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MATTER 1A: The overall approach. 

1  Our reply relates to question (i).

The unsoundness of the Plan

2  The Plan as a whole is fundamentally flawed and is therefore unsound both in terms of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, and in terms of Government guidance. 

3  Section 5(3)(E) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that EERA must have regard to ‘the resources likely to be available for the implementation of the RSS’. 

4  Section 39(3) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act requires EERA to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.

5  PPS11, the Guidance Notes issued by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), requires a Regional Body to satisfy itself that the Regional Spatial Strategy is ‘sound’, ‘and the panel will need to satisfy themselves that it is sound’ (paragraph 2.49). There are several criteria for soundness, including: ‘(viii) whether it is realistic, including the availability of resources, and is able to be implemented without compromising its objectives’; ‘(x) whether it has been subject to a satisfactory Sustainability Appraisal and whether alternative options were correctly ruled out taking account of the Sustainability Appraisal findings’; and ‘(xii) whether it has clear mechanisms for monitoring and implementation’.

· EERA has withdrawn its support for the Plan because insufficient Government funding has been promised for the infrastructure provision that would be required. It is difficult to see therefore how the statutory requirement set out in Section 5(3)(E) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, that EERA must have regard to ‘the resources likely to be available for the implementation of the RSS’, can be met.

· The Plan fails to take adequate account of the Sustainability Appraisal Report (SA Report), partly because of the flawed process and partly because of the inherent weaknesses of the policies.  The SA process was initiated late and there was not enough time for its findings to be fully reflected in the Plan.

· The SA Report makes it clear that a significant source of the drivers for housing and economic growth was external and that the decisions arising from this source had not been the subject of sustainability appraisal. The principle of sustainability should have been applied at every stage of the process, and it is wrong that the Plan should have been determined by decisions that had not been examined against this principle. 

· The SA Report, while commending many of the policies contained in the Plan, concludes that the national policies for housing and employment growth in the region will work against the achievement of sustainable development and that any further major development would be unsustainable. Too much is happening too quickly: ‘the rate and intensity of economic, housing and infrastructure growth envisaged for the region, especially its southern parts, is intrinsically damaging to many aspects of the environment and quality of life’ (p. 61).

· With regard to Stansted Airport, the SA Report expresses its agreement with the conclusion of an earlier study, that ‘airport expansion will be highly damaging to the environment and quality of life’ (p. 72), and recommends that the Plan should not just include mitigation, but ‘consider in fact restricting airport growth where it is deemed that costs outweigh any benefits of increased air travel’ (p. 179). We refer also to p. 279: ‘The environmental caveats and conditions, and limitation to existing capacity at Luton and Stansted are welcome. But the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an “acceptable balance” between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally unsustainable.’ In short, the SA Report concludes that the draft Plan fails to make adequate provision for the protection of the environment, especially in its proposal that the existing runway at Stansted should be used to its full capacity.

· The Plan shows an alarming complacency about the dangers of climate change, described by the Prime Minister as a greater threat than terrorism, ‘irreversible in its destructive power’. This is particularly relevant to the proposed increase in air traffic at Luton and Stansted. 

· Several policies are incapable of being monitored – a fundamental requirement of soundness.

6  For these reasons the Plan should be rejected in its current form and further work should be undertaken in the following areas:

· to assess the likely realistic level of resources available to implement the Plan and to omit all policies and proposals that cannot be financed by these resources

· to identify which policies cannot be achieved sustainably and revise or withdraw them accordingly

· to ensure that all policies are measurable and can be monitored, identify what action is needed to bring them into effect and ensure that clear criteria are given for the policies to be applied in a consistent and effective way.

The lack of balance in the Plan and the need for more environmental targets

7  The Government has emphasised that the broader issues of quality of life are more important than the narrower issue of economic growth. The Plan places too much emphasis on economic development and not enough on the quality of life and the protection of the environment. This is reflected in the failure to set out a full range of firm environmental targets.

8  There are targets for jobs (421,500 new jobs – policy SS10) and dwellings (478,000 new dwellings – SS13), and within the dwellings target there are targets for affordable dwellings (paragraph 4.15) and – by way of environmental mitigation - dwellings on previously developed land (paragraph 4.21). There are also targets for the use of renewable energy (ENV8). Overall there is a target of being in the top 20 European Regions by 2021. There is no target, however, for the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions, which is all the more surprising since it is Government’s aim to reduce carbon emissions nationally by 60% by 2050, compared with 1990 levels, ‘with real progress by 2020’ (2003 Energy White Paper, Our Energy Future: Creating a Low Carbon Economy, para. 1.18). Similarly, although under Policy ENV7, air quality, there is a policy statement that the growth of motor traffic should be reduced or reversed, there are no targets for this, nor are there targets for the reduction of noise, air pollution, water consumption, waste management, etc.

9  Such targets should be set wherever possible, and where appropriate they should be broken down by different sectors. Our particular concern is with the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport to the full use of the existing runway, and we deal with this under Matter 3, the Regional Transport Strategy. 

10  We are encouraged to see, under Matter 1D, that the Panel is concerned with environmental constraints to growth and the identification of environmental capacities. In this context, however, we want to draw attention to the constraint imposed by the inability of declining global resources of oil to meet increasing global demand. We appreciate that there are many uncertainties about the quantification of these resources and of the demand made on them. According, however, to the Government’s 2003 Energy White Paper  (para. 6.15), ‘Globally, conventional oil reserves are sufficient to meet projected demand for around 30 years’ and ‘there is the potential for oil reserves to last twice that long’.  With the rapid development of the Chinese and Indian economies this forecast may well be too optimistic. Any long-term Plan must take these considerations into account, and this applies particularly to aviation: with its present growth rate and with no realistic alternative energy source on the horizon, the industry can be expected to survive only one or two more generations.  

MATTER 1C. Economic growth and participation, social exclusion and quality of life.

Our submission on Matter 7 is relevant to questions (i)-(iii) and is therefore repeated here for ease of reference.

1  This … response … focuses upon the economic implications of expanding Stansted Airport.  It highlights the absence of economic analysis/evidence to support this element of the Plan as well as certain fundamental inconsistencies in the Region’s economic development strategy which arise from it. 

2  The Plan’s support for expanding Stansted Airport to full use of the existing runway is at odds with the conclusion of the Sustainability Appraisal  Report (SA Report) that such expansion would be environmentally unsustainable.  In such circumstances, it is reasonable to expect the authors of the Plan to publish the economic (or other) evidence which justified the subordination of the environmental impacts of expansion.  However, no such evidence is published despite the clear requirement for a “robust and credible evidence base” as set out in para 2.49 of PPS 11.

