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PETER SANDERS, CHAIRMAN, STOP STANSTED EXPANSION

ADDRESS TO PUBLIC MEETING AT BISHOP’S STORTFORD, 12 JANUARY 2006

It seems that this January public meeting has become an annual event, a fixture which we should start including in the SSE calendar. This is because, as it so happens, at the turn of each year the Government, the courts or BAA present us with some major decision or proposal to which we have to respond. But as we look back on these annual events I think we can see a definite pattern. Over time, over the past two years, the whole balance of the argument has shifted in our favour.

· Two years ago, in 2003/4, there was the White Paper, threatening us with an extra runway at Stansted. And there were many then who thought it was all over bar the shouting, that we might just as well pack up our bags and go home. Instead we went straightaway onto the attack, exposing the absurdities and the iniquities of the Government’s proposals. The community rallied behind us, and over the past two years our campaign, so far from withering away, has gathered more and more strength and support. 

· Then last year, 2004/5, it was the judgement in the judicial review, this time, at least formally, a mixed outcome.  It gave us success on one issue (the siting of the second runway) and defeat on the other (the question of commercial viability). But there was much more to this case than the formal judgement. First, the Government had been defeated yet again – it had already been defeated, you will remember, on Gatwick in the consultation period. For all the massive resources at its disposal, for all its authority, the Government wasn’t invulnerable. It could be checked, it could be derailed and forced to go back on its tracks. Second, even more important, it had been forced to reveal those documents which showed that the Treasury and the CAA both entertained very serious doubts about the commercial viability of a second runway at Stansted. I’ll come back to this. 

· This year, 2005/6, it has been BAA’s consultation on the siting of R2. BAA must have recognised that its proposal for a second runway was floundering, it was losing momentum, and its announcement on 9 December was in effect an attempt to relaunch that proposal and to reinvigorate it. Instead it had the reverse effect. It exposed all the emptiness of  BAA’s posturings and pretensions, and instead of reinvigorating the proposal it has reinvigorated the opposition. And that is not surprising when we look at what is being proposed.

Here is the second runway as put forward in the White Paper. The eastern wide parallel runway, operating in mixed mode.

Here is the second runway as put forward in BAA’s consultation. The eastern central parallel runway, operating in mixed mode. 

What are the differences?

· The BAA runway is 175 metres to the west of the ATWP runway.

· It is 3,048 metres long instead of 3,500 metres long.

· The landtake is 627 hectares instead of 704. 

· The properties lost now number 87 instead of 110.

· The listed buildings lost number 25 instead of 29.

· The capacity is now put at 76 mppa instead of 82 mppa, but these numbers are simply estimates and very much dependent upon the types and sizes of aircraft that would be using the airport in future.

· And as for people affected by noise, even on BAA’s figures this number would actually go up – from 6,756 to 6,845. – and that is using the 57 dBA Leq contour.

The message that BAA wanted to get across was that this newly proposed runway was greener and cheaper than that put forward in the White Paper. This spectacularly backfired.  And it backfired largely because we seized the initiative. Within an hour or so of BAA’s announcement we had issued our own hard-hitting press release, we were mounting our press conference, and we were conducting interviews with TV, radio and the press.

Our message was simple. The differences between the White Paper runway and BAA’s runway were inconsequential.

· We were still faced with an airport an airport even larger than Heathrow.

· We were still faced with what, in 1984, Inspector Graham Eyre had called an environmental catastrophe. 

· There would still be an act of heritage destruction on a scale not seen since the Second World War. 

· There would still be a massive increase in carbon dioxide emissions. 

· The compensation arrangements were still wretchedly inadequate. 

· And, to add insult to injury, there was now the added threat to Burton End.

We also questioned BAA’s financial figures. It was claiming that the new runway would cost £2.7bn instead of the £4bn mentioned in the White Paper. But how could BAA give any figure at all 

· when it had not completed its studies on what was needed by way of enhanced road and rail infrastructure; 

· when the costing of those so-called improvements had not been carried out; 

· and when the allocation of that costing had not been agreed? 

It was outrageous for BAA to describe this proposal as ‘greener and cheaper’. It had never been green in the first place, and if we were going to use a shade of colour to describe what was being put forward it would be a violent and virulent shade of red.

(I’ve been told that this has prompted Dulux to introduce a new colour chart.)

