Much Hadham Parish Council
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Much Hadham

Hertfordshire 

SG10 6BU

Tel: 0127984 2705

Fax: 0127984 3960
27 October 2005

Dear Sirs                                                                                                              

Growing Stansted Airport on the Existing Runway

I am writing on behalf of Much Hadham Parish Council to comment on your document "Growing Stansted Airport on the Existing Runway", which I shall refer to as "the document".

Much Hadham is a village to the west of flight path BZDR (known as "Buzzard") for aircraft taking off from Stansted. The residents are therefore affected by aircraft noise. They are also affected by noise from aircraft using Luton.

It is a sign of an attempt at good practice that BAA has asked for comments in the document, but the document does not provide a proper basis for consultation because it lacks fundamental information. In particular:-

(a) No Environmental Impact Assessment has yet been published.

(b) No Health Impact Assessment has yet been published.

(c) The Airport Masterplan for Stansted has not yet been published.

(d) No Transport Assessment has yet been published.

This lack of fundamental information makes a proper response impossible. BAA has explained on page 41 that the next steps will include the preparation of Environmental Impact and Transport Assessments, but no attempt has been made to justify the failure to produce these Assessments before embarking on the consultation. It is no answer to pretend that the responses to the consultation "will inform" BAA's thinking when they "complete the environmental assessment studies" (my emphasis). BAA have clearly already started on the studies. You should have produced the draft studies, so that those responding to the consultation would have been able to comment on them. BAA could then have taken those comments into account when completing the studies.

Does the document provide a sufficiently detailed description of the proposals for Stansted and the likely  significant environmental effects of those proposals?

No. In addition to the failures I have mentioned, the document does not explain how the proposed increase in the use of the existing runway will affect Stansted's longer term development. In particular, the document fails to explain the interaction of the increase in the use of the existing runway with the construction of the proposed second runway. The two are not separate issues.

On page 146 of the Aviation White Paper published in December 2003 the Government said that it expected the operators of all major airports to produce or update their Masterplans in the course of 2004 to take account of the conclusions in the White Paper. BAA have indicated that the full Masterplan for Stansted will not be produced until 2007. BAA may have good reasons for the delay, though you have not said what they are. In any event, without the Masterplan it is impossible to have an effective consultation regarding the development of Stansted. The consultation should therefore be delayed until the Masterplan is available. This will result in the planning application for the increased use of the existing runway being delayed, but the delay is BAA's responsibility for failing to observe the timetable laid down by the Government for the production of the Masterplan for Stansted. Furthermore, it is difficult to see how BAA can claim that their proposals for the increased use of the existing runway have been properly thought through if the Masterplan has not yet been produced.

The document does not mention that EERA's draft regional plan does not include a second runway, nor that the advice in the independent sustainability report commissioned by EERA is that full use of the existing runway is not sustainable. BAA have not attempted to address the issues raised in that report. Its existence appears to have been ignored.

Do you think that sensitivity tests for higher and lower traffic throughputs or different rates of growth should be conducted?

Yes. Passenger numbers are at present about 21mppa, not the 25mppa which BAA have used as a baseline. The residents of this village and of other locations affected by overflying are entitled to know what would be the impact on their lives of the increased use of the existing runway if passenger numbers were to rise, for example, to:-

                                   25 mppa

                                   30 mppa

                                   35 mppa 

                                   40 mppa

                                   45 mppa.

The tests should deal separately for each flight path used on takeoff with the frequency, height,  noise and pollution of the aircraft. The tests should also spell out what flights will take off during the night quota period (NQP) and what flights will take off between 06.00 and 23.30 hours.

We have suggested that you should do sensitivity tests for both 40 and 45 mppa because we expect that the single runway's maximum capacity is up to an annual passenger throughput of about 45 mppa, and many residents suspect that the proposed application for up to 35 mppa may be the next step in a creep towards BAA's true objective of achieving maximum use of the present runway.

