CHANTRY COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION


BAA Stansted, 

Freepost CL4055,
Chelmsford,                                                                                         5 Maple Avenue

Essex     CM1 3BR.                                                               Bishop’s Stortford                                                                                                

                                                                                      Herts CM23 2RP

            March 2006

Dear SIRS ,

Re: BAA Consultation exercise prior to submission of Planning Application for Second Runway Development at Stansted – Generation 2 PROJECT

BAA asks for local response to your consultation exercise. We, as Chantry Community Association (CCA) , represent over 850 households paying annual subscriptions in the North west sector of Bishops Stortford. Our membership is estimated to be around 2000 people based on an assumed 2.5 people per dwelling.

The CCA feels the consultation exercise is selective, biased and more of a PR and media exercise . As such the Uttlesford District Council Development Control Committee should scrutinise carefully the basis and logic of this BAA consultation exercise. Whilst some consultation is better than none, the results of this survey cannot be presented nor understood as a genuinely neutral or scientific study and UDC should estimate its value in this light.

The main points of our objection to the consultation are :


· An example of the applicant’s selectivity is that respondents are asked to rank various environmental impacts ranging from ground noise to housing provision yet, extraordinarily, omit climate change and global warming.


· An example of the applicant’s bias is that BAA subjectively decide and list  'benefits'  in the questionnaire  including job creation. This is not the proven case entirely, particularly at the airport where budget airlines were trying to cut staff, and sometimes employ a range of non-UK  staff quite legally based in other European countries who serve the Stansted routes from abroad. Also in tourism, where low cost flights were contributing to the UK's rising tourism deficit with a net spending outside of the UK. Also the majority of airport jobs at the terminal are low paid and shift working jobs paying below the national average wage. These ‘benefits’ are highly questionable.

· Lack of vital information throughout the document on matters such as the likely impact of a second runway on the environment, health, noise, future flight paths and transport - information that would materially influence people's opinions.


· The presumption that there would be a second runway somewhere, and the
absence of a 'No Runway' option in BAA's question on preferred location. This structure of survey will undoubtedly present a false impression of the responses.

· No explanation that Government support for an additional runway is
conditional on BAA satisfying stringent criteria on environmental impact,
health and surface access, and gaining planning approval.

· Questions that are confusing, complex in relation to information provided
or apparently designed to provide a positive outcome - raising further
concerns over the soundness of the survey.

The consultation exercise does not present a balanced view of the infrastructure deficit and problems a Project of this size will encounter, and the physical limitations thereof, for instance platform space at London’s Liverpool Street which would  restrict rail travel assumptions. The local environment and economy has already absorbed as much as can be sustainably accommodated by the airport’s rapid expansion from 1 mppa to 22 mppa in the last 16 years. It is too risky to assume that further expansion from 22 mppa to potentially 70 mppa with two runways can be so quietly absorbed. A period of consolidation and monitoring would be a wiser policy for now invoking the precautionary principle of sustainable development. The risks of such moratorium policy would be minimal as the region would at least continue to benefit from the current facility of an international airport of 25 mppa using one runway.

As we enter a phase of regional water shortages and global oil price shocks , so rushing headlong into such large scale airport development could prove economic folly at guaranteed environmental cost.

For these reasons the CCA calls on BAA to withdraw its unsustainable proposals contained in this utterly inadequate consultation process.

Yours sincerely

Philip Rowley

CHAIRMAN CCA.
