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1
Introduction

1.1
Climate change ranks very high indeed as a UK government policy issue embracing very strong policy commitments to reduce greenhouse gases (so-called mitigation) so that we can avoid the worst consequences of climate change.  The science of climate change is clear that anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (i.e. those generated by human activity) are contributing to increases in atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases (GHG)  including carbon dioxide (CO2) and that there is a powerful case for reducing these emissions.  Internationally this has been put very clearly indeed by the Tällberg Foundation in Sweden:
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Source:

Ekman, Rockstrom and Wijkman (2008) Grasping the Climate Crisis, Tällberg Foundation, Stockholm, Sweden

http://www.tallbergfoundation.org/Portals/0/Documents/Grasping_the_climate_crisis.pdf
1.2
An article by 29 of the world’s leading climate scientist published in the journal Nature in 2010 identified 9 “planetary boundaries” that should not be crossed if we are to avoid drastic consequences in terms of biodiversity, weather, food production and the continuation of liveability for our species on planet Earth.  The article concluded that the safe limit (i.e. the planetary boundary) for climate change was 350ppm of CO2 in the atmosphere and this has now been breached.  Dealing with this breach (mitigation) requires significant reductions in CO2 emissions and on current evidence we are not performing well on these reduction targets and projects like the HM6L are building into the system future increases in CO2 emissions.
1.3
The consequences of failing to meet appropriate CO2 reduction targets are very serious indeed.  They include an increase in the frequency and severity of severe weather events, floods, disruption to transport systems, loss of agricultural productivity and large public and private financial losses in an era of fiscal restraint and in the context of reduced insurance cover.  
2
UK and European Union policy on CO2 reductions
2.1
The UK is the first country in the world to put climate change on a statutory basis through an Act of Parliament and this is a measure of the high importance given to climate change in this country:
“The Climate Change Act 2008 made the UK the first country in the world to have a legally binding long-term framework to cut carbon emissions. It also created a framework for building the UK’s ability to adapt to climate change”
Source:
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climate/government/
and

“We are already seeing the effects of climate change. There has been a clear decreasing trend in Arctic summer sea ice levels since records began in 1979. Sea levels around the UK rose by 10cm during the 20th century. The earth’s surface has warmed by about 0.4°C on average since the 1970s. In 160 years of records, the 10 hottest years have all been since 1997.”
“The main cause of this warming is the emission of “greenhouse gases”, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane and nitrous oxide. Human activity over the past 250 years, including the burning of fossil fuels, land use change, and agriculture, has increased the concentration of greenhouse gases in the earth’s atmosphere. As these gases build up in the atmosphere, they strengthen what is known as the ‘“greenhouse effect’”. 
Source:

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climate/mitigating/
2.2
The Climate Change Act (2008)

The Climate Change Act 2008 establishes a long-term framework to tackle climate change. The Act aims to encourage the transition to a low-carbon economy in the UK through unilateral legally binding emissions reduction targets. This means a reduction of at least 34 percent in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 and at least 80 percent by 2050. Introducing these carbon budgets now will ensure we meet the targets for 2050 and beyond.

Each carbon budget covers a five-year period. The first three carbon budgets were set in law in Spring 2009, and run from 2008-12, 2013-17, 2018-22; the fourth, running from 2023-2027, was set in law at the end of June 2011.

By setting the trajectory to our 2020 and 2050 targets through carbon budgets, we can provide a clear, credible, long-term framework for the move to a low-carbon UK economy, and give businesses and individuals the direction and certainty they need to play their part.

Source:

http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/emissions/carbon_budgets/carbon_budgets.aspx
2.3 The NPPF directly cites the 2008 Climate Change Act as a relevant consideration in decision making.  This done in a footnote to paragraph 94.  This has the effect of making the objective of a 80% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions by 2050 clearly relevant to the discharge of the duty of planning authorities and the Planning inspectorate to shape a policy that reduces CO2 emissions.  The NPPF was published on 27th March 2012 and has immediate effect  (letter to all local planning authorities dated 27th March 2012 from the Chief Planner, Steve Quartermain)
2.4 Para 94 of the NPPF says:
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http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf
And Note 16
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2.5
The European Commission has set a target of a 60% reduction on a 1990 base in greenhouse gases from the transport sector to be achieved by 2050 (European Union, 2011 and Environment Agency, 2011).  The 60% cut on a 1990 base corresponds to a 70% cut below 2008 levels.  The view of the Agency is that reductions of this scale cannot be achieved by technological means alone:
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Source: European Environnent Agency (2011), page 5
EU wide data show a 27% increase in GHG emissions (1990-2012)
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A 27% increase in these emissions over the last 20 years does not bode well for a 60% decrease by 2050.