3  It is not even clear what is meant by ‘full use of the existing runway’.  This could mean anything from 35 million passengers a year (mppa) to 45 mppa+ and, even at the lower end of this range, there would be major implications not only for the Sub-Region but for the East of England Region as a whole.  

4  The Plan portrays its support for expanding Stansted Airport to full use of the existing runway as striking a balance between the adverse environmental impacts and the economic benefits, but there is no attempt to quantify the environmental impacts or the economic benefits and disbenefits.  There is simply a presumption of net economic benefits.  This presumption appears to have been taken from the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) but, here again, there is no supporting evidence.

5  If the environmental, economic and other relevant implications had been properly examined (as they should have been), and the evidence weighed up, the Plan would have adopted a far more cautious approach to Stansted expansion both in terms of scale and timing.

6  It is simplistic even to portray the issue as a matter of weighing up adverse environmental impacts on the one hand and economic benefits on the other.  The expansion of Stansted Airport also gives rise to economic disbenefits. The 2004 Buchanan study commissioned by ODPM concluded: “the economic impact of this expansion is very much open to debate” (Study of the Relationship between Transport & Development in the London Stansted, Cambridge, Peterborough Growth Area, Colin Buchanan and Partners & GVA Grimley on behalf of the ODPM, Aug 2004, para 11.2.5)

7  There is strong evidence that airport expansion would have significant negative consequences for the regional economy and for the UK economy as a whole.  One of the main adverse economic impacts is the rapidly growing UK trade deficit on tourism.  UK income from overseas visitors has remained static over the past ten years whereas overseas expenditure by UK residents has risen dramatically in line with the explosion in budget air travel.  The net result is an increase in the UK trade deficit on tourism from £3.6bn in 1995 to £17.3bn in 2004.  

8  For the East of England Region income from overseas visitors was £517m in 2004, but almost five times as much, £2,430m, was spent by East of England residents on overseas trips.  The net outflow of £1,913m in 2004 (up from £1,789m in 2003) was equivalent to 2.4% of the Region’s GDP.  

9  The Plan rightly recognises the importance of tourism to the rural economy in the Region but there is no recognition that dramatically increasing the availability of budget air travel to Europe will have the unintended consequence of undermining the regional tourism industry.  A tourism trade deficit results in the export of tourism jobs and tourism investment to those countries which are benefiting from the growing influx of UK visitors.

10  According to EEDA, the East of England tourism industry is responsible for 185,000 jobs and is worth over £5bn to the regional economy, equivalent to 6% of GDP, close to the national average.  By comparison, BAA projects that expanding Stansted Airport to full use on the existing runway will result in an additional 8,500 jobs (including indirect and induced jobs) by 2015.

11  The economic benefit of creating 8,500 more jobs at Stansted will be heavily outweighed by the adverse economic impact upon the Region’s tourism industry.  Rural and coastal parts of the Region are especially dependent upon tourism and the Plan fails to recognise the risk that increasing the availability and affordability of overseas leisure flights from Stansted will have an adverse impact upon the regional tourism industry.  

12  Stansted is increasingly an airport focused upon leisure travel.  Business passengers accounted for only 17% of total passengers handled at Stansted in 2003 (the most recent year for which official CAA data are available), down from 21% in the previous year. Whatever arguments may be brought about the social benefits of more leisure flights, the net impact upon the economy of the East of England Region will be negative.  

13  The Plan also fails to consider the type of jobs that would be created by airport expansion and to examine to what extent this matches the availability of labour/skills in the local economy.  If this analysis had been carried out, it would have provided evidence of a significant mismatch between demand and supply.  One of the impacts of this mismatch will be a significant increase in cross-commuting.  

14  The Government aspiration for 50% of the next generation to go on to higher education should be reflected in the Plan and it should seek to match demand and supply not simply in terms of overall job numbers but also in relation to the type of jobs.  If this were done it would be readily apparent that, in the period to 2021, the priority was not to increase the number of low-skilled jobs, but to expand job opportunities to suit a more highly skilled workforce. 

15  Some 93% of jobs at Stansted Airport are low-skilled and low-paid, often involving unsocial hours.  The result is that the airport cannot presently fill vacancies from the local labour market and its recruitment efforts are now focused upon the poorer boroughs of North and East London. 

16  The SA Report rightly criticises the Plan for focusing too much growth on ‘hotspots’ in the southern part of the Region where labour resources and infrastructure are already overstretched and where continued rapid development will result in significant environmental degradation.  In addition, as explained above, the Plan fails to recognise potential adverse economic and employment impacts upon less prosperous parts of the Region, notably the coastal and rural areas which rely heavily upon tourism.

17  All of the above arguments apply even more forcefully to the proposal for a second runway at Stansted. In its representations on the draft Plan BAA is arguing that this should be incorporated into the draft Plan on the ground that the Government’s Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) supports a second runway at Stansted. It overstates its case, however, because it points to only one relevant strand of Government policy, namely the ATWP.

18  EERA has not commissioned or carried out the studies needed to identify the possible implications for the region in spatial planning terms of a second runway at Stansted. None of these implications is spelt out in the Plan, and it is extremely difficult to see how, at this stage, they could be introduced into it. Para. 1.7 of PPS11 states that the RSS should ‘articulate a spatial vision of what the region will look like at the end of the period of the strategy and show how this will contribute to achieving sustainable development objectives’. This cannot possibly include a second runway at Stansted because the necessary work has not been done to determine what the region would look like at the end of the period of the strategy. 

19  The test of soundness under para. 2.4.9 of PPS11 could not be met either, for example the requirement for the Plan to be founded on ‘a robust and credible evidence base’. The sustainability issues arising out of a second runway are complex and far-reaching, and are not covered in the SA Report. 

20  GO-East similarly overstates its case when it says that the ATWP has been ‘substantially endorsed by the recent High Court ruling’, and that ‘The ATWP position that Stansted should be the location for the first new runway in the South East and should provide substantial new capacity has been upheld’. GO-East has fundamentally misunderstood the role of the Courts in relation to Government policy. The Courts do not approve or disapprove Government policy. Their role is to prevent maladministration by giving relief against illegal or irrational procedures. During the High Court case the DfT acknowledged that an adverse Environmental Impact Assessment would be grounds for a planning authority to reject a second runway, even though this would be contrary to Government policy.

21  Finally, we quote from the conclusions of the DEFRA sponsored UKCIP report which considered predicted climate change impacts on East Anglia and North West England:

Rising sea levels, coastal development and increased flood flows in rivers will, without adaptation, all increase flood risks with significant economic implications. Under existing socio-economic conditions the National Appraisal of Assets at Risk of Flooding suggests that by 2050 average flood damages could exceed £120 million per year for the whole Anglian region. REGIS suggests that under the high regional enterprise scenario, which involves a higher degree of climate change and more urban development, this figure could be £950 million per year in East Anglia. (REGIS – Regional Climate Change Impact and Response Studies in East Anglia and North West England, UKCIP – DEFRA, 2002.)

