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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.  

Registered Office: RCCE House, Threselfords, Inworth Rd, Feering, Colchester, CO5 9SE

CPREssex wishes to object to the above planning application.  We set out our grounds of objection below. We are aware that other environmental bodies and local groups concur with our objections and we with theirs.  In some cases our remits overlap. To avoid repetition we have referred only briefly to some issues that are more specifically the concern of other bodies. This does not imply that we feel less strongly about them. 

Landscape Impact

The original concept of 'an airport in the countryside' is being destroyed by continuous erosion of the rural landscape through airport-related commercial and ancillary development both on-site and off-site.  That destruction would accelerate if the application were to be approved.  The green sward that once helped to achieve the vision of an airport in the countryside has largely been swept away for road access.  Elsewhere on the airport site, woods, trees and other areas with potential nature conservation benefit have been pushed aside in the building of yet more surface car parking, roads and isolated glass-clad sheds.  

The Erosion of the Community Report
 submitted to UDC in the G1 Inquiry, August 2006, provides evidence of the insidious impact that the airport has had upon local communities over the years.  It includes graphic accounts of how the airport has also eroded the wider landscape beyond the airport perimeter.  Erosion of one large swathe of countryside diminishes that nearby and many examples of this are told in the personal stories brought together in the report.  Further expansion would mean further landscape destruction and further diminished quality of life for many thousands.

The character of the landscape that BAA proposes to destroy has been formed over centuries of agricultural use.   The hedgerows and field patterns can, in many cases be traced back to the 1300s.
   In some cases the contours are the result of cultivation practices that have taken place over many centuries.

Now BAA intends to inflict increased air noise near the airport and across the region especially if BAA exercises the right to switch to ‘mixed mode’ and to destroy 442 hectares of countryside in Broxted and Takeley, including most of Molehill Green and vast tracts of prime farmland

We do not consider that BAA has in any way justified the environmental vandalism of burying 442 hectares of this land under a concrete runway, taking a further 333 hectares outside the airport boundary for other purposes and inflicting visual and noise damage on the wider landscape.  

Hatfield Forest

BAA has taken insufficient account of the damage to its most important countryside neighbor, Hatfield Forest, which is of national and international importance.
  Oliver Rackham, in his introduction to his book on Hatfield Forest said:

'Hatfield is of supreme interest in that all the elements of a medieval forest survive:  deer, cattle, coppice woods, pollards, scrub, timber trees, grassland and fen.  … As such it is almost certainly unique in England and possibly in the world. … Hatfield is the only place where one can step back into the Middle Ages to see, with only a small effort of the imagination, what a forest looked like in use.' 

There is no mitigation for destruction of ancient woodland. As the National Trust has said 

‘Hatfield Forest is a unique site resulting from over 1000 years of continuous woodland and grazing management with significant wildlife value. It could not be recreated.’

The National Trust questions BAA’s inadequate assessments of aircraft noise impacts on Hatfield Forest and believes that the ground noise impact will also add to damage to the Forest. 

Land-take and the scale of Environmental Impact

The judgement of Inspector Graham Eyre when granting Stansted an increase to 15mppa and the promise he extracted from government in 1984/85 that Stansted would never be expanded above 25mppa or have a second runway has both moral and environmental dimensions. Eyre said:

I would not be debasing the currency if I express my judgement that the development of an airport at Stansted, with a capacity in excess of 25 mppa and requiring the construction and operation of a second runway and all the structural and operational paraphernalia of a modern international airport as we know the animal in 1984, would constitute nothing less than a catastrophe in environmental terms. 

I take so strong a view on this aspect that if I believed, as so many do, that a grant of planning permission for an expansion at Stansted to a capacity of 15 mppa would inexorably lead to unlimited and unidentifiable airport development in the future of an unknown capacity, I would, without hesitation, unequivocally recommend the rejection of BAA’s current application in relation to the main site.

Whilst I accept the general principle that demand for additional airport capacity would be met in the south east as and when it arises, the construction of a second runway at Stansted … would involve such identifiable and enormous costs, penalties and consequences over a wide spectrum of material considerations that the prospect of such development must be unequivocally ruled out now.

I am on record as acknowledging that the provision of airport capacity in order that demand should be met is in the national interest but such an aim must not be achieved at any cost and certainly not at such a cost as I have identified at Stansted.
  [Our emphasis]

We reject BAA’s efforts to wriggle around Eyre’s judgement.  The total land-take involved, inside and outside the airport boundary, remains close to what Eyre foresaw and the throughput BAA seeks – at least 68 mppa (million passengers per annum) - is substantially greater than Eyre judged would precipitate an environmental disaster (50 mppa).

Food Security

The current situation regarding the high price of oil and consequent rise in food prices makes it imperative for home food production to be maximised.   It is a nonsense to destroy high quality productive agricultural land, in order to burn more aviation fuel, itself a contributor to global warming.   Taking land out of production in order to “off-set” this nonsense simply compounds the problem. 