Night flights are a particular cause for concern in this village. There is at present substantial unused capacity at Stansted during the NQP. The proposals in the Government's Stage 2 Consultation for Night Flights will have little effect on that unused capacity. Even if BAA do not at present intend to permit more flights at Stansted during the NQP, increased use of the existing runway is likely to result in the no frills airlines pressing for more take off slots before 06.00 hours so as to enable them to achieve four movements of their aircraft each day. We expect that as a result of commercial pressures BAA will feel forced to agree to an increase in flights during the NQP.

Do you have any comments about BAA's forecasts?

Yes. BAA have not provided any supporting evidence for their forecasts or any evidence as to how they have been calculated.

Let me take just one example, the projection in the rise in the number of passengers wishing to use Stansted by 2015. 

This projection is BAA's prime justification for the proposed planning application. You have set out on page 9 some of the factors which you have taken into account in forecasting 35mppa by 2015, but you have not given any breakdown showing what impact each of the factors is supposed to have on the overall estimate. The following points can be made about what you have said:-

1. You refer to the continuing development of the low cost market. This market's principal driver is obviously low fares, not service. If fares have to rise, then the low cost market may well slow down or even shrink. You have not mentioned what, if any, weight you have given when making your projection to factors which could increase fares or could slow down the market or even reduce the use of Stansted, for example, the precarious financial position of some of the carriers, the rising cost of airline fuel, the possibility that tax may be imposed on airline fuel and, if terrorism continues to be a threat (as unfortunately sees likely), the increasing cost of anti-terrorism measures. In yesterday's Times details were given of plans for the development of Luton with the aim of achieving 30 mppa by 2020. We do not know to what extent BAA was aware of the plans for Luton when preparing its passenger projections fro Stansted, but perhaps BAA had little information about the plans. In any event, if the plans for Luton do proceed at the pace the operator at Luton envisages, then this will increase competition with Stansted and will almost certainly slow down the rate of passenger growth at Stansted.

2. The CAA has made it clear that it intends to continue regulation on a stand-alone basis after 2008. There has already been a well-published row with Ryanair, the carrier responsible for about 60% of the flights to, and from, Stansted. It is known that Ryanair has negotiated a substantial discount on landing fees at Stansted and that this discount deal will expire long before 2015. Are BAA intending to offer Ryanair and perhaps other carriers discounts when the present deal(s) expire(s)?  If not and BAA insist on pricing "to cap" at Stansted on the expiry of the discount deal(s), this may well result in a reduction in the number of operators using Stansted. If Luton expands at the rate projected, then Ryanair, which started its operations in the UK based at Luton, may move more of its flights to Luton.

3. You mention that new airlines will be attracted to Stansted as Heathrow and Gatwick reach capacity and that this will include the gradual emergence of long haul flights at Stansted. (In view of the plans for the expansion of Luton you could have used the same argument for the gradual emergence of long haul flights at Luton). There have for brief periods been long haul flights at Stansted, but as you know they have not been successful and have been withdrawn. BA, Virgin and many other major carriers have repeatedly made it clear that they are not prepared to use Stansted (despite no doubt having been offered much lower landing fees than the landing fees payable at Heathrow and Gatwick). You have not set out any evidence that long haul carriers are even contemplating using Stansted, and given the known attitude of BA etc, it is difficult not to conclude that the reference to long haul flights is nothing more than a pious hope on BAA's part.

Do you agree with the transport stategy?
No. We appreciate that under the new timetable starting in December 2005 there are to be four trains every hour from Stansted to Liverpool Street, but this involves many commuter trains terminating at Stratford instead of Liverpool Street. This will enrage daily commuters. It  will also result in many commuters taking a train (including a Stansted express) from Liverpool Street to Tottenham Hale and then changing to a train for their destination, thus increasing crowding at Tottenham Hale during rush hours. BAA's reliance on the ability to cope of the already over-crowded rail service as a result of the new timetable and as a result of adding additional carriages defies belief. It demonstrates that BAA's management have no experience of rush hour travelling to, and from, Liverpool Street on the line serving Stansted. The glib manner in which you have suggested a solution to the rail problems demonstrates that you are in denial about the problem, and so no doubt is the Government. The truth is that neither of you want to spend the money necessary to upgrade the line to provide a satisfactory service both for Stansted and for other rail users.

