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1. 
Will Stansted get any more runways?

The White Paper (which is a statement of policy by the present Government) endorses the principle of a second Stansted runway but does not specifically authorise this and states that the policies will be subject to periodic review.  

It is now for BAA to attempt to press ahead with its plans for a second runway. 

SSE believes that BAA will ultimately fail in the face of a determined and sustained campaign which will oppose the proposal for a second runway at every turn.  The project could only proceed if there were no legal or regulatory barriers, if there was clear market demand and if the project was sustainable, commercially viable and could be financed.   

SSE is committed to challenge in each of these areas with the objective of creating endless delay and ultimately forcing the abandonment of the project. 

Essex and Hertfordshire County Councils and Uttlesford and East Herts District Councils have re-stated their opposition to a second Stansted runway.

2.
Why not just accept a second runway - surely this is better than three extra runways as originally proposed?  

The White Paper does not specifically rule out a third or fourth runway for the future and experience tells us that BAA always wants ‘more’ regardless of any past assurances.   The proposed second runway would be 2.5 kms to the east of the existing runway suggesting an intention to add more runways in the longer term – making Stansted not only the UK’s largest airport but the world’s largest airport.  

The key battle to prevent this is here and now.  Unless we stop the second runway we will be on a slippery slope to a third and then a fourth.

3.
The Government and BAA will always win in the end.  If all SSE can do is to delay matters, this will only prolong the agony.  What is the point in that?

SSE firmly believes that outright defeat of BAA’s proposals is a real possibility – either in the UK or European courts, or via the planning process (including public inquiry), or via the regulatory authorities or because the project cannot be commercially justified and therefore cannot be financed.  More likely, it will be a combination of these factors which ultimately forces BAA to abandon plans for a second Stansted runway.

The Government has said that it would like to see a second runway operational by 2011 or 2012 and will be introducing new legislation in 2004 (‘The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act’) aimed at streamlining the planning approval process.  But even with the new Act, the proposed timetable will be impossible for BAA to achieve even if every single legal challenge was to fail.  And it may only take one challenge to succeed in order to achieve an outright victory.    

Delaying the process allows time for the external political, economic, social, and commercial etc. environment to change.  It is often said that ‘a week is a long time in politics’: a period of ten years is well beyond the time horizon of most politicians and may well bring developments which could undermine the case for a second Stansted runway.  Over such a long time frame, it is impossible to predict precisely what kind of new issues may arise but examples might be in the following areas: 

· Economics of air travel – taxation on air travel/price and availability of oil 

· Demand for air travel - security considerations/market saturation/price
· Political factors - change of Government and/or Government policy
· Commercial factors - sustainability of BAA monopoly/sustainability of low-
 cost carriers/cost and availability of finance for long term high risk projects
· Unpredictables - Geo-political events/environmental/technical developments

4.
What would a second Stansted runway mean for me and my family?


If this was allowed to happen, Stansted Airport would grow to about five times its present size – becoming bigger than Heathrow is today.  It is important not to underestimate the scale of transformation that would take place.  

The population within a ten-mile radius of the airport would double or even treble depending upon where the new airport workers were to be housed.  Hotels, warehouses, office blocks, service and support facilities would be required on a scale comparable with the area around Heathrow.  The volume of road traffic would increase comparably and this together with the urbanisation of the local area would have a bigger impact on most people than the aircraft themselves.  Those living under the flightpaths or near to the airport would have the added misery of aircraft noise and pollution. 

And if a second runway were ever built, it would be that much more difficult to prevent a third and then a fourth.  Now is the time to draw the line if this local environment is to be safeguarded from over-development and endless blight. 

5.
What is SSE’s policy on Stansted expansion?

1. No more runways
2. No expansion beyond 25 million passengers per annum
3. No expansion outside the existing airport boundary
4. If passenger numbers are allowed to grow beyond 25mppa, to achieve the imposition of stringent constraints and adequate infrastructure to minimize impact on the environment and the local community.
6.
But surely there will be benefits to the local community if Stansted expands?