2.6
UK data on transport CO2 emissions is detailed in the DfT publication, Transport statistics Great Britain, 2011
http://assets.dft.gov.uk/statistics/tables/env0202.xls
and summarised here

CO2 emissions from domestic road transport, 1990-2009, excluding aviation and rail (millions of tonnes)

	
	1990
	2000
	2009

	Domestic road
	109.4
	116.0
	112.5

	All sources domestic
	589.7
	549.4
	473.7


2.7
GB domestic road transport emissions have increased by 2.8% in the period 1990-2009.  A 60% reduction on 1990 level to be achieved by 2050 means that 2050 emissions would have to be reduced by 65.64 million tonnes (a 60% reduction) to 43.76 million tonnes.  Given the scale of population increases forecast for 2050, a general rise in income and strong element of adding extra road capacity with its proven links with generating extra vehicle trips and distances travelled the planning system is currently locking us into a high carbon future contrary to policy.  The HM6L is a perfect text book example of a project that adds to CO2 emissions and locks us into a high carbon future.  Given the EEA view that technology alone cannot deliver CO2 reductions (mitigation), it will at best be very tough to achieve the 43.76 million tonne reduction target with a very good chance that we will miss reduction targets. This in turn means that it will be very tough to impossible to keep climate change within the limits that stand a good chance of avoiding catastrophic consequences.  Transport mitigation (i.e. reduction) is crucial to this task and the definition and delivery of non-road building solutions to transport problems is central to success.
2.8
The HM6L is a critical test of UK governemnt commitment to achieve its own Climate Change targets and of its ability to deliver EU targets.  Failure is not an option.

2.9
For the avoidance of doubt it is my view that a decision to proceed with the HM6L is a major blow for the combined efforts of governments, businesses, stakeholders and citizens to get to grips with climate change and to deliver a low carbon economy.  It is simply not possible to have our cake and eat it
3
What is the impact of the HM6L on CO2 emissions and climate change?
3.1
Lancashire County Council has produced two very different set of numbers that describe the impact of the HM6L on CO2 emissions.  A summary of the two sets of information is reproduced in Appendix 1 to aid discussion.  The key numbers are summarised below:

Summary of CO2 data from Lancashire County Council ES documentation, 2005 and 2011.  All data on CO2 is tonnes pa.

	
	2005 ES
	2011 ES

	
	
	

	Total CO2 emissions from the Lancaster existing road network
	371,000 (Note 1)
	41,000 (Note 2)

	2010 DM
	448,000
	49,000  (Note 3)

	2010 DS
	471,000
	54,000

	DM-DS difference
	23,000
	5,000

	DM-DS difference as %
	+5.1%
	+10.2%

	
	
	

	2025 DM
	574,000
	

	2025 DS
	600,000
	

	DM-DS difference
	26,000
	

	DM-DS difference as %
	4.5%
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Sources:  these are documented in Appendix 1

Notes

1 
Data is 2001

2
Data is taken from table 7.4.33 in 2011 ES (full details in Appendix 1).  The DM and DS scenarios do not specify year of opening or design year so we do not know what year the numbers refer to

3
In an e-mail dated 3.5.12 from Lancashire County Council it is stated  that the 2011 ES uses a base year of 2008 for CO2 emissions and 2015 for DM/DS.  This information was contained in a technical note from Jacobs Engineering and this is attached in full to this submission as Appendix 2.