The figures on page 12 show that 61% of those currently travelling to Stansted use private cars or taxis and only 11% bus or coach services. You clearly expect that the main method of getting to Stansted will continue to be by road and that this will continue indefinitely because more car parking is planned. On page 12 you say that you only have a target that single occupancy airport employee vehicles must not exceed 80% by 2010. Stansted is not well served by public transport. It is in a rural area and some 35 miles from London. 

Car park charges are no doubt a welcome source of income for BAA, and perhaps it is not therefore surprising that you are relaxed that the car, with all the pollution it causes, will remain the most convenient means of access for passengers up  to 2015 and beyond.

How can expansion of Stansted Airport best benefit the local and regional economies?

The benefits in respect of housing, jobs and the economy have been overplayed. The area is one of low unemployment. Many of those working at Stansted travel from north London, and if this continues, further pressure will be placed on surface access. The Government wishes to build many more houses in the area which will of course increase local congestion, and if a larger workforce for Stansted were to settle in the area, this would increase both the congestion and the pressure on local housing demands. 

What noise abatement measures should be considered in addition to current measures?

Noise is a prime concern for the residents of Much Hadham. 

Some 70% of flights take off from Stansted to the south west along three flight paths, and the majority of the 70% of the flights use Buzzard. It is not clear to the residents of Much Hadham why this is the case. You are forecasting  an increase in total annual movements at Stansted from the 2004 figure of 192,249 to 274,000 in 2015. It is appreciated that it is the Dft that decides on flight paths, not BAA, but the proposed increase in annual flights will clearly result in an increased use of Buzzard. It would help to spread the pain if either (a) there were to be more flight paths to the south west of Stansted or (b) more flights were to use the other two flight paths to the south west. The first solution would be preferable.

Most of the complaints from the residents regarding Stansted relate to aircraft noise. Most are rejected because the residents are told that the aircraft are above the minimum height. This does not seem to be an accurate answer in some cases, but where the answer is correct, it demonstrates that the ceiling should be lifted. The ceiling over St Elizabeths is 4000 ft. The ceiling for vectoring off over many flight paths is also 4000 ft. It is not clear why aircraft should be allowed to vector off from Buzzard at 3000 ft. We should like to see aircraft vectoring off from Buzzard at 4000 ft.

You have used the 57dBALeq for the noise contours on page 19. We appreciate that this noise pressure level is used by  the DfT, but it should not be used for estimating the community who will be adversely affected by noise. The level represents an average taken over 16 hours and consequently irons out peaks. The level does not therefore record the frequency and intensity of sound. As Mr Terry Morgan has acknowledged at a meeting in Much Hadham, it is the peaks which cause annoyance, not an average. The sound  pressure level recommended by WHO (50 dBA) should be used for the noise contours for flights between 06.00 hours and 23.30 hours.

On 16 June 1999 the Government signed the WHO Charter on Transport, Environment and Health and thus agreed to adopt the targets listed in Annex 4 to reduce "human exposure to noise". Annex 4 contains the aim: "To improve human health and wellbeing by reducing noise exposure to noise from transport by….. keeping night-time noise levels in residential areas within WHO recommended night-time values, and where these values are currently exceeded, striving to reduce them to recommended sound levels". The WHO guidelines for night noise levels are for inside bedrooms – 30dBleq and 45 LAMax - and for outside bedrooms (window open) – 45 dBLeq and 60 LAMax. The WHO guidelines consist therefore both of Leq guidelines, which have the disadvantage of being based on averages, and LAMax guidelines, which are more stringent because they apply to each aircraft individually. In view of the Government's undertaking, BAA should produce noise contours for flights during the NQP based on the WHO guidelines, so that residents will get a fair picture of the disturbance that such flights are likely to be cause.

Does the landscaping at Stansted successfully screen the airport from Much Hadham? What more can be done about landscaping?
Given its geographical location, Much Hadham has no need of landscaping to be screened from Stansted.

Further Comments

There are four matters that we should like to mention – water, hospitals, aircraft emissions at altitude and airspace arrangements.