22  On question (iv), the proposed development of Stansted Airport will not have a net beneficial impact on the quality of life of people in the region, especially if a second runway is developed. We deal with the impact on the environment in our submission on Matter 1D. In this submission we confine ourselves to a few brief comments on the local environment,  the global environment, and health.

23  With regard to the local environment, the increase in the use of the existing runway to its full capacity would lead in due course to a doubling in the present throughput of passengers, with all the added disturbance arising from noise and the added demands on road and rail transport, etc.; and in 1984 Inspector Graham Eyre declared that the development of a second runway would be ‘an environmental catastrophe’. 

24  With regard to the global environment, the expansion of Stansted Airport and related developments, especially if a second runway were added, would accelerate climate change and would be entirely inconsistent with the Government’s aim to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide.

25  We have spelt out the impact on health at some length in our responses to the SERAS Consultation Document (Stansted – the Case against Irresponsible Growth, section 4.5), which we are lodging with the Examination Library, and to the draft Plan. From these representations it will be seen that we have grave concerns, based on extensive studies, about the impacts of airport development on the health of children, the elderly and the sick. These impacts are mainly associated with the increase in noise, the deterioration in air quality, and the effect on the social fabric of the local community, its so-called ‘social capital’. We also question whether or not adequate provision will be made to meet the increased demands on the health service arising, not only from these impacts, but also from the increase in population that would be consequent upon the development of the airport.

26  Before any approval is given for airport expansion a full Health Impact Assessment must be conducted, and this must take into account the forthcoming paper from the Department of Health on the effects of noise.

MATTER 1D. Protection of the Environment and Use of Natural Resources.

Question (i)

1  The Plan does not take an appropriate strategic approach to protection of the environment. We set out our general argument on this in our submission on Matter 1A. Here we confine ourselves to the impact of the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport.

2  The Sustainability Appraisal Report (SA  Report) commissioned by EERA expresses its agreement with the conclusion of an earlier study, that ‘airport expansion will be highly damaging to the environment and quality of life’ (p. 72), and recommends that the Plan should not just include mitigation, but ‘consider in fact restricting airport growth where it is deemed that costs outweigh any benefits of increased air travel’ (p. 179). We refer also to p. 279: ‘The environmental caveats and conditions, and limitation to existing capacity at Luton and Stansted are welcome. But the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an “acceptable balance” between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally unsustainable.’ These conclusions would apply with added force if the Panel decided to make provision for a second runway, over and above the full use of the existing runway. 

3  The area around Stansted has a distinctive and outstanding beauty. In the judgement of the SA Report (p. 21), a ‘combination of high quality historic settlements in rolling countryside makes this one of the most environmentally attractive parts of the region.  …. The comparative lack of change in the middle part of the LSC [London-Stansted-Cambridge] corridor, as well as the good state of conservation of the historic environment, makes the area particularly special.’ The evidence to back up this judgement is quoted at length in our comments on the Draft East of England Plan.

4  The rural nature of the Uttlesford District is central to its quality of life in general. In a 2001 survey of 376 local authority areas conducted for The Sunday Times Uttlesford was judged to offer the best quality of life in England and Wales.
5  The siting of an airport at Stansted was a gross planning mistake. Its continued growth  has compounded that mistake. The draft Plan makes provision for the authorised use of the existing runway (R1) to be increased from 25mppa to 35 mppa. It is clear, however, that the full capacity of R1 will eventually be significantly higher than 35mppa, and for this reason the benchmarks of 40mppa and 45mppa also need to be considered.

6  The impact on the local environment would be felt in many ways. In our submission on Matter 3, the Regional Transport Strategy, we consider the impact on surface access infrastructure; and in our submissions on Matters 7 and 8H2 we deal with employment and housing.  Here we deal with

· the impact of noise

· the impact of air pollution

· the impact on health

· other impacts on the local environment.

Noise

7  If the existing runway is to be used to its full capacity BAA  predicts that, taking the position in 2004 as the starting point, there will in 2015 be increases of 66% in passenger movements, 42% in air transport movements, and 20.8% in the land area falling within the 57 dBA Leq contour. The position will in fact be far worse,

· because the Leq metric is a wholly inappropriate measure to use; 

· because even if it is used the WHO’s standard for moderate annoyance is 50dBA Leq and not 57; and 

· because neither ground noise nor ancillary (surface) traffic noise is included, and both of these grow roughly pro rata with the increase in passenger movements.

It must also be borne in mind that the capacity of the existing runway will almost certainly increase after 2015.

8  If a second runway is added, then, if we use the DfT’s figures, and again taking 2004 as the starting point, there will in 2030 be increases of 290% in passenger movements, 167% in air transport movements, and 218% in the land area falling within the 57 dBA Leq contour. For the reasons given above in relation to the existing runway, the position will in fact be far worse.

Air pollution

9  We considered the issue of air pollution at some length in our comments on the draft Plan, Policy ST5, paragraph 3.4. We concluded that it was very probable that any further development of the existing runway and the building of a second runway would give rise to breaches of the Air Quality regulations and the EU Air Quality Directive, and that the full development of the existing runway should not be contemplated until the issues of future air quality and nitrogen deposition on the ancient woodland of Hatfield Forest had been investigated and cleared.

10  If policy ENV7 of the draft Plan were fully implemented there could be no expansion at the airport. BAA’s interim predictions for 35mppa show that the northern part of Hatfield Forest would be exposed to nitrogen oxide levels that would breach the statutory limits laid down for the exposure of vegetation. Legislation may allow exceedances within five kilometres of a motorway but they are still material to a planning application. 

Health

11  We commented on the health implications at some length in our response to the draft East of England Plan. From this response it will be seen that we have grave concerns about children, the elderly and the sick, and that we question whether or not adequate provision will be made to meet the increased demands on the health service arising out of the development of the airport, the consequent increase in the resident population and the consequent effects on the health of the local population.

Other impacts on the local environment

12  If provision were made for R2 (sited as in the ATWP), 130 properties would be lost (including 2 scheduled monuments and 29 Grade II listed buildings), 700 hectares of agricultural land, 450 hectares of Countryside Protection Zone, 4 km of ancient species-rich hedgerow, more than half of East End Wood SSSI, and Phillipland Wood. High Wood, Dunmow, would be affected by a new road, and Runnels Hey would be affected by a new rail link. There would even be the prospect of a rail link cutting across the National Trust property of Hatfield Forest. All this would constitute one of the largest single acts of heritage destruction since the Second World War.

