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Growing Stansted Airport on the existing runway

Public consultation July – October 2005

General 

Does this document provide sufficiently detailed description of Stansted’s proposals and the likely significant environmental effects of those proposals? If not, please explain why.

The National Trust agrees with the consultation document’s recognition of the environmental impacts caused by airport activities:

· Air noise

· Ground noise

· Air quality

· Landscape and visual impacts

· Nature conservation

· Water resources

· Energy use and climate change

· Waste management 

· Construction effects

However, the Trust is concerned that the consultation document fails to offer a complete picture of the impacts of each of these issues on the local environment. A key reason for this is the incremental nature of growth at Stansted over the last 30 years. By proceeding through a number of comparatively small increases in capacity, the acceptability of overall emissions, noise, smell, light pollution and other environmental impacts has not been properly considered. 

Without a holistic interpretation of airport activities, the consultation cannot provide an accurate yardstick by which to measure the acceptability of maximum use of the existing runway. The Trust is particularly disappointed that, despite a request from Uttlesford District Council that it form part of the planning application, the following elements are absent from the consultation document:

· Air noise: Traditionally noise contours are used to assess impacts on domestic and work environments. However, noise has an equally significant effect on other settings. In the case of Hatfield Forest, our research has shown a high proportion of our visitors do so for the tranquillity it offers and opportunity to ‘get away from it all’. In such environments, noise is potentially more invasive than in situations where double glazing and other mitigation can be employed.

· It is imperative for the Trust to understand the impact that airport expansion will have the environment of Hatfield Forest. For example, increased air noise will have an effect on the ability of Hatfield to satisfy our visitors’ desire for tranquillity. As well as our legal duty to protect the places in our care, planning for visitor number and type is needed to continue our management of the Forest. To do this requires more data on noise than BAA is intending to make available for the ‘maximum use’ planning application. To rectify this, we would urge BAA to make available combined air and ground noise contour projections at levels below legal minimums together with information on number of events.

· The Trust would also raise the following presentational issues regarding air noise in the consultation document, in particular the contour maps included on page 19: 

· Maps show only 54dBA contours, when the WHO recognises the potential for noise to be a significant problem at levels below this. 

· The maps are small, providing far less detail on the area predicted to be affected by noise than those, for example, in the draft interim Masterplan.

· Contours show the average noise levels, rather than the number of occasions each day when noise thresholds will be reached or exceeded.

· No detail is included as to the presumptions used to underpin predicted noise contours (for instance the speed of take up in technological improvements in aircraft design), or the impact of other scenarios such as more stringent environmental limits for noise.

· Air quality and Nature conservation: The Trust understands that BAA has rejected Uttlesford District Council’s request for assessment of sediment cores from Hatfield Forest lake and to carry out tree health surveys. The grounds for this are that it would not be possible to isolate any pollution emanating from Stansted, and information gathered would show pollution from all sources and over a time period that pre-dates airport operations. 

· This misunderstands the objective of such work. Little information is currently available about the long-term relationship between pollution and the natural environment. By plotting an assessment of how pollution deposition over the Forest has changed over time it may be possible to identify trends resulting from operation levels at Stansted, car usage on surrounding roads, changes in local industry and other sources. When combined with information on the health of trees and other biodiversity, a picture of how pollution has affected the forest should emerge. As well as helping to inform the relationship between biodiversity and pollution, the impacts of ‘maximum use’ could be extrapolated and management regimes at airport and forest adjusted accordingly. In light of this, we would strongly encourage BAA to reconsider the usefulness of core samples and tree health surveys.

· That BAA takes the issue of air pollution and the natural environment seriously is evidenced by the expert workshop organised by BAA in January 2005. We were especially pleased by interest in this under-researched area, and that the Trust was able to contribute. Although a formal note of the workshop has been produced, it is unclear how this is informing the expansion proposals for Stansted. In particular, we would welcome publication of the conclusions and action points from the workshop together with details of how they are being taken forward. 

· From the consultation, as with noise issues, no information is given in the consultation document as to the assumptions that underpin the diagrams included on page 24. This makes it impossible to assess what factors will influence future scenarios, and how open to interpretation the informing trends and assumptions are.

