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This document has been prepared by Douglas Kent on behalf of the

Essex Regional Group of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings.  It aims to provide a precis of the key arguments offered in defence of our architectural heritage against the enormous threat posed by the possible expansion of Stansted Airport.  For further information please call 01799 540105 or e-mail doug_kent.outspan@dial.pipex.com












ACTION CHECKLIST

What’s the SPAB Doing?

· At a national level the SPAB is preparing its formal response to the aviation consultation document with other amenity groups under the umbrella of the Joint Committee of National Amenity Societies.

· We are also highlighting to the public the potential large-scale heritage losses through the media, working alongside other conservation organisations.  Additionally, we lead with the airports issue as the cover story in SPAB News, Vol 24, No 2, 2003.

· The SPAB Essex Regional Group has declared its formal support for Stop Stansted Expansion’s (SSE’s) campaign, as widely reported in the local press.  SSE’s overall objective is to contain the development of Stansted Airport within tight limits that are truly sustainable and, in this way, to protect the quality of life for residents over wide areas of Essex, Hertfordshire and Suffolk, to preserve our heritage and to protect our natural environment.

· Our Regional Group is planning a series of special initiatives in association with SSE during June – the final month of the consultation – as the thrust of the campaign switches to the heritage.  In addition to organising a series of joint tours to historic buildings in the Stansted area threatened with demolition, we are also participating in the major end-of-consultation heritage event, Vanishing Villages, at Broxted on 29 June.

What Can I Do?

The future of our architectural heritage is on a knife-edge.  The campaign needs you.  You can make a difference.  The two most effective ways in which we believe you can help are to:

· Complete the Department for Transport’s questionnaire using the guidelines available from SSE on www.stopstanstedexpansion.com or 01279 870558.  Please note that the closing date for responses is 30 June 2003.
· Make your objections to airport expansion known in writing to the Secretary of State for Transport and your MP (even if you did so under the previous consultation last autumn).  Sample letters on a range of topics are available from SSE, including one on the threat to the heritage produced with SPAB assistance (www.stopstanstedexpansion.com or 01279 870558).  Photographs of endangered buildings are also available for inclusion.  Again, please note the deadline of 30 June 2003.
Additional ways you can help are to:

· Encourage your friends and colleagues to fill in the questionnaire and join in the letter-writing campaign.

· Register on-line as a supporter of SSE.  This will enable you to receive regular news updates via e-mail.  It’s also free of charge and adds weight to SSE’s position with the Government and the media.

· Become a full member of SSE for £10.  Your subscription will help finance the campaign and you’ll be kept up to date with developments by post and e-mail.

· Make a donation to SSE’s fighting fund, however small – every little counts!

· Support or assist with the organisation of SSE/SPAB fundraising events.

· Encourage your local council to formally support SSE’s campaign.

· Lend a hand with at an SSE action stall, arranged around the region to raise awareness of the potential scale of the destruction from airport expansion and to stimulate action from the public.

· Display posters, make poster boards, deliver leaflets and stuff envelopes.

· Volunteer for door-to-door campaigning.

· Complain of aircraft noise and poor air quality, following the advice issued by SSE.

For further details on how you can help the Essex Regional Group/SSE campaign over the next few months, please contact Douglas Kent on 01799 540105 or at doug_kent.outspan@dial.pipex.com.





‘A visit to Bedfont, Feltham, Stanwell or Heston in the once glorious county of Middlesex will show you what these villages of the Essex and Hertfordshire borders could become.  No photographs and no words can express the unparalleled din that goes with an airport.  Had this been deserted country, moorland or marsh there might be some excuse.  But it is a quiet, prosperous, agricultural area of old stone and flint churches, pargetted cottages with red tiled roofs, spreading farms and gabled manor houses, little hills, elms, oaks, willowy streams and twisty lanes leading to towns of renowned beauty as Thaxted and Saffron Walden.  The very fact that this country is so gentle, unobvious and typical of the best of England makes it all the more important that, being so near to London, it is preserved from noise and “development”.’





