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Main abbreviations used
ATWP  =  'The Future of Air Transport' White Paper 2003

EERA 
 =  East of England Regional Assembly

DfT 
 =  Department for Transport

LCCS 
 =  London Congestion Charging Scheme

mppa 
 =  Million passenger movements per annum

SERAS =  South East and East of England Regional Air Services Study (published 2002)

A – Foreword

The experience of Heathrow's development provides a lesson on the dangers of allowing step-by-step expansion of an airport without a clear long term strategy for dealing with the road traffic implications.

The result today is that Heathrow has endemic road traffic congestion and pollution problems.

We must not make the same mistake at Stansted and, with the airport developer currently preparing a planning application to expand Stansted beyond 25 million passengers per annum (mppa), now is the time to set down a clear and effective strategy for surface access.  

In addition to the pressures which will come from airport expansion, the 'Sustainable Communities' plan 

will also have implications for the surface access infrastructure which serves Stansted Airport.  This accentuates the need to have a strategic framework in place which will guide airport planning decisions and ensure that the surface access impacts of airport development are, so far as possible, contained.

The vision for Stansted should be an airport for the 21st Century, accessed primarily by public transport, thereby minimising the problems of local road traffic congestion and pollution.

This paper sets out the rationale for a 'Lo-car' strategy for Stansted Airport and the key components which would need to be included in such a strategy to ensure its effectiveness.

Delivering a Lo-car strategy for Stansted Airport will be challenging and will require much more than just the good intentions of the airport developer.  It will require substantive measures to underpin the strategy and considerable preparatory work.  That work should start as soon as possible in readiness for the dialogue which will shortly commence with the airport developer in connection with the expected planning application to expand Stansted Airport to maximum use of the existing runway.

This paper has been prepared principally to assist Uttlesford District Council in its preparatory work for that planning application.  However, the surface access implications of expanding Stansted to maximum use are not confined to Uttlesford District alone.  Essex County Council, Herts County Council, East Herts District Council and other neighbouring local authorities are key stakeholders in relation to the expansion of Stansted Airport.  Surface access strategy cannot neatly be compartmentalised for major infrastructure projects; it needs to be debated and developed on a sub-regional basis and perhaps preferably on a regional basis. 

We hope that this paper will make a constructive contribution to that debate and to the development of a sustainable surface access strategy for Stansted Airport.

There would be no excuse if the Heathrow mistake were to be repeated at Stansted.  The Government set down a range of policies in its 1998 Transport White Paper aimed at reducing our dependence on the car as a means of transport, and placing greater emphasis on public transport.  It is for local authorities to take these policies forward – not least in relation to the planning conditions attached to major new infrastructure projects and developments.

A Lo-car strategy for Stansted Airport should be a pre-requisite for expansion beyond 25 mppa. 

Stop Stansted Expansion
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B – Framework for developing the strategy
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C – Introduction

Stansted Airport has grown rapidly over the past decade, from 3 mppa in 1994 to 20 mppa today.  In 2006, BAA expects to reach 25 mppa, which is the maximum permitted under the existing planning approval.  A planning application to expand the airport’s capacity beyond 25 mppa is expected in early 2005.  The developer has described this forthcoming application as an application for "maximum use of the existing runway" and for "35 mppa"  - but these are not one and the same.  The existing runway has potential capacity of more than 40 mppa – which is twice the airport's current throughput.

Stansted Airport is not well served by public transport.  At present, the majority of passenger journeys and almost all employee journeys to the airport are by car.  While this may have been tolerable when the airport was of relatively modest size, it is not appropriate today and it must be remedied for the future because of the sheer volume of road traffic which would be generated, with the consequent congestion and local air quality problems.  

The surface access strategy for Stansted Airport must therefore be fundamentally reviewed and policies aimed at radically reducing the number of car journeys to and from the airport must form the basis for the future surface access strategy.  In short, a Lo-car strategy for Stansted needs to be developed and then implemented in order to manage the implications of future anticipated growth.   

The 1998 White Paper 'A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone' encourages surface transport initiatives to reduce car use.  Specifically, it encourages the provision of interchange facilities where car users can switch to public transport, and it expects airport operators and local authorities to work towards increasing the proportion of journeys to airports made by public transport (see Appendix 4).

The Regional Transport Strategy document for the East of England 1 also supports reduced dependence on car travel and advocates the development of park-and-ride interchanges, restrictions on car parking provision and the introduction of road user charging as a longer term measure (see Appendix 5).  

This paper sets out the case for a Lo-car strategy for Stansted and considers, in outline, how some of the practical implementation aspects might be dealt with.  More detailed work will need to be commissioned in order to 'flesh out' the concepts and there will need to be extensive consultation to ensure that all the practicalities are fully considered and that the implementation strategy is robust.

A key priority for the more detailed follow-up work will be a re-examination of the SERAS projections for road and rail traffic arising under the maximum use scenario.  It is absolutely essential, for planning purposes, to ensure that traffic projections are soundly based and there are a number of detailed reasons – explained later in this paper – for stating that the SERAS projections require to be re-examined.  However, one overarching reason is that SERAS used a Heathrow-based traffic model ('HSAM') as the starting point for the modelling work for Stansted.  HSAM dates from 1991 and although BAA may have updated and adapted this model to some extent before making it available for the SERAS projections, concern has been expressed by leading transport consultants that an HSAM-based model is an unreliable basis for producing surface access traffic projections for Stansted.    

The passenger profile at Stansted is very different from that at Heathrow and has changed markedly in recent years.  Unless the model reflects the present day characteristics of Stansted, there is a risk that the projections will be fundamentally flawed.  In any event, it will be important to have an independent assessment rather than to rely only upon projections based on the developer's (i.e. BAA's) model. 

The key aim of this paper is to secure support in principle for a Lo-car strategy for Stansted and for the commissioning of the further work necessary, by independent consultants, to model the surface access implications of a maximum use scenario, develop the detail of the Lo-car strategy, assess its likely effectiveness and consider implementation costs, practicalities and timescales.

D – Projected growth in Stansted Airport road traffic

If planning permission were granted to allow Stansted Airport to expand to maximum use on the existing runway, road traffic to/from Stansted is projected to treble by 2015 compared to 2002.2
Just over 50% of surface access journeys by passengers to/from Stansted Airport are by private car and this is forecast to increase to 58% by 20153.  The comparable figures for Heathrow are 39% currently, declining to 37% in 2015.  In addition, in the case of Heathrow, about one third of the passengers handled are on connecting flights and therefore make no surface access journeys to the airport; at Stansted this would still only be about 7% by 2015.

(It is worth noting here that the SERAS projections for the proportion of Stansted passengers requiring surface access need to be revised upwards as a consequence of the conclusion of the Air Transport White Paper ('ATWP') that Stansted should not be developed as an international hub airport.)

Employee car journeys are also a significant factor, accounting for about one third of total car journeys to Stansted.  Only 5% of Stansted employees use public transport to travel to work whereas in the case of Heathrow, the figure is 25%.4
By examining the SERAS road traffic projections for Stansted for 20155 it can be deduced that Stansted would generate road traffic volumes approaching those currently generated by Heathrow if expansion to maximum use of the existing runway were to be permitted.  SERAS projects a reduction in surface access by public transport, with private car usage increasing to 58% in 2015 (see Appendix 1).

Even if substantial new road improvements were seen as the answer, there is no real prospect of this actually happening in the near term.  Importantly, SERAS deemed that no new road schemes would be needed to cope with expansion of Stansted to 35 mppa and described the cost of road improvements as "negligible".  The EERA Regional Transport Strategy remarked on this as follows:

      "The SERAS consultation documents do not indicate the need for major improvements in 

highway surface access which we find surprising given the scale of development proposed." 6
SERAS also deemed that no rail improvements would be necessary for expansion of Stansted to 35 mppa.  SERAS was a Department for Transport ('DfT') project and DfT is the lead department for the implementation of the Government policies set down in the 1998 Transport White Paper.  It therefore seems astonishing that DfT appears prepared to contemplate expansion of Stansted on the basis of a shift from public to private surface access transport.

