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Response of BAR UK to

Stansted Generation 2 Consultation

The Board of Airline Representatives in the UK (BAR UK) represents 91 airlines which transact business in this country, and for which a list is attached.

We are pleased to be a party to the consultation process in respect of SG2. 

Textual references in this response refer to the Stansted Generation 2 consultation document issued by BAA.

A. Executive summary

1. BAR UK can offer only conditional support for the building of a second runway at Stansted. 

a) It is acknowledged that additional runway capacity is required in South East England, but providing in the first instance at Stansted does not meet the needs of our members. 

b) A second Stansted runway must not inhibit in any way the developments sought at Heathrow, not least in respect of Runway 3.

c) Even so, should BAA decide to proceed with the building of a second runway at Stansted, it must be funded independently of the airline communities at Heathrow and Gatwick. Additionally, no other special treatment should be provided eg. surface access costs.

d) Should any of the above requirements not prevail, our conditional support would be withdrawn, and be replaced by our objections to its construction.

2. The immediate priorities of our members are centred firstly on mixed mode operations at Heathrow, and then a third runway. A second runway at Gatwick would then follow as the next main priority. Amongst BAR UK members, there is generally no consensus to develop additional runway capacity at Stansted.

3. Passenger forecasts for Stansted have been omitted from the consultation document. The potential two-runway capacity of 76 million passengers per year by 2030 represents more than a threefold increase compared to today’s throughput, and represents a considerably larger figure than currently applies at Heathrow. At a time when the current runway capacity is used at just 60% of capacity, the need for a second runway has not been demonstrated.

4. The assumption that the majority of future growth at Stansted will be by low cost carriers, who would also be operating large medium-haul and long-haul aircraft, is not shared by BAR UK. Consequently, the forecast capital expenditure for SG2, for which the new terminal would have no airbridges and lounges, is queried as being under-stated.

5. BAR UK is not responding in respect of any particular runway options, or of the detailed questions concerning the environment, blight, and other important issues of a local nature. 

B. Responses and observations

B.1 The requirement for a second Stansted runway.

BAR UK is able only to provide conditional support the building of a second runway at Stansted 

Should BAA decide to proceed with the construction of a second runway at Stansted, then BAR UK would require that is financially self-sufficient. Any objective or proposal to seek funding from airlines, or their passengers, at Heathrow, Gatwick or any other airports, would be unacceptable, and the cause of the strongest possible objections.

That the Government’s aviation policy states that additional runway capacity in South East England should be first provided by a second runway at Stansted, should not be the driver for BAA to proceed, whilst ignoring the real needs of its airline customers. 

The needs of our members focus on the introduction of mixed mode operations at Heathrow, to be followed by the construction of a third runway. Their next priority would then be the construction of a second runway at Gatwick.

Our members do not have any strategic plans to expand into Stansted, which comes very low in their requirements for additional runway capacity in South East England.

B.2 Passenger forecasts

The consultation document is expansive on the different capacities offered by the variety of runway options, but fails to provide any forecasts.

Current throughput is 21.2 million passengers per annum (pppa), and the existing runway has a capacity of 35 million (refer page 9). Therefore, without any additional runway construction, there is a growth potential of 40%.

The need to expand to a capacity of either 63 mppa, or 76mppa, dependent on which runway option is chosen, has not been supported by any data. For comparison, Heathrow has a current throughput of 67.7 mppa, which could rise to 90mppa by 2030. That Stansted would grow at such a constant prolific rate by 2030 is very questionable.
That no passenger forecast of this magnitude exists is heightened by the consultation document itself. On page 63, Q15 states that airline customers need to be asked what fleet and route development they have in mind for Stansted.

This is a fundamental question that requires the answer to be known before any runway and expansion proposals are published.  This is core to the issue of whether any additional runway capacity is required at Stansted, let alone whether segregated mode or mixed mode operations should be used. 