3.2
There are a number of problems with reconciling these two sets of calculations, both of which were made by the promoter.  The very large difference between 371,000 tonnes of CO2 and 41,000 tonnes is unexplained and the numbers used in the 2005 and 2011 ES documents for total emissions from the highway system of the Lancaster district do not tally with published governmental sources for the same data.  Government data are presented in paragraph 3.6
3.3
The very large differences in DM-DS totals and comparisons are also unexplained as are the reasons for the doubling of the percentage change are unexplained.
3.4
These are such serious matters of concern that I e-mailed the senior project officer, Steven McCreesh, on 19th April 2012 to request clarification on CO2 data with the intention of identifying common ground and saving time at the hearings in July.  Information on CO2 emissions was received at 1722 on 3rd May and at the time of writing this submission is still being evaluated.
3.5
There is a methodological problem with CO2 emissions in the context of road schemes.  Estimates of CO2 emissions in the Do Minimum (DM) scenario i.e. no HM6L play a significant part in evaluating the scale of any increase in the DS estimate i.e. the emissions that will be generated if the road is built.  If the DM estimate is high this will have the effect of reducing the difference between DM and DS.  Another way to express this problem of DM-DS comparison is to highlight the view that if the full range of smarter choices including work place travel plans and park and ride schemes had been implemented in the period 2000-2010 then the CO2 emissions in a DM scenario would be very much smaller than currently reported and the potential for any calculation of DS emissions to reduce them further would be very much reduced.  A new road would actually encourage newly generated traffic and add to CO2 emissions and would show that a DS scenario worsens by a large margin the CO2 emissions in a DM scenario.  
3.6
The DM estimate at the time of the 2007 public inquiry was 448,000 tonnes in 2010.  Actual data from the Department of Energy and Climate Change shows the following results for the area covered by Lancaster City Council:
Lancaster City Council area, local authority road CO2 emissions excluding motorways (thousands of tonnes)

	
	Kt CO2 from road transport
	Kt CO2 all sources

	2005
	94
	1107

	2006
	88
	1067

	2007
	88
	1037

	2008
	85
	1056

	2009
	83
	965


Source:
http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/stats/climate-change/2751-local-and-regional-co2-emissions-estimates.xls#Index!A1
3.7
The road transport CO2 data in these official DECC statistics (Department of Energy and Climate Change) do not correspond with the data in the 2011 ES statement.  DECC data show that total CO2 emissions from road transport in the Lancaster City Council area were 83,000 tonnes in 2009 and County Council data show 41,000 tonnes.  This is a very large discrepancy and remains unexplained.

3.8
Lancaster’s CO2 emissions have declined in total and in the road transport sector in the period 2005-2009.  The DECC report comments on this decline
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Source:  DECC 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/stats/climate-change/2750-statistical-summary-la-co2-emissions.pdf
4
Can the planning system support a key policy objective of the UK governemnt?

4.1
So far I have presented evidence that demonstrates the significance of the threat associated with CO2 emissions and their impact on climate change.  I have shown that the UK government has taken a world-leading position with the Climate Change Act (2008) to deal with this problem and has made legally binding commitments to reduce these emissions.  Lancashire County Council has produced data to show that the HM6L will increase these emissions and I am asking the Commissioner to reject the HM6L proposal on the grounds that adding CO2 emissions to our inventory at a time when there are powerful and persuasive arguments in favour of reducing these emissions is perverse and contrary to government policy.  The perverseness is accentuated by the fact that there low carbon alternatives to the high carbon offer represented by the HM6L.
4.2
This logic was put very clearly and succinctly by the Inspector who conducted the public inquiry into the Thames Gateway Bridge proposal in London and I cannot put it better than the Inspector when he reported in para 9.382 that even “a small increase offers no assistance in achieving a reduction to which the Government has made a commitment”:

[image: image10.png]Global warming and climate change
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Objectors contend that the possibility of climate change is increasingly
recognised. The predicted effects in London include summer droughts,
increased risk of flooding, more smogs and more smog-related illness such
as asthma. Carbon dioxide is a principal greenhouse gas, believed to cause
climate change when present in the atmosphere [6.589].

The 2003 Energy White Paper committed the UK to put itself on a path
towards a reduction in carbon dioxide emissions of some 60% from current
levels by about 2050. PPSI also notes the importance of climate change
impacts. Nevertheless, carbon dioxide emissions have risen since 1997
[6.590].