There is scope for sensible, moderate expansion but what is being proposed goes far beyond that.  Stansted handled 16 million passengers last year and has approval to expand to 25 million.  The existing runway is capable of handling at least 35 million passengers a year and possibly many more if, for example, larger aircraft started to use Stansted for long haul flights.  Although there may be different views about maximum use on the existing runway, there are very few people who would argue that a second runway at Stansted is either necessary or would be beneficial to the local community.

Stansted currently employs about 10,000 people (less than 1,000 by BAA itself) and this is forecast to increase to 17,000 when the throughput reaches 25 million passengers.  There is virtually no local unemployment such that BAA is already recruiting most of its new employees from north and east London and ‘bussing’ them into Stansted on a daily basis.

The local economy is currently broadly based and continues to thrive.  A two-runway airport would require an estimated 56,000 employees, which would create enormous pressures on the local labour market and at the lower end of the local housing market.  

It is difficult to predict how many of the new employees would commute from far afield, how many would move to new homes locally and how many would be drawn from the local labour market.  What is, however, clear is that expansion on this scale would de-stabilise the balance of the local economy and result in over-dependence upon a single employment generator with the consequential long term risks of having too many eggs in one basket.       

The pressures on the local labour market would not simply be confined to airport related employees.  A doubling or even trebling of the local population would bring pressures to bear upon local healthcare professionals such as GPs, dentists and nurses; upon schools and teachers; upon police and a whole range of other professions which are essential to the community. 

In considering other potential economic benefits to the local area, it is worth remembering that BAA does not pay any local rates or taxes to Uttlesford District Council or to Essex County Council because all business rates and corporation taxes are paid directly to central Government.   

And while it would be down to BAA to pay for any expansion of the airport, there would be a whole range of related costs which BAA would seek to avoid paying, for example, BAA would argue that much of the investment in road and rail access to the airport should be paid by the taxpayer.  

Other related costs if a second runway were to be built would include the provision of many thousands of ‘affordable houses’ for new airport workers and the associated costs of providing schools, roads, hospital services etc. for a much larger local population in Uttlesford and the surrounding districts.  

The White Paper is silent on how all this would be provided and who would pay for it -  ie. whether BAA, council taxpayers or the taxpayer, nationally.

Water supply is another significant issue.  Airports are major consumers of water and it is recognised that major investment would be required in order to substantially increase the water supply to meet the demands of an expanded airport.  SSE has attempted to obtain assurances that the local community would not be adversely affected by this - either by having to meet part of the costs of the required investment or being forced onto compulsory metering or the use of ‘grey’/recycled water.  To date, there has been no clear reassurance on any of these points.       
7.    What is SSE’s next move – and what can I do now?


BAA will gradually release details of its plans for a second Stansted runway over the coming months.  In the meantime SSE is continuing to develop its strategy for defeating BAA’s ambitions for a second Stansted runway.  Considerable work was undertaken even before the White Paper was published, particularly by SSE’s legal team, to identify the scope and nature of opportunities for challenge.  SSE will also continue to work with other campaign groups and other allies, drawing on wider expertise to develop a strategy for a prolonged series of challenges (legal and otherwise) which would continue to thwart BAA’s ambitions.

SSE will also aim to work closely with local authorities and others who are similarly opposed to BAA’s plans for a second Stansted runway.

SSE’s strategy will not be confined to legal challenge.  Opportunities will also be seized for challenging at the EU level, via the regulatory framework and via the planning (including public inquiry) process.  Media and lobbying activity, community support and fundraising events will continue to be essential ingredients of the SSE campaign.   

The local community will continue to form the backbone of the campaign and SSE will aim to keep the community fully informed and fully involved as the campaign moves forward.  

It is not possible to predict how long it will take before BAA is forced to abandon its plans for a second Stansted runway.   However, SSE’s pledge to the community is to work tirelessly to defeat these plans as quickly and decisively as possible.  We must remove the threat once and for all.   