Built heritage

The area around Stansted is characterized by its wealth of ancient buildings and their setting within the landscape, as much as by the landscape itself.  The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) makes the point that it is not just a few listed buildings but the overall context and wider heritage value of a whole series of interrelated areas that has to be considered. SPAB says that these historic buildings and their settings are a central part of the cultural heritage of the area and its quality of life in general. They define and sustain a real sense of local identity that is an important aspect of the character and appearance of the countryside, villages and towns around Stansted Airport.
We contend that BAA’s proposals demonstrate it has little understanding of what this means and little regard for the contribution to quality of life for residents of the area, visitors and tourists alike.  BAA has already shown its disregard for the built heritage in the area in the dereliction it has allowed to properties it now owns.  Its proposal to mitigate the destruction of 13 listed buildings by moving them to a 5 acre offsetting area near Bambers Green – a ‘built-heritage zoo’ - is sheer vandalism – and shows BAA does not understand the buildings and their context are inseparable .

Destroying the Tranquillity of the Countryside

Tranquillity is not just peace and quiet.  It is the quality of calm experienced in the countryside where it is possible to be free from disturbance and where there are few, if any, man-made features or intrusions.  Tranquillity is a composite of the presence (or absence) of a number of features.  CPRE’s work has identified 44 parameters that contribute to or detract from tranquility. Of the 23 that have a negative impact we judge that up to 11 will be exacerbated by BAA’s expansion plans for Stansted. 

The creeping intrusion of the impacts of more flights, and consequent growth in surface transport, road-building, visual landscape damage and urbanisation over the years is a stark illustration of the loss of tranquility already inflicted on our countryside.  It tells us unequivocally that it is time to call a halt. The tranquility of the countryside is increasingly recognised as a major contributor to physical and mental health and wellbeing and hence to our Quality of Life.  The countryside and the peace and tranquility it offers are no less valued by urban than by rural dwellers. 

We – in this case BAA – continue to diminish and destroy tranquil areas at our nation’s peril.

Vastly increased numbers of aircraft in flight will require airspace changes. BAA already talks in its Environmental Statement of holding patterns and flight paths that greatly increase flying over open countryside. 
CPRE nationally has already questioned the case for such changes raised by recent NATS proposals for Terminal Control North.
  The impact of aircraft is far more obtrusive over areas of otherwise low ambient noise. This impact would be hugely detrimental to the tranquility and the positive contribution to health and wellbeing of the countryside offers to rural and urban dwellers alike 

BAA’s proposals for expansion of Stansted airport constitute an attempt to wreak damage on a huge scale on the countryside and its tranquility.  They must be rejected. 

Increased Road Traffic

The proposed expansion would also mean many more cars and lorries on local roads during the day and at night.  It is forecast that, as a result of the proposal, the total distance traveled by airport traffic within the Stansted Regional Transport Model (“SRTM”) area will increase by around 200 million kilometers to 1.3 billion Km p.a. in 2015 and by 700 million kilometres to 1.9 billion
 Km p.a. in 2030.  But initial analysis indicates that these figures significantly understate the reality. 

The inevitable result will be more passengers, more workers, more airport-related businesses and housing and, inevitably, even more traffic, inflicting relentless damage on local roads and adjoining verges, woodland and countryside; and more noise and visual intrusion from the major roads and new road-works to the M11 and A120. Landscape views will be further degraded and incremental additive damage done to countryside tranquility.

The prospect of elevated roundabouts on M11 and A120, together with associated slip roads and lighting columns and overhead signs and three additional 14m overhead sign gantries on the M11 north of J8b hardly bears thinking about: they would be visible from a considerable distance, especially when lit, destroying openness of the daytime view and adding to light pollution.  Many residents will suffer light nuisance to add to the degradation in their quality of life.

The impact of new road lighting on Hatfield Forest and other locations is largely dismissed by the Highways Agency and BAA as “overall .. negligible”. This fails the test of cumulative impacts. Because airport expansion has already made things bad does not mean that making them a bit worse is acceptable. They became bad in the first place because of incremental steps each ‘sold’ by BAA as ‘insignificant’ or ‘negligible’. It is time to call a halt to this subterfuge and to more of BAA’s ‘negligible’ impacts.

Light Pollution

Light pollution has become one the most intrusive threats to our enjoyment of the countryside and its tranquility at night. This was given prominence by a joint CPRE/British Astronomical Association campaign and report (2003) and subsequently by a ‘star-count’ survey conducted jointly by CPRE and the Campaign for Dark Skies (CfDS).
  

Stansted Airport is already a major case in point. As recently as the 1980s it was possible to see the Milky Way clearly from Broxted, where now one sees just an orange glow.  The light pollution from Stansted means that even when darkness falls there is no escaping the visual impact of the airport and its damaging effect upon the landscape.  We believe that BAA’s own assessments  - both for its (unresolved) G1 application and now its G2 application – misrepresent and understate the seriousness of the light pollution impacts.