The current weekly usage of water at Stansted is over 11 million litres. You forecast that it will rise to nearly 20 million litres a week by 2015. Essex and East Hertfordshire are amongst he driest areas in the UK. We appreciate that Three Valleys Water have said that they are confident that, taking into account the Government's plans for development along the M11 corridor, they can supply enough water to provide for the usage of 35 mppa without impacting on the regional supply. The lack of an adequate water supply in the region is one of the main reasons why the Government's plans for the M11 corridor are being criticised. The document is silent about what might be the likely cost for local residents of the increased usage at Stansted, and furthermore it is difficult to place reliance on Three Waters' confidence in its ability to supply since the Government's plans for the M11 corridor are general and not specific. We suspect that there will a significant increase in the cost payable for water by local consumers because of the necessity to make substantial investment in water infrastructure and perhaps the construction of desalination plants. The increase in water consumption at Stansted by 2015 increases the likelihood of this increased cost for local consumers.

The two major hospitals near Stansted capable of treating accidents and emergencies are in Cambridge and Harlow. The M11 is the only quick and effective means of access by road from the Stansted area. If there are to be more flights into, and out of, Stansted, the risk of accidents must increase. So far the only serious accident has been the crash of the Korean Airlines' cargo plane in which all the crew were killed. That night there was a traffic jam on the M11. If there had been survivors, the emergency services would have had great difficulty getting the injured to hospital (except by helicopter). The prospect of a passenger jet coming down that night in the area where the Korean Airlines' plane landed is horrible to contemplate. The document is silent about BAA's plans for accidents and emergencies. Those plans should be published – so far as national security permits – so that local residents may be able to review and comment on them.

The document mentions that BAA, in effect, supports the Government's plans to curb the pollution caused by aircraft emissions at altitude by bringing aviation within an international emissions trading regime. The Government's plans have been set out in the Aviation White Paper where the Government said that it hoped to make progress with them when the UK held the Presidency of the EU in 2005. We are now more than half way through that Presidency and the plans have not made any progress whatever. We regard the Government's plans as a non-starter because they involve apportioning the emissions from each flight 50/50 between the country where the flight takes off and the country where it lands, with nothing being apportioned to any countries over which the aircraft flies without taking off or landing. A moment's reflection is enough to show why such a solution may be attractive to a country like the UK which is on the edge of the EU and why it would be unacceptable to countries, like France or Germany, in the centre of the EU. The Government's policy is, in our view, immoral because it does nothing to prevent the pollution at altitude caused by aircraft and in fact continues that pollution to continue, presumably in the interests of what are perceived to be continuing economic benefits.

We consider it unlikely that a system for emissions trading for aircraft will ever be introduced in the EU; that those who support such a system know that this is the case; and that the true reason for their support is that they want to appear to be enthusiastic about taking action to reduce the pollution caused by aircraft at altitude but without in fact actually achieving any reduction which they fear will curtail economic benefits. We appreciate that the best solution is for aircraft to be developed which do not cause emissions, but for the foreseeable future oil based products will power aircraft and there will therefore be pollution. Our view is that the only system that is now likely both to reduce aircraft emissions and to be acceptable to governments within the EU is to tax airline fuel. This will be in accordance with the polluter must pay principle (referred to with approval in the Aviation White Paper) and will also raise tax revenue. It is the system which both the French and German Governments have supported. We should like to see a change of heart at BAA with BAA also supporting it.

We appreciate from page 20 that NATS is in the process of designing new airspace arrangements for the UK. The airspace arrangements for the increased use of the existing runway will now have to take account of the development plans for Luton. Is there going to be enough airspace to ensure that, if both developments proceed, aircraft will be able safely to use both Stansted and Luton to capacity?

To sum up. The document does not provide adequate information for a proper exercise in consultation. It is also silent on a number of important issues. We consider that if BAA wishes to obtain the views of local residents before submitting a planning application to increase the throughput on the existing runway up to 35mppa, then BAA should publish the missing information, explain their position on the issues on which the document is silent and allow the residents a reasonable time to respond. No planning application should be submitted until this has been done.

Yours faithfully

MLG Dillon

Chairman of Much Hadham Parish Council

BAA Stansted,

Freepost CL 4055,

Chelmsford CM1 3BR.

Cc Mark Prisk Esq MP

Cllr Mike Carver at East Herts Council

Uttlesford District Council

Little Hadham Parish Council