BAA’s forecasts that 3mppa will be using Stansted by Code F aircraft (refer p20). 

Based on 650 seats per aircraft, and a constant load factor of 75%, that represents 8 inbound flight and 8 outbound flights, by A380 aircraft every day of the year. As BAA has still to seek the views of airlines as to what their future plans are, it’s difficult to accept this projection is accurate.

BAR UK contends that the business case for any of these proposals is not established.

B.3 Runway length

Purely as an observation, BAR UK notes that there are inconsistencies in respect of the aspirations BAA Stansted has for accommodating and handling long-haul traffic.

A runway length of 3500 metres is stated as being ideal (p21), and yet it is proposed that the second runway should be no longer than the current one, 3048 metres. It quotes on Page 21, ‘to the extent that commercial operations are imposed, these are likely to be relatively small and could be offset, for example, by using different aircraft types or by using another London airport’.

Such a statement is astounding, commercially at odds with itself, demonstrates that the runway length proposal is not market-led, and that BAA Stansted is prepared to see traffic turned away (presumably to another of its London airports).

B.4 Design principles

The design principles used in this consultation have all the hallmarks of trying to establish Stansted as a world leader airport in terms of passenger throughput, but on a totally inadequate budget.

It is stated on Page 41 that the budget airline sector is now responsible for accounting for over 90% of passenger traffic, and that such traffic will continue to grow. 

Moving forward from that point, the document then goes on to say ‘Given recent developments, we also believe there is an increasing likelihood that airlines will seek to adopt low-cost business models to serve medium - and long-haul markets, and that these services will operate from Stansted.

‘It means that there is a clear need for us to consider the appropriate design principles to apply in the planning of a major new development at Stansted, while drawing on our experience of delivering airport projects.’

This is an important, but debatable, assumption. It suggests that low cost carriers will be moving away from standardising their operations based on the current Boeing 737 / Airbus 320 families of aircraft, and moving up to larger aircraft of all sizes.

BAR UK contends that this scenario is not based substantiated data, and is purely conjecture. 
Further on page 41 it quotes:

· ‘minimal space provisions for the facilities that would be typically be provided by full-service airlines, such as executive lounges, and airline back office support facilities

· No provision for a dedicated transfer baggage facility to assist passengers making airside connections between flights

· No provision of air jetties to enable passengers to board aircraft directly from piers or satellites’.

Should passenger throughput of even 63mppa be achieved, then it raises the spectre that an additional 41mppa will be catered for in a passenger terminal without any airbridges, requiring all of them to either walk across busy aprons, or to use bussing procedures.

The first has considerable risks involved, and the second raises several environmental issues. 

The forecast expenditure for SG2 is predicated on the Low Cost Airlines model, with no lounges or airbridges. BAR UK believes this is not realistic, and that the ultimate expenditure required could be considerably more.

It is not explained why, in all of the options, that additional terminal capacity is not simply an extension of the existing terminal. 

Extending the current terminal has great benefits to airlines, passengers, and meters and greeters, and would make operational matters a lot simpler.

Should only 5% of all passengers be in transit, that could represent a total of 3.8 million passengers a year, all of whom would have at least to collect their baggage, go through entry and departure processes, requiring transportation of some sort to their next boarding gate. The proposed design principles go distinctly against their needs.

Conclusion

There is no consensus amongst BAR UK members that Stansted is pivotal to their future plans.

For these reasons, and observations above, BAR UK is only able to provide conditional support for the construction of a second runway at Stansted.
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	ICELANDAIR

	AER LINGUS
	IRAN AIR
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	JAPAN AIRLINES
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	JAT AIRWAYS
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	HELIOS AIRWAYS
	YEMEN AIRWAYS

	IBERIA
	


BAR UK Ltd, 5 Hobart Place LONDON SW1W 0HU
                                 Tel: 020 7393 1261          Fax: 020 7393 1206                                                     e mail: office@bar-uk.org


