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Dear Mr Morgan

Proposed 2nd runway at Stansted Airport – BAA Consultation

 Document December 2005


We write on behalf of the Braintree District Group of Council for the Protection of Rural Essex. You have invited our comments on your consultation about your proposed second runway at Stansted Airport. Where is your full Environmental Impact Assessment? In response to the information you do give us, we make the following points.  You suggest four options. We would like to raise objections to them all, because we are against the building of a second runway of any sort. We set out below our reasons why we are against the airport expansion plans. 

Traffic on the ground. 

The extra flights allowed by a new runway would lead, according to Oliver Heald MP, to a six-fold increase in traffic leading to and from the airport.  The runway is envisaged to be complete by 2011, but the next stretch of the A120 is not scheduled for completion until 2013. Such traffic would be impossible to accommodate on this already congested road.

Water and Sewerage. 

The airport expansion is  expected to provide 50,000 new jobs in an area with very little unemployment. Tens of thousands of new houses and associated infrastructure will be needed to house these employees, requiring more water and sewerage, in an area already short of both. Your company have calculated that the expanded airport itself will require over 1 million cubic metres of water annually, 400,000 more than today. Environment Agency and Thames Water told the Public Enquiry in September 2005 that not only was there was no water available, but there was currently no technological solution to the problem and no funding. 

Quality of Life.

 In your report you estimate that traffic will grow from the present 35 million passenger per year to a maximum of 80 million ppa. This will result in the following:

Increased noise, including more flights at night. Medical studies have shown aircraft noise to impair the concentration of school-children and interrupt sleep, especially for small children and the elderly. 

Further encroachment on the countryside, leading to loss of wildlife and biodiversity.

Poor air quality. The level of kerosene and other pollutants will rise as flights increase, causing respiratory difficulties, particularly the perceived increase of asthma in children. In your planning application you will have to provide a full Health Impact Assessment. 

Congested roads, resulting in delays, frustration, danger and waste of fuel. 

Erosion of green open spaces and quality of life. To focus on one particularly important open space near Dunmow, we cite Hatfield Forest, an area of forest park with veteran trees owned by the National Trust. Nicholas Champion of National Trust reported that the veteran trees are already under severe stress, most probably due to air pollution from aeroplanes. A rail link is proposed to run either through, beneath or beside this 1000 year old landscape; its veteran trees and complex ecology will be even more affected by light pollution, noise pollution and air pollution, and the enjoyment of its visitors will be impaired. Such development runs contrary to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister’s public service agreement target to “Lead the delivery of cleaner, safer and greener public spaces …..with measurable improvement by 2008. A clean environment, rich in wildlife, provides good quality of life and important economic and social benefits to society.” (Better Fisheries for our Nations 2006.) 

Climate Change and its implications.

Your company is planning the second runway on the assumption that the demand for air travel will continue to increase at present levels and investment in more capacity would therefore be a profitable venture.  However,  growing awareness of the threat of climate change makes continued growth unlikely.

Michael Meacher, MP for Oldham West and Royton, said on 22nd November 2005: “Air travel is the single fastest growing cause of greenhouse gas emissions and should now urgently be incorporated in reduction targets like other industries and brought into the EU trading system."

Tim Yeo, MP for South Suffolk, said:  “Today, after the tripling of the oil price over the last four years which is having a big impact on air fares, nobody believes those traffic growth projections are accurate….. Rapid growth in air transport is in fundamental contradiction to the government’s stated goal of sustainable development.” Climate Change address on 7th December 2004.

Oil stocks have peaked. Diminishing supplies will result in rising prices, putting an end to cheap fares, reducing demand.

Carbon emissions must fall. Professor James Lovelock put forward last month in the Independent, claims that climate change is now past the point of no return. Professor Tom Burke, a former government adviser on the green issues, says “We have entered a new era – the era of dangerous climate change. Governments must stop talking and start spending.” 

This government is committed to reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Air travel is the most polluting form of travel. The above proposal goes against such an objective.

Local feelings.

 You state in your consultation document that you wish to talk and to listen to people. Local people have already made their feelings known;  the majority of local people and their elected representatives are opposed to the second runway. 

Almost 500,000 responses were submitted to the Department for Transport, the great majority of which were against it. 

Every member of Parliament and every elected council in the affected area is opposed to a second runway at Stansted Airport. 

Uttlesford District Council conducted a referendum in which 69% of ballot papers were returned and of those,  89% voted against any further runways. The District Council  have a set aside a ‘fighting fund’ of £400,000 to oppose your application.

The Local Economy

The assumption that a larger airport at Stansted would invigorate the local economy is questionable.  Local tourism is likely to suffer, as urbanisation and pollution destroy or diminish the value of what was attractive in the area. There is a trade deficit in British tourism, with more holidaymakers leaving the country than are flying in. 

Because Stansted will be operating largely as a hub airport, the majority of passengers flying in would be changing planes rather than staying in the area.

National Trust, in its report Blue Skies, claims that demand for flying could be managed and curtailed positively, by enhancing local tourism; that the real costs of aviation should reflect its wider environmental impacts and  opportunities and incentives be provided for people to holiday at home. 

The local economy would lose its diversity, becoming heavily dependent on the airport and its activities, making it vulnerable to fluctuations in the aviation industry. 

Agriculture will suffer and a great deal of high quality farm land will be lost. The time may come in the not too distant future when we need to source more of our food locally, and once built on the land can never be re-claimed.

To conclude, the building of any one of your four proposed second runways at Stansted Airport would inflict irreversible damage on the environment of Essex and Hertfordshire. Our response is: none of the above. We object most strongly to the plan.

Yours sincerely

Petra Ward (Chairman CPREssex Braintree Group)

and Polly Clarke
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