Evidence from HACAN ClearSkies

Two attachments

1.  The Two Faces of BAA
2.  Heathrow News

My name is John Stewart and I chair HACAN ClearSkies which represents residents under the Heathrow flight path.  I have been authorised to give this evidence by the HACAN Management Committee.

So, why a Heathrow body giving evidence at a Stansted Public Inquiry?

The most obvious common factor is that both airports are owned by BAA Ferrovial.  Both HACAN and Stop Stansted Expansion face a company who, behind its mask of cooperation and Corporate Social Responsibility (and an undoubted desire to be helpful to inspectors at Public Inquiries) is planning one of the most aggressive programmes of airport expansion this country has ever seen.
But that’s not our main purpose for giving evidence, tempting though it is to explain and expose the ruthless face of naked aggression that lies behind the velvet glove of BAA’s conciliation.  That’s detailed in the document before the Inquiry, The Two Faces of BAA.
Nor am here because we have got withdrawal symptoms after the record-breaking Public Inquiry, last nearly 4 years, into Heathrow Terminal 5!  There are, though, lessons from that Inquiry which you may wish to take on Board. Beware BAA bearing promises!  I quote from our second document before the Inquiry – Heathrow News, February 1995 where BAA confirmed that a fifth terminal would not lead to a 3rd runway at Heathrow.  Mike Roberts, the then Managing Director of Heathrow, said, “The Government has accepted our arguments.  A third runway would have meant the destruction of 3,500 homes and directly affected 10,000 people.  In our eyes that was clearly unacceptable and we told the Government so.  This decision should now completely reassure people living round the airport that our plans for Terminal 5 will not lead to another runway.  I hope now this major threat has been removed that those who oppose Terminal 5 will re-examine the case and judge it on its merits.”
The successors of Mr Roberts sit before you today, Sir.  Reasonable, reassuring, ready to compromise.  Maybe making promises about placing an upper limit on the number of flights on this runway.  Does their record give you grounds to trust them?  Or should they be treated as the Jeffrey Archer of public inquiries?
Another short quote from Heathrow News, an industry paper, may help.  In its comment section in February 1995 it wrote, “For months now BAA has been accused by highly vocal, yet minority groups such as HACAN, of not telling the truth about a third runway.  BAA has said repeatedly THERE WILL NOT BE A THIRD RUNWAY (their capitals).  And BAA has been proved right. The Secretary of State has accepted the view.  What now of those who claimed BAA was not telling the truth?  Will they perhaps show a little humility and accept that the company does listen and can actually help local people argue their case.”
In a court of law, Sir, previous convictions can be taken into account in sentencing.  If it is within your power to do so, I urge you to remember the track record of BAA when making your final decision.

And to Stop Stansted Expansion and other local objectors:  don’t panic in the heat of cross-examination; always remember BAA “can actually help local people argue their case.”
But if now can turn to more edifying topics that BAA Ferrovial.  We are not permitted to challenge government policy and we do not intend to do so.  But you have our deepest sympathy that you have to work within the framework of such poor government policy: an aviation policy which seems to contradict the Government’s stated desire to tackle climate change; an aviation policy which appears to underestimate the future price of oil; an aviation policy whose economic claims are based on a consultants report whose forward was written by leading figures in the aviation industry!  I urge you to read – if only as part of your private reading – the report by Oxford Economic Forecasting, The Contribution of Aviation to the UK Economy, and not be as amazed as I was at the way in which the aviation industry and officials within the Department for Transport have forced through such a partial report.  
You’ll of course be aware of the close relationship - some what say the unhealthily close relationship – between the aviation industry and officials in the Department for Transport. The civil servant who oversaw the Aviation White Paper, now heads up a European trade association for the aviation industry.  Indeed, don’t be surprised, if this Inquiry goes on any length of time, if somebody you’ve come to know as BAA Ferrovial suddenly pops up representing the Department for Transport.
But I have one brief point to make on economics.  In one of the early papers you sent out, it was suggested that the proposal before the Inquiry may be looked at in light of its alleged economic benefits against its environmental downsides. I caution about this approach.  Fairly obviously, investment in just about anything can bring some very local economic benefit.  If, for example, BAA Ferrovial opened a factory which cloned DfT civil servants, even that might result in some local economic benefit.

But I urge you not to look at this proposal in terms of the economy versus the environment.  I urge you to factor in the economic costs of this proposal – on climate; on depletion of natural resources; on biodiversity; on the health and welfare costs of noise; on additional traffic on the roads; on the amenity of the area.
Don’t fall for the mantra of the Department for Transport and BAA Ferrovial that it’s the economy versus the environment.  Check out that this proposal doesn’t harm both the environment and the economy.  

But I must go now.  Out into the real world where issues can be analysed properly; where discussion is not hamstrung by artificial rules and regulations; where government policy can be rigorously debated.  But you, Sir, took this job on and the constraints are a burden you’ve got to bear.  What I would urge you is to use your powers as flexibly as you can so that your decision makes sense in the real world – where climate change is a threat, where oil is running out, where many more people are affected by noise than the aviation industry cares to acknowledge, at least publicly.  Your decision needs to make sense in that world and not just within the artificial constraints of a Public Inquiry. 
