STOP STANSTED EXPANSION





ADVICE ON THE SCOPING OPINION FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (INCLUDING A HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT) WHICH BAA SHOULD SUBMIT IN SUPPORT OF ITS FORTHCOMING PLANNING APPLICATION TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF PERMITTED PASSENGER MOVEMENTS AT STANSTED AIRPORT.�PRIVATE ��








I  INTRODUCTION





BAA's application to increase the permitted number of passenger movements on the existing runway (R1) is of great importance, not just in itself, but also, if approved, as a necessary preliminary to BAA's application to develop a second runway (R2). In 1984, working on the assumption that the maximum capacity of R1 was 25 mppa, Inspector Graham Eyre declared that R2 would be 'an unprecedented and wholly unacceptable major environmental and visual disaster'. It is therefore essential that BAA's application should be supported by an environmental impact assessment (EIA) of the utmost rigour and the widest possible extent. It must cover both the proposed development at the airport itself and the full impact of that development at every level, from the local to the global. The object of the EIA should be to identify all significant impacts of the proposal so that these can be addressed and mitigated wherever possible.





There is no certainty yet about the number of passenger movements for which BAA will be seeking authorisation, or indeed whether its application will be framed in terms of passenger movements. The figure of 35 mppa has been mentioned. The capacity of R1 however is higher than this. We are concerned that BAA might seek permission to increase the number of authorised movements to 35 mppa and then, if this is granted, seek to exceed this number in practice. It is essential that BAA’s application should be so defined that, if granted, it would be possible to constrain its activities within clearly defined limits. We return to this subject under II/1 below in the context of Air Transport Movements (ATMs). A further consideration is that, unless BAA’s application sets out particular numbers of passenger movements and ATMs it will not be possible to carry out a meaningful EIA.





The EIA must not be regarded as merely a formality that has to be satisfied before an application can be granted. Having established the baseline situation, it must identify the likely outcomes and impacts of the development and, where these impacts are significantly harmful, it must set out the various options for mitigation. The methodology to be used must be clearly described, and not deferred to further studies subsequent to permission. The options for mitigation must not be merely token gestures. The Government’s White Paper makes it clear that adverse environmental impacts must be reduced, minimised, removed or compensated for, and the options set out should range from the best environmental option to the best practical option, with a clear indication of what BAA would propose to do. If little or no mitigation is possible then it must be open to the Council as the planning authority to reject the proposed development on the ground that it would be unsustainable. It will also be possible for the Council, in its determination to make the development sustainable, to insist on the highest environmental standards and to impose limits or conditions which BAA might be unwilling to observe or comply with for operational or financial reasons.





It is clear from previous experience in dealing with EIAs, not just in Uttlesford but elsewhere, that there is a danger that the need for clarity and effective action will be lost under a mass of detailed facts. BAA must be encouraged to provide a clear indication of the likely environmental impacts and what it proposes to do about them. 


�
The Council, SSE and others have filed actions for judicial reviews on several grounds, and it is possible that the courts will decide that the Government has acted unlawfully in publishing the White Paper. Our advice is given without prejudice to these proceedings, and we are submitting it at once because even if the court concludes that the Government has acted unlawfully it may still be open to BAA to submit its application.





Much of what we say will already form part of the Council's thinking, but, without going into detail on every point, we think it helpful to set out a comprehensive scheme to enable both ourselves and the Council to gain an overview of what it needed. In Part II we set out our recommendations under different headings, but we recognise that these headings are closely inter-related (e.g. noise, air pollution, the siting of new housing and health). 





As indicated in the White Paper (12.2) the EIA must include a Health Impact Assessment (HIA). In our view the Government seriously neglected health issues in its SERAS Consultation Document, and we are therefore putting forward our suggestions for the HIA in a special Appendix prepared for us by Professor Banatvala.





We are aware of the concomitant preparation by the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) of its Regional Spatial Strategy. The development of the airport will inform that Strategy (though it is not yet clear whether R2 will be included), and much of the information which BAA provides, e.g. on housing and the impact on the road and rail network, will have to be set in the context of that Strategy. 





It is essential that the EIA should be conducted in as open a way as possible, and BAA should seek the views of the local community and of the relevant stakeholders at every stage. Adequate time must be allowed for consultation, bearing in mind the importance, range and complexity of the issues involved. It should be open to those being consulted to suggest changes in the scope of the EIA and its methodology, and to offer evidence and opinions on likely outcomes and impacts. The Council should therefore require BAA to set out what arrangements it will be making for public consultation. It has spoken before about a 'stakeholder partnership approach to decisions'. It will need to state exactly what it has in mind.