It is self-evident that this is contrary to Government policy for achieving a shift towards public transport.  As recently as 30 June 2004, The DEFRA Minister of State for Rural Affairs and Local Environmental Quality said the following in a House of Commons debate on local air quality:

"We must also do more to increase access by public transport to Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted."  7
The 1998 Transport White Paper set out a range of Government policies for achieving a reduction in car use and called upon local authorities, businesses and individuals to play their part in achieving this policy.  The first sentence of John Prescott's foreword to the Transport White Paper reads as follows:

"There is now a consensus for radical change in transport policy." 8
A Lo-car strategy for Stansted would be fully consistent with the policy objectives of the Transport White Paper and consistent also with the objectives set down in the ATWP, for example, as follows: 

"... to reduce and minimise the impacts of airports on those who live nearby, and on the
 natural environment." 9
" Local controls should operate ... to manage the environmental impact of aviation and airport
 development so that:

· loss of landscape and built heritage is avoided wherever possible, and otherwise minimised and mitigated to the greatest extent possible; 
· surface access to airports is designed to help limit local environmental impacts; ..." 10
Finally, in terms of the policy framework, it is worth referring to the three key objectives in PPG 13, the key transport planning policy guidance published by the ODPM:

" 1.  promote more sustainable transport choices for both people and for moving freight;


2.  promote accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport,
      walking and cycling, and

  3.  reduce the need to travel, especially by car." 

But a Lo-car strategy is not simply a question of policy consistency or desirability.  In the case of the future development of Stansted Airport, there is no real practical alternative.  In the absence of an effective Lo-car strategy, within 11 years Stansted would be generating volumes of road traffic on a scale similar to those generated by Heathrow today and imposing this volume of traffic upon a local road system which is far less adequate than that which serves Heathrow.

This would be wholly unsatisfactory and would have adverse implications both in terms of traffic congestion and pollution.  This would be damaging for local residents generally and, amongst local road users, it would be damaging for both business and non-business users alike.
The failure of the DfT SERAS analysis to grasp the need to secure a shift to public transport as part of any future development plans for Stansted – and to plan accordingly – is a major oversight.  It will be essential to remedy this through the local planning process.

E – Key components of a Lo-car strategy 

1.  Restrictions on airport parking

2.  Improvements to rail access

3.  Development of park-and-ride interchanges 

4.  Measures to combat local 'fly' parking

5.  An airport access levy

6.  Other related measures

1.  Restrictions on airport parking 

BAA’s general guidelines for the provision of airport car parking are 125 short term car parking spaces and 950 long term parking spaces per mppa.11  For 25 mppa, this would point to a requirement of about 3,125 short term spaces and 23,750 long term spaces – in total 26,875 passenger car parking spaces  – some of which may fall within BAA’s newer category of 'mid-stay' car parking.

In fact, Stansted already has 28,000 passenger car parking spaces and has approval to increase this to 42,700 spaces.12  This large car parking provision at Stansted may be an example of the developer over-bidding in its planning application; or it may be a reflection of the higher car parking requirement at Stansted relative to other BAA airports; or a combination of both.  In any event, it is time to begin imposing constraints upon car parking at Stansted Airport.

The starting point in considering the expected planning application from BAA for expansion of Stansted to maximum use should be to make clear that the current approved number of car parking spaces will not be permitted to increase under any circumstances.  Indeed, a progressive reduction to, say, 30,000 spaces should be sought.  An explanation of how we have arrived at our suggested 30,000 spaces is provided below.  We recognise that, having already received planning approval, the developer will resist any 'claw-back' but the planning approval has not yet been implemented and there is no reason why this should not form part of the overall negotiation over the forthcoming planning application.

There are currently 6,100 approved 'communal' employee car parking spaces at Stansted and there are some 10,500 on-site employees, many of whom are provided with separate (additional) on-site parking (for example, FLS).  Unsurprisingly, only 4,150 of the 6,100 spaces for which there is approval have so far been developed.  But as the airport expands to 25 mppa and on-site employment grows to around 14,250 employees, BAA will probably be looking to build some or all of the remaining 1,950 spaces.

This approved level of employee parking provision is excessive, especially allowing for shift working, holidays and other absences.  There needs to be a more determined effort to encourage employees to use public transport and BAA must lead the way in the provision of better public transport options for employees.  Incentives and encouragement have an important role to play but, in parallel, the local authority must play its part by imposing constraints on employee on-site parking.

It should be remembered that employees account for about one third of total car journeys to/from the airport.  As a means of ensuring that BAA takes effective steps to reduce employee car journeys, it is proposed that the 6,100 spaces currently approved for employee car parking should be capped in the first instance and reduced to about 4,300 spaces in the medium term. 13
The proposed caps on passenger and employee car parking spaces of 30,000 and 4,300 respectively are estimated to be about half of the number of car parking spaces which BAA would like to secure, in total, as part of its maximum use planning application.14  These caps may appear challenging but this is deliberately so.  The aim is to reduce the amount of parking available as a means of reducing car

journeys and increasing use of public transport.  This is precisely the policy advocated in the Transport White Paper and is also fully consistent with the Regional Transport Strategy which states the following in relation to car parking provision for developments. 

"Maxima based on 'demand' levels will have little if any impact on demand levels unless actual provision is well below the maximum." 15
PPG13 also reflects this:

"Reducing the amount of parking in new development (and in the expansion and change of use in existing development) is essential, as part of a package of planning and transport measures, to promote sustainable travel choices." 16
"In developing and implementing policies on parking, local authorities should ... ensure that, as part of a package of planning and transport measures, levels of parking provided in association with development will promote sustainable transport choices;" 17
   Table E1:  Comparison of Stansted passenger parking provision with other airports.

	Airport
	mppa  

(2003)
	Parking spaces 

(short + long term)
	Spaces per

mppa

	Stansted
	  25.0*
	42,700
	1,708

	Heathrow†
	63.2
	31,300
	   511

	Manchester
	19.6
	12,200
	   622

	Schiphol
	39.8
	18,523
	   465

	Paris CDG
	48.2
	21,562
	   447

	Atlanta (USA)**
	79.1
	30,828
	   389

	Sydney
	24.2
	  9,200
	   380

	Frankfurt
	48.4
	 15,000
	   310

	Hong Kong
	27.4
	  4,000
	   146


Notes to Table E1:

    *  All figures are 2003 actuals  – and have been checked directly with each airport – except in the case of
       Stansted where the numbers shown are the present planning approval for mppa and customer parking.   

 **  Atlanta is the world's largest airport in terms of mppa.  It has four runways with a fifth under construction and
      it covers a site area of 15.2 sq kms – less than is proposed for Stansted to accommodate a second runway.

†   Revised, July 2006, in the light of information coming to light that condition A88 of the Heathrow T5 Decision restricts total Heathrow car parking to 42,000 spaces of which no more than 17,500 are to be for employee parking.
It is clear from Table E1 above that the Stansted provision of 1,708 parking spaces per mppa is far in excess of any of the UK or international comparatives.

If a cap of 30,000 spaces were to be imposed at Stansted, the resultant restriction to 1,200 spaces per mppa at 25 mppa and to 732 parking spaces per mppa at 41 mppa (our estimate of runway capacity under the maximum use scenario) would still be significantly higher than appears to be the norm elsewhere and it would still be slightly higher than the current provision at Heathrow.  The longer term aim should be to progressively reduce this cap as public transport improvements come on stream. 

There is of course already a precedent for constraining airport car parking.  The Inspector for the Heathrow Terminal 5 Inquiry recommended that the number of parking spaces sought by BAA should be reduced as a means of encouraging public transport.  The Secretary of State for Transport accepted this recommendation in full and also applied a restriction on employee car parking as a means of encouraging a shift to the use of public transport.

The allocation between short and long term (and 'mid-stay') spaces should be left to the airport developer subject to agreement on allocations for the following:

· short term car park spaces to be reserved for passenger drop-off and collection;

· spaces to be reserved for a new taxi pool area (see below);

· spaces to be reserved for on-site car rental operations (see below);

These measures will also have the effect of reducing the land area required for car parking at Stansted, consistent with the objective of all parties to minimise the impact of Stansted Airport development upon the local environment and landscape.

Passengers travelling to the airport by car and intending to park would be encouraged to pre-book their on-site car parking and contingency arrangements would be needed to deal with the eventuality of passengers arriving by car and finding that no parking was available.  One possible option would be a (chargeable) valet service whereby the vehicle would be taken to one of the park-and-ride areas (see below) for collection upon return.  Such operational practicalities would be considered in more detail as part of the follow-up programme of further work which is recommended.

Clearly, the limitations on car parking at Stansted Airport would need to be widely publicised, including, for example, on airline websites, via travel agencies and via prominent signage on main arterial routes leading to the airport.