John Betjeman, Poet Laureate and SPAB Committee member, writing in October 1967 when the area was under the same dire threat as today





‘Can there be another part of England richer in vernacular architecture than this?  Here you will find a wealth of country houses of moderate size of great architectural and historic interest, sparkling villages each one looking as though it had just won the best kept village competition, and a marvellous collection of smaller houses and cottages, mostly spick and span, some with great brick Tudor chimneys, some with black-boarded dormers with red tiled roofs and white painted windows, and half-timbered houses in stripy black and white.  Here are trim grass verges, ponds and ducks, close-shaved village greens with walnut trees and pubs, cricket fields, moated houses, mottes and baileys.  As for churches, where would you find so many in such variety in such a compass, and all tended so lovingly?  There are churches of flint, or chequer of chalk and flint, there are churches of brick, and some even of pebbles, there are churches with spires, and churches with squat towers and spiky leaden fleches so typical of Hertfordshire…’





Professor Sir Colin Buchanan, one of the country’s foremost authorities on land use planning, on the richness of the architectural heritage in the vicinity of Stansted (The Stansted Controversy: No Way to the Airport, 1981)








The Government posits that a massive growth in runway capacity is required to underpin the nation’s continued economic vitality but fails to recognise that at grave risk from airport expansion is another key indicator of any nation’s vitality – its heritage.  The much-loved historic structures around Stansted provide a real sense of local identity, as well as homes to many families who have lived in them for generations.  Although these buildings have withstood the vicissitudes of war, the worst excesses of 19th and 20th century industrialisation and pre-date by far the advent of the aeroplane, the Government now appears willing to sacrifice them for short-term expediency and cheap flights.  It is incredulous that we arrived at a situation whereby the destruction of such a rich and storeyed architectural legacy has become a question of ‘options’ rather than principles.  The proposals being advanced by the Government reveal a complete disregard for ancient buildings and the communities that cherish them.  Our historic inheritance should be valued and protected, not obliterated.





Under planning law, proposals for the demolition of listed buildings or those seriously affecting scheduled sites are normally only granted consent in cases where the buildings are exceptionally and severely devalued, for example by having been almost wholly destroyed in a fire, or having become so decayed that they have lost everything of historic interest; and almost never when the building is in sound condition as is the case with the vast majority, if not all, of those identified as at risk near Stansted.  In the worst case, the number of statutorily protected buildings that would be lost for the enlargement of Stansted Airport equates roughly to the total number of demolition applications in the whole of England and Wales annually.  We know of no case, including the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, where the potential impact on the historic environment has been so drastic.  The sheer scale of possible damage to sound historic buildings in the vicinity of Stansted should be wholly unacceptable, as it would be under any other commercial or private development.





Dozens of older buildings and structures that are in danger are unlisted but none the less form a valuable part of the overall historic environment.  Under the current proposals these would be razed to the ground as whole settlements are literally wiped off the map.  If two or three extra runways were added, for instance, the 19th century-Ebenezer Chapel would be lost as the hamlet of Molehill Green is swallowed up within the boundary of the sprawling airport.  The imposition of one or three additional runways would eradicate the Victorian model farm at Moor End.  None of these buildings should be seen as dispensable.





The historic environment is a finite resource that cannot be replaced once it is lost.  The enormity of the damage to our old buildings and landscape is hard to take seriously if the Government’s commitment to sustainable development is to have any meaning.  It is clearly unsustainable to destroy the architectural heritage that represents centuries of evolution of our communities and cannot be replaced.  Just as the owners of listed buildings have responsibility as custodians of the country’s heritage on behalf of future generations, so too do ministers.








The Architectural Heritage of the Stansted Area: What We Could Lose





In 2002, the Government published a series of ‘options’ for the dramatic expansion of runway capacity in the UK, with a rash of new runways concentrated in the south-east.  At Stansted, the Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) consultation document anticipates up to three additional runways, increasing passenger numbers from 12 million a year in 2000 to 122 million by 2030, and creating an airport twice the size of Heathrow.  This is to accommodate a ten-fold increase in traffic, or as many as 196 flights per hour.





Under proposals contemplated, the Stansted area would be ravished.  No less than 64 grade II listed buildings, one grade II* and three scheduled ancient monuments could be demolished.  Three extra runways at Stansted would mean the destruction of 326 homes, one grade II* listed building and 64 grade II listed buildings.  Two scheduled ancient monuments (Waltham Manor and The Grange) would also disappear forever, even if only one extra runway were to be added.  Under the proposals for three extra runways, Takeley Priory, a scheduled monument within the grounds of grade I listed Warish Hall, could also vanish.  With one new runway 29 listed buildings would still be pulled down, and with two more runways one grade II* and 50 grade II listed buildings would go.  The total number of homes demolished would be 111 and 205 respectively 





The listed buildings facing outright demolition include numerous thatched and timber-framed houses (ranging in date from the 15th to 19th century), a pub, a dozen barns, various other agricultural buildings (such as cartsheds, granaries and a byre), a stable and even a gate of special note.