13  Inspector Graham Eyre concluded in 1984 that a second runway at Stansted would be an environmental catastrophe. When the Secretary of State for Transport, Alistair Darling, presented the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) to the House of Commons in December 2003 he was asked why he had departed from this judgement. He replied that Eyre’s warning was no longer relevant because of the massive increase in demand for air travel. He made no attempt to argue that a second runway would be anything other than a catastrophe, and indeed his continued silence on this issue implies his acceptance of Eyre’s judgement.

Question (ii)

14  On question (ii), environmental constraints to growth, insofar as it is possible to measure impacts it is also possible to set limits. For example, the Environment Agency has calculated the increased demand in terms of water supply, and has demonstrated (in its presentation to the EiP’s Second Preliminary Meeting) that, even with improvements in efficiency, the implementation of the Plan would lead to severe problems by the year 2021 and even greater problems by 2030. It would be possible for the Agency to suggest a limit that would avoid or minimise these problems.

Question (iii)

15  On question (iii), our main concern is with the reduction of emissions that lead to climate change. As it stands, with the massive increase in housing, transport and economic activity, the Plan, far from reducing the emissions that lead to climate change, would inevitably add to them. In this submission we concentrate on the increased emissions resulting from the expansion of Stansted Airport to the full use of the existing runway. If, over and above this, the Panel decided to make provision for a second runway at Stansted, the impact on climate change would be hugely increased. 

16  The dangers and costs of man-made global warming have been spelt out repeatedly and we need not rehearse them here. The Prime Minister has described the protection of the environment as a security issue, as important as the fight against terrorism. In December 2004, in a speech on aviation, he declared that his aim was to ring alarm bells of ‘urgency’ because the impact of climate change was ‘irreversible in its destructive power’. 

17  Aviation is the most highly-polluting form of transport, and it is the fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions. According to recent research undertaken for the European Commission the impact on the climate of aviation’s CO2 emissions is increased by a factor of about 4 by the so-called radiative forcing impact, i.e. by its emissions at high altitude of nitrogen oxides, water vapour, condensation trails and cirrus clouds. 

18  The Government aims to reduce UK carbon emissions from sources other than aviation by 60% by 2050. During the same period aviation carbon emissions are forecast to increase more than eightfold. On present projections, according to the Environmental Audit Committee, UK carbon emissions from aviation will have overtaken UK carbon emissions from road transport and will account for about 40% of all UK carbon emissions by 2050. In September 2004 the Committee Chairman, Peter Ainsworth, condemned the ‘glaring inconsistency in the DfT promoting so large a growth in carbon emissions from aviation at a time when we need to make huge cuts to minimise the worst impacts of global warming.’ 

19  The DfT has admitted that between now and 2020 the increase in aviation emissions will more than cancel out the reductions forecast for all other sectors of the economy. It also admits that by 2030 aviation emissions (including radiative forcing) ‘could amount to about a quarter of the UK’s total contribution to global warming’. The study published by the Tyndall Centre for Climate Charge Research in September 2005 concludes that, if the Government adheres to its targets but fails to curb aviation growth, all other sectors of the economy will eventually be forced to become carbon neutral.

20  The Panel may well ask why the Government has not taken any significant steps to reduce the demand for air travel. The Prime Minister himself has provided the answer: he believes that it would be electorally unpopular. ‘Hands up around this table’, he asked MPs in February this year, ‘how many politicians facing … a potential election at some point in time in the not-too-distant future would vote to end cheap air travel?’ In 2003 the Secretary of State for Transport made a similar response to the report of the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution, which concluded that the present increase in air travel was unsustainable and recommended that demand should be reduced by higher fares.  He did not argue that the present increase was sustainable, but rejected the proposal for a green tax on aviation with the argument that it would be deeply unpopular with travellers. 

21  The Panel does not, of course, have to take into account the question of electoral popularity, but it does have a duty to consider sustainability.

22  BAA should be called upon to calculate the amount of carbon emissions:

· with the present throughput of 21mppa;

· if throughput reaches 25mppa;

· if throughput reaches 35mppa;

· if throughput reaches 45mppa;

· if a second runway is built, resulting in an overall throughput of 82mppa.

23  It should also be asked to calculate the increase in carbon emissions arising out of the resulting increase in road and rail traffic.

MATTER 2C. Infrastructure

1  The Environment Agency has calculated the increased demand in terms of water supply, and has demonstrated in its presentation to the EiP’s Second Preliminary Meeting that, even with improvements in efficiency, the implementation of the Plan would lead to severe problems by the year 2021 and even greater problems by 2030. We recommend that each major development listed in the Plan should be accompanied by an estimate of the increased demand on water arising out of that development, and that this should cover not merely the direct requirements of the development but all the requirements to which the development would give rise. 

2  In saying this we have in mind the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport, which already consumes more than 12 million litres of water per week. BAA should be required to calculate how much extra water would be required for the airport if the existing runway were used to its full capacity, and also how much water would be required as a result of the increase in employment (direct, indirect and induced) and housing to which this would give rise. Similar calculations should be carried out if the Panel were to consider the development of a second runway.

3  There will be significant decreases in water resources from both rivers and groundwaters, especially in Suffolk and Cambridgeshire. Coupled with rising demand, this will often limit water supplies for both urban development and farming.

4  We deal with transport infrastructure under Matter 3.

MATTER 3. Regional Transport Strategy

Stansted Airport: a second runway?

1  Before addressing the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) as a whole, we note that BAA is arguing that the Panel ought to introduce the development of a second runway into the draft Plan in accordance with the Government’s policy as set out in the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP).

2  EERA has not commissioned or carried out the studies needed to identify the possible implications in spatial planning terms of a second runway at Stansted. Such implications are absent from the Plan, and it is extremely difficult to see how, at this stage, they could be introduced into it. Para. 1.7 of PPS11 states that the RSS should ‘articulate a spatial vision of what the region will look like at the end of the period of the strategy and show how this will contribute to achieving sustainable development objectives’. This cannot possibly include a second runway at Stansted because the necessary work has not been done to determine what the region would look like at the end of the period of the strategy. 

3  The tests of soundness under para. 2.49 of PPS11 could not be met either, for example the requirement for the Plan to be founded on ‘a robust and credible evidence base’. The complex and wide-ranging sustainability issues arising out of a second runway are not covered in the SA Report. Furthermore the full use of the existing runway should not be considered until a full Airport Masterplan has been prepared (as distinct from the wholly inadequate Draft Interim Airport Masterplan on which BAA is consulting at present). BAA admits that it is not yet ready to produce the full Masterplan because the necessary studies have not yet been completed.

