ANNEX 2

APPEAL REF:  2032278
STANSTED AIRPORT

PROPOSED INTENSIFICATION OF USE OF EXISITNG RUNWAY

SHORT OPENING SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF UDC, ECC AND HCC    IN RESPECT OF SURFACE ACCESS ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION – CONTINUING UNCERTAINTIES  
1. Surface access issues were addressed only briefly in our opening submissions to this inquiry. The principal reason for this is that the highway and transportation authorities (“the HAs”) were at that time engaged in a major investigation to ascertain why the results reported by BAA in the TAA (submitted in the immediate run up to the inquiry) diverged so dramatically from those reported in the TA.

2. This process was eventually concluded with the discovery of a number of serious errors in the input data for the TAA, which have ultimately led to its effective withdrawal, so that it is superseded by the TAAU (submitted at the beginning of the summer adjournment). This exercise has served to compound the concerns expressed in the HA’s initial evidence as to the lack of robustness and reliability in some of the data being relied upon by BAA to support its application for an additional 10mppa at Stansted. 

3. Thus at the opening of this session of the inquiry, the HAs remain very concerned about the robustness of many of the assumptions made by BAA and the margins for error with are associated with many of the outputs of the modelling process. The view has been taken that the 35mppa + 15% sensitivity test in fact constitutes “a more robust  estimate of the potential impact of the proposed expansion, without being able to take full account numerically  of the various uncertainties” discussed in the HA’s supplementary proofs (see ECC/1/G, para. 3.40) .

4. For example, the HAs are still not satisfied with the robustness of  BAAs assumptions that the highest hourly flows associated with airport development Stansted will not coincide with the peak hours on the highway network, even though an intention has been expressed to “fill in the gaps” during the day at Stansted and the hours at which peak runway capacity are reached are simply a function of the commercial judgments of the airlines and inevitably have the potential to change (as confirmed by Mr Maiden in XX) - with consequential changes in the peak times for attracting or disgorging passengers and employees onto the highway network.        

5. Notwithstanding these continuing concerns, the HAs recognise the need to draw a line under their attempts to resolve the many questions which they have raised about the data upon which BAA rely and assist the inquiry in reaching judgments about the outstanding highways issues, in circumstances where they do not have the resources to present an alternative (and hopefully more reliable) set of modelled outputs to those presented by BAA.

6. It is in these circumstances that ECC and HCC have been able to agree the level of contributions to a number of mitigating works on the Essex and Hertfordshire highways networks: see SCG. 

LITTLE HADHAM BYPASS
7. The exception is in respect of the contribution by BAA to the construction of the Little Hadham Bypass on the A120 west of Stansted. Here, the HAs seek a contribution of £2m (or 10% of the cost) whereas £250,000 only is offered by BAA, falling recently from a figure of £350,000 which even Mr Bird endorses in his supplementary proof  (on behalf of ACC, a party not known for their generosity with BAA’s money) .

8. HCC’s stance on this contribution is explained by Mr Humby and proceeds from the starting point that BAA’s modelled outputs around LH are not credible and may themselves be significantly in error. Against this background, it is necessary to reach a broadly based view on an appropriate level of contribution having regard to the wide range of factors which apply in this case, including:

i. the requirements of overall reasonableness  emphasised in Circ. 05/05;

ii. the role which the A120 plays in providing the only principal road access to Stansted from the West;

iii. the existing contribution of Stansted traffic to serious peak hour congestion;

iv. the scale (£50,000) of the contribution made to addressing this serious problem  in association with the 15-25mppa application; 

v. the need and opportunity for a substantial contribution now from the only major development likely to make a contribution which could “kick start” the regional funding process;

vi. the need to address additional traffic associated with G1;

vii. the appropriateness of taking account of the enormous benefit which Stansted airport will ultimately derive from the provision of a Bypass;

viii. the fact, doing the best one can with the model outputs, that airport growth is 10% of total growth on the A120 at LH, when the 35mppa + 15% “with Bypass” data is compared with the 25mppa “without bypass”.

9. It is these factors in combination which, against the background of great uncertainty about the data, lead HCC to the conclusion that 10% is a reasonable contribution for BAA to make to a road which will both serve its additional 10mppa plus associated employment and provide a huge improvement in access to all other traffic destined for the airport which is approaching from the West.  

RAIL – THE PROVISION OF CAPACITY TO SERVE AN ADDITIONAL 10MPPA
10. The HAs consider rail to be a critical public transport option for access to and from London’s third airport. In particular, it is highly sustainable, cuts across the road congestion which bedevils the region and keeps cars off the highway network – especially at peak times, when any additional traffic is highly unwelcome. 

11. The problem which arises is the lack of available peak hour rail capacity - to serve existing airport traffic, let alone another 10mppa. The official figures in the RUS confirm that the AM peak is already at over 100% capacity; the experience of the HAs is that this is also true already for a number of the PM peak services. 
12. Present capacity problems are judged against DfT Rail’s loading specification of one passenger per seat for peak hour services. The HAs consider that achieving this specification is particularly important if the service is to be attractive to airport passengers who in many cases will be carrying substantial luggage and accompanied by children (cf commuter with morning/evening paper plus laptop). The HAs consider it beyond doubt that failure to provide an attractive STEX service in the peak hours will drive airport passengers away from rail and onto far less sustainable modes of transport.

13. All the HAs seek, however, is a deliverable mechanism to ensure that the DfT Rail loading specification is adhered to, if Stansted is to grow by 10mppa. It is accepted that a solution exists in the form of 12 car trains, initially in peak hours/periods. However, no reliable commitment or timetable exists for the provision of this extra capacity. In the HA’s view this cannot be left unresolved in the vague and almost certainly forlorn hope that “it will be alright on the night”.
14. It is submitted that the situation is no different from a development at a congested location requiring extra road capacity to function properly, but where that capacity can only be delivered by improvements to a link and/or junction beyond the application site. In these circumstances, the standard solution for the planning system has been to impose a Grampian condition restricting implementation or full implementation until the improvements have been completed. This applies whether or not the junction is on a trunk road (controlled by the HAgency – as an agency of DfT) or CC as highway authority. Even where a plan exists for an improvement, it is not simply assumed that this improvement will take place at the appropriate time to suit the development under consideration. The position is secured in the public interest by a Grampian planning condition. 

15. The capacity on STEX is ultimately controlled by DfT rail and it is submitted that precisely the same principles should apply as would apply to the need for additional capacity at a Highways Agency junction. It is emphasised that the HAs are not suggesting that there is no solution to the identified problem, but simply that the identified solution should be properly secured if an additional 10mppa are to be accepted.
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