So – we called upon BAA to listen to the local community and to withdraw its proposal at once. We weren’t interested in this particular option or that particular option – in Alan Haselhurst’s words, it was like being given a choice between one method of execution and another. We had no wish to be executed at all. A second runway would be unacceptable no matter where it was sited.

And it was not only us, SSE, arguing that there should be no second runway. There was massive rejection from local authorities, the airlines and newspaper opinion alike. Lord Hanningfield, the leader of the Essex County Council, commenting on behalf of all the councils around Stansted, dismissed the plans as ‘unwanted, unfundable and unnecessary’. The Financial Times, under the headline ‘Stansted expansion plan flawed, say airlines’, quoted Ryanair and Easyjet, who argued that BAA’s plans were ‘deeply flawed and  misleading’ and urged Alastair Darling to intervene. It also quoted David O’Brien, chairman of the Stansted Airline Consultative Committee, who referred to BAA’s proposal as a ‘gold-plated folly, with no supporting business plan’. The Daily Telegraph, under the heading ‘Airlines opposed to clearing Stansted runway for take-off’, reported that ‘Britain’s leading airlines yesterday gave a turbo-charged raspberry to BAA’s latest proposals for a second runway at Stansted’.  The Independent said: ‘No one other than the government wants this runway’. The Guardian said that BAA’s plans were ‘opposed by airlines, local authorities and environmental and local residents’ groups.’ And so on and so on.

The message that BAA wanted to get across was that the new runway would be ‘greener and cheaper’ than that put forward in the White Paper. The overwhelming message that the press heard and reported was that this was a runway which no one wanted.

Since then matters have only got worse for BAA and the Government. 

First, the Civil Aviation Authority, the regulatory body, has started its consultation on airport finances with the announcement that it proposes to continue with its stand-alone policy – that each airport must be self-financing - and that it has no plan to allow cross-subsidies. This is of course only the beginning of the consultation, and the CAA will obviously be open to argument from all sides. But if it sticks to this position it will not be possible for BAA to subsidise any further growth at Stansted with its profits from Heathrow and Gatwick. And even BAA acknowledges that this would put back its plans for a second runway by several years at least. BAA might be able to live with that, but it would make a complete nonsense of the Government’s Air Transport White Paper and would force the Government to rethink that policy. 

Then, on New Year’s Day two articles appeared, one in The Observer, the other in The Independent on Sunday, to the effect that the Government was now pushing hard for an extra runway at Heathrow, and that both Gordon Brown and Tony Blair wanted to go ahead at Heathrow, so long as the air pollution problems could be overcome. And for the first time, as far as I am aware, there was open speculation that, because of the financial problems at Stansted, the Government was now preparing to back down on Stansted. Now let me emphasise: we are against any extra runway in the South East, whether it is at Stansted, Heathrow or anywhere else.  But if the Government does in fact back down on Stansted that will be a day to celebrate! And remember: 2006 is the year in which the Air Transport White Paper will be reviewed. Ostensibly this will be a review of progress against targets, but in fact it will also provide an opportunity for the industry to persuade the Government to back down on Stansted.

A third development has been the Conservatives’ new emphasis on the environment. It is not for us to be political, but it does seem to us that the party’s new leadership has recognised an opportunity in the enormous gap between Tony Blair’s apocalyptic prophecies about global warning and the wholly inadequate policies he has put forward for dealing with it. More specifically, even before the general election Tim Yeo had announced that the Conservative Party was against any cross-subsidy being allowed, and that there should be no further runways in the south-east until Britain had signed up to a carbon emissions trading scheme. OK, we still don’t have a firm commitment that there will be no second runway at Stansted, but these are moves in the right direction. And Tim Yeo, I know, is increasingly aware of the limitations of an emissions trading scheme.

And a fourth development. With the new railway timetable kicking in from December last year, there has been a dramatic deterioration in the standard of service being provided for local commuters at the expense of trains to and from Stansted Airport. Even at this stage, even before we have reached the full use of the present runway, let alone the development of a second runway,  the demands of Stansted Airport are taking precedence over the needs of local people, and if standards are to be maintained there will have to be changes and improvements at once. And if a second runway were to be approved, with an extra million passengers a week – for that is what a second runway would involve – there would have to be massive improvements to the rail infrastructure, and very costly improvements too. BAA would not be allowed to get this through on the cheap.