4  In its representations on the draft East of England Plan BAA overstates its case because it points to only one relevant strand of Government policy, the ATWP.

5  GO-East similarly overstates its case when it says that the ATWP has been ‘substantially endorsed by the recent High Court ruling’, and that ‘The ATWP position that Stansted should be the location for the first new runway in the South East … has been upheld’. GO-East has fundamentally misunderstood the role of the Courts in relation to Government policy. The Courts do not approve or disapprove Government policy. Their role is to prevent maladministration by giving relief against illegal or irrational procedures. During the High Court case the DfT acknowledged that an adverse Environmental Impact Assessment would be grounds for a planning authority to reject a second runway, even though this would be contrary to Government policy.

The full use of the existing runway

6  Overshadowed by the threat of a second runway, the development of the existing runway to its full capacity may seem a relatively minor concession to the ever increasing demands of air travel. In fact it would be a major development, resulting eventually in expansion to 45mppa, more than twice today’s traffic. 

7  If however the Panel decides to retain the full use of the existing runway in the Plan it must give serious consideration to the stringent environmental conditions that should be attached to make the development sustainable. In the case of carbon emissions, for example, BAA would have to demonstrate that over time there would be a substantial reduction in line with the Government’s overall policy; and in the case of noise and the use of private transport it would have to demonstrate that there would be no increase. There would be similar conditions relating to air quality and the use of water and energy. In the absence of any commitments from BAA of this nature the development must be opposed.

General

8  The expansion of Stansted Airport to the full use of its existing runway, and still more if a second runway were to be developed, would be inconsistent with the objectives of the RTS set out in para. 8.1 and in particular the aim of reducing the need to travel. If,  notwithstanding these considerations, the Panel endorses EERA’s support for airport expansion, it should insist not only on stringent environmental constraints, but also on  the timely delivery of surface access improvements to meet the additional demands created by that expansion. The rest of our submission addresses this issue.

9   Given that the strategy does not aim to ‘predict and provide’ (para. 8.5) it should contain a much stronger emphasis on restraining the demand for car use with the aim of securing a significant modal shift to public transport. Transport improvements in growth areas should be focused on ensuring that additional movements will be made as far as possible by public transport. If it is to fulfil its statutory obligation ‘to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development’ the Plan should at the very least stipulate that any airport expansion must be preceded by investment in public transport infrastructure so as to deliver a significant modal shift. 

10  This is particularly important in relation to growth in the Stansted area, where the Plan envisages substantial housing development in the M11 corridor in parallel with substantial growth in passenger throughput at the airport. 

11  The scale of airport surface access expansion allowed for in the Plan is unclear and may be significantly understated. The Plan supports full use of the existing runway, and this is frequently referred to as 35mppa. A more realistic assumption would be 45mppa by 2021. The consequent increase from the current (2004) 21mppa has major implications for surface access infrastructure. 

12  Over 90% of all Stansted employees travel to work by car, and employees account for one third of all road journeys to the airport. Over 70% of all Stansted passengers travel to the airport by road and, increasingly, both employees and passengers are travelling from further afield. In 2003 only 22% of Stansted’s passengers were from the East of England, down from 24% in the previous year.

13  If Stansted were allowed to handle 45mppa, a similar number of passengers would require surface access to the airport as currently require surface access to Heathrow. (At Heathrow, a hub airport, 37% of passengers are in transit and do not leave the airport.)

14  It is vital that planners recognize the magnitude of the surface access challenge which Stansted would face if R1 were to be used to is full capacity. Heathrow is served by London Underground as well as a 15-minute Heathrow Express rail service from central London, whereas Stansted is served only by a 45-minute rail connection from Liverpool Street – a service which is shared with local commuters.

15  Historically, BAA surface access modelling studies have consistently underestimated the impacts, and this has resulted in significant under-investment in infrastructure, particularly rail infrastructure.  The chronic road congestion and traffic pollution around Heathrow today is the result of a lack of proper planning and investment in the past. It would be inexcusable if the same mistakes were made in relation to the rural beauty of the area around Stansted.

Roads  infrastructure

16  The Highways Agency’s submission (March 2005) predicts severe congestion on the M11 south of the airport, even if all schemes proposed in the RTS were implemented (which seems unlikely). This risk could be reduced if a significant modal switch could be achieved from private car to public transport. BAA’s stated objective of increasing the proportion of public transport access to Stansted Airport from 39% to 40% is not enough and would mean a massive increase in the number of car journeys to and from the airport. 

17  In July 2004 we published a paper entitled ‘Towards a Lo-Car Strategy for Stansted Airport’, which set out a range of policy measures aimed at securing a significant modal shift to public transport for surface access to the airport. This paper, which has already been presented to all the most relevant local authorities, is being submitted under separate cover as a library document for the Examination in Public.

18  Implementation of the Lo-Car Strategy requires a range of measures, including improvements to rail access, development of park-and-ride interchanges, restrictions on airport parking  and introduction of an airport access/congestion levy. All these concepts are supported within the RTS and could make a significant contribution to the reduction of private car usage if given sufficiently high priority. 

19  The RTS focuses on the strategic road network but makes no attempt to explain how the local roads, already under great pressure because of the rise in airport-related traffic in the past 10 years, would cope with 45mppa by 2021.

Rail infrastructure

20  We do not recognise, and the Plan does not identify, the ‘many rail improvements that can be completed at reasonable cost and with substantial benefits’ (para 8.43).

21  BAA and One Railway have argued, without so far producing any supporting evidence, that growth of Stansted Airport to 35mppa would not require any significant rail infrastructure enhancements. However, they appear to be contemplating only 35mppa (not full use of the existing runway) and only a slight modal shift towards public transport compared with now (from 39% to 40%). BAA’s claims relate only to serving the airport market, without reflecting the growth in non-airport transport movements which implementation of the Plan’s housing proposals would create on the West Anglia route.

22  The proposed timetable from December 2005 will give the airport four even-interval fast and one slow service to London per hour throughout the day. Bishop’s Stortford and Harlow, where some services stop, will have an improved peak service compared with now. But stations north of Bishop’s Stortford will have a service similar to or worse than now. An obvious concern is that, as airport traffic grows, the intermediate stops will be cut out to improve the service to the airport at the expense of local commuters.

23  Regular 15-minute interval departures to and from the airport severely constrain what other service patterns can be provided on the present infrastructure. Key preconditions for permitting Stansted Airport to expand beyond 25mppa should be to enhance rail infrastructure capacity between Tottenham Hale and Broxbourne and at Liverpool Street station and its approaches. The latter improvement will only become possible if and when Crossrail is completed which will allow some Great Eastern services to be diverted on to it, releasing capacity for some Stansted services to access Liverpool Street via Stratford.