If this planning application were to be approved it would mean more car parks, buildings and other new facilities, creating more light pollution, greater ‘skyglow’ and even fewer stars visible in the night sky.  During construction work up to the BAA’s proposed opening of runway 2 (2015) there would be additive impacts. Beyond 2015 BAA plans for construction works to continue to 2030. This prospect is simply unthinkable – in the scale of its exacerbation of light pollution and damage to quality of life.  

We have referred briefly above to lighting impacts resulting from new road works. In addition to the M11 and A120 works BAA and the Highways Agency intend to extend motorway lighting for 1,700m northwards, well beyond the proposed north-facing slip roads.  And there would be further light pollution from the three additional 14m overhead sign gantries on the M11 north of J8b.  Two of these would be where the motorway is on a raised embankment and all would be lit at night.

Such proposals as BAA makes in its Environmental Statement to mitigate light pollution are vague and therefore unreliable and, as such, unacceptable. In any case the severity of existing light pollution is witness to BAA’s uncaring attitude to light pollution and a pointer to effectiveness of mitigation we can expect.

Wildlife

The countryside and its wildlife are inseparable. CPRE therefore expresses its full support for the submissions of organisations such as National Trust, Essex Wildlife Trust and the Woodland Trust.  We note references in ES Vol 12. to impacts on wildlife by habitat destruction and from lighting effects; and the destruction of historic trees and ancient woodlands, such as Philipland Wood.  Ancient woodland and trees cannot be replaced. 

It is outside our competence to assess BAA’s mitigation proposals for their intrinsic likelihood of success. What we would say however is that loss of a habitat or a breeding site is nevertheless a loss. Attempting to create a replacement habitat elsewhere surely displaces other species from theirs and is increasingly a game of diminishing returns as our areas of countryside and wildlife habitat incrementally and progressively shrink. 

Climate Change

Climate change will bring its own overlay of impacts upon the landscape and upon many aspects of the countryside and its wildlife.  If approved, BAA’s proposals (G1 and G2) would result in at least a tripling of passengers from today’s levels and an increase in greenhouse gas emissions by the equivalent of 11 million tonnes of CO2 a year - from aviation, increased surface transport and the associated developments.  The world's leading scientists tell us that action is urgently required if we are to avoid catastrophic climate-change effects.  Long before then, the damage will be serious enough to transform our countryside and its wildlife.  We consider it wholly irresponsible for BAA to be pressing for airport expansion at this time, despite all the warnings from scientists and given all that we now know about the causes and consequences of climate change.   

BAA clings to the 2003 Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) as a last resort to support its case. Yet the government’s own Sustainable Development Commission, in a report published with the Institute for Public Policy research in May 2008, has called for a total re-think on aviation policy and revision of the ATWP before any new runways are built. 

Quality of Life

Ultimately this planning application and how we deal with it is about whether the business interests of a single organisation and the (highly questionable
) contribution it might make to the UK economy should take precedence over the damage it would do to our quality of life.  It is not an exaggeration to say that this is a matter of national importance. It transcends even the local impacts in Uttlesford, Essex and the neighbouring counties.  Indeed the implications for climate change make it a global issue.  

The quality and tranquillity of our countryside and its villages are unique and define our country. We need to defend them. It is our view that a reasonable balance between what BAA, wants and maintaining the quality of life of millions of individuals can no longer be struck. It is one or the other.  

BAA has adopted a similar stance for G2 as it did in its G1 proposal - using regulatory and selective academic material to obviate any realistic consideration of the impact on the quality of people’s lives. In fact the issue is crystallised in the phrase “what matters and why”– the mindset and objective of properly assessing what matters and why to the people who will be most affected by BAA’s plans. In those areas that are CPRE’s concerns we have illustrated in the preceding sections just how BAA threatens quality of life on the local and the wider scale. 

Quality of Life and sustainability are inextricably linked. UK Government policy
 sets out an overarching ‘sustainable development goal’:

‘The goal of sustainable development is to enable all people throughout the world to satisfy their basic needs and enjoy a better quality of life, without compromising the quality of life of future generations.”

BAA quotes this in its Sustainability report. And, having done so, proposes to contravene it. Not only will the quality of life on many thousands be irreparably damaged by BAA’s expansion plans – both G1 and G2 – but the quality of life of future generations will be compromised – an unacceptable outcome and contrary to government policy.

The concepts of quality of life and sustainable development have become fundamental to our planning for the future – whether codified or not.  The Stern Report
 marked a major turning point in this respect. It established a clear link between economic and environmental considerations and the latter was given precedence.   Stern’s most important conclusion was that the economy depends upon the environment; it is not the other way around.  BAA’s planning application shows that it has not absorbed this message.  

Submission

For the reasons given above CPREssex submits that BAA’s application should be rejected.
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