Much of the information required from BAA will be technical and detailed, and the company must commission research of the highest quality to enable it to provide this information. This research should be carried out independently of BAA, and academic institutions should be considered as well as commercial consultants. We suggest that in every case BAA should identify the studies to be undertaken, the methodologies to be used and the consultants to be employed, and that these matters should be agreed with the Council in advance. It will then be open to the Council and others to ensure that the EIA is being carried out in the ways agreed. The EIA must be subjected to peer review, and we see no reason why BAA should not fund the Council to commission experts of the Council’s own choice to carry out this review.





There are some recommendations which are common to all the headings listed in Part II of this paper. These are as follows:





a)  BAA should be asked to conduct an audit of the environmental statement which it submitted in respect of its application to move from 15 mppa to 25 mppa. It should indicate, for example, to what extent its projections have proved to be correct and what action it has taken to carry out its S106 commitments.


�






b) BAA should commission studies to ascertain the present baseline, and what that baseline is likely to be when the number of passenger movements each year reaches 25 mppa. This is essential for a proper measurement of the outcomes and impacts of the proposed development.





c) Wherever significant adverse impacts are identified BAA should set out what measures, if any, it proposes by way of mitigation.





d) BAA should be required to set out a clear programme of action, indicating what it aims to achieve at clearly defined stages of the development. In some cases, such as noise, air quality, cargo, passengers, Air Transport Movements and percentages of passengers arriving by public transport, these stages should be set at three year intervals. In other cases it will be sufficient to set out its aims in the short, medium and long term.





d) At the same time BAA should indicate what measures it should have taken by way of mitigation at each stage. If the application is granted, subsequent undertakings should be drafted in such a way that BAA would not be allowed to proceed from one stage of development to the next until all its relevant mitigation measures had been carried out. (We understand that this is proving to be difficult under the present agreement relating to the increase to 25 mppa. We recommend that the Council should take legal advice at the highest level on this.) 





e) BAA should also set out what arrangements it proposes for auditing and public reporting.


   


f) We have included recommendations under the heading of 'Construction work at the airport'. Construction, however, would be important under several of the other headings below, such as the road and rail network, and under each of these BAA should be called on to assess the impact of construction as well as the impact of operation, taking the same factors into account as those at the airport.





f) Much of the impact on the environment would arise not directly from BAA’s operations, but from the operations of its contractors and business partners. BAA should set out what action it will be taking to influence and control their operations.








II  RECOMMENDATIONS: OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS





1  Air Transport Movements (ATMs)and Passenger Movements (mppa)





The total number of passenger movements will be stated in the application. The projected number of passenger movements should be given for each stage of the development.





BAA should provide an estimate of the number of ATMs in each category - passenger ATMs (PATMs), freight ATMs and other (training flights, military flights, etc). These should be categorised in every way that would be relevant to their impact on the environment. 





In the case of PATMs BAA should supply the following details. How many would be operated by the so-called No Frills Carriers (NFCs) and how many by the Scheduled Airlines? How many would be short haul and how many long haul? What would be the average load factors for each of these two categories? What percentages would be interlining? How many would there be on each of the Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs), and at what times? (Hourly breakdown charts should be provided.) How many would there be at night and what changes would BAA be seeking in the night quota limits?  What seasonal variations would there be? What would be the stacking arrangements? (Much of this information should come from the input data used for BAA’s noise modelling. See II/13 below.)





Similar details should be given for freight ATMs and other ATMs. We need to know how much freight would be imported and exported, and how much would be carried in designated freight carriers and how much in the holds of passenger planes.





In view of what appear to be the changing patterns of wind direction, and the consequent impact on flight movements, BAA should be required to commission a study of climate change and its likely effect on the airport’s operations.





BAA should be required to state an upper limit for ATMs as well as for passenger movements, and, if approved, development should be halted at whichever was reached first - a principle which has been accepted by previous Ministers.





In view of the harmful impacts identified below, BAA should be asked what measures, if any, it would be taking to reduce the number of ATMs, e.g. by encouraging the use of larger planes and the operation of circular routes to cut down the number of point-to-point flights.