So, as I said at the beginning of this talk, the balance of the argument has shifted. Two years ago the tide seemed to be running against us. Now the tide has turned. The aim of our campaign is clear. We must turn the runway that nobody wants into the runway that will never get built.

How are we going to do this? We shall continue our attack on three fronts – legal, financial and planning.

Legal. I’ve mentioned our success in two judicial reviews. We are now looking at possibilities of complaint to the European Community, in particular about competition law if there is any question of a cross-subsidy. And British Airways, Virgin and BMI have all made it clear they would take legal action too. There is also the possibility of legal action on the planning process, and I’ll come back to that.

Financial. We are continuing to drive home the message that a second runway is not commercially viable. We are targeting fund managers, analysts and City commentators in the financial press, and also BAA shareholders on the lack of a business case. Because ultimately the City will decide. Funding will be the key. Our arguments are now widely accepted and found ready quotation in the various responses to the BAA consultation.

Planning. Here we have been heavily involved with the draft East of England Plan, drawn up by the East of England Regional Assembly. Just to remind you, this is the Regional Spatial Strategy, and the final plan, as approved by the Secretary of State (presently John Prescott), will have to be taken into account in any future planning applications. In other words, there will be a presumption that any future planning application which is in line with the regional plan will be acceptable, unless there are material considerations to the contrary – such as an adverse environmental impact assessment. As it stands, the draft Plan includes the full use of the existing runway – in spite of the fact that the Sustainability Appraisal Report which EERA commissioned was against the full use of the existing runway - but rejects the development of a second runway. BAA is arguing that the second runway should be included because it is part of Government policy. We are arguing against both the full use of the existing runway and the introduction of a second runway. 

We are now at Examination in Public stage, and two inspectors, Alan Richardson and Roy Foster, are looking at a range of questions. Last year we took part in the debates on the Environment (unlike BAA) and the Regional Transport Strategy, and next month we shall be taking part in the debate on the Stansted/M11 sub-region. 

We have argued that overall the Plan is unsustainable and unsound. There are many reasons for this – EERA’s own Sustainability Appraisal Report, for example, says that the Plan is trying to do too much too fast, and the Government has refused to provide funds for the infrastructure needed to support an additional 478,000 homes. In particular, though, we are arguing against the full use of R1 on the ground that this is unsustainable. (Today we are concentrating on R2 – but our opposition to R1 is undiminished.)  And we argue that you can’t spatchcock R2 into the Plan, as BAA wants to do, not just because it is unsustainable, but also because none of the road and rail infrastructure implications have been worked out. 

But, with the help of others, we have made enormous advances which will help us in the later stages of the planning process. The draft Plan had plenty of targets for economic growth and, notoriously, the number of houses, but very few for the environment – none, for example, for any restraint on road traffic, and none for the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions. EERA tells us that it wants to check the expansion in road traffic: in fact the Plan will result in a 48% increase in vehicle/kilometres by 2020. EERA says it wants to reduce carbon dioxide emissions: in fact the Plan will result in a 30% increase. As the Chairman said, one wonders what sort of plan EERA would have produced if it had not been aiming to put a check on road traffic and carbon emissions. John MacEnroe would have put it differently: can you be serious?

EERA has now accepted the need to introduce targets for both road traffic and carbon emissions, and in particular it accepts, at least formally, the need to introduce a target for carbon emissions that will be consistent with the Government’s overall target of reducing carbon emissions by 60% by 2050. That, of course, could be a really important development. But there just does not seem to be any contact with reality here. EERA simply does not seem to realise that trying to cut down carbon emissions in line with the Government’s long-term target will involve a radical restructuring of the whole Plan. In fact they would have to withdraw it and start all over again. Including a target for the reduction of carbon emissions affects the whole Plan. It is not just a change for the sake of form.