· The admission that emissions limits will be exceeded over Hatfield Forest is of significant concern to the National Trust. That the site is within 5 km of the M11 motorway, and therefore exempt from protection of vegetation legislation, does not fully convey the fact that an internationally important natural and historic resource will be damaged by airport related activities. The Trust would argue that Hatfield Forest is of such importance that detail of the likely damage that emissions could cause be included any planning application, and should have formed part of the consultation relating to nature conservation. This is currently limited to impacts of proposals inside the airport boundary.

· Landscape and visual impact: The Trust is largely in agreement with this section of the consultation document. We are, however, disappointed that the assessment of the Landscape Masterplan has not been carried out to a timescale that would allow it to form part of the maximum use consultation. Given the relevance of the Landscape Masterplan to the Trust, we assume we will be contacted separately regarding our contribution to the review process. 

· We would also wish to comment on the use of photography of Hatfield Forest on pages 27 and 28 of the consultation document. The intention appears to be to demonstrate that Stansted has limited visual impact its surrounding areas. Our assessment is that the photograph appears has been taken from very close to the ground, rather than from adult eye level. It therefore has the potential to give a misleading impression of the visibility of Stansted’s buildings, and in particular the control tower, from the forest. 

· Water resources: The Trust’s main concern relates to the impact of airport activities on local groundwater. We would welcome further details of the manner in which this is monitored.

· Energy use and climate change: The Trust does not feel that sufficient information is included on the contribution to climate change that expansion of Stansted would have. We support the small steps BAA is taking to increase energy efficiency at Stansted. 

· We are concerned, however, that the consultation does not make clear the contribution to climate change that airport expansion will directly cause. Carbon dioxide emissions from aircraft in flight and from travel to and from the airport have a direct relationship with Stansted’s operating capacity. As such we feel they have a direct bearing on the acceptability of future planning applications and should be part of the consultation. 

· We support BAA’s decision to increase its target for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from its airport operations. To aid this, all new buildings at Stansted should be designed not only to maximise energy efficiency, but to include renewable energy generating technology such as photovoltaics. 

· Waste management: The Trust appreciates that increasing passenger numbers and the likely introduction of long-haul flights will have an impact overall waste generation. In order to make a full commitment to waste management, we would welcome efforts by BAA to work with businesses operating from its premises to reduce unnecessary waste such as plastic food packaging, and to increase the percentage of waste that is produced to be of a form that can be recycled. 

In addition, the Trust is keen that the impacts of expansion should be seen in a holistic manner - social, economic and environmental. Our management of sites such as Hatfield Forest means we are keenly aware that the boundaries between these subjects are blurred. 

· Quality of Life Assessment: This methodology was developed for Government agencies to consider both qualitative and quantitative impacts from major schemes. Rather than considering the need for a development, information gathered is applied to the proposals to generate amendments that minimise and mitigate negative effects. As such, we believe it would provide a very useful framework for addressing the impact of further development at Stansted on local people and the environment.

· We understand BAA has rejected calls for a Quality of Life Assessment because it considers the technique only useful for measuring physical loss or severance. Although recognising the ‘maximum use’ proposals have limited capacity to cause short-term physical loss, BAA is suggesting only a very narrow interpretation of the impact of expansion proposals. For instance, it entirely disregards the impacts of noise, smell and air pollution on public utility. The social value of a resource such as Hatfield Forest is measured very much in these terms, and airport activity could result in severance or loss of public enjoyment. We would therefore strongly urge BAA to reconsider the potential of a Quality of Life Assessment.

Sensitivity tests

Do you think that sensitivity tests for higher and lower traffic throughputs or different rates of growth should be conducted? If so what do you consider would be the most appropriate?

The Trust is unclear for what purpose the sensitivity tests are being considered. What lessons does BAA Stansted expect to learn and how will the findings influence the scale and type of development included in any planning application? Without comprehensive answers to these questions we find it hard to put forward a constructive answer.

As identified in our comments under the ‘General’ section, the Trust feels that there is a range of environmental and social impacts associated with plans to expand Stansted that have yet to be fully understood. In addition to economic modelling, it would therefore be a worthwhile exercise to establish how a number of factors respond to increasing airport use. For example:

· At what point the peace, tranquillity, opportunities for leisure and exercise, and enjoyment of the natural environment and heritage are undermined to the extent that consumption of them is reduced.

· The sensitivity of the natural environment to absorbing pollution associated with airport activities.