The DFT priorities for 2005 to 2008 include, jointly with DEFRA and the DTI,
reduction in greenhouse gases in accordance with the Kyoto Agreement and
other targets. The Transport White Paper of 2004 sets out Government
targets for the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by surface transport
[6.591]. Thus the issue of climate change has been recognised as
increasingly important in the period since the ES was published [6.592].
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The estimated proportion of all greenhouse gas emissions in the UK that
comes from transport varies according to the views of different estimators,
but is generally thought to lie in a range between about 21% and about
32%. Private cars account for about 10% of UK carbon dioxide emissions
[6.593, 6.595].
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Carbon dioxide reduction from transport is possible to the level required by
national policy, but it would require behavioural change. TfL's evidence is
that the scheme would result in the emission of an additional 55,000 tonnes
of carbon dioxide in 2016 [6.596].

TAL respond that this is only an increase of 0.4% across the study area
[6.1058]. Even if it were doubled, it would be less than 1%.

It seems to me that even a small increase offers no assistance in achieving
a reduction to which the Government has made a commitment.




Source:

[image: image13.png]REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THE SECRETARY OF
‘STATE FOR TRANSPORT - THE THAMES GATEWAY BRIDGE INQUIRY




http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/64/InspectorsReport_id1512064.pdf
4.3
A similar point was made by Paul Stinchcombe of 4-5 Grays Inn Sq (now a QC but not at the time of the Stansted Public Inquiry).  The following submission was made to the Inspector at Stansted on 30th May 2007 on the subject of carbon emission and on the importance of taking it into account in planning procedures as a material consideration:
29. We invite you in particular, to reject the two arguments advanced in Mr Rhodes’ evidence
 for ignoring the carbon emissions of the Appellant’s proposed increase in aviation: first, that climate change is not an issue to be addressed in individual planning applications because the effect on global temperatures of any individual proposal, even the thousand of additional flights that the Appellant proposes, would be insignificant; and second, that aviation emissions are properly to be addressed by other means in any event, the introduction of aviation into international carbon emissions trading as contemplated by The Future of Air Transport Progress Report
. 

30. So far as the first argument is concerned, Mr Rhodes is simply wrong. The carbon emissions of any proposed development is manifestly a material planning consideration to be taken into account when deciding whether or not it should be permitted.  Moreover, it is especially so in an application such as this, whereby permission is sought to increase aviation - known to be a major contributor to global warming.  In particular, the proposed expansion at Stansted would emit in the range of 2.124m tonnes to 4.248m tonnes of additional CO2e (carbon dioxide equivalent)
.  Quite simply, that has to be a relevant consideration to take into account, given the consistent thrust of every recent policy document - that global warming is a threat of such gravity that we must make decisions now to dramatically reduce emissions, not increase them incrementally.  

31. Indeed, Mr Rhodes’ first argument is a paradigm of the incrementalist approach which so threatens the environment.  Rather than take into account the carbon emissions of all proposed developments, he would have us take into account the carbon emissions of none since individually they will make no measurable difference to world temperatures.  

32. The Government will not achieve its carbon emissions targets that way.  It might, however, if it decides not to pander to the unconstrained demand to fly, but seek instead to test rigorously any such proposal against the evidence adduced in each particular case of economic need and benefit.

Source:

Opening submission on behalf of Stop Stansted Expansion at the public inquiry on 30th May 2007.  Planning Inspectorate ref:  APP/C1570/A/06/2032278

4.4
The Inspector’s conclusion on the Thames Gateway Bridge at Paragraph 9.382 
and the barrister’s submission at the Stansted public inquiry in 2007 support 
the case I am making at these hearings into the proposed HM6L.
5
WebTag and CO2 emissions in the case of the HM6L

5.1
The documentation supplied by Lancashire County Council in support of the 
HM6L does not follow WebTag guidance on climate change.  WebTag 
guidance relevant to climate change is clearly explained in:

The Greenhouse Gases sub-objective, Unit 3.3.5d, Draft, May 2011

http://www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/documents/expert/pdf/unit3_3_5-GHG-05-12.pdf
Note on “draft” from the DfT Webtag web page on 3.5.5d

This is an 'In Draft' Unit.

'In Draft' Units will not be changed significantly before they become definitive. Users can, therefore, use the guidance in 'In Draft' Units for sensitivity tests or to plan future work with confidence.

Updated: May 2011

5.2
There are several important omissions in Lancashire County Council 
documentation that flow from the lack of conformity with WebTag guidance 
and these omissions mean that the climate change consequences and 
implications of the HM6L cannot be properly scrutinised by objectors, 
inspectors or examiners.