24  Increases in train service frequencies in recent years have caused regular and significant disruption to road traffic at level crossings. Further increases in frequency will worsen these delays. Improvements to infrastructure should include grade separated crossings at specific pressure points. 

25  In addition, the Plan should envisage more than one service per hour serving destinations north of Stansted Airport. This would require the construction of a second rail tunnel into the Airport since the existing single track tunnel is already operating at full capacity.

26  If a second runway were permitted further capacity enhancement to the West Anglia route would  be needed and a new line should be built east of the airport to link up with the Great Eastern main line from Liverpool Street to Norwich.

27  The level of rail investment currently being suggested for full use of the existing runway is inadequate. There must be an assessment of the needs generated at each stage of development and the rail capacity required to meet these needs. It would be premature to support any significant expansion of the Airport until this assessment is completed and there are clear and binding agreements on who would meet the infrastructure costs.

Conclusion

28  On no account should provision be made for a second runway at Stansted. The increased use of the existing runway would be unsustainable unless the strongest possible environmental constraints were imposed. Such constraints would include a modal shift from private to public transport. No development should be allowed to take place unless this shift is effected, and for this there must be the appropriate financial investment.

MATTER 5A. Conservation, management and enhancement of the environment.

The expansion of Stansted Airport, whether to the full use of the existing runway or to the development of a second runway, would be inconsistent with the effective conservation, management and enhancement of the environment. We set out our argument on this under Matter 1D, which we repeat here for ease of reference.

Question (i)

1  The Plan does not take an appropriate strategic approach to protection of the environment. We set out our general argument on this in our submission on Matter 1A. Here we confine ourselves to the impact of the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport.

2  The Sustainability Appraisal Report (SA  Report) commissioned by EERA expresses its agreement with the conclusion of an earlier study, that ‘airport expansion will be highly damaging to the environment and quality of life’ (p. 72), and recommends that the Plan should not just include mitigation, but ‘consider in fact restricting airport growth where it is deemed that costs outweigh any benefits of increased air travel’ (p. 179). We refer also to p. 279: ‘The environmental caveats and conditions, and limitation to existing capacity at Luton and Stansted are welcome. But the acceptance of growth at all, and the reference to an “acceptable balance” between economic benefits and environmental and other considerations, still fails to grasp the point that further growth in air travel provision is environmentally unsustainable.’ These conclusions would apply with added force if the Panel decided to make provision for a second runway, over and above the full use of the existing runway. 

3  The area around Stansted has a distinctive and outstanding beauty. In the judgement of the SA Report (p. 21), a ‘combination of high quality historic settlements in rolling countryside makes this one of the most environmentally attractive parts of the region.  …. The comparative lack of change in the middle part of the LSC [London-Stansted-Cambridge] corridor, as well as the good state of conservation of the historic environment, makes the area particularly special.’ The evidence to back up this judgement is quoted at length in our comments on the Draft East of England Plan.

4  The rural nature of the Uttlesford District is central to its quality of life in general. In a 2001 survey of 376 local authority areas conducted for The Sunday Times Uttlesford was judged to offer the best quality of life in England and Wales.
5  The siting of an airport at Stansted was a gross planning mistake. Its continued growth  has compounded that mistake. The draft Plan makes provision for the authorised use of the existing runway (R1) to be increased from 25mppa to 35 mppa. It is clear, however, that the full capacity of R1 will eventually be significantly higher than 35mppa, and for this reason the benchmarks of 40mppa and 45mppa also need to be considered.

6  The impact on the local environment would be felt in many ways. In our submission on Matter 3, the Regional Transport Strategy, we consider the impact on surface access infrastructure; and in our submissions on Matters 7 and 8H2 we deal with employment and housing.  Here we deal with

· the impact of noise

· the impact of air pollution

· the impact on health

· other impacts on the local environment.

Noise

7  If the existing runway is to be used to its full capacity BAA  predicts that, taking the position in 2004 as the starting point, there will in 2015 be increases of 66% in passenger movements, 42% in air transport movements, and 20.8% in the land area falling within the 57 dBA Leq contour. The position will in fact be far worse,

· because the Leq metric is a wholly inappropriate measure to use; 

· because even if it is used the WHO’s standard for moderate annoyance is 50dBA Leq and not 57; and 

· because neither ground noise nor ancillary (surface) traffic noise is included, and both of these grow roughly pro rata with the increase in passenger movements.

It must also be borne in mind that the capacity of the existing runway will almost certainly increase after 2015.

8  If a second runway is added, then, if we use the DfT’s figures, and again taking 2004 as the starting point, there will in 2030 be increases of 290% in passenger movements, 167% in air transport movements, and 218% in the land area falling within the 57 dBA Leq contour. For the reasons given above in relation to the existing runway, the position will in fact be far worse.

Air pollution

9  We considered the issue of air pollution at some length in our comments on the draft Plan, Policy ST5, paragraph 3.4. We concluded that it was very probable that any further development of the existing runway and the building of a second runway would give rise to breaches of the Air Quality regulations and the EU Air Quality Directive, and that the full development of the existing runway should not be contemplated until the issues of future air quality and nitrogen deposition on the ancient woodland of Hatfield Forest had been investigated and cleared.

10  If policy ENV7 of the draft Plan were fully implemented there could be no expansion at the airport. BAA’s interim predictions for 35mppa show that the northern part of Hatfield Forest would be exposed to nitrogen oxide levels that would breach the statutory limits laid down for the exposure of vegetation. Legislation may allow exceedances within five kilometres of a motorway but they are still material to a planning application. 

Health

11  We commented on the health implications at some length in our response to the draft East of England Plan. From this response it will be seen that we have grave concerns about children, the elderly and the sick, and that we question whether or not adequate provision will be made to meet the increased demands on the health service arising out of the development of the airport, the consequent increase in the resident population and the consequent effects on the health of the local population.

Other impacts on the local environment

12  If provision were made for R2 (sited as in the ATWP), 130 properties would be lost (including 2 scheduled monuments and 29 Grade II listed buildings), 700 hectares of agricultural land, 450 hectares of Countryside Protection Zone, 4 km of ancient species-rich hedgerow, more than half of East End Wood SSSI, and Phillipland Wood. High Wood, Dunmow, would be affected by a new road, and Runnels Hey would be affected by a new rail link. There would even be the prospect of a rail link cutting across the National Trust property of Hatfield Forest. All this would constitute one of the largest single acts of heritage destruction since the Second World War.