2.  Improvements to rail access

The option of achieving a significant shift from road to rail access is effectively dismissed by SERAS, presumably in recognition of the cost involved in developing good rail links with adequate capacity to the north, south, east and west.  The SERAS projections show that rail access is expected to account for only 24.7% of passengers using Stansted in 2015.18  This compares to 32.2% in 2002.19
As we have stated earlier, we consider it astonishing that DfT is prepared to support the expansion of Stansted Airport on the basis of a shift in emphasis from public to private surface access transport.  This failure of SERAS to identify a need for rail improvements for the maximum use scenario may be open to review in the light of the higher demand for surface access transport which stems from the ATWP decision that Stansted's development should continue along the present lines rather than as an international hub airport.

As matters stand it would be a clear policy contradiction for such a major infrastructure project to proceed on the premise of increased dependency on private car journeys.  It will be for the local planning process to highlight this contradiction and to determine that this premise is unacceptable.

It is understood that BAA is currently examining the options of:

· a new rail loop from the airport to the Liverpool Street main-line near Harlow Mill; 

· a second rail tunnel into the airport and a second airport station (£91m);   

· provision of passing loops between Harlow and Tottenham Hale (£625 million).

*Costs shown in brackets are SERAS estimates; no cost estimate is available for the new rail loop. 

BAA may be considering these projects in the context of a second runway but they should be firmly on the agenda for the application to expand to maximum use of the existing runway.  So also should a number of other potential rail improvements considered by SERAS, even though SERAS deemed these  unnecessary in the context of Stansted expanding to maximum use of the existing runway:

· re-opening the Bishop’s Stortford to Braintree line (£250 million);

· introduction of a second Stansted Express service to Stratford;

· access to St Pancras (£112 million);

· introduction of new rail services to Manchester via Birmingham, Manchester via Nottingham
 
and to Leeds and Norwich.

When considering the maximum use planning application, it will also be important to ensure that the undertakings given by BAA at the time of the 25 mppa planning approval with regard to rail service improvements are converted into firm pre-conditions before any new application is approved.

The Government has made clear that the developer is responsible for meeting the costs of the necessary surface access infrastructure improvements associated with airport development.  There will no doubt be a robust debate as to what is 'necessary'.  There should however be wide support for a definition which relates to securing a shift from private to public transport and not – as presently envisaged – the other way around.  A planning inspector would reasonably be expected to agree this general principle and the Government would also be expected to agree in view of the policy framework and noting that there would be no cost to the taxpayer.

But apart from cost considerations, rail investment projects tend to have notoriously long timescales and, in reality, it may not be possible to resist the pressure to expand Stansted to maximum use of the existing runway pending delivery of all the necessary rail improvements.  In the case of some of the rail improvement projects to which the developer commits, it would be reasonable to concede that not every rivet must be in place before a single passenger in excess of 25 mppa can be handled.  But it would be equally reasonable to insist that all of the rail improvement projects to which the developer commits must be completed before the airport reaches maximum use.

There must therefore be an agreed target timetable for delivery of the rail improvement commitments.   This should be underpinned by a series of milestones and an agreement that the approved capacity increase will be in stages (e.g. 27.5 mppa, 30 mppa etc) and conditional upon achievement of the milestones.  Failure to achieve the milestones would allow the local authority to put further airport growth on 'hold' until such time as the milestone was achieved.

It will be important to minimise the environmental impacts of new rail infrastructure.  For example, the suggestion of running the proposed new loop across Hatfield Forest is wholly unacceptable.  If this must be the alignment then a deep-bored tunnel would need to be provided for that section of the loop.  In relation to this, and all other surface access implications of the development, BAA must be expected to take seriously the obligations placed upon it by the ATWP (previously referred to in Section D but worth repeating here) as follows: 

"to reduce and minimise the impacts of airports on those who live nearby, and on the natural environment." 20;

"Local controls should operate ...to manage the environmental impact of aviation and airport development so that: ...

· loss of landscape and built heritage is avoided wherever possible, and otherwise
 
minimised and mitigated to the greatest extent possible;

· surface access to airports is designed to help limit local environmental impacts; and

· impacts on biodiversity, such as disturbance of habitats and species, are minimised." 21
It is clear from the ATWP and from subsequent ministerial statements that the Government expects local authorities to take forward these policies as part of the planning process.  

3.  Development of park-and-ride interchanges

The development of a comprehensive network of distant park-and-ride interchanges is an important component of the proposed Lo-car strategy for Stansted.  This component is not simply included as an 'insurance policy' in the event that the rail improvements are not forthcoming or that they lag several years behind the expansion of the airport.  Their provision would only provide a modicum of insurance in these respects and so park-and-ride is proposed here as a key component of the Lo-car strategy in its own right.

Nor must park-and-ride be viewed as a 'soft' substitute for proper rail services because it is a far less effective way of reducing car use; rather, the network of park-and-ride interchanges should augment the improved rail services and secure a further increase in the rate of conversion to public transport.

Park-and-ride is, of course, only a hybrid form of public transport because part of the journey is still made by car.  The effectiveness of park-and-ride as a means of reducing car use depends upon finding the optimal locations for the interchanges so that they are sufficiently far removed from the airport to deliver a significant reduction in car miles while at the same time capable of attracting the level of usage required to make them a viable proposition.

The development of park-and-ride interchanges as a means of reducing private car use is supported by the 1998 Transport White paper and also by the 2003 Regional Transport Strategy document for the East of England Region (see Appendices 4 and 5).

It is proposed that park-and-ride interchanges be developed on the major arterial routes north, south, east and west of the airport.  These would capture airport-bound car traffic nearer to its source and transfer passengers to coaches operating shuttle services to and from the airport.

The precise location of the park-and-ride interchanges would be a matter for a more detailed options study and discussion with other local authorities.  Ideally they should be located on brownfield sites and as near as possible to major arterial roads.  Modelling will be needed on passenger 'place of origin' data for Stansted to assist in determining the optimal locations to capture Stansted-bound road traffic.  Since Greater London is the main generator of Stansted passenger traffic, the largest of these interchanges would be to the south and, in practice, it may be more effective to develop two park-and-ride interchanges to the south rather than just one.

Apart from their more distant location, the park-and-ride interchanges would operate in much the same way as airport long term parking sites - i.e. with regular shuttle bus services to the main airport terminal area.  However, it is assumed that BAA would not have ownership of these interchanges.  Local authorities could choose between directly owning and operating the interchanges or franchising/ sub-contracting.  Either way, local authorities should be able to derive a considerable revenue stream.

The planning and development (and perhaps also the operation) of the park-and-ride interchanges will  almost inevitably need to be dealt with on a regional or sub-regional basis.  There would otherwise be the risk of park-and-ride being viewed by some as an attempt to shift the problem away from the immediate vicinity of the airport.  In a regional context it would become much clearer that the park-and-ride approach has benefits in reducing overall road use and in dissipating the traffic impacts.

Airport employees would also be encouraged to use the park-and-ride interchanges and it is envisaged that discounted rates would be available for employees, with the employer contributing to the cost.

Finally, on park-and ride, there may be scope to utilise the interchanges more widely as a means of reducing car journeys within the region.  However, this is outside the scope of this paper and should be considered further as part of the longer term strategic transport planning for the region.  

4.  Measures to combat local 'fly' parking

The problem of local fly parking is already a present day reality and comes in two forms: 

· on-street car parking by airport users in surrounding residential areas;

· illicit car parks in the vicinity of the airport which are operating without planning permission.  

Both create considerable annoyance for local residents – on-street parking in particular.  The root cause of fly parking is the high level of airport parking charges rather than any current shortage of parking

space inside the airport boundary.  No matter how much parking is provided on-airport, there will always be those who will seek to avoid paying high airport parking charges.  This may well be more of a problem at Stansted than at other airports because, with a low-cost air ticket, the parking charge becomes a more significant part of the total outlay for the trip.

As Stansted grows, so also the problem of fly parking will grow – regardless of whether airport car parking is abundant or constrained – unless action is taken to tackle the problem.

Legal machinery already exists to deal with illicit car parking operations.  The remedy is to pursue the legal route promptly and vigorously to stamp out illicit off-airport car parking operations at the earliest opportunity.  A robust enforcement policy should be enough to deter such illicit operations and it is encouraging to note that Uttlesford District Council has already started down this path.

