Cllr Mark Gayler

Statement to Development Control Committee – 7th July 2006

Stansted Airport Application for expanded use of existing runway 

The application being considered here is probably the most important issue to be considered by this council in the current four year term. It is therefore of vital importance that we get it right. We are here to represent local people, and we need to ensure that the decision taken is the right one for our community. We also need to examine and judge the application with the utmost vigour, to ensure that the decision taken is defensible.

If part of the policy context against which this application is to be judged is Government aviation policy, then it is clear that that policy would advocate maximum use of the current runway. However, even should we accept that, then maximum use cannot be allowed under just any circumstances. We must examine the application and ask ourselves could it be better. Does the application address and deal with the issues that concern us in a way that is best practice and acceptable?

Turning to the issues in question:

Firstly noise. An increase in the number of flights will inevitably lead to an increase in noise, both on the ground and in the air. The question we have to tackle is have the effects of increased noise been fully detailed and evidenced, are they within the boundaries that we consider acceptable, and could there be a better regime to manage the impact of noise?

Are the noise contours that have been measured the correct ones? The World Health Organisation suggests that the 57leq contour is too high and we should be measuring at a lower level of noise. We need to examine the real impact of noise, and ensuring that those measurements are addressed, not just the impact of the 57leq contour. If that then suggests that there will be a greater impact of noise on a wider area, then that is the criteria on which we should make our judgement.

Is the spread of the noise regime being proposed the best available for dealing with the number of flights proposed. How does it compare with best practice at other airports? Is the balance between flights during the day and night flights the best achievable to reduce the impact on our community? Should there be better noise controls in place to ensure maximum use of the quietest aircraft?

We must ensure that this application delivers the best possible practice to ensure the minimum noise impact on our community. If it does not, then it should be refused.

Moving on from noise, we all know that aviation is the fastest growing sector of the economy for producing CO2 emissions. The European Union is proposing to push ahead with policies to tackle the impact of aviation on our environment. Our own Government also has policies that call for reductions in CO2 emissions, albeit they have failed to address this in their aviation policies. The call from national government and from Europe to bring CO2 emissions, and indeed other forms of pollution, under control must be seen as a policy context for this application.

Again we must ask ourselves does this application demonstrate a will to seek to minimise the impact of CO2 emissions and air pollution, or does it fail to do what could be done, even within the context of full use of the runway? 

We need to test the application’s assumptions fully, not just rely on them and see how we can mitigate them. We need to address whether all forms of pollution are being adequately monitored and addressed. If they are not, then we must demand that they are. One issue that seems to be emitted is pollution from aviation fuel. We need to examine that, and ensure that effective controls are in place. If the regime to reduce the airport’s impact on air quality is not best practice, and exceeds the limits we consider are acceptable, then we should refuse the application.

As well as the impact of the aeroplanes, we also need to look at the impact of the buildings, and how their impact on the environment can be controlled. It appears that more passengers means more energy consumption, means more CO2 emissions. But should it? As a council we now have policies which dictate that those extending their houses must improve the energy efficiency of the whole house. We should impose the same constraints on the airport. I believe that we should insist on no increase in CO2 emissions stemming from any increase in passenger numbers. They need to put in energy saving measures to ensure better efficiency of the building, and generate more of their own electricity through solar panels and wind turbines, in order to prevent an increase in energy consumption. If they cannot demonstrate through their application that they have put such measures in place, then the application should be refused.

In some places it is difficult to monitor the impact of the airport on air quality, because we are also picking up pollution from the M11, and probably the A120, and it is difficult to separate the pollution from road traffic from the pollution from the Airport. But given that increased passengers = increased cars = increased pollution from the motorway, then the readings from the M11 must also be relevant considerations? Additional traffic generated by the airport also impacts on CO2 emissions. 

What does this application do to address the impact of an increased number passengers travelling to the airport? Does it meet the standards we would expect, in which case it gives us reason to approve the application, or does it fall short, in which case it gives us reason to refuse the application?

To meet our demands the airport must do all it can to ensure a higher proportion of passengers coming to the airport by public transport, such that the use of the car is minimised. They must also ensure that increased use of public transport to get to the airport does not reduce the availability of public transport to members of our local community going about their daily business. Improved rail services are a key to this. I believe that a major investment in rail infrastructure and rolling stock is required to not only meet the demand that the Airport has highlighted, but also to encourage greater use of rail, which means improving the quality, in order to reduce car use.  It does not appear to me that this has been adequately addressed.

What is the overall impact of the application on the health of local residents? We have yet to receive full analysis of this, but this data must also be scrutinised fully. There is a great deal of evidence of the impact of airports around the world on the health of those that live round them. We need to  assure ourselves that the evidence has been used to establish best practice to reduce the impacts of noise and pollution, and to provide solutions to the threat that they pose to health. Do the airport’s proposals ensure that best practice is being applied to this issue. If not, then we must insist that they do.

Moving on more briefly to some other issues:

Has the airport produced sufficient proposals to reduce its water consumption? Could it do more to recycle and capture its own water?

Has the airport got a strategy to reduce waste and increase recycling. If the Airport adopts recycling targets similar to the Council, then by doubling its recycling it could reduce what it sends to landfill, even with a 40% increase in passenger numbers. We need to insist on a commitment to do this.

The application also addresses issues around construction details, and the 

number of workers who would be involved in construction. Yet this is only an application to remove conditions, not a full planning application. If they are suggesting that additional facilities, for which they do not currently have planning permission, may be required, then surely we cannot agree the lifting of conditions until they also seek planning permission for the addition facilities they need to support the increase in passenger numbers?

To conclude (and I could say much more):

This application cannot and must not be refused on a whim, without full and proper consideration, or just out of a desire to court public approval. It must be determined on proper planning grounds, in order to ensure that the decision will stand up to close scrutiny. But it also cannot be granted without full understanding of the impacts, and the committee being sure that the application includes measures to do everything that can be done to reduce its impact on the environment and ensure future sustainability, and being sure that the controls are in place to ensure that those measures can be rigorously enforced. If the application has fulfilled those criteria then it can be approved, but if it has not, and my view, on balance, is that it has not, then the committee should have the courage of its convictions and refuse the application.