2  Employment and population





BAA should be asked to state how many more employees would be needed, and this information should be provided under the categories of direct, indirect, induced and attracted employment. (For these categories, see SSE's response to the SERAS Consultation Paper, Stansted - the Case against Irresponsible Growth, p. 69.) A detailed breakdown should be provided in terms of skill categories (professional, skilled non-manual, skilled manual, semi-skilled and unskilled), and in terms of all those categories that are relevant to the provision of equal opportunity, such as age, gender, disability and ethnicity. Problems of labour supply and training should be addressed. Wage levels should be indicated.





As well as the numbers of employees, BAA should provide an estimate of the total increase in population arising out of the development, taking into account employees' families as well as employees themselves. The number of households should be stated, and the resultant increase in population should be broken down in terms of all those categories that are relevant to the appropriate provision of services, such as age, gender and ethnicity, income group and socio-economic class. These figures should be related to the figures being provided in EERA's regional planning strategy.





Because of the harmful impacts identified below, BAA should be asked what steps it would take to reduce the demand for more employees. 








�
3  Housing





Based on its projected population figures, BAA should indicate the housing requirements arising from the development - not merely the overall number of dwellings, but the size and type of dwellings, e.g. flats, maisonettes, detached houses, semi-detached houses and terraced houses, and whether publicly or privately owned. How many of these dwellings would fall under the category of affordable housing? Where would they be situated? How much land, and of what type, brownfield or greenfield, would have to be taken? (All the easy brownfield sites have already been assumed in Urban Capacity Studies, and this would place particular pressure on greenfield sites in the area. BAA should be called on to say how this would be mitigated.) It is particularly important that these figures should be set in the context of EERA’s Regional Spatial Strategy.





BAA should seek to identify the impact on local house prices. Where this impact is negative BAA should set out what action it will take by way of assistance (e.g. insulation against noise) or compensation. 





5  Other services





BAA should provide an estimate of the extra demands on other services, such as social services, education, leisure services, police and the fire brigade. For example, how many more schools would have to be provided, and of what type, and where would these schools be situated? How many more policemen would have to be recruited? How many more social workers? (We deal with the requirements of a health impact assessment in an appendix to this advice.) Since these services would have to be in place before any development took place a detailed timetable should be set out.





6  Local authority finances





These developments would have considerable implications for local authority finances, both in terms of revenue and in terms of expenditure, and these should be calculated. If these implications are negative BAA should say what action it would take, if any, to deal with this.


	


7  The increase in traffic





A complete analysis is needed of the consequent increase in demand in terms of road and rail transport. At the core of this would be an estimate of the number of journeys to be made by passengers, whether by road or rail, and if by road whether by car, coach or bus, and by persons taking passengers to and from the airport. Journeys by all employees and their families would also have to be taken into account - not just journeys to and from the airport, but also journeys connected with other forms of employment, journeys to and from school, journeys to and from the shops etc. An analysis should be provided of the traffic flow at peak hours and inter-peak hours, and at different seasons, bearing in mind the varying demands of tourist traffic.





The amount of additional freight traffic should be calculated. This should cover goods required for the operation of the airport as well as cargo arriving at or departing from the airport.





�
Many of the impacts of increased traffic are dealt with below (under noise, for example, air quality and the landscape). Other impacts also need to be identified - the impact of heavy traffic in villages and towns, the attendant dangers to pedestrians and cyclists, water pollution, the greasy run-off from roads and salt spray.





The demand for extra parking by persons using and working at the airport should be assessed, and the amount of land that would be needed for this. The aim should be to make arrangements to reduce the use of cars at Stansted to the lowest possible level, and BAA should therefore be required to spell out alternative plans for parking, e.g. by imposing extremely high parking charges, by imposing a limit on the number of parking places at the airport, or by providing park-and-ride facilities at points about 15 miles north, south, east and west of the airport. (We shall be submitting a separate paper on this subject.)  





As a corollary to this, Uttlesford should be prepared to indicate that, unless a particular percentage of travellers to and from the airport went by public transport, it would regard the development as unsustainable. Targets for the average number of miles travelled by workers to and from the airport should also be considered. 





There are already considerable parking problems in towns such as Bishop's Stortford, Saffron Walden and Stansted Mountfitchet. The demand for parking in these towns would inevitably be increased as a result of the proposed development, and BAA should be asked to assess the extent of this problem and to put forward solutions. BAA should address in particular the problems caused by passengers using unofficial off-site parking. Already there are complaints about this in Bishop's Stortford and elsewhere.





Mitigation measures should be spelt out, such as those in BAA's existing Company Travel Plan. 





