largely 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 left its consideration for subsequent review.  This is likely to cause enormous difficulty and costly duplication of effort.

It would be more responsible and better for all concerned if the current Draft Interim Master Plan were withdrawn and replaced by the full Masterplan, fit for purpose as a consultation document, which you will have to deliver in 2006 if you are to make your planning application for runway 2 in 2007 (Para 9.7, p 42). 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. Even if the price of a fully informed consultation be a delay in your timetable it would be justified in the interests of a proper consideration of the widespread environmental, community and personal impact that your plans could have. 

Although we view your two documents as inadequate for detailed response, we consider the following comments should be made. We do so at this stage in the hope that they will be treated with the seriousness they deserve and will give you the earliest opportunity, as a responsible organisation, to review your intentions.

Climate Change

Public awareness of the impact of climate change is increasing, reinforced by recent research results. It is clear that these impacts are already being felt and certainly will be manifest within the period of your plans to double or treble flights from Stansted. It is totally irresponsible for BAA to propose to pump such an enormous amount of greenhouse gas emissions into the atmosphere as will result from the increase in flights you propose. You are no doubt aware that, according to the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution
, every kilogramme of CO2 pumped into the atmosphere has at least 2.5 times the damaging effect it would have at ground level. If the ‘cirrus cloud effect, is included the factor rises to 4.1
. Your attempt to hide behind the argument that the aviation industry can only act on a multinational basis is disingenuous. The situation is too serious and too urgent for any industry or individual company to propose an additional contribution to climate change on the scale you plan.

Countryside and Local Environment

Current (2004) use of the existing runway was 21mppa (million passengers per annum). Your proposal is to increase this to 35mppa (67% growth), although it is clear that the full capacity of R1 will eventually be much higher – up to 45mppa (114% growth).  Yet the Sustainability Appraisal Report (SAR) commissioned by East of England Regional Assembly expresses its agreement with the conclusion of an earlier study, that ‘airport expansion will be highly damaging to the environment and quality of life’ (p. 72). It adds that the environmental caveats and conditions, and limitation to existing capacity at Luton and Stansted are welcome but the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an “acceptable balance” between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally unsustainable.’  

We urge you stand back and take an honest view of the impact of what you propose in expanding use of the existing runway. The additional air and associated surface traffic will add to air pollution. At even the 35mppa your own predictions show that the Northern part of Hatfield Forest would be exposed to Nitrogen Oxide levels that would breach the statutory limits for exposure to vegetation. New road works and the additional housing required for more employees, predicated on the expansion to 35mppa, will eat further into the countryside. Overall aircraft noise will rise simply by virtue of the number of flights. All of this would inflict further damage and loss of tranquillity on the local environment, significantly diminishing the quality of life on many thousands of people over a wide area.  In our view the time for any thoughts of ‘balance’ is now past and maintaining, indeed enhancing, quality of life has now to take precedence over development and the pursuit of financial gain.  

The area around Stansted has a distinctive beauty. In the judgement of the SA Report (p. 21), a ‘combination of high quality historic settlements in rolling countryside makes this one of the most environmentally attractive parts of the region.  …. The comparative lack of change in the middle part of the LSC [London-Stansted-Cambridge] corridor, as well as the good state of conservation of the historic environment, makes the area particularly special.’

If provision were made for runway 2 (sited as in the ATWP), 130 properties would be lost (including 2 scheduled monuments and 29 Grade II listed buildings), 700 hectares of agricultural land, 450 hectares of Countryside Protection Zone, 4 km of ancient species-rich hedgerow, more than half of East End Wood SSSI, and Phillipland Wood. A new road would affect High Wood, Dunmow, and Runnels Hey would be impacted by a new rail link. There would even be the prospect of a rail link cutting across the National Trust property of Hatfield Forest. All this would constitute one of the largest single acts of heritage destruction since the Second World War.

Noise

If the existing runway is to be used to its full capacity BAA predicts that, taking the position in 2004 as the starting point, there will in 2015 be increases of 66% in passenger movements, 42% in air transport movements, and 20.8% in the land area falling within the 57 dBA Leq contour. The true position will be far worse, for the following reasons:

1. The Leq metric is a wholly inappropriate measure to use. 

2. Even if Leq is used, the World Health Organisation’s standard for moderate annoyance is 50dBA Leq not 57dBA.

3. Neither ground noise nor ancillary (surface) traffic noise is included, and both of these grow roughly pro rata with the increase in passenger movements.