On-street parking by airport users is a more difficult problem to resolve.  Residents’ parking schemes create some inconvenience for local residents but there is probably no choice but to begin introducing such schemes.  The further work to be commissioned should include a detailed examination of the options for residents' parking schemes with particular emphasis upon designing a scheme which would deliver an effective deterrent to on-street parking by airport users.  At the same time this would need to cause the minimum inconvenience for local residents and create the minimum administrative burden for the local authority.

BAA has given a commitment to working with Uttlesford District Council to address the problem of on-street parking by airport users and should therefore reasonably be expected to meet the costs of resolving this problem.

5.  An airport access levy

An airport access levy would strengthen the effectiveness of a Lo-car strategy by discouraging car journeys for passenger drop-off and collection (defined in the jargon as 'kiss-and-fly' traffic) and by encouraging airport employees to travel to work by public transport and/or to organise car sharing.  Taken together, kiss-and-fly journeys and employee journeys account for more than half of all airport car traffic.

EERA has identified road-user charging as a "Key Component of the Preferred [Transport] Strategy... as a longer term demand management measure to form part of a balanced area-wide strategy".  EERA envisages the introduction of road user charging during the plan period 2008-2013. 22
Assuming Stansted Airport continues to grow, an ever-higher proportion of passengers and employees must be encouraged to use public transport rather than travelling to the airport by car.  The Lo-car strategy should therefore be progressively strengthened, in parallel with the growth in Stansted Airport passenger numbers.  

The introduction of an airport access levy for Stansted during the early part of the next plan period (i.e. about 2009) would significantly improve the effectiveness of the Lo-car strategy. 

The airport access levy would need to be priced at a level which provides sufficient encouragement to use public transport rather than journeying to the airport by car.  Once introduced, it would be possible to adjust pricing to ensure that the airport access levy achieved the desired effect.

The levy would generate a significant revenue stream which would, of course, accrue to the local authority and not to the airport developer.  It is envisaged that part of this would be retained by the local authority to fund local mitigation measures with the remainder remitted to the regional authority (or county authorities) to support regional public transport initiatives. The following extract from the 1998 Transport White Paper provides support for this approach:

  "Possible sources for funding [for local improvements] include:

· from the aviation industry - where a scheme is viable or there are wider benefits to the industry;

· for airports to levy a surcharge on car parking charges;

· with both options we would expect the proceeds to be applied to public transport improvements or measures to mitigate the undesirable impacts of road traffic to and from the airport."  23
It should however be noted that the access levy would apply not only to those parking at the airport but also in relation to kiss-and-fly and other traffic accessing the terminal forecourt area.

There is some analogy here with the London Congestion Charging Scheme ('LCCS') and it is interesting to note that consideration is currently being given to extending the LCCS to include Heathrow Airport.  

However, a Stansted Airport scheme is likely to be very much simpler to operate than the LCCS.

It is envisaged that the levy would be payable by cars accessing Stansted Airport terminal forecourt area or any of the car parks (including short, mid-stay and long term, car rental areas and employee car parks).  So far as parking is concerned, the levy could be collected via an automatic surcharge on all airport car parking.  In the case of passenger drop-offs and collections, a simple 'toll booth and barrier' system at the entrance to the terminal forecourt area is about all that would be needed.

The local authority should aim to persuade the airport operator, car park franchisees and others (e.g. on-site employers, on-site hotels and car rental operators) to assist in the task of administering and collecting the airport access levy – leaving the local authority with the reduced tasks of car park checks and other enforcement measures.

Exemptions would apply in the case of public service vehicles, goods vehicles, emergency services vehicles and access for the disabled.  In the interests of effectiveness it is not envisaged that taxis and airport car-hire vehicles should be exempt (see also below).

Again, the implementation practicalities would require to be considered more fully as part of the follow-up work that is proposed.  It is proposed that the airport access levy should be introduced around 2009 and so there is ample time to develop the details.  At this stage, only a high-level feasibility assessment is required and this would need to include an examination of the regulatory/legal position.

6.  Other related measures

Kiss-and-Fly

Although an airport access levy is considered to be the most effective way of reducing passenger drop offs and collections by car, the park-and-ride interchanges can also make an important contribution through encouraging 'kiss-and ride' rather than kiss-and-fly.  The park-and-ride interchanges should therefore have facilities to make them suitable for passenger drop off and collection.  There would be a greater inclination to use this alternative if the drop-off/collection area was immediately adjacent to the shuttle bus departure area and there were comfortable waiting facilities.

Marketing and pricing could also play a role in encouraging car drivers to see this as an attractive alternative compared to taking their passenger(s) all the way to/from the airport.
Taxis

Taxis account for more than 10% of all car journeys to/from Stansted Airport 24 and the present arrangement, whereby BAA sells an exclusive franchise to a single taxi operator is not conducive to the objective of minimising airport car traffic.  This arrangement results in 'empty running' by the franchised operator on inbound airport journeys and 'empty running' by non-franchised taxi operators on outbound airport journeys.

A more satisfactory arrangement would be to end exclusivity and introduce a taxi holding pool at the airport.  Having dropped off its passenger(s), any licensed taxi – or at least taxis licensed by Uttlesford and East Herts District Councils – should then be able to join a queuing system in the taxi holding pool and wait in turn for a return fare.  This procedure is used at other airports and it would result in a  significant reduction in taxi traffic to and from the airport.

Car rental  

Following the establishment of the park-and-ride interchanges, there should be scope to devolve a significant proportion of airport related car hire operations from the airport to the park-and-ride interchanges and thereby reduce unnecessary elements of airport car traffic.

Airports are significant generators of car rental business and, as a result, they tend to charge high rents or franchise fees to car rental companies for operating on site.  If car rental companies are given the opportunity to establish a presence within the park-and-ride interchanges, and there is a significant cost advantage in so doing, this may well provide the commercial incentive to devolve some of their operations.

Employee Travel

Fraport AG, the operator of Frankfurt Airport, and Lufthansa, the main airport employer, both offer free public transport passes to all their employees as part of their efforts to minimise employee car journeys to the airport.  Other employers at Frankfurt Airport have now followed suit such that almost all on-site employees are entitled to receive free public transport 'job tickets' for their journey to work. 25
BAA currently provides – as a recruitment incentive – a 12 month 'Airport Travel Card' free of charge to  all new employees recruited from the Barking, Dagenham, Harringey, Newham, Stratford and Tower Hamlets areas.  BAA should be encouraged to extend this offer of free public transport to local employees and to make it an ongoing entitlement rather than valid only for the first year of employment.

Other airport-based employers should also be encouraged to develop schemes of this type as a means of increasing airport employees' use of public transport from the current very low level of 5%.  The curtailment of employee car parking spaces could be an important driver in encouraging the adoption of such policies.

Bus and coach services

Bus access can be particularly important for employees and the development of a more comprehensive local bus network could make a significant contribution towards reducing employee car journeys to and  from the airport as well as reducing the demand for taxi and kiss-and-fly options amongst local airport users.

For longer distance travel to and from the airport, the expansion of express coach services will in many cases provide an attractive alternative to a car journey.  Express coach services to and from Stansted Airport have increased significantly in recent years and further development in terms of introducing new routes and increasing the frequency of services should be encouraged.  

The introduction of constraints on airport car parking and (later) an airport access levy will each provide encouragement to Stansted Airport users to opt for a public transport alternative, and an express coach service will often prove to be the most suitable choice.

Workplace parking levy

The 1998 Transport White Paperannounced the Government's intention to "introduce legislation to enable local authorities to levy a new parking charge on workplace parking." 26  That legislation has since been enacted.  We believe that the introduction of such a levy in respect of employee parking would help to discourage employee car journeys.  As previously stated, 95% of all Stansted employees travel to work by car and employees account for about a third of all car journeys to/from Stansted.  The introduction of a workplace parking levy at Stansted by Essex County Council, as the relevant local authority in this case, could provide a significant disincentive to employee car use as well as an incentive to BAA to support enhanced public transport seervices for employees. †

(†This paragraph added in July 2006) 

F – Conclusions and next steps

Many people still think of Stansted as 'the airport in the countryside' but in just 11 years, if approval is granted for maximum use of the existing runway, and no action is taken to constrain car use, Stansted could well be generating volumes of car traffic approaching those generated by Heathrow today – and on a road system which is far less adequate.

