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2.2  The draft RSS included a proposal to increase the use of the existing runway (R1) at Stansted Airport subject to strict environmental conditions and proper provision for surface access, but rejected the proposal that a second runway (R2) should be built.  The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which EERA commissioned came to the conclusion that in several respects the draft Plan was not sustainable. It referred in particular to the proposed increase in the use of R1 at Stansted.  

2.3  While the strength of its environmental work has been recognised, the SA has been criticised for its comparative neglect of social and economic considerations (R3.2, reasons for decision). In the context of the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport this criticism is irrelevant. As we have demonstrated in our submissions to Uttlesford District Council on BAA’s recent planning application, the economic benefits of increasing the use of R1 are illusory. Such a development would primarily facilitate a substantial increase in outward tourism with economic benefits for other countries, but it would have an adverse impact on the economy of the East of England, the UK economy as a whole and the UK balance of payments. Colin Buchanan and Partners, the consultants commissioned by the Deputy Prime Minister, concluded: 

The influence of Stansted has still to be fully understood. It is Government policy to expand Stansted beyond its current limits through the provision of a second runway. The economic impact of this expansion is very much open to debate. The legal processes to obtain the necessary consents for expansion have still to be concluded. How and when Stansted develops have still to be determined. This will be critical in determining the nature of direct, indirect and catalytic employment that might be generated. The implications for the growth strategy are that it must embody a degree of flexibility to adapt to alternative future outcomes. [Colin Buchanan & Partners, ‘Study of the Relationship between Transport and Development in the London Stansted, Cambridge, Peterborough Growth Area’, August 2004, para. 11.2.5] 

2.4  The SA commissioned by EERA made no reference to R2 since the draft Plan made no provision for a second runway. In 1984, however, Graham Eyre, the last Inspector to consider this issue, declared that any development beyond R1 would be an ‘unprecedented and wholly unacceptable major environmental and visual disaster’. Eyre, of course, was reporting at a time when the capacity of a single runway was thought to be only 25 mppa and when the dangers of climate change were hardly understood. Had he been reporting today his condemnation of R2 would no doubt have been even stronger.

2.5  In no way, therefore, should the RSS be based on expansion at Stansted Airport, whether through the increased use of R1 or the construction of R2. 

2.6  We note that the Secretary of State has concurred with the Panel’s view that the provision of extra capacity at Stansted Airport is not a matter to be spelt out in the RSS but must be left to the airport operator/owner working within the planning process  (pages 114-5, Policy E8: The Region’s Airports: see also page 24, R5.10)

2.7  We also note, however, that development proposals ‘will need to be informed by the ATWP (Air Transport White Paper) and the other policies of this RSS’. We agree that planning authorities will need to take the ATWP into account, but this does not mean that they are obliged to follow it. In the course of the 2004 judicial review of the ATWP the following statement was provided on behalf of the Secretary of State for Transport:

The Department and the Secretary of State accept that the obligation, in European Law, to consider an Environmental Impact Assessment before granting a development consent necessarily carries with it an obligation to consider whether that development consent should be refused because of alleged adverse environmental impacts, even if such a refusal would frustrate Government policy. [Witness statement of M.R.Fawcett, 17 September 2004]
It was largely because of adverse environmental impacts that in November 2006 Uttlesford District Council rejected BAA’s application for the increased use of the existing runway (R1) at Stansted. 

2.8  The ‘other policies of this RSS’ include a determination to tackle climate change, with which the rapid and massive expansion proposed at Stansted would be wholly inconsistent. It would also be inconsistent with the aim, as formulated by the Secretary of State, of ensuring that ‘the transport sector makes an appropriate contribution to the required reduction in the region’s greenhouse gas emissions’, and with the Government policy set out in PPG 13 ‘to reduce the need to travel, especially by car’.

2.9 We are pleased that more prominence is now being given to climate change, and that the Government has now entered into consultations on a draft Planning Policy Statement in which it proposes to advise planning authorities to consider the rejection of applications which are inconsistent with the policies set out in the PPS (‘Planning and Climate Change: Supplement of Planning Policy Statement 1’, p. 20, para. 28).