13  Inspector Graham Eyre concluded in 1984 that a second runway at Stansted would be an environmental catastrophe. When the Secretary of State for Transport, Alistair Darling, presented the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) to the House of Commons in December 2003 he was asked why he had departed from this judgement. He replied that Eyre’s warning was no longer relevant because of the massive increase in demand for air travel. He made no attempt to argue that a second runway would be anything other than a catastrophe, and indeed his continued silence on this issue implies his acceptance of Eyre’s judgement.

Question (ii)

14  On question (ii), environmental constraints to growth, insofar as it is possible to measure impacts it is also possible to set limits. For example, the Environment Agency has calculated the increased demand in terms of water supply, and has demonstrated (in its presentation to the EiP’s Second Preliminary Meeting) that, even with improvements in efficiency, the implementation of the Plan would lead to severe problems by the year 2021 and even greater problems by 2030. It would be possible for the Agency to suggest a limit that would avoid or minimise these problems.

Question (iii)

15  On question (iii), our main concern is with the reduction of emissions that lead to climate change. As it stands, with the massive increase in housing, transport and economic activity, the Plan, far from reducing the emissions that lead to climate change, would inevitably add to them. In this submission we concentrate on the increased emissions resulting from the expansion of Stansted Airport to the full use of the existing runway. If, over and above this, the Panel decided to make provision for a second runway at Stansted, the impact on climate change would be hugely increased. 

16  The dangers and costs of man-made global warming have been spelt out repeatedly and we need not rehearse them here. The Prime Minister has described the protection of the environment as a security issue, as important as the fight against terrorism. In December 2004, in a speech on aviation, he declared that his aim was to ring alarm bells of ‘urgency’ because the impact of climate change was ‘irreversible in its destructive power’. 

17  Aviation is the most highly-polluting form of transport, and it is the fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions. According to recent research undertaken for the European Commission the impact on the climate of aviation’s CO2 emissions is increased by a factor of about 4 by the so-called radiative forcing impact, i.e. by its emissions at high altitude of nitrogen oxides, water vapour, condensation trails and cirrus clouds. 

18  The Government aims to reduce UK carbon emissions from sources other than aviation by 60% by 2050. During the same period aviation carbon emissions are forecast to increase more than eightfold. On present projections, according to the Environmental Audit Committee, UK carbon emissions from aviation will have overtaken UK carbon emissions from road transport and will account for about 40% of all UK carbon emissions by 2050. In September 2004 the Committee Chairman, Peter Ainsworth, condemned the ‘glaring inconsistency in the DfT promoting so large a growth in carbon emissions from aviation at a time when we need to make huge cuts to minimise the worst impacts of global warming.’ 

19  The DfT has admitted that between now and 2020 the increase in aviation emissions will more than cancel out the reductions forecast for all other sectors of the economy. It also admits that by 2030 aviation emissions (including radiative forcing) ‘could amount to about a quarter of the UK’s total contribution to global warming’. The study published by the Tyndall Centre for Climate Charge Research in September 2005 concludes that, if the Government adheres to its targets but fails to curb aviation growth, all other sectors of the economy will eventually be forced to become carbon neutral.

20  The Panel may well ask why the Government has not taken any significant steps to reduce the demand for air travel. The Prime Minister himself has provided the answer: he believes that it would be electorally unpopular. ‘Hands up around this table’, he asked MPs in February this year, ‘how many politicians facing … a potential election at some point in time in the not-too-distant future would vote to end cheap air travel?’ In 2003 the Secretary of State for Transport made a similar response to the report of the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution, which concluded that the present increase in air travel was unsustainable and recommended that demand should be reduced by higher fares.  He did not argue that the present increase was sustainable, but rejected the proposal for a green tax on aviation with the argument that it would be deeply unpopular with travellers. 

21  The Panel does not, of course, have to take into account the question of electoral popularity, but it does have a duty to consider sustainability.

22  BAA should be called upon to calculate the amount of carbon emissions:

· with the present throughput of 21mppa;

· if throughput reaches 25mppa;

· if throughput reaches 35mppa;

· if throughput reaches 45mppa;

· if a second runway is built, resulting in an overall throughput of 82mppa.

23  It should also be asked to calculate the increase in carbon emissions arising out of the resulting increase in road and rail traffic.

MATTER 5C. Energy efficiency and renewable energy.

1  Policy ENV 8 provides an excellent guide to the encouragement of energy efficiency and the use and provision of renewable energy. However it is, in our opinion, not sufficiently prescriptive in requiring the best building standards. The Sustainability Appraisal Report notes in its conclusions that “The scale and pace of growth envisaged is likely to be highly environmentally damaging unless planning controls are combined with other measures to ensure that new development achieves a ‘step change’ improvement in resource intensity, including zero net climate change impacts…”. The recent Government publication “Securing the future” emphasises the existing Government policies requiring a number of measures including those promoting energy efficiency in homes (chapter 4 .4).

2  The developments proposed in the draft Plan would inevitably lead to a large increase in carbon dioxide emissions, as yet unquantified, from transport (vehicles and aviation), domestic sources and industry. In the present state of technical knowledge mitigation of emissions from transport can only be marginal. It would therefore be essential that the housing sector should be built to the highest environmental standards that can already offer a proven low carbon record.

3  We therefore suggest that paragraph a) in policy ENV8 should include a reference to the two principal environmental standards for buildings, namely Ecohomes and BREEAM, rather than simply referring to “sustainable design”. Both have the added advantage that they include other desirable efficiency standards, notably for water use.

MATTER 7. Economic development.

1  This is a combined response to questions 7(i), (ii) and (iv) and it focuses upon the economic implications of expanding Stansted Airport.  It highlights the absence of economic analysis/evidence to support this element of the Plan as well as certain fundamental inconsistencies in the Region’s economic development strategy which arise from it. 

2  The Plan’s support for expanding Stansted Airport to full use of the existing runway is at odds with the conclusion of the Sustainability Appraisal  Report (SA Report) that such expansion would be environmentally unsustainable.  In such circumstances, it is reasonable to expect the authors of the Plan to publish the economic (or other) evidence which justified the subordination of the environmental impacts of expansion.  However, no such evidence is published despite the clear requirement for a “robust and credible evidence base” as set out in para 2.49 of PPS 11.

3  It is not even clear what is meant by ‘full use of the existing runway’.  This could mean anything from 35 million passengers a year (mppa) to 45 mppa+ and, even at the lower end of this range, there would be major implications not only for the Sub-Region but for the East of England Region as a whole.  