Fifteen Reasons Why the SPAB Strongly Opposes Further Runways at Stansted





The enormity of the damage that could be visited upon the country’s architectural heritage for airport expansion cannot be overestimated and amounts to the greatest single threat to historic buildings since the Second World War.  The SPAB contends that in terms of the number and variety of distinctive communities and villages affected, as well as the list of isolated buildings of note, plans for Stansted would, arguably, have the broadest impact of any of the airport plans under consideration.





Even under the options of one or two extra runways at Stansted the cost to the heritage would be extreme, and should certainly not be portrayed as an acceptable compromise that somehow balances heritage concerns with the needs of airlines.  The area around Stansted is wonderfully rich in history – in both individual buildings, sites and settlements.  It is particularly ill-suited to further airport expansion.





‘These old buildings do not belong to us only; …they have belonged to our forefathers, and they will belong to our descendants unless we play them false.  They are not in any sense our property to do as we like with.  We are only trustees for those that come after us.’





The famous words of William Morris, founder of the SPAB, at the Society’s AGM in 1889





‘I imagine that most people when going round some historic house are overcome with the thought that they walk upon floors, touch walls and doors, see galleries and chambers which people generations back, perhaps very famous people, were familiar with.  Associations of this kind play as important a role in our desire to preserve historic buildings as does architectural merit.  But what is Britain if it is not a great house upon whose floor, over two thousand years of recorded history and far beyond that as the evidence from prehistoric times is slowly pieced together, our forebears in their millions have walked and built and left their mark?  It is an historic house.  Every acre has some secret to yield.  Like all historic houses it requires to be looked after, cherished, and permanent changes made only after the deepest consideration.  It is our one and only enduring asset, our home, and there is nowhere else to go.  Nobody is going to rehouse us if we make a mess of this one.’


 


Professor Sir Colin Buchanan, one of the country’s foremost authorities on land use planning, on the richness of the architectural heritage in the vicinity of Stansted (The Stansted Controversy: No Way to the Airport, 1981)








‘Unless we realise at once what is happening and make up our minds to put an end to these horrors, beautiful England will soon be no more than a ghost haunting libraries and art galleries.’





J B Priestley, author and SPAB member, on development and urban sprawl (Britain and the Beast, 1937)





‘Stansted would become by far the largest airport in the UK and one of the largest airports in the world.  There would be butchery of 1 000 hectares (2 500 acres) of attractive unspoiled, rolling, rural countryside of Essex located in an area of Special Landscape Value with its streams and valleys, woodlands, ancient hedgerows, magnificent farms and listed and other important buildings.  The provision of an airport with a capacity of 25mppa would be burden enough, but to double the area to be taken as well as the capacity, would be to impose upon the inhabitants of Stansted an unprecedented visual, environmental and ecological disaster with the most grave consequences for agriculture.’





Inspector Graham Eyre QC, the last Planning Inspector to consider the expansion of Stansted, (from The Airports Enquiries 1981-3, Chapter 51, 3.11).  This was the conclusion he reached on the proposal then for just one extra runway.  With two or three more runways the disaster would be compounded





‘To go to one place and dramatically make it the biggest airport in England or the world, which is what they are proposing (at Stansted) – is ridiculous.  It’s out of scale with the geography and architecture of the area and a lot of people are very, very upset.’





Jamie Oliver, television chef and owner of 16th century listed house at nearby Clavering





‘We in north Essex are absolutely heartbroken at the idea of our beautiful countryside being smothered by the concrete of more runways at Stansted Airport and at the thought of age old churches and beautiful old houses being destroyed to make way for them.’





Lady Butler of Saffron Walden in 2002 in a letter to the Secretary of State for Transport





‘What I find incomprehensible is that the Transport Secretary, Alistair Darling, who is, as a solicitor, more aware than most of the importance of justice and human rights, should be prepared to advance, presumably for serious consideration, proposals for Stansted that would lead to the destruction of many listed buildings, large areas of the countryside and make even more intolerable than it is now the intrusion into the basic right of those in this area to live in peace.’





Peter Carter-Ruck, leading libel lawyer and member of SSE legal committee, quoted in London Evening Standard, 2002





‘The value of heritage and the role it plays in enriching us all is often disregarded by governments in their drive to satisfy business interests.  The region would be a poorer place and significantly less attractive to both local people and tourists if we were to allow these treasures to disappear or be degraded by the imposition of the world’s largest airport at Stansted.’