We must ensure everyone knows that our community will not take this disastrous ill-conceived proposal lying down.   In parallel with SSE’s efforts individuals can make a real contribution by writing to BAA, government ministers, local MPs and the press, both local and national – providing a constant reminder of this community’s determination to ensure that a second Stansted runway never gets further than the drawing board.

You can support the fight more actively, and learn what you can do to help, by joining Stop Stansted Expansion, PO Box 311, Takeley, Essex, CM22 6PY

8.
Can you explain the timescale of events leading up to the additional runway?

BAA is expected to prepare a detailed design within a year. This will be submitted to the local planning authority, Uttlesford District Council, and must include proposals for road and rail access, environmental controls and measures to address blight. 

The precise planning process is unclear, for the Government is currently revising it.  The White Paper states that “changes are being made to improve the handling of developments involving major infrastructure projects, including airports”.  This reference is almost certainly to the new ‘Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill’ which is being progressed through Parliament and is expected to become law (ie. an Act) sometime during 2004.

9.
Has the Government set out a 30-year strategy as it promised?
The Government would argue that it has done so but it is the same piecemeal, incrementalist approach to airport development that has been such a disaster for this country over the past 30 years.  The proposed new runways and other airport expansions across the country are expected to be sufficient to handle at least 470 million passengers a year by 2030, in line with the unconstrained demand forecast.  

The White Paper applies no serious thought to achieving a sustainable balance between the environmental impacts and the perceived benefits of expansion; nor to the issue of global warming; nor to the adverse impacts on the UK economy (eg. balance of payments and domestic tourism); nor to the scope for rail:air substitution; nor to the less environmentally intrusive option of an offshore airport; nor to the need to remove aviation’s tax exemptions so as to deal with the chronic under-pricing of air travel and ensure that aviation meets its full external costs; nor to the need to achieve a better regional balance in the UK; nor to deal with the BAA monopoly.  

In short it is not a strategy: it is an extrapolation of the status quo based on predict and provide.  It is a capitulation to the demands of the aviation industry and a betrayal of the Government’s commitment to sustainable development.

10.
What additional runways have been endorsed elsewhere?

One for Heathrow around 2015 – 2020, possibly one at Gatwick, one at Edinburgh and one at Birmingham. The capacity of Luton and other airports up and down the country will be increased by lengthening existing runways and increasing terminal facilities.  No new airports have been approved.  

11.
What is to happen to the BAA monopoly and what is the significance of this?
The White Paper sets out an airport development policy which would strengthen the BAA monopoly not just in the South East (where BAA already controls 93% of the market) but also in the UK as a whole (where BAA already controls 67% of the market).  In essence, the Government is relying upon BAA to deliver its airport expansion plans and in return the Government intends to turn a blind eye to the BAA monopoly:  it is an ‘arrangement of mutual convenience’.   

This cossetting of BAA (including also on the issue of cross-subsidisation)  does not sit comfortably within the UK competition regulatory framework, far less so in the EU competition context and BAA’s monopoly position is also under pressure from almost every major airline (including the low cost carriers and overseas carriers who use UK airports).  This ‘arrangement of mutual convenience’ will undoubtedly come under pressure and is unlikely to be sustainable in the medium to long term.  When this is brought to an end, the proposal for a second Stansted runway becomes a much more distant threat.       

12.
What does the White Paper say about cross-subsidisation and what is the significance of this?

The question of whether or not to allow cross-subsidisation is principally a matter for the independent regulator (Civil Aviation Authority) and not for the Government.  However, the Government ‘leaned’ on the CAA in early 2003 to allow cross-subsidisation and it does so again in the White Paper.   The CAA has already responded to the Government, robustly defending its decision to rule out cross-subsidy as a means of funding future [Stansted] expansion. 

The Government knows (not least because BAA has told it so) that a second runway at Stansted is not commercially viable without cross-subsidisation - ie.  by increasing charges for Heathrow and Gatwick users to help pay for it. 