8  The road and rail network





The development of the road and rail network necessitated by these extra demands must be set out, again in the context of EERA's Regional Planning Strategy. The question of timing would again be essential. It would be wrong to allow the increase in passenger movements before the appropriate infrastructure was in place to meet them. BAA should state what arrangements it would be making with the Strategic Rail Authority.





Full financial costings should be provided, including the proportion which BAA should be required to pay.





9  Construction work at the airport





BAA will be providing details of all the construction work that would be carried out at the airport. We deal with the issues of visual impact, energy consumption and the use of raw materials below (sections 10 and 17). Otherwise we would recommend the assessments set out by BAA itself on page A5 of its Scoping Report of June 2000 in respect of its application to increase the authorised number of passenger movements from 15 mppa to 25 mppa. These cover issues such as a programme of development works, the volume of earth works required and the need for any exportation of spoil or importation of fill, a strategy to deal with construction waste, etc. etc. The location of external sources for either fill or landfill should be identified, as well as ‘haul routes’. Hours of working should be specified.





BAA may well hope to reduce the costs of construction wherever possible, providing a no frills airport to match the no frills carriers who would be using it. It should be asked to provide information about the adequacy and the quality of the provision it would be making, e.g. how many passengers per check-in desk, how many passengers per toilet, how many passengers for each luggage carousel.





10  Energy and raw materials





An energy audit should be conducted on existing buildings in order to establish the present baseline. Estimates should then be provided of the increases in demand on energy and an assessment of which types of energy would be used. This should relate not just to the airport itself, but to all related developments including the increased traffic movements to and from the airport. We note that the BAA is committed to deriving 10% of its electricity from renewable sources by 2010.





BAA should also be required to indicate its demands in terms of raw materials to be used in any construction that would be involved at the airport and in other related developments. 





For both energy and raw materials, mitigation strategies should be set out. All new buildings, for example, should be energy efficient and BAA should be asked to provide details of how it would meet the requirements of EU Directive 2002/91/EC, regardless of whether or not it will be enacted before its building plans are drawn up. Targets should be set for the use of reclaimed materials.





11  Water





A detailed assessment should be provided for the consequent demand for water, both at the airport itself and more generally, and an indication should be given of where this water would come from. The effect on these sources must be calculated, such as the possible reduction in water tables or shortages in other areas of the country. Mitigation measures should be considered, e.g. the capture of rainwater and ways of reducing the use of water.





The impact on the quality of water should be assessed, and so too should the impact on habitats and aquatic life.





There would be problems of surface water run-off, especially from the construction of extra buildings and the laying down of large areas of concrete, leading to flood risk. For the same reason there might be a lowering of water tables through groundwater recharge being reduced. 





Plans for the avoidance of flooding and water pollution should be provided, and also plans for the disposal of sewage. The impact on catchments downstream should be calculated.





Costings should be provided, including the proportion that BAA would be required to pay itself.





�
12  Waste





A detailed assessment should be provided on the extra amount of waste that would be created, not just at the airport but arising out of the development generally, the measures that would have to be taken to deal with this, the cost of these measures to local authorities and BAA’s contribution to these costs. This would involve a study to identify the sources and types of waste, the amounts produced and their disposal. The relationship with local authority waste plans and strategies would need to be reviewed, in particular the impact on landfill sites. 





BAA should also be called on to spell out what measures it would take to reduce, reuse or to recycle waste. At present its contractor sends some of its waste to the Enfield incinerator, and so there is no incentive to recycle. BAA’s present record on recycling is poor, well below the target set for the district by Uttlesford. With the degree of control which it can exercise at the airport BAA should be required to set targets which are at least as high if not higher than the Council’s.





13  Noise





BAA must provide a detailed assessment of the impact of noise arising not only from the airport but from all the associated developments, such as the increase in road and rail traffic.





BAA should be pressed to use a measure other than Leq metric, which the Inspector for the Heathrow Terminal 5 enquiry, among others, considered unsatisfactory. But if Leq metric is used then 57dBA Leq is unsatisfactory as the daytime level at which significant community annoyance is caused. At the very least the WHO measure of 50dBa Leq should be used, with a further reduction to take into account the rural nature of the area around Stansted. Maps with contours should be provided, and for these consideration should be given to asking BAA to use both the Leq metric (for continuity with previous predictions and historical records) and the Lden metric, as the latter will be an EU requirement in due course.





We recognise that noise contours at the lower figures are particularly sensitive to changes in the arrival routes, and that these routes are as yet uncertain. But at least general estimates can be made, e.g. of the total number of persons affected or the total number of square kilometres. Uttlesford should consider the imposition of limits on these numbers. BAA should also be called upon to provide different contour maps depending on the different arrival routes that might be used.