Norman Mead, Chairman of SSE, in response to the SPAB declaring its support for SSE’s campaign against any extra runways at Stansted








AIRPORTS – THE GREATEST THREAT TO HISTORIC BUILDINGS SINCE THE WAR





The Architectural Heritage of the Stansted Area: What We Have





The area around Stansted is defined by the remarkable quality of its historic buildings.  As evidence of this, there are 35 Conservation Areas in the Uttlesford district and about 3 500 listed buildings or groups of buildings identified on the statutory list.  Though only one of 14 districts in Essex, Uttlesford contains about 30% of its listed buildings.  The number of listed buildings in the district per square mile is, in fact, 67% above the average in Essex as a whole, yet the district is amongst the least densely developed.  Essex itself is one of the most richly endowed of all English counties, despite common stereotype views to the contrary.  The conservation areas and listed buildings that are so prevalent in the district therefore represent a significant part of our national heritage.





These bare facts and figures fail to do justice to the beauty and historical associations of the Stansted area.  A feature of the listed buildings within the district is the wide variation in both their age and the use of vernacular materials.  Clay tile and long straw thatch are used as roof materials.  In fact, the wealth of buildings thatched in long straw is large enough to constitute a cluster of regional architectural importance.  Timber-framed buildings predominate, frequently with old wattle and daub infill panels retained.  Alternatively, some early vernacular buildings are constructed of brick, stone, flint or unfired earth.  External finishes provide excellent examples of pargetting and weatherboarding.  Over 40% of listed buildings in our environs date from the 17th century but every period of architecture is represented from the Norman Conquest onwards, spanning 1 000 years of human endeavour.





Whilst fine churches and moated farmhouses exemplify Uttlesford’s grade I and II* buildings, many of our Grade II buildings have been listed as relatively unaltered examples of more humbler types, such as cottages, modest barns and other agricultural structures that so characterise this part of rural Essex.  There are also unlisted buildings of merit, mainly from the mid-19th to early 20th century, which are substantially unaltered and constructed in a vernacular tradition of materials contemporary with their age, thereby contributing greatly to the local historic scene.  An intricate network of isolated buildings, villages and small towns has typified this area for centuries.





Uttlesford’s rich architectural heritage is central to its quality of life in general.  In a recent survey of 376 local authority areas conducted for The Sunday Times by Experian, the global information solutions company, north-west Essex was described as ‘utopia off the M11’ and judged to offer by far the best quality of life in the whole of England and Wales.











We are not anti-aviation but believe that the area has already conceded significant heritage losses and intrusion over the past 15 to 20 years to accommodate the expansion of Stansted Airport and can absorb little further development without severe environmental consequences.  Every new runway that is constructed is effectively the equivalent of a new airport when the accompanying services and infrastructure are taken into account.  Enough compromises and have ready been made and a line must now be drawn to contain the size of Stansted Airport within tight limits that are truly sustainable.  We need only look at the example of Heathrow to see a despairing glimpse of what could result otherwise over the next few decades.  ‘To be in Heathrow is to be in the historic bosom of the British Isles, with its pure sweet air of tranquillity…in interest it is unapproachable in the land,’ wrote a Mr J Pendle in the 1930’s.  The further expansion now planned at Heathrow could soon complete its metamorphosis into a total environmental imbroglio.





It is not possible to expand airport capacity while minimising environmental damage; in particular, the scope for ameliorating the effect on the historic environment by re-erecting a small proportion of the most important buildings is extremely limited, and will almost always be both technically and philosophically highly problematical.  Relocation can take two forms - the most technically difficult, expensive and least common is by undermining the building and lifting it whole to a new site.  What is much more usually meant is dismantling the building and re-erecting a replica using a proportion of the materials salvaged from the original.  On the face of it this may seem easier with timber-framed buildings, but the loss of historic fabric and identity is inevitable however carefully it is done.  Equally important is the removal of the structure from its historic context and setting, inevitably destroying the link between it and its historic site, and in the process seriously detracting from its value and interest.





Just as significant is the dramatic degradation of the ancient and intricate web of villages, hamlets and isolated buildings that characterise the countryside beyond the perimeter of the new runways at Stansted.  This largely falls outside the planning system but over time this insidious process can be as destructive as more direct threats.  For example, at Tilty is a church of monastic origin and outstanding architectural quality that would survive but be virtually at the threshold of at least one new runway, rendering its future use near impossible.  At Chickney, the tiny Saxon church dating from Saxon times would also be left standing only to have its setting irretrievably compromised too.  Noise and pollution are likely to jeopardise the continued use of and care for many more historic buildings outside the area of immediate land-grab.  Additionally, their special interest would be vastly diminished by the new housing, warehousing and transport infrastructure associated with airport expansion, and their historic setting transformed by the desecration of ancient woodlands, historic parkland, medieval boundary banks, broad byways and narrow enclosed high-banked lanes that are inseparable elements of the landscape in north-west Essex and east Hertfordshire.