Although BAA can point to improvements in engine design and to possible changes in the airlines’ fleet mix the number of households, population and area impacted at the 57Leq level predicted at 35mppa is greater in all cases than the actual level in 2003 (the latest given by BAA in Table 8 p20). We stress that meaningful comparisons can only be made against what people experience now as this is the true impact that they would experience if expansion were allowed. Also it is the frequency of disturbance that matters not merely the coverage of the noise contour. 

The same arguments will apply with even greater force if a second runway were ever to be built

Quality of Life

Expansion of activity at Stansted to 35mppa and above would bring impacts on wildlife and biodiversity, loss of tranquillity associated with incremental increases in light and noise pollution, new roads, new housing and the intrusion of increasing traffic levels in day to day living. A second runway would hugely exacerbate these effects. These are quality of life factors and, although they may not be amenable to quantification or assigning a monetary value with the same level of precision as (say) aircraft movements, noise levels or NO2 concentration, they are hugely and increasingly important and a matter of experience to us all.  We are seeing quality of life progressively eroded by unsustainable ‘development and growth’.  It is time for Quality of Life to be the overriding determinant of development decisions in order to halt and even reverse this trend.  This is for the sake of both current and future generations, and it should be seen as part of the obligations inherent in sustainable development. Neither the expansion to at least 35mppa that BAA proposes nor the addition of a second runway would be sustainable. Nor is mitigation acceptable. Mitigation only ever tries to hide or reduce the harmful effects of development. It can never fully compensate for it and some environmental damage can never be compensated for. Mitigation of one development ill can often bring its own environmental damage in another direction.

Environmental Impact Assessment

BAA’s planning application to exceed the current 25mppa limit is scheduled for Spring 2006.
 The timetable, as we have pointed out before is confused.
. We understand that a full Environment Statement (ES), following a detailed Environmental Impact Assessment (EIS), must accompany an application of this sort. Indeed you say as much on p7 of GSA. 

We ask to ensure that the EIA and ES are exhaustive and detailed and that you do not exercise your own judgement over what is ‘significant’ but report fully all findings so that those who may be affected by your plan can draw their conclusions as to ‘significance’ on the basis of all the findings. In particular:

1. When measuring the impact of the new expansion in terms of the implications for employment, housing, noise, air pollution, road traffic, rail traffic etc., two baselines need to be used - the present position and what the position will be when the 25 mppa figure is reached. You have so far, in your two documents, very largely used forecasts made and the limits already granted in respect of your 25 mppa application and your baseline, 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. As the true change will be against what the countryside and the local communities currently experience your results are clearly inadequate for proper assessment of the impact of your proposals. The same basis should be used when it comes to your runway-2 application. 

2. 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. We note however that in your Draft Interim Master Plan, p22 your forecast is for 2015 is for 274,000 aircraft and 35mppa. You also state (op. cit p22 Para 5.6) that, “assuming the same controls on the number of night flights as today” the ‘theoretical’ annual runway capacity would be about 314,000 movements. On a simple pro rata basis this would imply over 40mppa. You ask whether you should conduct sensitivity tests using marginally higher and lower traffic forecasts for a single runway airport. It is clear from these figures at least that in the long term the capacity of the existing runway will be well in excess of 35 mppa.  You should therefore 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.

3. These studies must of course include the increase in carbon dioxide emissions resulting from each of the mppa levels mentioned above and associated developments at ground level, as stages towards full use of the existing runway.
4. Similar requirements will apply to air-quality and to noise.
In conclusion we ask you again to give serious consideration to the points we make at this stage in response to documents that, although inadequate for detailed consultation, do give advance indication of what you may propose in your planning application. We must note that responses made by ourselves and others in the past to various consultations have not always appeared to be given the attention or response they deserve. We trust on this occasion this will not be the case.  

Yours sincerely

Peter Chillingworth

Chairman, CPREssex

AC. MPs for Braintree, Saffron Walden & Hertford
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SSE

UDC
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CPRE East of England, CPRE Cambridge, The Hertfordshire Society
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The Campaign to Protect Rural Essex, CPREssex, is the county branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England.

CPREssex, registered charity no.1094178, is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England, no.4536412, which exists to promote

 the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of rural Essex by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources in town and country.  
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