There is a need for a modal split in the assessment as described in SSE's SERAS response, pp. 33-4. Maps should be provided along the lines used by the Australian authorities quoted in SSE'a SERAS response, pp. 34-5: these would show the main flight paths including arrivals, night movements, respite hours, ‘number of events louder than, for example, 70dBA’ contours, etc. It would be particularly important to establish the pattern of night flights, including those by freight ATMs, and, in view of the importance of tourist traffic, the impact of noise at different times of the year.





We acknowledge that the requirements listed in the previous two paragraphs are demanding and that they require the use of new and unfamiliar metrics. It should be noted, however, that ERCD, who produce the DfT official noise maps, have already started pilot studies for the Australian metrics. BAA should be asked to make available the underlying input data used in its noise modelling, since this would make it possible for Uttlesford, and indeed for SSE, to carry out further modelling themselves. 





There should also be a thorough assessment of the impact of ground noise arising from aircraft taxiing between runways and air parking positions, from the machinery for air-conditioning aircraft, from the running of engines during maintenance and testing, etc. 





A particular area of concern for many is the effect of aircraft noise on schools. BAA should be asked to fund and design, perhaps in conjunction with Uttlesford, a long-term study of noise levels in at least a dozen schools in a variety of locations. The results should be designed to be comparable with the recent school studies undertaken around Heathrow.





Mitigation policies should be spelt out in full, whether through improved technology, better operational management or the provision of noise insulation grants.





14  Air quality





The original predictions in SERAS were subsequently subjected to what was described as a more realistic assessment of operational practice, modelling and mitigation potential. This resulted in revised predictions which included forecasts of future fleet mix, operational strategies and the replacement of airside equipment and vehicles by newer models with lower or nil emissions. In the case of Heathrow these were supported by actual monitoring and with information from British Airways and other airlines. In the case of Stansted this was not the case. Instead many assumptions were made. (‘Air Quality Assessments’, supporting the Government’s White Paper The Future of Air Transport.)





BAA should therefore be called upon to reconsider the forecasts made of the fleet mix in 2010 and 2015 (including better engine NOX performance), the use of reduced thrust at take-off, the use of APUs and PCAs and the change to electrical airside vehicles, and it should adjust its forecasts in the light of present airline plans. 





It should assess the impact of the pollutants listed on page 46 of SSE's SERAS response, namely benzene, 1.3-butadiene, carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, particles PM10, PM 2.5, and sulphur dioxide. Emissions should be measured, not just from the LTO cycle, but from airside vehicles, taxiing patterns etc. The cumulative effect arising from increased road traffic and the increase in population as well as the airport itself should be taken into account.


	


The effects of nitrogen dioxide would be particularly important, since BAA has already indicated that there would be breaches of the relevant limits. We would therefore recommend that BAA should provide actual monitoring records of NO2 taken from the last two years and estimates of NO2 annual means and NO2 hourly means. The sites of measurement should be stated and methods used for monitoring. Contours should be shown for present and predicted emissions - NO2 for 30, 40 and 200 micrograms/cm and NOX for 30 micrograms/cm.





BAA should be asked to provide PM10 24-hour means and annual means, both at present and as predicted for the various stages of development. As for NO2, account should be taken of emissions arising not only from the airport itself but also from related developments. Contour maps should be shown.





Similarly BAA should provide the 1,3-Butadiene annual mean, both at present and as predicted for the various stages of development. Again contour maps should be shown.





Seasonal, monthly and diurnal variations in emissions should also be assessed. 





Monitoring would be needed to the south-west and north-east of the existing runway (where impacts would be greatest), and also at another location near houses and main roads (again where impacts would be largest). These measurements should be readily and immediately accessible to the public. The relevant statistics should be compiled into current and projected emission inventories which should be made public in good time.





The relevance to health is indicated in our appendix on the need for a Health Impact Assessment.  





The effect of the odours arising from these developments should be described.





As indicated on pages 55-56 of SSE's SERAS response, the effects of pollution on vegetation must be measured. The National Trust will no doubt be indicating what measures it regards as suitable for assessing the effects on Hatfield Forest.





The Prime Minister has indicated that global warming is as big a security threat as terrorist attacks, and this warning has been repeated by the Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser. It is therefore essential that BAA should spell out in full the effect on climate change, taking into account not just the airport itself but all the related developments. 