It is also important to note that the impacts of Stansted Airport should not be measured against a static universe. Trends such as those caused by the Sustainable Communities plan will increase urbanisation in the wider south east, making those locations that offer the opportunity to ‘get away from it all’ even more important. Similarly, problems such as obesity are likely to increase the importance attached to places where people have the opportunities for exercise close to their homes. Both of these trends would lead increasing importance being given to areas such as Hatfield Forest as an important resource. Airport expansion would seriously impinge upon the ability of Hatfield Forest to meet people’s needs.

Forecasts

Do you have any comments about our forecasts?

The Trust sees two strategic elements in measuring the effectiveness of forecasts; are the right things being measured, and are the forecasts robust. As detailed in our response to ‘general’ questions, we feel there are a number of environmental and social implications of airport expansion that are not included in the forecasting. Without this, the environmental impacts and social desirability of airport expansion are not fully considered.

We would also welcome publication of the socio-economic presumptions that underpin the expansion plans. What, for example, would the introduction of international emissions trading (as favoured by BAA) or taxation of aviation fuel mean for future demand? How would the forecasts be affected by more stringent environmental protection legislation?

Surface access

Do you agree with our transport strategy? How do you think it could be improved?

The Trust supports the broad thrust of the transport strategy in seeking to increase the use of public transport and reduce private car journeys by both staff and those travelling from Stansted. The ability of the airport to continue to improve the sustainability of access may, however, be hindered by permissions already acquired to substantially to increase car parking for both passengers and staff. 

In order to show its commitment to sustainable surface access we would call on BAA to reduce the number of new parking places it intends to build in line with the target of keeping car-based access below 50 per cent. There is also scope to use car park pricing mechanisms to reduce the number of people arriving by car further. 

Jobs, housing and the economy

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

The East of England has a fast growing economy. This has been generated by factors including the high technology sector around Cambridge and the relationship with London. Despite pockets of deprivation, the region has few problems unemployment. The region is, however, home to three of the Government’s four growth areas, designed to provide new homes in the south east and support the greater London economy as a powerhouse for the UK.

The Trust shares the views of English Nature and the Countryside Agency that as part of a wider urbanisation in the region, the expansion of Stansted will damage nature conservation, weaken landscape integrity and undermine quality of life for new and potential residents. The importance of these factors to the future of the region should not be underestimated and should be a key consideration in assessing the acceptability of expansion of Stansted.

Do you have a view on how the development can best benefit tourism in the East of England?

Tourism is one of the most important industries in the East of England. Directly and through support for the wider service industry, tourism is the second largest regional employer behind manufacturing. As the largest single player within the tourism sector, the Trust has particular expertise and understanding. Each year, we welcome 1 million visitors to our pay for entry properties and 5 million to our free-entry countryside in the region. We see the expansion of Stansted as a concern to the future of the tourism sector for two main reasons. 

· Encouraging UK residents to take multiple oversees breaks a year: With the partial exception of the North Norfolk Coast and the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads, the East of England tourism sector is characterised by short stay breaks. This is the part of the sector that has been most badly affected by the growth in low-cost carriers for which Stansted is a hub. The continuing expansion of Stansted, as with other airports, is predicated on increasing numbers of leisure journeys to oversees destinations. In light of this, the £18 billion balance of payments deficit between the spending by UK holiday-makers whilst oversees and visitors to the UK looks likely to widen further with clear consequences for visitor numbers in the region. 

· High-recognition sites in the region are already over-visited: Currently, most oversees visitors head for London, perhaps making day-trips to other notable locations in the UK. Whilst terminal and oversees advertising may encourage some oversees visitors into the East of England, this will largely be to crowded honey-pots sites such as Cambridge where too many visitors are already an issue. There is also an environmental cost associated with appealing to oversees visitors, rather than the domestic market. It is for these reasons that the National Trust has ceased advertising at airports.

Air noise

What other noise abatement measures should be considered in addition to the current ones introduced by the DfT, NATS and BAA?

The Trust has limited expertise in noise abatement. However, at sites across the country, aircraft noise is becoming a serious nuisance in places valued for their tranquillity, for example the Dedham Vale. Such places require better protection in the form of carefully thought out flight paths and substantially higher fines for those who go off route. 

Landscaping

Does the landscaping at Stansted successfully screen the airport from your community? What more could be done?

The rolling topography of the Essex countryside means the Stansted Airport buildings can be visible from some distance away. As the consultation prospectus shows on pages 27 and 28, the control tower is clearly visible from Hatfield Forest. The Trust does not feel that the landscaping work included in previously granted planning applications to mask this and other intrusions from airport has yet been carried out. 
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