Cross-subsidisation is therefore an important issue in the forthcoming battle over whether a second Stansted runway can be built.  It is anticipated that BAA, the Government and perhaps even the CAA will try to engage in some ‘fancy footwork’ on this issue but the fundamentals of UK and EU competition law and the 1986 Airports Act should provide sufficient grounds for upholding the principle that there must be no cross-subsidisation and indeed also for challenging wider issues relating to the BAA monopoly.    

13.
What decision has been taken on the suggestion of making Stansted a hub airport?

The White Paper rejects the idea of having more than one hub in the South East and says that Heathrow will continue to be the UK’s major hub airport.  

However, it seems impossible to create a commercial justification for a second Stansted runway merely to cater for a growth in the low-cost carrier sector. There must be a suspicion that in the longer term, the Government and BAA have a vision for a third and fourth runway at Stansted and for Stansted to replace Heathrow as the UK’s main hub airport.

14.
What would be the growth in Stansted’s passenger numbers and freight tonnage?

Stansted handled 16 million passengers in 2002 and has approval to increase to 25 million.  The White Paper argues that this should grow to 35 million on the present runway, while a second runway would increase capacity to about 80 million, more than currently handled by Heathrow.

The White Paper makes no specific reference to the expected growth of freight handled at Stansted.  However, freight traffic can be expected to grow very substantially.  Stansted is the main UK base for specialist freight aircraft and this activity is mostly at night.  The White Paper rejected a proposal to develop Alconbury as a specialist freight airport and so major freight growth can be expected at Stansted. 

15.
Does the White Paper address the need for extra housing, and what impact will it
have on the M11 corridor housing proposals?

There seems little concern about relocating 50,000 families into the area – rather the opposite, with the White Paper saying that the designation of the London-Stansted-Cambridge area as a growth area would be complemented by expansion of Stansted.

16.
What has been the Government’s answer to concerns about urbanisation?


The White Paper addresses concerns regarding urbanisation only by saying “It may be appropriate to designate green belts around substantial new airport developments to safeguard the countryside from further encroachment” – so much for the existing “countryside protection zone” around Stansted.

17.
What does the White Paper say about the past agreements limiting further
expansion at Stansted and Gatwick?

The White Paper announced that the Government will not seek to overturn the 1979 agreement that prevented construction of a second runway at Gatwick before 2019, saying “people should be able to continue to rely on agreements of this kind; to overturn it would seriously undermine efforts to create greater certainty, thus creating unnecessary blight and anxiety”

However, there is no such comfort for the people of Stansted.  No mention is made of the 1985 planning enquiry and Government White Paper which stated, “The Inspector also recommended as a condition for the grant of planning permission that the Government should make an unequivocal declaration of intent that a second main runway would not be constructed [at Stansted] … The Government therefore unreservedly accepts the Inspector’s recommendation in this respect.”

18.  Does the Government plan to constrain the growth in aviation through taxation or
other methods?

There appears to be no desire to constrain growth. The section covering air travel forecasts concludes by saying that there are strong growth factors which “should be sufficient to offset any suppressing effect of any environmental charge that might otherwise reduce air travel demand.”  This conclusion is almost triumphal, a victory for aviation over the environmental lobby – hardly a balanced attitude or in tune with the Government’s claim to be committed to putting ‘sustainability at the heart of its environmental policies’.

19. 
How does the Government plan to ensure pollution and noise around Stansted do not breach EU regulations or World Health Organisation guidelines?

Mandatory EU limits for certain pollutants come into effect within the next few years.  The Government is committed to meeting these standards and major new airport development could not proceed if there was evidence that this would likely result in breaches of the air quality limits. In addition, the Government plans to introduce legislation to allow an emissions-related element to be included in landing charges.

The Government continues to regard 57dBA as the relevant noise threshold, far higher than the WHO recommendation, and in any case a basis which has many failings.  Using the 57dBA threshold, which the Government defines as the level at which there is “significant community annoyance,” some 8,000 people will be affected by 2015, rising to 14,000 by 2030. 