Traffic congestion causes frustration and delays for local road users; it results in inefficiencies for local businesses and it has an adverse impact upon local air quality.  We must learn from the experience of Heathrow and insist that if Stansted is to be allowed to expand beyond 25 mppa this must go hand-in-hand with a Lo-car strategy.  It should be remembered that the current local air quality problems at Heathrow have more to do with road traffic than with aircraft emissions and have resulted in a legal barrier to further expansion of Heathrow until such time as a solution can be found.

Agreement on an effective Lo-car strategy for Stansted Airport – underpinned by meaningful and substantive measures rather than just good intentions – must be a pre-condition in relation to BAA's forthcoming planning application to expand Stansted beyond 25 mppa.

This paper provides a preliminary basis for a Lo-car strategy.  The further work that is needed to develop the strategy is summarised below and is set out in more detail in Appendix 6.

The immediate priority is to commission a programme of further work in the following areas:

· model the surface access implications of expansion to maximum use and the resultant impacts of each of the measures in Section E of this paper - 'Key components of a Lo-car strategy';

· flesh out the key components of the strategy and test feasibility;

· assess the financial implications of introducing a Lo-car strategy, particularly for the relevant local authorities, and conduct a regulatory analysis;

· produce an outline implementation plan.

It is hoped that this programme of further work can be completed by 31 December 2004.  We are confident that the end result of this further work will be to validate the broad thrust of our analysis and confirm the need for a Lo-car strategy along the lines we have suggested.

An independent 'Sustainability Appraisal' should then be carried out to assess the impacts of the developer's surface access proposals and the comparative impacts if a Lo-car strategy were to be adopted.  It is assumed that the BAA Stansted Masterplan will be available by 31 December 2004 and will include the developer's surface access proposals for the maximum use scenario.

We look to Uttlesford District Council to take this work forward.  The support of other local authorities in the area will also be needed, in particular Essex and Herts County Councils and East Herts District Council.  Broader support should also be sought from EERA and Go-East.  We very much hope that the support of all of these bodies can be secured.

The prize, in adopting a Lo-car strategy for Stansted, is to lay the foundations for achieving the vision which we set out in the Foreword to this paper, namely:

"An airport for the 21st Century, accessed primarily by public transport, thereby minimising the problems of local road traffic congestion and pollution."

Stop Stansted Expansion

July 2004

Appendices

Appendix 1 

Background Data

Figure 1:  Growth of Stansted Airport (mppa)

Sources: 1994-2004 from 'BAA Traffic Statistics'  (compiled by financial year ending 31 March). 

  
 2005-2012 based on BAA projections (7.7% annual growth from 2004).

  
 2013-2015 assumes 5.4% annual growth from 2012. 

The BAA projection for 2012 implies that 35 mppa is the maximum capacity achievable on the existing runway.  In practice, the capacity is likely to be significantly more than this.  SERAS puts the capacity of the Gatwick runway at 46.5 mppa and the capacity of Heathrow's two runways at 89 mppa, even with the Heathrow restrictions on runway alternations. 

The differences arise because the average size of aircraft is larger at Heathrow and Gatwick than at Stansted and because runway capacity should more correctly be defined in terms of air transport movements (ATMs).  However, the average size of aircraft at Stansted (and elsewhere) is increasing all the time (e.g. as larger 737s replace smaller 737s).  In addition, improvements in technology are progressively increasing runway capacity in terms of the number of hourly ATMs which can be handled.  

It is reasonable to assume that maximum use of the existing Stansted runway, in practice, means a capacity of around 41 mppa by 2015 and reasonable to assume also that this would be fully utilised by 2015 if a second runway were not to be developed.  

The adjustments to the SERAS projections in the following table have been prepared on that basis. 

Table 1:  Air passenger and employee mode choice and surface access demand 2015

	2015


	Max Use of

Stansted (SERAS)
	Max Use of

Stansted

(Adjusted)
	Max Use

Heathrow

(SERAS)

	Total capacity (mppa)
	35.0
	 41.01
	89.0

	Projected no. of passengers handled
	23.0
	41.0
	77.0

	Passengers requiring 

surface access transport (mppa)
	22.0
	 38.12
	50.5

	Mode
	No
	%
	No3
	%
	No
	%

	Underground
	     0
	     0
	       0
	     0
	   6.79
	  12.2%

	Bus
	   2.22
	  10.1%
	     3.85
	  10.1%
	   7.90
	  14.2%

	Taxi
	   1.53
	    7.0%
	     2.66
	    7.0%
	 13.90
	  25.0%

	Park and fly
	   7.66
	  34.8%
	   13.26
	  34.8%
	   9.08
	  16.3%

	Kiss and fly
	   5.16
	  23.4%
	     8.91
	  23.4%
	 11.81
	  21.2%

	Premium rail 
	     0
	     0
	      0
	     0
	   5.06
	    9.1%

	National rail 
	   5.45
	  24.7%
	     9.41
	  24.7%
	   1.07
	    1.9%

	Total 
	 22.02
	100.0%
	   38.10
	100.0%
	 55.62
	100.0%

	Public 
	   7.67
	  34.8%
	   13.26
	  34.8%
	 20.83
	  37.4%

	Private 
	 14.35
	  65.2%
	   24.84
	  65.2%
	 34.79
	  62.6%

	Total peak hour demand 

	Airport users*
	  2,758
	
	  4,778
	
	  7,990
	

	Employees
	  1,342
	
	  2,392
	
	  4,060
	

	Total**
	 4,100
	
	 7,170
	
	12,050
	

	Employees on site
	13,100
	
	23,3524
	
	65,200
	

	Employees per mppa
	570
	
	570
	
	846
	


Notes*  This includes passengers, freight and service traffic (but not employees)

      ** These projections compare to year 2002 totals of 2,400 for Stansted and 8,200 for Heathrow 
Source:  SERAS Stage Two: Appraisal Findings Report: Table 7.4 (p146) Table 7.16 (p164); Table 7.17, (p165); Table 9.6 (p273) Table 9.15 (p285); and Table 9.16 (p287)

Explanation of the adjustments:

1  As explained on previous page, Stansted is projected to have an actual capacity of 41 mppa by 2015.

2  The % of Stansted passengers projected to require surface access in 2015 has been reduced from 95% (SERAS) to 93% because it is assumed that airport expansion will lead to more inter-connecting even if Stansted is not developed as a hub.  At Heathrow, only 66% of passengers require surface access transport because about a third of all Heathrow passengers are making connecting flights.

3  Mode numbers are calculated using the same percentages as in the unadjusted SERAS column.

4  The numbers of employees on site has been increased pro rata to the increase in passengers handled.  Although there will be productivity gains, there will also be new attracted employment as Stansted grows in size and importance.  Heathrow, for example, has 50% more employees than Stansted per mppa, although this is also due to the fact that hub airports are more labour intensive.

The projected peak hour demand of 7,170 road vehicles at Stansted by 2015, compares to 2,400 per hour in 2002 in the case of Stansted and 8,200 per hour in the case of Heathrow.  

The main reasons for the high level of car use at Stansted compared to Heathrow, are:

· Heathrow has better public transport services than Stansted, notably direct access to the London Underground system and the Heathrow Express (15 minute journey time to Central London).

· More than a third of Heathrow passengers connect to other flights without leaving the airport.

Not only is car use already relatively high at Stansted but also the SERAS projection is for car use to increase at a faster rate than the growth in airport passenger numbers.  This is because SERAS envisages a gradual shift from public to private transport in the period to 2015.  The following chart illustrates the effect of this, with the alternative of a Lo-car strategy also projected, based on a (notional) assumption that a Lo-car strategy would halve the rate of growth in road traffic from 8.8% to 4.4%.

Figure 2:  Stansted Road Traffic Growth
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The above chart is illustrative only but it properly reflects the projected trend if no action is taken (i.e. the SERAS road traffic projection) and it shows the effect of halving the rate of increase in airport road traffic from 8.8% to 4.4% if a Lo-car strategy is implemented.

Appendix 2

Road and Rail Infrastructure

Proposed Road Improvements 1
SERAS assumed that the costs of road improvements for expanding Stansted to 35 mppa would be “negligible” and identified only a need for "improvement to Bassingbourn Road, north of airport junction 3" (within the airport perimeter).  

Even for a second runway, SERAS estimated the road investment costs for Stansted to be only £69 million and only three specific schemes were identified:

· extension of the existing Airport Access Road 

· dual carriageway link from the extended Airport Access Road to the A120, west of Dunmow

· dual carriageway link from the extended Airport Access Road to M11 near Elsenham

SERAS did recognise that, if a second runway were to be developed at Stansted, it would be necessary to widen the M25 to four lanes between junctions 26 and 27.  However, this was deemed to be part of the strategic road network and was not specifically identified as an airport related cost.