In all these issues relating to air quality BAA should spell out its proposed measures of damage limitation. As under noise, particular attention should be paid to the possibilities of better technology and better operational management.





15  Light Pollution





The outcome in terms of light pollution should be assessed and strategies of mitigation proposed.





16  Safety and Air Traffic Control





The full implications for public safety should be spelt out, particularly in the public safety zones (PSZs) at each end of the runway as defined by the Government. We need to know what arrangements would be made to deal with air crashes and to minimise the risk to the local community. We also need to know whether the Government still plans that Stansted should be the airport to which hijackers are directed and, if so, the implications of this.





We are profoundly disturbed by the dangers arising from the increase in the number of ATMs, and draw your attention to the article by Andrew Clark in The Guardian on 17 May 2004 headed 'Safety warning as Europe's skies come close to saturation point.' Victor Aguado, the director general of Eurocontrol (described in the article as 'Europe's top air traffic controller) is reported as saying that because of the rise of budget airlines Europe's skies would be 'full' in little more than a decade. BAA should therefore assess airspace capacity, both present and future, the current and projected use of this airspace by ATMs from all sources (not just Stansted), the plans for the safe routing of these ATMs and the risk of crashes in mid-air. It will be important to understand how Stansted's operations would interact with those of other airports, with particular reference to the planned increases in capacity at other airports such as Luton. It would be absurd to develop the aviation industry to such an extent that it could not be accommodated in the available air space.





The possible incidence of vortices and associated vortex strikes will need to be assessed.





BAA will also need to address the danger of bird strikes. We understand that an application to establish two fishing ponds at Canfield was recently turned down by the Essex County Council following representations by BAA and the CAA about the danger of bird strikes. This brings into question the danger arising from other lakes in the area, as in Hatfield Forest and Little Hallingbury, as well as the balancing ponds created by the airport itself.





17  Land, heritage and ecology





The main impact on land, heritage and ecology would come if this application were successful and if BAA then submitted a further application for the development of the second runway (R2). But the effects of the present application would be considerable in themselves, particularly in terms of noise and visual intrusion in what is still a predominantly rural area, and particularly when all the associated developments, such as extra housing, are taken into account. 





As a general procedure BAA should carry out studies of the present position, the likely impact of the development, and what measures can be taken to mitigate that impact. Insofar as any properties would be destroyed, any woodland uprooted or any agricultural land lost, this should be indicated. 





BAA should be required to spell out what it would do to maintain, as far as possible, the 'countryside character' of the airport. The effect on local flora and fauna should be assessed in terms of noise and emissions and water run-off. The National Trust will no doubt be making detailed recommendations in respect of Hatfield. We note that BAA has already undertaken to relocate any important species affected by any proposed development and to support any archaeological work that might be desirable.  





BAA should also put forward proposals for enhancing the local ecology, especially at the margins of the airport. 





18  Economic Effects and Tourism





BAA will no doubt be providing an assessment of the economic advantages and disadvantages of the proposed development. Among other things this should spell out its relationship with current regional strategies. It is important to know to what extent the proposed development would be consistent or inconsistent with such strategies. A thorough analysis of supply chain effects is also needed.





BAA should also provide an assessment of the effect on wage levels locally, and the impact on local employers. Would they still be able to obtain all the labour they need at the wages currently being paid? 





In particular BAA should be required to assess the effects of increased tourism. How many more tourists would be arriving at Stansted? To which tourist centres and attractions would they go? What would be the impact on these places? It is already the case that there is considerable pressure on tourist 'hot-spots' such as Cambridge, Oxford, Stratford and London. Would there be sufficient capacity at these places to accommodate the extra tourist traffic and would it be possible to ensure that the activities of local people would not suffer disruption?





Information is also needed on the impact on local tourist attractions such as Hatfield Forest.


	


BAA should set out its equal opportunity policies in terms of race, sex, age and disability. Included in these should be arrangements for child care.





19  Socio-cultural impacts





BAA should spell out any social problems it foresees arising out of the development - e.g. community stress and conflict, strains on community identity, problems of integration and alienation, increased crime - and what measures should be taken to deal with these. 





20  Business Plan





Although it does not form part of the EIA, in our view BAA should be called upon to provide a rigorous business plan, particularly in view of the widely expressed doubts about the viability of development at Stansted. In particular it should address the issue of cross-subsidy.