The Government “will start consultations in 2004 on a new night noise regime for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted” and, “when Parliamentary time allows,” introduce new legislation to strengthen and clarify noise control powers at airports.  Even if Parliamentary time ever does allow for this, it is unlikely to offer much relief for airport communities.  The Government’s track record on this White Paper and its summary dismissal of the World Health Organisation noise recommendations demonstrate its commitment to put ‘planes before people’.    

20.  What was the Government’s response to concerns about global warming?

There is a general commitment that the price of air travel should “over time”, reflect its environmental and social impacts, but there is no firm commitment to implement this – which suggests that this is little more than rhetoric.   

Proposals to use Air Passenger Duty for this purpose have been dismissed. The White Paper states “the best way of ensuring that aviation contributes towards the goal of climate stabilisation would be through a well-designed emissions trading regime.” Government has promised to press for European-wide and world-wide schemes, but possible implementation is at least five years away and, in any case, could give the aviation industry an opportunity to hide behind other industries.
21.  What was the Government’s answer to concerns that the availability of fossil fuels is expected to start to decline within a generation?

There is no mention.  In Annex E of the White Paper, dealing with “Integrated Policy Appraisal”, the question is asked, “Will the policy or project consume a substantial volume of natural, non-renewable resources?”  The response fails to include any reference to kerosene or aviation fuel.
22.  What was the Government’s reaction to proposals for an offshore airport?

The White Paper dismisses the offshore option as being both more expensive and slower to construct than the expansion of existing airports

23.  What was the Government’s response to arguments that the growth in aviation is damaging the UK tourist industry and the UK’s balance of payments?

The White Paper refers only to the positive parts of this equation – extra revenue from bringing more overseas visitors to the UK.  The increased availability of overseas travel for UK residents is painted as a positive social benefit with no mention of the downside impact on the domestic tourist trade and upon the UK balance of payments. 

Section 4.22 contains the totally false claim: “The importance of inbound tourism to the UK economy is referred to in Chapter 2.  It accounts for an estimated 4.4 per cent of GDP in 2002, and more than two million direct jobs”. This is a gross misrepresentation, quoting figures that relate to the total UK tourism industry which, despite a taxation system which loads the dice against it, still caters for far more domestic tourists than overseas visitors. 

24.
What new policies did the White Paper announce for encouraging rail travel in place of air travel for short haul journeys?

None.  The White Paper only refers to some expected reduction in demand for air travel with the completion of the High Speed Channel Tunnel Rail Link and upgrades to the West and East Coast main lines, but they are not expected to have any significant effect on future demand for air travel.  The White Paper ignores the idea of following the example of France, and now also Germany and Spain, in creating a national network of High Speed Train (HST) routes. 

25.
What reassurance has been given regarding safety when so many more aircraft will
be using the already-crowded skies of the South East?
Paragraph 12.26 of the White Paper states “The Civil Aviation Authority is responsible for the planning and regulation of UK airspace. . . It believes that the necessary airspace capacity can, in broad terms, be provided safely through the redesign of airspace and the introduction of enhanced air traffic techniques and systems”.

SSE will be seeking further information and advice in this area and is keen to hear from anyone locally who could assist in providing such expert advice.   

 

26.  What notice did the Government take of the questionnaires that were completed as part of the consultation?

The Department for Transport has published a number of analyses of responses to the NOP questionnaires. The full report can be downloaded from the DfT website: http://www.dft.gov.uk/aviation/whitepaper/responses/index.htm  The analysis has to be treated cautiously, for both the consultation and questionnaire were highly biased, leading and ambiguous.