SERAS also identified (but included no recommendation for action) that, by 2030, the following sections of the road network in the vicinity of Stansted would be "under stress":

· A10: Ware to A120

· A120: Braintree to Marks Tey and Bishop’s Stortford to A10

· M25: J15 to J29

More recent work by Essex County Council 2 suggests that SERAS has significantly under-estimated the level of investment required if Stansted were to expand to a two-runway airport. 

Interestingly, BAA concluded, in a contributory SERAS report 3, that a second Stansted runway would require the widening of the M11 to dual 5-lane carriageway between junction 6, at the M25, and junction 8, at Stansted Airport.  BAA also proposed, subject to more detailed consideration, that there should be a widening of the M11 north of the airport to dual 3-lane carriageway and a widening of the M25 between the Dartford/Thames Gateway area and the A1/M1 corridor. 

SERAS did not support BAA’s view that these major schemes would be needed.  There must be concern that SERAS has greatly under-estimated the impact on the road network of expansion at Stansted Airport.  

Proposed Rail Improvements 1
No rail improvement projects were deemed (by SERAS) to be necessary for maximum use of the existing Stansted runway.  This seems an astonishing conclusion.  SERAS even failed to identify the opportunity to improve rail capacity/services through the use of 12 car trains – agreement upon which was secured by Uttlesford District Council in May 2003, as part of the agreement permitting BAA to expand Stansted to 25 mppa.  This will involve the lengthening of platforms at Stansted Mountfitchet and Broxbourne stations.  BAA must see to it that this project is completed before it can reasonably expect a planning application for expansion beyond 25 mppa to be approved. 

In the event of a second Stansted runway being developed, SERAS concluded that two major projects would be needed to improve rail access/capacity:

· second tunnel and a second airport station (£91 million)

· provision of passing loops between Harlow and Tottenham Hale (£625 million)

SERAS also envisaged that a second rail express service would be provided (to Stratford) and that rail services would be introduced to service Manchester via Birmingham, Manchester via Nottingham and Leeds and Norwich.  However the need for some or all of these services may be reviewed, as a result of the ATWP decision that Stansted should not become a major hub airport.

SERAS also considered – but rejected – the following rail improvement options:

· multi-track to South Tottenham (£1250 million)

· loop to Elsenham plus a third station (£94 million)

· access to St Pancras (£112 million)

· re-opening the Bishop’s Stortford to Braintree line (£250 million) 

SERAS concluded that none of the above would be needed and/or could be cost justified for a second runway and would only enter the frame in the event of a third runway being developed at Stansted. 

SERAS projected that, as Stansted expands, the share of public transport journeys would decrease from the already low level of 39%.  In addition, SERAS projected no reduction in the 95% of Stansted employees who travel to work by car.

In view of the fact that SERAS was a DfT project and that DfT is also the lead department in relation to implementation of the policies set out in the 1998 Transport White Paper, it seems astonishing that DfT appears prepared to contemplate the expansion of Stansted on the basis of a switch in emphasis from public to private surface access transport.  It will be essential to remedy this through the local planning process.

BAA is currently examining the option of a new rail loop between the airport and the Liverpool Street mainline near Harlow Mill and also the option of a second rail tunnel into the airport.  BAA may be considering these projects in the context of a second runway but they should be on the agenda for the application to expand beyond 25 mppa.

Appendix 3

Extracts from the 2003 Air Transport White Paper 

'The Future of Air Transport'
"... a balanced approach is required which ... seeks to reduce and minimise the impacts of airports on those who live nearby, and on the natural environment."

Executive Summary

"Local controls should operate ...to manage the environmental impact of aviation and airport development so that: ...

· loss of landscape and built heritage is avoided wherever possible, and otherwise minimised and  mitigated to the greatest extent possible; ... 

· surface access to airports is designed to help limit local environmental impacts; and

· impacts on biodiversity, such as disturbance of habitats and species, are minimised."

Chapter 3, paragraph 6

"We support development ... of a wide-spaced second runway at Stansted, with strict environmental controls." 

Chapter 11, paragraph 11

"The Government will work with the airport operator, the SRA, and a range of regional and local partners in taking forward work urgently to identify robust and affordable surface transport solutions that would support growth of the airport and across the region." 

Chapter 11, highlighted box

"Taking forward these proposals will need effective collaboration between these bodies. It will require:

· development or revision of long-term surface access strategies to accompany the preparation of airport master plans reflecting the conclusions in this White Paper; 

· project development, option appraisal and consultation, with a view to identifying preferred schemes, along with funding arrangements; 

· airport surface access strategies and schemes being reflected, as appropriate, in regional transport Strategies within Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Frameworks and Transport Plans in England and equivalent planning processes in the devolved areas and, in the long-term, the strategies of the relevant transport delivery agencies;"
Chapter 12, paragraph 12

Appendix 4

Extracts from the 1998 Transport White Paper

'A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone'

"There is now a consensus for radical change in transport policy. The previous Government's green paper paved the way with recognition that we needed to improve public transport and reduce dependence on the car.  Businesses, unions, environmental organisations and individuals throughout Britain share that analysis.  This White Paper builds on that foundation."
Foreword, paragraph 1

"The New Deal for transport means:

· new local transport plans; 

· integrated transport strategies for local needs; 

· local targets e.g. for improving air quality, road safety, public transport and road traffic reduction;

· more certainty of funding; 

· greater use of traffic management;

· new powers including road user charging and levies on parking to tackle traffic jams and traffic growth;

· new sources of additional funding for local transport: better for the environment and better for business; ..."
Chapter 1, page 9

"We want to preserve and enhance our environment: the places where we live and work, our built and natural heritage and our richly diverse countryside."
Chapter 1, page 11
"The New Deal for transport therefore sets the framework to:

· reduce road traffic growth;

· respond to the challenge of climate change;

· minimise transport's demand for land, protect habitats and maintain the variety of
 
wildlife;

· limit the visual intrusion caused by transport;

· reduce use of non-renewable materials/energy sources;

· ensure that environmental impacts are taken fully into account in investment
 decisions and in the price of transport;

· enhance public awareness of transport and environment issues."
Chapter 2, page 20

"Physical interchange
Many journeys include an interchange, from the relatively straightforward change of buses at a bus stop to major rail stations and airports where several ways of travelling come together.  Quick and easy interchange is essential for public transport to compete with the convenience of car use, which is why we will expect local authorities' local transport plans to consider interchange facilities." 

Chapter 3, page 43

"Trunk roads are an integral part of our transport system. They cannot and should not be managed and developed in isolation. We will manage the trunk road network (and encourage local authorities to manage local roads) as part of a series of transport networks that have good connections between them.  There are three key aspects to this:

· integration between all types of transport. We want to make it as easy as possible for car drivers to switch to rail, bus and coach by providing good connections between them, by managing roads as part of the wider transport system and by improved co-ordination with public transport operators. This will increase choice and help to create reliable and seamless journeys;

· integration between road freight and other freight modes ... ;

· integration between trunk roads and local roads ... .

Chapter 3, page 58

"As managers of some of the nation's largest public transport interchanges, airport operators will be well placed to make a positive contribution to integration. We will therefore expect airport operators to be partners in implementing surface transport initiatives to improve the quality of the public transport journey to their airports. ... The needs of surface access to airports should be considered as part of the wider transport strategy for the local area.  Airport-related transport issues must be integrated with, not divorced from, local transport problems and opportunities."

Chapter 3, page 71

"Local transport plans should reflect the wider transport role defined for airports in regional strategies. To complement this work, we consider that all airports in England with scheduled passenger services should lead an Airport Transport Forum.  Some of the larger airports have found these groups valuable in ensuring co-operation between all those interested in the development of surface transport serving the airport."