4  The Plan portrays its support for expanding Stansted Airport to full use of the existing runway as striking a balance between the adverse environmental impacts and the economic benefits but there is no attempt to quantify the environmental impacts or the economic benefits and disbenefits.  There is simply a presumption of net economic benefits.  This presumption appears to have been taken from the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) but, here again, there is no supporting evidence.

5  If the environmental, economic and other relevant implications had been properly examined (as they should have been), and the evidence weighed up, the Plan would have adopted a far more cautious approach to Stansted expansion in terms of both scale and timing.

6  It is simplistic even to portray the issue as a matter of weighing up adverse environmental impacts on the one hand and economic benefits on the other.  The expansion of Stansted Airport also gives rise to economic disbenefits. The 2004 Buchanan study commissioned by ODPM concluded: “the economic impact of this expansion is very much open to debate” (Study of the Relationship between Transport & Development in the London Stansted, Cambridge, Peterborough Growth Area, Colin Buchanan and Partners & GVA Grimley on behalf of the ODPM, Aug 2004, para 11.2.5)

7  There is considerable economic evidence of significant negative consequences of airport expansion for the regional economy and for the UK economy as a whole.  One of the main adverse economic impacts is the rapidly growing UK trade deficit on tourism.  UK income from overseas visitors has remained static over the past ten years whereas overseas expenditure by UK residents has risen dramatically in line with the explosion in budget air travel.  The net result is an increase in the UK trade deficit on tourism from £3.6bn in 1995 to £17.3bn in 2004.  

8  For the East of England Region, income from overseas visitors was £517m in 2004, but almost five times as much, £2,430m, was spent by East of England residents on overseas trips.  The net outflow of £1,913m in 2004 (up from £1,789m in 2003) was equivalent to 2.4% of the Region’s GDP.  

9  The Plan rightly recognises the importance of tourism to the rural economy in the Region but there is no recognition that dramatically increasing the availability of budget air travel to Europe will have the unintended consequence of undermining the regional tourism industry.  

A tourism trade deficit results in the export of tourism jobs and tourism investment to those countries which are benefiting from the growing influx of UK visitors.

10  According to EEDA, the East of England tourism industry is responsible for 185,000 jobs and is worth over £5bn to the regional economy, equivalent to 6% of GDP, close to the national average.  By comparison, BAA projects that expanding Stansted Airport to full use on the existing runway will result in an additional 8,500 jobs (including indirect and induced jobs) by 2015.

11  The economic benefit of creating 8,500 more jobs at Stansted will be heavily outweighed by the adverse economic impact upon the Region’s tourism industry.  Rural and coastal parts of the Region are especially dependent upon tourism and the Plan fails to recognise the risk that increasing the availability and affordability of overseas leisure flights from Stansted will have an adverse impact upon the regional tourism industry.  

12  It is also worth pointing out that Stansted is increasingly an airport focused upon leisure travel.  Business passengers accounted for only 17% of total passengers handled at Stansted in 2003 (the most recent year for which official CAA data are available), down from 21% in the previous year. Whatever arguments may be brought about the social benefits of more leisure flights, the net impact upon the economy of the East of England Region will be negative.  

13  The Plan also fails to consider the type of jobs that would be created by airport expansion and to examine to what extent this matches the availability of labour/skills in the local economy.  If this analysis had been carried out, it would have provided evidence of a significant mismatch between demand and supply.  One of the impacts of this mismatch will be a significant increase in cross-commuting.  

14  The Government aspiration for 50% of the next generation to go on to higher education should be reflected in the Plan and it should seek to match demand and supply not simply in terms of overall job numbers but also in relation to the type of jobs.  If this were done it would be readily apparent that, in the period to 2021, the priority was not to increase the number of low-skilled jobs, but to expand job opportunities to suit a more highly skilled workforce. 

15  Some 93% of jobs at Stansted Airport are low-skilled and low-paid, often involving unsocial hours.  The result is that the airport cannot presently fill vacancies from the local labour market and its recruitment efforts are now focused upon the poorer boroughs of North and East London. 

16  The SA Report rightly criticises the Plan for focusing too much growth on ‘hotspots’ in the southern part of the Region where labour resources and infrastructure are already overstretched and where continued rapid development will result in significant environmental degradation.  In addition, as explained above, the Plan fails to recognise potential adverse economic and employment impacts upon less prosperous parts of the Region, notably the coastal and rural areas which rely heavily upon tourism.

17  All of the above arguments apply even more forcefully to the proposal for a second runway at Stansted. In its representations on the draft Plan BAA is arguing that this should be incorporated into the draft Plan on the ground that the Government’s Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) supports a second runway at Stansted. It overstates its case, however, because it points to only one relevant strand of Government policy, namely the ATWP.

18  EERA has not commissioned or carried out the studies needed to identify the possible implications for the region in spatial planning terms of a second runway at Stansted. None of these implications is spelt out in the Plan, and it is extremely difficult to see how, at this stage, they could be introduced into it. Para. 1.7 of PPS11 states that the RSS should ‘articulate a spatial vision of what the region will look like at the end of the period of the strategy and show how this will contribute to achieving sustainable development objectives’. This cannot possibly include a second runway at Stansted because the necessary work has not been done to determine what the region would look like at the end of the period of the strategy. 

19  The test of soundness under para. 2.4.9 of PPS11 could not be met either, for example the requirement for the Plan to be founded on ‘a robust and credible evidence base’. The sustainability issues arising out of a second runway are complex and far-reaching, and are not covered in the SA Report. 

20 GO-East similarly overstates its case when it says that the ATWP has been ‘substantially endorsed by the recent High Court ruling’, and that ‘The ATWP position that Stansted should be the location for the first new runway in the South East and should provide substantial new capacity has been upheld’. GO-East has fundamentally misunderstood the role of the Courts in relation to Government policy. The Courts do not approve or disapprove Government policy. Their role is to prevent maladministration by giving relief against illegal or irrational procedures. During the High Court case the DfT acknowledged that an adverse Environmental Impact Assessment would be grounds for a planning authority to reject a second runway, even though this would be contrary to Government policy.

21  Finally, we quote from the conclusions of the DEFRA sponsored UKCIP report which considered predicted climate change impacts on East Anglia and North West England:

Rising sea levels, coastal development and increased floor flows in rivers will, without adaptation, all increase flood risks with significant economic implications. Under existing socio-economic conditions the National Appraisal of Assets at Risk of Flooding suggests that by 2050 average flood damages could exceed £120 million per year for the whole Anglian region. REGIS suggests that under the high regional enterprise scenario, which involves a higher degree of climate change and more urban development, this figure could be £950 million per year in East Anglia. (REGIS – Regional Climate Change Impact and Response Studies in East Anglia and North West England, UKCIP – DEFRA, 2002.)
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