STOP STANSTED EXPANSION

RESPONDENT NUMBER: 4020

COMMENTS ON SECRETARY OF STATE’S FURTHER PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE EAST OF ENGLAND PLAN

Paragraph 3.9  

The Government recognises that sustainable development requires a 20% reduction in the UK's carbon emissions by 2020, compared to 1990 levels and at least a  60% reduction by 2050 and Ministers are now indicating that an 80% reduction by 2050 may be required.  The Plan contains neither clear policies nor Regional targets or milestones for contributing to the national reduction in carbon emissions and there is not even an  explanation as to how the increase in carbon emissions that will ensue from the very considerable planned growth in housing and road and air transport
 in the East of England during the period of the Plan can be achieved alongside a very substantial reduction in the Region's carbon emissions. 

In failing to set down such policies, targets and milestones the Plan fails to demonstrate that it is consistent with the statutory duty as set down in s.39 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (‘P&CPA’), to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development.  Moreover, during the Plan’s 3-4 year gestation period, the need for very substantial reductions in carbon emissions has become ever clearer as a result of the mounting scientific evidence as to the pace and severity of climate change.  However, during this same period of time, the Plan has become progressively weaker in relation to tackling carbon emissions.  An example of this is that the original version of the Plan published by EERA in December 2004 considered a second runway at Stansted Airport incompatible with its statutory duty to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development.  We consider it astonishing that the Secretary of State has chosen to over-rule EERA on this point and is now putting forward a Plan which fails to articulate, far less quantify, how the Region will contribute towards the targets for de-carbonising the UK economy.  

Policy E8 

Attaching supremacy to policies contained in the 2003 Air Transport White Paper ('ATWP') reflects a lack of regard for the scientific evidence on climate change that has emerged over the past four years.  Policy E8 has been written as if nothing has changed since 2003.  Numerous scientific and academic papers have been published over the past four years demonstrating that the policies set down in the 2003 ATWP are incompatible with the Government's climate change objectives.  And the Fourth Assessment Report published by the IPCC in 2007 provides compelling evidence of the seriousness of the climate change challenge and the urgent need to reduce carbon emissions.  In advocating massive expansion of the Region’s airports, Policy E8 is a prime example of ignoring the latest scientific evidence with regard to sustainable development, ignoring the statutory duty under S39 of the P&CPA and carrying on as if nothing has changed since 2003. 

The use of the word ‘rigorous’ in Policy E8 must be more than rhetorical. 

Paragraph 10.6

As the Environment Agency stated in July 2005 in its written evidence to the Enquiry in Public, the 8% reduction in consumption in existing properties will take many years to achieve. The monitoring of the 25% reduction in new properties has not yet started and the water efficiency measures are not yet included in the building regulations. The 25% reduction will also therefore take several years to achieve. We therefore suggest that the following should be added at the end of the proposed revised paragraph:

Achievement against target will be monitored annually for both new and existing developments and the targets will be subject to annual revision in the light of actual versus planned performance and of the need to avoid development beyond the sustainable limits of the Region's water resources.  Permission for new developments will therefore only be granted where it is clear that the Region's water resources are capable of meeting the projected increase in the demand. 

Any underestimation of water use would lead to an underestimation of waste water infrastructure requirements, and this would give rise to an increased risk of pollution and flooding downstream of sewage works and resulting damage to wildlife habitats. 

This is of particular relevance to the Rye Meads sewage plant and the Lee Valley SPA. Rye Meads processes the runway and taxiway runoff, including de-icing fluids, from Stansted Airport. Although Bishop’s Stortford sewage plant has been expanded to cover the increased use of the existing runway at Stansted and Rye Meads is said to have the capacity to deal with a second runway at Stansted, SSE is not aware of any water cycle study of the Lee and Stort catchment areas to show that the Lee Valley SPA will be unaffected. (Rye Meads sewage plant discharges into the River Lee and Bishop’s Stortford sewage plant discharges into the River Stort, which joins the Lee within the Lee Valley Park.)

We refer to the report prepared for Stop Harlow North by Griffiths Environmental Planning, in particular to paragraph 21.  In assessing the impact of the Habitats Directive on any development plan it has to be determined ‘whether the plan – in combination with other plans and projects – is likely to have an adverse effect on a European site’. This clearly indicates that the proposals for expanding Stansted Airport have to be considered with the planned developments for Harlow North as well as any other plans affecting the Lee Valley SPA. The expanded use of Stansted Airport should not be approved unless water cycle studies of the Lee and Stort catchment areas show that the wildlife habitats in the Lee Valley SPA will not be adversely affected.

More generally, we wish to state our support for the conclusions of the report by Griffiths Environmental Planning.

Policy WAT 2

For the sake of emphasis and clarity we recommend that the words deleted after the insert ‘while meeting agreed surface and ground water standards’ should  be reinstated as ‘which should include avoiding adverse impact on sites of European or international importance for nature conservation’.

Paragraph 10.9

It should be made clear that the last word in this paragraph, ‘developers’, covers developers of every kind and not just housing developers.

Policy WAT 3

For the same reason as that given under Policy WAT 2 we recommend that the words ‘and the need to avoid impacts on sites of European importance for wildlife’ should be reinstated after ‘abstraction and storage’.

� Although international air transport is not presently included in the carbon emissions targets, there is an expectation that it will be included in the near future and certainly within the period of the Plan. 