Chapter 3, page 71

"Funding local improvements:

· some measures require only minimal funding (e.g. shared taxi schemes).  Other improvements can flow from modest start-up funding (e.g. new bus routes or park and ride schemes).  Some proposals, even those which would be commercially viable in the longer term, may require substantial development finance (e.g. new rail links);

· possible sources for funding include: 

· from the aviation industry - where a scheme is viable or there are wider benefits to
the industry;

· for airports to levy a surcharge on car parking charges;

· with both options we would expect the proceeds to be applied to public transport
improvements or measures to mitigate the undesirable impacts of road traffic to and from the airport."
Chapter 3, page 72

"We envisage that local authorities, including the Passenger Transport Authority where applicable, would participate in the Airport Transport Forum which should have three specific objectives:

· to draw up and agree challenging short and long term targets for increasing the proportion of journeys to the airport made by public transport;

· to devise a strategy for achieving those targets, drawing on the best practice available. This is likely to involve a wide range of measures to address the needs of all those travelling to airports. Bus and coach services should be included as well as rail. This means that the management of traffic on local and trunk roads will be an important issue for some airports. We would hope to see strategies agreed by late 1999 and fed into the development of local transport plans;

· to oversee implementation of the strategy. Implementation should include green transport plans to cover commuting and business travel for all employees based at airports."
Chapter 3, page 72

"But experience has shown that improving public transport and related traffic management measures whilst necessary are not sufficient in many cases. We will therefore introduce legislation to allow local authorities to charge road users so as to reduce congestion, as part of a package of measures in a local transport plan that would include improving public transport. The use of revenues to benefit transport serving the area where charges apply, which in many cases will mean supporting projects in more than one local authority area, will be critical to the success of such schemes.

Carefully designed schemes should reduce traffic mileage and emissions, bringing significant improvements in air quality, reducing noise and greenhouse gas emissions and relieving congestion. This will benefit pedestrians, cyclists and public transport, including more reliable and quicker bus services and more reliable delivery times for freight. Less congestion also means shorter and more reliable journey times for those who continue to drive. Charging will provide a guaranteed income stream to improve transport and support the renaissance of our towns and cities. The availability of a revenue stream will also open up the scope for greater involvement of the private sector working in partnership with local authorities."
Chapter 4, page 103

"We will introduce legislation to enable local authorities to levy a new parking charge on workplace parking. This charge would not apply to residential parking, i.e.  parking at or outside the home. We propose that owners or occupiers of business premises would apply for a licence to allow a certain number of vehicles to be parked on site. The aim is to reduce the amount of parking available as a means of reducing car journeys and increasing use of public transport, walking and cycling. As with road user charging, a vital element in the effectiveness of the policy will be the use made of the proceeds to improve transport choice locally. That expenditure may have to take place in more than one local authority area.

We propose to legislate to enable the parking charge to apply to all types of private non-residential workplace parking, although we will consult on whether there should be any national exemptions (e.g. for emergency vehicles and Orange Badge holders). There are strong arguments for workplace parking charges to be levied in all types of location, whether in the town centre or at out of town sites, in order to be consistent with our planning policy, particularly on the revitalisation of towns and cities, by influencing individual's travel choice and businesses' location choice."
Chapter 4, page 105

"By reviewing the framework set in planning policy guidance and by ensuring that Regional Planning Guidance is up-to-date and incorporates regional transport strategies, we can help to ensure that local authorities' plans and decisions, and proposals from individuals and businesses, reflect integrated transport policy."

Chapter 4, page 114

Appendix 5

Extracts from 2003 Regional Transport Strategy

"The SERAS consultation documents do not indicate the need for major improvements in highway surface access [to Stansted], which we find surprising given the scale of development proposed."

EERA Regional Transport Strategy document, April 2003, page 75

"Key components of the Preferred Strategy [include]

· Improved interchange with additional park-and-ride sites and new stations and facilities

· Soft factors including increased teleworking and more extensive travel plans to assist in managing the demand for travel

· Road user charging as a longer term demand management measure to form part of a balanced area-wide strategy"
EERA Regional Transport Strategy document, April 2003, page 50

"Consequently the Regional Transport Strategy needs to be linked with, and provide support to, locational policies that will:

· reduce the need for motorised travel;

· encourage more walking and cycling;

· facilitate the use of public transport, increasing the viability of better quality public
transport services; and, 

· discourage unnecessary use of the private car

· In general terms this implies locating new development in areas of high public transport availability and limiting the amount of parking available at those sites."
EERA Regional Transport Strategy document, April 2003, page 59

"The adoption of maximum parking standards does not necessarily mean that they have to conform to the values proposed in PPG13.  'Maxima based on 'demand' levels will have little if any impact on demand levels unless actual provision is well below the maximum." 

EERA Regional Transport Strategy document, April 2003, page 63

"Park and Ride

Park and Ride, be it at rail stations, major bus termini or transport interchanges, is already playing a major role in improving accessibility in many of the major towns in the region. To date they have been mainly used to supply individual towns.  There is also potential for Park and Ride sites to be utilised as strategic sites for those seeking to move across the region either by bus or rail.  Proposals for new developments of this nature should be considered favourably as should any proposals to increase the provision of car parking at such sites, particularly at rail stations within transport hubs."
EERA Regional Transport Strategy document, April 2003, page 67

Appendix 6 

Draft terms of reference for follow-up work
Phase 1

The first phase of follow-up work required falls into four main categories:

1.
Modelling

2.
Feasibility testing

3.
Financial implications

4.
Outline implementation plan  

1.  Modelling
 

1.1
Re-assess the SERAS projections for the growth in Stansted passenger numbers to 2015 and the resultant demand for surface access to/from the airport.  This should include an assessment of passengers' UK origin or UK destination and of the likely mode of travel. 

1.2
It should be noted that the SERAS passenger projections for Stansted require to be re-assessed because it is already clear that SERAS has under-estimated the build up of passenger numbers at Stansted.  SERAS projected that under the maximum use scenario, Stansted would reach 23 mppa in 2015.  Stansted has already reached 20 mppa and is expected to reach 23 mppa in 2005. 

 

1.3
Re-assess the SERAS projections for the number of on-site employees, employee origin (area of residence) and mode of travel.  In carrying out these assessments, consideration will need to be given to induced and attracted employees (including off-site employees in the local catchment area) and to the overall transport generative impact of airport development in the local area (not only the journeys to and from the airport.)  Parametric modelling for road traffic should be carried out in respect of a 15 mile radius of the airport terminal.

 

1.4
The impact on the overall demand for surface access transport should be modelled for 25 mppa, 35 mppa, 41 mppa and 45 mppa and, in each case, for 2006, 2009, 2012 and 2015.  For the base case scenarios, it should be assumed that there are no improvements to the road and rail infrastructure other than: 

·  
rail projects included in the 25 mppa Section 106 agreement;

·  
road projects presently set out in SERAS for the maximum use scenario;*

·  
road improvements included in DfT/Essex CC/Herts CC current plans for the strategic
road network, for completion by 2015;

·  
rail improvements included in the SRA/train operators' plans for the regional rail network for completion by 2015.

* Note: No rail projects are included in the SERAS analysis for the maximum use scenario and the
only road improvements included are very minor works within the airport perimeter.

1.5
It should be assumed, for the base case scenarios, that none of the key components of a Lo-car strategy, as set out in Section E of this paper, are introduced.

 

1.6
The impact of each of the key components of the Lo-car strategy should be modelled, in turn, to assess the effect of that component upon the projected demand for surface access and on each  mode of travel.  An overall assessment of the impact on surface access demand through implementing the entire package of measures identified in Section E of this paper should also be provided.  Again the modelling should produce projections for 25 mppa, 35 mppa, 41 mppa and 45 mppa and, in each case, for 2006, 2009, 2012 and 2015.  Classification of 'mode of travel' should accord with the SERAS classification but with an additional category for 'park-and-ride'. 

1.7
In re-assessing the SERAS projections, particular account should be taken of the conclusion of the ATWP that Stansted should not be developed as a hub airport.  The SERAS projections were predicated upon the assumption that Stansted would be developed as a hub airport and the ATWP conclusion has the significant implication of substantially increasing the proportion of passengers requiring surface access.

 

1.8
It is also important to note that mode of travel will be sensitive to the pattern of airport development and so the SERAS projections for share of mode will require to be questioned.  A pattern of development which is primarily based on very low-cost short haul leisure travel has implications for the origin and destination profile of the passengers, duration of trip and willingness to pay.  These factors will result in different surface access characteristics from those projected by SERAS.

 

1.9
If starting from scratch, a robust surface access model to cover the elements described in this section would require significant resources and take a considerable amount of time to construct.  A simpler approach, depending more on spreadsheet calculations and the adoption of established parameters, would be quicker and more economical, as a basis for testing the policy options.