21  Compensation





The development of the airport would add enormously to the strains imposed on the local community. The Government is committed to the polluter pays principle, and, if adequate mitigation proved to be impossible, then, as a last resort, BAA should be called on to measure the damage inflicted on local individuals and communities, e.g. by way of noise, air pollution and the destruction and degradation of the rural landscape, and to indicate how much compensation it would pay. Whatever scheme is adopted, it would be wrong to allow payments of compensation to be determined solely by particular noise contours.





The conditions and triggers for payment should be fully described.


�
PART III: RESOURCES AND RECEPTORS





The impacts listed above and in the appendix on the Health Impact Assessment would have a cumulative and inter-acting effect on a wide range of resources and receptors, such as (but not exclusively):





persons living locally


persons living at some distance


persons living in supply areas (including other countries)


persons passing through the district


passengers


staff


contractors


flora


fauna


air


atmosphere


watercourses


water sources


land in the vicinity


land as a source of raw materials


landscape.





BAA should identify the impacts on all of these, perhaps by way of a matrix, with resources and receptors being matched against particular impacts.





�
APPENDIX:  HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT


7 May 2004, Professor J.E. Banatvala








For airport development, changes in the environment are likely to have an impact on health.  Thus, Environmental and Health Impact Assessments are closely interrelated and it is therefore encouraging that the White Paper states in paragraph 12.2 that airport operators will have to meet requirements, not only for Environmental Impact Assessment, but also be expected to undertake appropriate Health Impact Assessments.   





Timing of Health Impact Assessment





The NHS Health Development Agency, in its paper on Introducing Health Impact Assessment (Health Development Agency 2002) made it clear that HIAs were an important part of the decision making process but would have limited value if recommendations arrive after key decisions have already been made.   HIAs are recognised in the Amsterdam Treaty calling for Member States of the EU to examine the possible impact of major policies on health (article 152).  This Treaty has been endorsed by Member States, including the UK.   





Purpose of Health Impact Assessment





The purposes are:


i.	To assess potential health impacts, both positive and negative, of policies, programmes and projects.


ii.	To improve the quality of public policy decision making through recommendations to enhance positive health impacts and minimise negative ones.





Key principles include:	


an explicit focus on equity and social justice


a multidisciplinary, participatory approach


the use of qualitative a well as quantitative evidence


explicit values and openness to public scrutiny


a social model of health and well-being





WHO Charter (1999) stated that the impacts of transport development on health and the environment have not been fully recognised and that the wellbeing of communities is to be put first when preparing an making decisions about transport and infrastructure policies.  It goes on to state that there should be better public information about the adverse environmental and health impacts of transport and emphasises that vulnerable groups are disproportionately affected.   These include children, the elderly, the disabled and the socially excluded.     UK (present Government) signed up to this Charter, as did other Member States.





WHO also recommended sound pressure levels for establishing noise contours and provided guidelines for community noise for outdoor and indoor living areas, including bedrooms, schools, hospitals, as well as other area which might be affected by aircraft noise.   Other reports, including  the detailed report from the Health Council of the Netherlands, have put forward similar recommendations.  However, the DfT seem either not to have been aware of, or ignored, these recommendations (vide infra).





Both WHO and the Netherlands report, have also provided recommendations relating to air quality. 





Health Impact Assessment for Stansted Airport





Recent enquiries of the Department of Health have established that they have not provided any recommendations for carrying out HIAs.  Nevertheless, the following are relevant:





Noise


Firstly, the now discredited noise pressure level of 57 dBA Leq still used by the DfT should not be employed for estimating the community who will be adversely affected by noise.     This index represents an average taken over 16 hours and consequently irons out the peaks.  No notice is therefore taken of the frequency or intensity of sound and there may be considerable variation according to incoming and outgoing flight paths, according to the prevailing wind.   The sound pressure level recommended by WHO (50 dBA)  and other major reports, should be used.   In this context, the 66 dBA now recommended for compensating those living in houses near the airport, has no scientific basis, being based on levels in the vicinity of the Channel Tunnel.   Noise from road and rail bears no relation to aircraft noise, since it is well established that people are more adversely affected by aircraft than road or rail traffic.





Using appropriate noise contour levels, data should be collected to show





the population who will be adversely affected (all ages) bearing in mind that there is ample evidence in peer reviewed literature that sleep deprivation can result in ill health


the number and type of schools, together with the number of children in such schools.   The accumulated evidence from a number of peer reviewed publications show that schoolchildren living near airports perform poorly.


the number of people who are registered handicapped living at home or in specialised institutions


the elderly, bearing in mind that a high proportion of those above the age of 60 already have some degree of hearing loss which will be compounded by frequent exposure to noise





WHO has made it clear that individuals have a right to be able to enjoy their homes and gardens and have no restrictions on being able to hear doorbells, burglar alarms etc.   The enjoyment of the countryside is relevant to those living in the vicinity of Stansted Airport.  Indeed, WHO has recommended decibel levels as low as 45 for those living in rural areas.