Around 66,000 questionnaires were returned in total, of which 31,000 related to the South East consultation. Curiously, 18% of the South East responses came from people living in the Midlands, suggesting some kind of concerted action by opponents of the Rugby proposal. 21% of the responses came from the area around Stansted, 12% from around Gatwick, 8% around Heathrow and 3% around Cliffe. The fact that more people from Stansted replied than from Heathrow and Gatwick together says a lot for the strength of feeling and support for the SSE campaign. The 6,000 questionnaires returned represents a significant proportion of the population in postal districts CM6, 7, 21, 22, 23 and 24.

The strength of the local campaign was also reflected in the percentage of leading and biased questions that were not answered – following advice from SSE. 

Over 80% of Stansted locals opposed any new runways at Stansted and around 90% considered environmental impacts of expansion unacceptable. Amongst all responders, only around 50% thought the environmental impacts at Stansted were unacceptable – suggesting that voters elsewhere were voting for moving their problem to Stansted, whilst SSE advised its supporters to oppose development at all locations. Despite any tactical voting, overall, more people opposed new runways than supported them for each airport.

27.  What notice did the Government take of letters, etc received during the consultation?

In total around 500,000 responses were received. The Department for Transport has published a number of analyses, which can be downloaded from the DfT website:  http://www.dft.gov.uk/aviation/whitepaper/responses/index.htm  

The analyses have to be treated with caution, for the responses were prompted by the consultation and questionnaires that were highly biased, leading and ambiguous.

Of the 500,000 responses (letters, emails or as part of an organised campaign or petition), almost half related to Cliffe, most of which probably came as a result of the RSPB campaign. The DfT lists the number and tenor of responses in respect of other South East airports as follows:

Heathrow – 30,000 – very largely opposed to a third runway

Stansted – 23,000 – strong opposition to any new runways with very few in favour

Gatwick – 5,000 – Clear opposition, but some support for development

Luton – 3,000 – very largely opposed to expansion

This again illustrates the strength of feeling around Stansted, with its much smaller population than around Heathrow.

A 700 page detailed analysis of responses to questions in the consultation document (as opposed to questions in the questionnaire) was produced for DfT by consultants Avia Solutions. This relates only to a relatively small number of selected responses, defined as “those submitted by organisations and individuals that submitted detailed and often technical submissions to the consultation documents”. They chose to analyse just 907 responses in all, of which 516 were to the South East consultation - of those 82 came from the aviation industry, 84 from organisations with economic interests, 28 from surface transport organisations, 215 from political stakeholders (councils, MPs, etc) and 107 from wider stakeholders, including environmental and airport opposition groups. The latter included Stop Stansted Expansion.

The analysis of these responses claims that respondents broadly supporting expansion at Stansted and Gatwick outnumbered opponents 2 to 1, with a majority voting against expansion at Heathrow and Cliffe. The majority of support for Stansted expansion came from local authorities outside the area and from the aviation and other industries. Opposition to expansion came primarily from environmental groups and local local authorities. 

28.  What was the Government’s response to the recommendations of the Parliamentary Environmental Audit Committee?

Parliamentary Committees consist of MPs from of all parties in proportion to their representation on the House of Commons. The Environmental Audit Committee is charged with monitoring the contribution made by Government departments and agencies to environmental protection and sustainable development and auditing progress against targets. The Committee’s recommendations regarding aviation have largely either been swept aside or agreed but with little commitment to action. 

The Committee regarded the proposed growth in emissions into the atmosphere by the aviation industry as unsustainable and unacceptable, seeking early action by Government to restrain demand. The Government has refused to implement any tax on aviation and its response is full of phrases like “proposes to”, “considering”, “explore and discuss” and “over time”. 

The Government brushed aside many of the Committee’s concerns, including:

· the absence of any analysis of the overall economic impact of aviation 

· the overt bias displayed by the DfT in consistently emphasising the economic benefits of aviation

· the quotation of positive economic benefits of tourism whilst failing to mention the overall negative balance of £15 billion

· overstatement of the economic benefits of expansion

The Committee’s concerns regarding global warming have been echoed by many authoritative bodies, including the Sustainable Development Commission and the Institute for Public Policy Research. Their calls for restraint of growth of aviation have gone unheeded.