The Panel has to reconcile two Government policies which on the face of it seem inconsistent. On the one hand it has the Energy White Paper, which demands a decrease in carbon dioxide emissions by 60% by 2050. On the other hand it has the Air Transport White Paper, which provides for a massive expansion in the most polluting form of travel of all. A second runway at Stansted would churn out the equivalent of as much carbon dioxide emissions as all the households of the Eastern Region put together, including their use of car travel. The Government believes that the gap can be bridged by the Carbon Emissions Trading Scheme, which would enable the aviation industry to purchase carbon emissions from other sectors of industry and so, in the words of the Minister for Climate Change and the Environment), Elliot Morley, to carry on business as usual. This of course is nonsense. As the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research has demonstrated, if aviation is allowed to expand unchecked, and if the Government is going to adhere to its 60% reduction target, then all other sectors of the economy will have to be carbon neutral. But we cannot tell which way the Panel will go. 

But let us imagine the worst. Let us imagine that the Panel does everything that the Government and BAA want it to do. It will still be open to us at the planning stage to argue that there are material considerations for rejecting expansion. This year, in the late spring, BAA will be putting forward their application for the full use of the existing runway, and in 2007 for the development of the second runway. Both of these applications can be blown out of the water by an adverse environmental impact assessment. Remember the words of Graham Eyre: a second runway would be an environmental disaster. BAA would have to demonstrate that Eyre was wrong. 

So these are our key fronts – legal, financial, planning. And as always we shall be fighting through our media and community awareness activity, and lobbying local authorities, parliamentarians and their advisers. We have a superb campaign team, a dedicated army of volunteers – 150 helping on a regular basis – and a cheerful and efficiently run office. It would be invidious to mention anyone by name: it is a real team effort.

So, to come back to BAA’s consultation. Although it is clearly a waste of time, we have to respond. I say it is a waste of time because Terry Morgan, when presenting BAA’s proposed new runway, said, in his television interview, that one thing had really impressed itself on him in the recent consultations that BAA had conducted, and it was this – that people really wanted to have a say in what the new runway would look like. The overwhelming message, as we well know, was that the runway should not be built. What is the point of BAA conducting consultations if they are so incapable of hearing what is being said to them? 

So it’s not surprising that the consultation is wretchedly flawed. It’s because BAA is merely going through the motions.

It has published a glossy presentation of its various options – available on CD Rom or paperback – very nicely packaged and presented – with lots of glossy pictures of airport buildings, aeroplanes and some beautiful landscape – but it contains very little information on the most important issues.

The consultation tells us nothing about aircraft emissions and the impacts these would have upon local air quality and health. BAA has not even carried out a health impact assessment for any of its options, and yet we are being asked to say which option we prefer.

Nor has BAA carried out an environmental impact assessment for any of its options, nor has it provided any information on flight paths or safety risk contours.

Similarly on noise, the information provided by BAA is wholly inadequate. The subject is almost glossed over and it is as if the WHO recommendations never existed.

And so the list goes on. BAA says nothing about how an extra million passengers a week would be handled by the local road and rail network or how and where the thousands of extra employees would be housed.

And BAA is silent about the fact that a second runway would result in operations at Stansted Airport producing the equivalent of 23 million tons of carbon dioxide a year. How does BAA reconcile this with the need to tackle climate change and the national and international priority to reduce carbon emissions? 

Wherever there is a difficult question to be answered, this BAA consultation is silent – but, as I say, it scores 10 out of 10 for glossy pictures.

There is one particular perversity in this consultation document that I want to mention, one extraordinary piece of chutzpah. BAA say that they care ‘passionately’ about sustainable development. Yes, that’s the word they use, ‘passionately’, and they use it twice. They don’t care passionately about profits, they don’t care passionately about their massive landgrab of over 1,000 acres. They calmly propose to inflict an environmental catastrophe on us and they tell us that they care ‘passionately’ about sustainable development. It’s like a man telling his wife that he cares passionately about her and then breaking every bone in her body. God save us from BAA’s ‘passion’.

What confidence can anyone have that their responses to this consultation will have any bearing whatsoever on BAA’s thinking?

This consultation is superficial, inadequate and unacceptable. The standard of information falls far short of what the government provided in its original 2002/03 SERAS consultation – and even that was twice deemed by the High Court to be flawed.

SSE will be responding to BAA, pointing out the inadequacies in this consultation, but this will not detract from our key message, which is that ANY second runway, whatever its precise position, would be an environmental catastrophe. This is the runway that nobody wants and we will do everything we can to ensure that this is a runway that will never get built.

I am sure that, as a community, we stand united in sending this message to BAA.

Thank you. 

ENDS
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