 

1.10
Alternatively, it may be possible to make use of the surface access model used by SERAS but if so, it will be important to examine the key parameters and refine as necessary before using this to produce revised surface access projections for Stansted.  The 'template' used by SERAS was the Heathrow Surface Access Model (HSAM) originally developed to investigate Heathrow Express.  HSAM is a mode choice model based on 'stated preference' data which is now quite dated as well as being Heathrow focused (e.g. large mode share for black cabs).  Although SERAS used a Stansted version of HSAM, the extent to which the model was updated and modified to reflect the different characteristics of Stansted is unknown and needs to be checked.  

 

1.11
HSAM, and the Stansted version of this, were developed by MVA (transport consultants) on behalf of BAA.  Permission was given to DfT (or possibly to Halcrow) to use the model for the SERAS surface access modelling work for Stansted.  It is understood that BAA hold the copyright for the model and so BAA would need to be approached before it could be used.  We would expect BAA to agree to such use because the model is effectively in the public domain having been presented in evidence at the Heathrow T5 Public Inquiry.

1.12
If using the BAA HSAM-based model as the starting point for the modelling work for Stansted,  we would again emphasise the importance of examining the key parameters in the existing model.  Even if BAA did commission some updating of this model before it was made available for the SERAS projections, there is concern that the model may still be over-focused upon Heathrow surface access demand characteristics and upon 1991 'stated preference' data for choice of mode which is not representative of the present day situation at Stansted.  The passenger profile of Stansted is very different from that of Heathrow and it has changed markedly over the past few years, for example, becoming much less 'local'.  Unless the key parameters specifically reflect the present day demand characteristics of Stansted, there is a risk that 'stated preference' for public transport modes of surface access will be invalid.  In any event, it will be important to have an independent assessment rather than to rely upon projections based upon the developer's (i.e. BAA's) model. 

1.13
A full description of the modelling work to be carried out, and the methodologies and techniques to be used, should be prepared by the consultants and submitted with the tendering document.   

2.  Feasibility testing

2.1
Prepare more detailed proposals for the measures identified in Section E of this paper to address practical implementation aspects and to make the proposals more specific.  This should include – for example: 

· evidence of the success (or failure) of similar schemes elsewhere; 

· recommended basis for determining the appropriate level of on-airport car parking provision (for passengers and other users); 

· recommended timetable (or mppa thresholds) for the implementation of rail improvement projects;

· identification of potential sites, sizing of the site requirements and operational recommendations for park-and-ride interchanges;

· examination of the potential for linking park-and-ride interchanges to rail and/or underground connections and for using them more widely to reduce car journeys within the region;

· recommended solutions to any potential undesirable consequences of park-and-ride interchanges upon their own local areas; 

· recommended solutions to control on-street fly parking by airport users, including options for residents' parking schemes which would create minimum inconvenience and administration;  

· recommended basis for airport taxi operations to minimise 'empty running'.

2.2
The above list is for example only and is not exhaustive.  A full schedule of the further work – and level of detail – which is considered necessary in order to enable proper feasibility testing should be prepared by the consultants and submitted with the tendering document. 

2.3
Test and report upon the feasibility of the measures identified in Section E and make specific recommendations for refinement as appropriate in the light of the feasibility assessments.  In the case of the airport access levy, only a high level analysis is required because this would probably not be introduced until around 2009.  The focus should be upon a policy and regulatory analysis and a broad assessment of the likely effectiveness of an airport access levy if applied at a low of [say] £5, a mid-point of [say] £10 and a high of [say] £15 – all at current prices.

2.4
In addition to reporting quantified projections, there should be a detailed commentary on the relative environmental impacts of the measures identified in Section E and of the package of measures as a whole. 

3.  Financial Implications

3.1
Where the costs of implementing the measures identified in Section E would require to be met by the local authorities (or the regional authority) an estimate of the costs should be provided together with an indicative timetable for the incurrence of the cost.  Revenues should also be estimated, again with an indicative cash flow projection.  Estimates of costs and revenues should be provided separately for each of the measures identified in Section E and for the package of measures as a whole.  

3.2
The SERAS cost estimates should be accepted as a realistic estimate of the costs to the developer unless there is evidence to the contrary, in which case this should be reported.  

3.3
It is assumed that there should be no direct cost to central government but, again, if there is evidence to the contrary, this should be reported.

4.  Outline Implementation Plan

4.1
An implementation plan for the measures identified in Section E of this paper should be prepared showing an outline timetable and setting out the key intermediary steps (with 'by when' dates) to achieve implementation in accordance with the plan.

Completion date

The final report should be completed and submitted by [31 December 2004].
Phase 2

Immediately following the completion of the above work, a formal 'Sustainability Appraisal' should be commissioned in order to obtain an independent assessment of the implications of accepting the developer's surface access proposals compared to the implications of adopting a Lo-car strategy. 

BAA's airport masterplan for Stansted is expected to be available by 31 December 2004 and this should provide sufficient information to enable an independent Sustainability Appraisal to be carried out on the surface access proposals.  Similarly, the Phase 1 programme of work described above should also be complete by 31 December 2004.  The comparative Sustainability Appraisal can then be undertaken.

We have not set out draft terms of reference for a Sustainability Appraisal.  We understand that local authorities are entirely familiar with this type of study, as are the leading transport consultancies. 
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1  This refers to the policy document agreed by EERA in 2003 and submitted to central government.  EERA has commissioned further studies aimed at developing a more detailed Regional Transport Plan, consistent with the 2003 policy document.  


2  Derived from SERAS data: 2,400 peak hour journeys in 2002 v 7,170 peak hour journeys in 2015.  


3  CAA Passenger Survey Report 2002 and SERAS projections (see Appendix 1).  


4  'SERAS Stage Two Appraisal Findings Report’,  Halcrow (on behalf of DfT), Feb 2002 and 'Towards Sustainability', BAA, July 2003.  Note that the latter shows 10.25% of Stansted employees "not arriving by single car journey" – which suggests that car sharing accounts for 5% - i.e. if the BAA data is to be consistent with the SERAS data showing 95% of employees travel by car. 


5 ’'SERAS Stage Two Appraisal Findings Report’,  Halcrow (on behalf of DfT), Feb 2002.


6  EERA Regional Transport Strategy document, April 2003, page 75.


7  Hansard 30 June 2004  Column 119WH, The Rt Hon Alun Michael MP.  


8  'A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone' –  DTLR, 1998 


9  'The Future of Air Transport'  - DfT, December 2003 – Executive Summary


10  Ibid, Chapter 3, paragraph 6


11  ‘A Regional Air Services Study for the South East and East of England – Report on Behalf of the DETR’,  BAA, April 2001.


12  As per planning approval granted by Uttlesford District Council in May 2003, permitting the expansion of Stansted to 25 mppa.


13 The current number of employee car parking spaces at Stansted is believed to be 4,150 – the ceiling agreed for 15 mppa. 


14 42,700 spaces for 25 mppa = 1,708 spaces per mppa; pro rata = 59,780 spaces for 35 mppa.  Similarly, employee parking of 6,200 spaces for 25 mppa = 248 spaces per mppa; pro rata = 8680 spaces for 35 mppa.


15 EERA Regional Transport Strategy Document, April 2003, page 63


16 'Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport', ODPM, para 49


17 'Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport', ODPM, para 51


18 'SERAS Stage Two Appraisal Findings Report’,  Halcrow - on behalf of DfT, Feb 2002, Chapter 9.


19 CAA Passenger Survey Report 2002.  Note that, on advice from the CAA, this includes 6.4% (out of a total of 6.7%) defined as


'Other' [transport modes] having established that Stansted passengers using the temporary coach services operating during the Sunday main-line closures were classified as other. This 6.4% has been added to the 25.8% shown for rail giving a total 32.2%.


20 'The Future of Air Transport'  - DfT, December 2003 – Executive Summary.


21 Ibid, Chapter 3, paragraph 6.


22  Regional Transport Strategy policy document agreed by EERA in 2003.     


23 'A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone' –  DTLR, 1998 Chapter 3, page 72.


24  SERAS analysis - see Appendix 1 for more detail.


25  RMV Rhine-Main Regional Transit Authority (via bus/train from place of residence to the airport, both directions).


26 Chapter 4, p.105


1 'SERAS Stage Two Appraisal Findings Report', Halcrow (on behalf of DfT), Feb 2002, Chapter 9.


2  Essex County Council estimated necessary infrastructure costs of £13bn, including £10bn for the Crossrail project.


3  ‘A Regional Air Services Study for the South East and East of England – Report on Behalf of the DETR’,  BAA, April 2001.
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