Development will not only encroach on the historic atmosphere within immediate sight of Stansted airport but will erode the character of ancient buildings, hamlets and settlements much further afield.  To give just one example, planes ‘stacking’ as far away as Dedham Vale will shatter the tranquillity of Constable and Gainsborough Country.  Vast swathes of Essex, Hertfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Suffolk would be blighted forever by progressive urbanisation and airport-induced development.  This corner of England would become part of an amorphous, straggling urban-industrial complex.








The whole basis of the proposals is misconceived - that of uncontrolled growth in demand for air travel, and commercial pressure from airports for unrelenting expansion.  The SPAB does not believe the case for a massive increase in runway capacity in the UK is justified or somehow represents ‘progress’.  The figures for a huge growth in flights are based on an assumption that the aviation industry will continue to offer artificially cheap fares based on heavy subsidies from the taxpayer.  This is despite enormous social and environmental damage.  Not only do Government plans constitute the biggest threat to our architectural heritage since the war, entire sub-regions would suffer increased congestion, rising crime and greater pollution.  Further, aircraft emissions are the fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions.





The development of a proper integrated transport policy and adoption of a more sustainable approach to air travel would reduce the need for additional runway capacity.  As with road congestion, the case for abandoning the discredited ‘predict and provide’ policy is self-evident.  Demand must be managed by auctioning landing slots and introducing a fair tax regime, with the resulting revenue used to promote high-speed rail in place of short-haul flights.  Further, this could be achieved with little or no increase in airfares because the Government forecasts that prices would otherwise fall by 1 % per year for the next 30 years.  The rise in tax would merely offset this.





We believe many of the economic arguments for unchecked expansion put forward in the consultation document are weak.  If the Government sets out on a path that will lead to the destruction of even a single listed building it must be sure of its facts.  Scores of historic buildings are threatened yet there is little evidence that more aviation will be good for the economy.  Research shows that aviation encourages companies and tourists to spend more abroad, and present proposals would exacerbate regional economic imbalance across the UK.  Furthermore, the consultation document overlooks the contribution of the heritage to the balance of payments.  The recent State of the Historic Environment Report reveals that 37% of overseas visitors in 1996 specifically mentioned visiting historic sites as an important reason for coming here. It would be ironic to destroy significant parts of our rich cultural heritage for a dubious projected growth in air traffic. We should not tolerate such appalling destruction simply to prevent the UK aviation industry slipping slightly down the international pecking order, or to allow airports to expand as best suits them.





This is a tremendous opportunity for the Government to exercise ‘parental’ responsibility and show leadership instead of pandering to the interests of the aviation lobby.  Whitehall presents its case for a dramatic expansion of runway capacity as a measured response to a pressing demand from industry yet plays down the heavy environmental and social toll and fails to consider the real alternative solutions that exist.  It must surely be time for ministers to offer a fresh vision and take an independent stance rather than conniving with the aviation industry in the destruction of our heritage.





Three separate public enquiries since the war have concluded that a second runway should never be built at Stansted.  The most recent of these described the prospect of a two-runway airport at Stansted as ‘an unprecedented and wholly unacceptable major environmental and visual disaster’.  The latest proposals are potentially much more serious for the built and natural environment and should also be rejected.  Instead of rehashing old ideas, the Government should be thinking more radically about proper long-term solutions that do not depend on destroying our precious heritage.





Conclusion





The enormous damage that could be inflicted upon our heritage by the airport expansion schemes ‘optioned’ in the DfT’s current consultation document for aviation represents the greatest threat to historic buildings since the Second World War.  The Government should recognise that this is too high a price to pay for unsustainable cheap flights, and think again.





‘In terms of the number and variety of distinct communities and villages affected, as well as the list of isolated buildings of note, plans for Stansted, Essex, would, arguably, have the broadest impact of any of the airport plans under consideration.’





SPAB News, Volume 24, Number 2, 2003.  The SPAB considers that expansion schemes ‘optioned’ in the Government’s consultation document for aviation represent the greatest threat to historic buildings since the Second World War.





The future of our architectural heritage is on a knife-edge.  The campaign needs you.  You can make a difference. The Government has promised to consider ‘reasonable’ alternatives to their plans.  Overleaf we list ways in which you can help us change their mind.  Time is short, so please act now!
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