It must also be appreciated that noise may induce extra-auditory effects which include depression and irritability and perhaps ischaemic heart disease, particularly for those who are night shift workers (details of this have been published by the Medical Research Council and the Institute for Environmental Health). 





Air Quality


Less is known about the long-term effects of poor air quality, but it must be borne in mind that this is likely to have an adverse effect on the elderly, particularly those with pre-existing cardiac and/or respiratory disease.  The Health Council of the Netherlands showed that amongst susceptible individuals there was an increase in chronic respiratory disorders, particularly asthma among the elderly and children.  The UK has one of the highest prevalence rates for asthma in the world, although aircraft emissions and traffic associated with airports cannot bear the entire brunt of the responsibility.





An HIA should attempt to obtain some baseline data for:


i.	 prevalence of asthma


ii.	prevalence of cardio-respiratory disorders and admission to hospitals for these disorders


iii.	changes in morbidity, including prescribing habits for the above





For such studies the co-operation of Primary Care Trusts will be required and these Trusts should be brought into a consultation process for HIAs as soon as possible.   However, it must be borne in mind that they are short of resources and have not yet overcome problems with NHS reorganisation.  Appropriate direction and resources will be required.





Studies on Air Quality Near Stansted


There are concerns about the accuracy of current and future projections of air quality.   Consequently there can be little confidence in the DfT’s model.  Indeed, the model used (ADMS3) was not designed for airports or roads, but for industrial sources.   In general, the summary of air quality modelling in the SERAS Consultation Document is not of a sufficient standard to be used to determine the future of air quality to any reasonable accuracy.    Thus, the modelling cannot be used to deduce that Stansted is a better option to Heathrow because of air quality.





Social Capital and Health





This is a term used to describe resources available through social networks or communities.   Communities with greater participation have lower mortality and better perceived health.





An HIA needs to note that Uttlesford is a rural community with high social capital, enjoying good health and active community life.   Doubling the local population, as is likely with the airport development, and increased housing along the M11 corridor, will decrease the quality of life through urbanisation of those who are already residents, and may create health problems for those moving in (CF Newtown Blues in Harlow).   Among issues that need to be considered are:





1.	Need for increased resources for primary care, particularly General Practice.  It is already difficult to recruit.





2.	Enquiries should be made of hospitals as to whether  they can cope with an increased population load of, say, 100,000 to 150,000, perhaps more.   Hospitals are scarcely coping now.  Would it be necessary to build a new District General Hospital and even if this is possible, can staff be recruited and retained?





3.	Will schools under or near the flight paths be able to recruit teachers?  Please note the suggestion in the White Paper that such schools should arrange for outings to less noisy areas!





4.	Will ambulance services be able to cope?  Until recently (and perhaps now) Essex had the longest delay in coming to the scene of an emergency.





Research





Since the proposed development of Stansted Airport will make it the largest in the world (if accepted), the long-term affects of exposure to noise, poor air quality and the effects of social capital should be monitored by high quality and long-term research.  Adequate funds should be found, but the R&D budget of the Department of Health is insufficient to cover such research.   Research funding provided by BAA or other components of the aviation industry might be criticised because of conflicts of interest, perceived or real.





Summary





An HIA involves a group of investigations which are multidisciplinary and need to be 


conducted in depth.   The input of a university department would be invaluable, since in addition to the expertise which the department(s) may have, this approach would go someway to overcoming the suspicion relating to conflict of interest in BAA being responsible for conducting the EIA and the HIA.





Quantitative data needs to be established for the population, particularly vulnerable groups, affected by noise and poor air quality.   Appropriate noise contour levels need to be used and accurate assessments made on sound models are required to assess air quality.





The effects on health, on social capital, are of importance.  Adequate resources need to be provided for Primary and Secondary care (hospitals).   Projections of resources are required and Government Departments, particularly the DH, need to be informed and advised.  The Government needs to be reminded that it has a duty of care for the health of the population, particularly vulnerable groups.   This extends to those responsible  for making recommendations for protecting the community at both national and local levels.   County and District Councils and Primary Care Trusts have a responsibility in this context.   
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