2.10  Since arguments about the impact on climate change of particular developments must be fought out within the planning process there is little point in entering into them here. On one issue, however, we must comment, and that is the Government’s belief that it will be possible to reconcile its aim of cutting down carbon emissions by 60% by 2050 (as laid down in the Energy White Paper of 2003) with its approval of a massive expansion in air travel (as laid down in the ATWP of 2003) largely by incorporating aviation in the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS). First, the ETS, without aviation, has so far been notoriously unsuccessful. Second, it is by no means certain that it will be possible to reach agreement on the inclusion of aviation. Third, if agreement is reached it will not come into force for intra-EU flights until 2011 at the earliest, and for other flights until 2012 at the earliest – even this being dependent upon ICAO agreement which at this stage seems very unlikely indeed in view of US opposition. Fourth, if and when it does come into force its impact on aircraft emissions is likely to be negligible. The EU itself has predicted that it will delay the rise in carbon emissions by only three to six months at best (and even that is dependent on the price of carbon as quoted in the Stern Review) in the period up to 2020. Fifth, the scheme is impractical. The Tyndall Centre for Climate Research calculates that aircraft emissions are likely to amount to about half of the Government’s 2050 target, and it is very doubtful if the rest of the economy could make corresponding reductions. It would therefore be irresponsible for any planning authority to approve the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport in the dangerously questionable belief – one might even say manifestly erroneous belief - that any resultant increase in greenhouse gas emissions would be neutralised under the EU ETS. This is clearly an area where the precautionary principle should outweigh unrealistic optimism.

2.11  It has been argued by others that in the overall context of worldwide carbon emissions the development of Stansted would be insignificant and should therefore be allowed. This argument, of course, could be applied to many other developments, no matter how damaging, with cumulative results that would be disastrous. But another perspective is possible. We have estimated that, if Stansted were permitted to expand to maximum use of R1, this would result in an increase in greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to an additional two million tonnes per annum of carbon dioxide. The following quotation from the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry puts this additional two million tonnes of carbon dioxide emissions into context:

Thanks to our ridiculous planning laws, it often takes years to get a decision on an application - at a cost of millions of pounds. It took Scottish Power, for example, five years to get approval for its new windfarm at Whitelee, south of Glasgow. The £200m project will be the largest onshore windfarm in Europe and will save about 650,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide each year. [Alistair Darling, 6 June 2006]

By comparison, three equivalent windfarms would be required to offset the additional emissions if Stansted’s single runway were allowed to operate without the present planning constraints. 
3  The implications of expansion at Stansted Airport

3.1  While we are pleased that the Plan includes no specific provision for the expansion of Stansted Airport, we are concerned that at several points it refers to the alleged need to make provision for the implications of such development in, for example, employment, and housing. Insofar as such provision is made it should be made clear that it is conditional upon the outcomes of the planning process, and it is improper for these outcomes to be anticipated. In other words, these implications will form part of the Plan only if, and not when, airport development takes place. The draft Plan as it stands fails to make this clear. It does not incorporate that ‘degree of flexibility to adapt to alternative future outcomes’ recommended in the Buchanan study quoted above. For example, in paragraph 13 of Annex A (page 69) it is proposed to add 11,000 more jobs up to 2021 to reflect the growth at Stansted Airport in consequence of moving beyond full use of the existing runway once a second is built;  paragraph 4.35 of the proposed text states categorically that ‘Airport growth will provide a useful catalyst for economic regeneration of nearby towns’; and paragraph 4.36 assumes that the airport will develop and that there will be a growing number of Stansted employees. Similarly policy T12 states that ‘access to the region’s airports will be managed and enhanced to support development, as and when [not if and when] it is approved’.  The implication is clear: regardless, indeed contemptuous, of the planning process, an unfavourable SA on R1 and Inspector Eyre’s powerful condemnation of R2, the Secretary of State is assuming that development at Stansted will proceed as outlined in the ATWP. In the event, in November 2006 Uttlesford District Council rejected BAA’s application for the increased use of R1.

3.2  Whereas the Panel concluded that ‘like GO-E and BAA, we doubt whether there would be any additional airport-related job growth over and above the level assumed in the forecasts that underlie the draft Plan, especially in the period to 2021’, the Secretary of State, as indicated already, is adding 11,000 more jobs.  We note that the provisions for housing in the draft Plan are regarded as virtually sufficient to meet the needs even of R2. Insofar, however, as the employment and housing implications are a consequence of development at Stansted they should be made conditional upon that development  being approved. Against this, however, the development of the airport, with the consequent increase in tourist travel abroad, may well result in job losses, or a failure to create new jobs, within this country, particularly in the tourism industry in the East of England, and these need to be offset against the jobs that would be created. 

3.3 A second runway would result in more than 100,000 extra passengers (over current levels) travelling to or from the airport each day. The implications in terms of surface access would be huge, and are presently the subject of what we must hope is careful study. The Sustainability Appraisal on the proposed changes, conducted by ERM, does not cover the implications of R2. It is inevitable that they would add to the unsustainability of the proposed changes. If however the airport were to be expanded it is essential that the surface access infrastructure should be in place beforehand. Given the notoriously long lead times for road and rail infrastructure projects it would be wholly inappropriate for the airport operator to be able to cite, by default, RSS support for R2 when submitting a planning application later this year when there has not yet been even any consultation on the surface access infrastructure that would be required to support this development.

3.4  The recent study of Rye Meads Sewage Works casts grave doubts on its capacity for handling sewage not just from the additional housing proposed in the area but also from an extended Stansted Airport.

4  The commercial uncertainty

4.1  As well as the uncertainty over planning approval for R2 there is also considerable commercial uncertainty. Governments do not build runways – a point recognised in ‘The Future of Air Transport Progress Report’, published by the DfT in December 2006, which states:

The timing and nature of development at Stansted remain a commercial decision for the airport operator. [para. 5.14]

4.2  Although claiming that a second runway could be built at Stansted by 2015, BAA has consistently made it clear that this is subject to a number of conditions, including the CAA’s providing a regulatory settlement which enables the project to be commercially viable. The CAA, however, has explicitly ruled against any cross-subsidising of investment at Stansted from Heathrow and Gatwick users, and BAA has previously advised the Government that, in the absence of such cross-subsidy, a second runway at Stansted would not be commercially viable.

We currently believe that the option for one new runway at Stansted would be financially viable, subject to the scale of the additional costs not calculated in SERAS, but the charges needed to remunerate the investment would need to be shared across users of the London system as a whole rather than applied to Stansted users only. [BAA, ‘Responsible Growth’, May 2003, para. 7.51.]

4.3  BAA has repeatedly made clear to its shareholders and investors that it does not regard the Government’s support for a second Stansted runway as an obligation upon it to build a second runway. In May 2004, for example, Mike Clasper, then BAA’s Chief Executive Officer, said:

Let me be quite clear, BAA will not ask its shareholders and lenders to support any project for which there is no sound business case. [Speech, 18 May 2004]

4.4  In December 2006, in addition to confirming that there would be no return to regulation based on treating the London airports as a single system, the CAA proposed further changes in the regulatory arrangements which would substantially reduce BAA’s allowed return on investment.  On 7 February 2007, BAA Chief Executive Stephen Nelson described the changes proposed by the CAA as ‘unprecedented’ and warned that any such move ‘would imperil [BAA’s] plans to invest £1bn annually for the next 10 years’. 

4.5
A recent report published by the Regulator demonstrates that BAA still considers that a second Stansted runway is not commercially viable: 

BAA did not provide a view as to the future cost of capital at Stansted in its September 2006 regulatory submission, instead pointing out that its assumptions about the opening date and price resulted in a rate of return of just over 8% pre-tax real over Q5 and Q6. However, BAA subsequently wrote to the CAA indicating that in its current view the cost of capital at Stansted (on a pre-tax, real basis) was 8.79%. [‘Airports Price Control Review – Initial Proposals for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted’, CAA, Dec 2006, para 21.16]

4.6  Adding further to the uncertainty is the proposal by the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) in December 2006 to make a market investigation reference to the Competition Commission on the structure of the airports market in the south east of England where BAA has a 92% market share.  This follows the OFT’s conclusion that BAA’s ownership of Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted airports ‘combines to prevent, restrict or distort competition’.  [‘UK airports, report on the market study and proposed decision to make a market investigation reference’, OFT, Dec 2006] The outcome of the full Competition Commission investigation is unlikely to be known until late 2008 or early 2009 and may well lead to a requirement for BAA to dispose of certain airport assets in the south east, with Stansted and Gatwick being the most likely candidates.   

4.7
In short, there is considerable commercial uncertainty, on the record, that a second runway at Stansted could be developed within the Plan period.  This is a further reason why it would be unsound to incorporate into the Plan the implications of a second runway in terms of housing, employment, etc. on the assumption that a second Stansted runway will be built during the Plan period. At the very least, the incorporation of these implications should be subject to review at a future date when some of the present uncertainties are resolved and the then owner of Stansted is either able to give a firm commitment subject only to planning consent – or not.  At this stage it would at best be premature to make such an important assumption based on such an uncertain outcome. 
5  Conclusion   

5.1  The proposed expansion of Stansted airport, whether through the increased use of R1 or the development of R2, is unsustainable and should not be included in the RSS.

5.2  The commercial uncertainties are such that it would be reckless to predicate the Plan on the assumption of a second Stansted runway being developed during the Plan period.

5.3  The implications of expansion should not therefore be included in the RSS.

5.4  If these arguments are not accepted then, insofar as the implications of expansion are included in the RSS, it should be made clear that they are conditional upon the outcome of the planning process.

6  Proposed change to Policy T12

6.1  We propose the following changes to Policy T12:

Policy T12:  Access to Airports

Access to the region’s airports will be managed to support the existing traffic. In the case of Stansted Airport this will be up to a limit of 25 mppa until and unless planning authority is granted for any further development. A key priority will be to ensure that airport surface access facilities make a major contribution towards achieving the objective of more sustainable travel sought by the RTS.

7  Proposed change to supporting text

7.1  We propose the following changes to the supporting text.

7.39 For airports the national policy framework is set by the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) and by the Government’s policy on sustainable development. It is open to planning authorities to reject any further expansion of the region’s airports on the ground that such expansion would be unsustainable. All references in other parts of this RSS to the expansion of the region’s airports must be understood as being conditional upon the outcome of the planning process.

7.40 [No change.]

7.41 Proposals for airport expansion will need to take account of improvements to surface access that may be required to serve that expansion if it is approved. Airport developers would be expected to contribute to the delivery of such improvements.

7.42  [No change.]

ENDS

For official use only





Resp No:�
�
�
Rep No:�
�
�
Date Rec:�
�
�
Date Ack:�
�
�






If you wish to comment on the Proposed Changes, please:


Complete a separate form for each section in the Proposed Change document that you wish to comment on.  The response form may be photocopied, printed from the Proposed Changes CD Rom, or downloaded from the GO-East website at � HYPERLINK "http://www.goeast.gov.uk" ��www.goeast.gov.uk�


Complete all sections clearly using black ink (or type).


Note that all response forms will be made available for the public to read.


Return this form to the address below to arrive no later than 5pm on 9 March 2007.








RESPONSE TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DRAFT REVISION TO THE REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR THE EAST OF ENGLAND AND STATEMENT OF REASONS





1  Stop Stansted Expansion (SSE)





1.1  SSE was established in 2002 as a working group of the North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association (NWEEHPA) in response to the Government’s consultation on the future provision of air transport capacity. NWEEHPA itself had been formed in 1964 to co-ordinate community representations against proposals for major expansion at Stansted Airport. Today SSE has more than 6,500 individual members and online supporters and the active support of 134 parish and town councils, residents’ associations and special interest groups.





2  The unsustainability of expansion at Stansted Airport





2.1  When drawing up its Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) had a statutory duty under S.39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act to exercise this function ‘with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development’. 
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