5.3
For the purposes of this submission I would like to draw the attention of the 
Examiner to 1.5.10 of the Webtag guidance referred to above.  Lancashire 
County Council has not followed this guidance.
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5.4
It is very important that the evidence to be assessed as part of arriving at a 
decision about the HM6L should be based on the five yearly carbon budget 
periods as described in 1.5.10 (ii) above.  Not to do so would damage the 
efficacy and purpose of the Climate Change Act (2008) and statute takes 
precedence over any other consideration.

5.5
For the avoidance of doubt it is clear that WebTag guidance should be 
followed:

“The guidance should be seen as a requirement for all projects/studies that require government approval. For projects/studies that do not require government approval TAG should serve as a best practice guide.”

Source:

http://www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/
6
Conclusion

6.1
The planning system should do all in its power to support the overall UK policy objective of an 80% reduction in greenhouse gases by 2050 and the European Union policy objective for the transport sector of a 60% reduction in CO2 emissions by 2050 on a 1990 base.  A “green light” for the HM6L is a clear signal that it is acceptable to continue a business as usual strategy and to increase CO2 emissions when clearly this is not the case. 
6.2
Mr Paul Stinchcombe at the Stansted inquiry captured the illogicality of the approach adopted by the county council in discussing CO2 and the HM6L when he said in his opening statement commenting on the Stansted promoter’s case:

“Rather than take into account the carbon emissions of all proposed developments, he would have us take into account the carbon emissions of none”

It is both illogical and contrary to high level UK policy to argue as Lancashire County Council does that we should not take into account carbon emissions from the HM6L.
6.3
There is also a serious issue around the credibility of calculations that have been carried out by Lancashire on CO2 emissions.  The very large unexplained discrepancies between 2005 and 2011 and the very large discrepancy between county base line data and DECC data point inexorably to a measure of confusion and unreliability in county estimates.  I also have serious concerns about the reference to non comparability of 2005 and 2011 ES data because the 2011 data was calculated on an unexplained “different basis”.  The relevant text can be found in Appendix 2:

· Main difference - the roads taken into account (The 2005 ES uses figures for road traffic emissions for the road network in the Lancaster Air Quality Management Area (LAQMA) and the ‘whole of the existing road network’, while the 2011 ES figures relate to the road network chosen on a different basis)

6.4
The important point is that the HM6L will increase CO2 emissions, there is an urgent need to reduce CO2 emissions, there are ways of solving transport problems in Lancaster and Morecambe without increasing CO2 emissions and the county council has wilfully embarked on a reckless programme of increasing emissions when it need not do so.

6.5
If we are concerned that the rate at which water is entering the bath may well lead to a flood it is not logical or intelligent to increase the flow rate so that more water enters the bath.  Approval for the HM6L is the direct equivalent of increasing the rate at which the bath fills up whilst keeping fingers crossed that something will happen in the future to adapt the bath in some unspecified way to cope with the increased flow.
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Appendix 1

HM6L

Climate Change

2005-2011 comparisons

This appendix brings together CO2 emission data from Lancashire County Council ES publications in 2005 and 2011
2005
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Volume 1, Part A, Report
http://www.lancashire.gov.uk/environment/env_highways/roads/heysham/pdf/Volume%201%20Part%20A%20Report.pdf
[image: image16.emf]
[image: image17.emf]
[image: image18.emf]
[image: image19.emf]
2011
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http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010008/2.%20Post-Submission/Application%20Documents/Environmental%20Statement/6.1%20Volume%201%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20Part%20A%20-%20Report.pdf
Page 7.41
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Appendix 2

E-mail from Lancashire County Council to Professor John Whitelegg dated 3.5.12 and containing this technical note from Jacobs Engineering UK Limited (Gordon Allison)

	

	Date
	27th April 2012

	

	To
	Steve Halsall, LCC

	

	From
	Gordon Allison

	

	Subject
	H2M6 and greenhouse gases

	


Following the query from Professor John Whitelegg regarding H2M6 greenhouse gases. This note summarises our initial thoughts.

The CO2 figures put forward in the Heysham to M6 Link Environmental Statement (ES) from 2005 and 2011, are presented in sections 6.2.5 and 7.4.33 respectively. To ensure we are discussing the same figures, please find extracts provided below:

2005 Figures
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2011Figures
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Having reviewed the figures, it is apparent that the while the method of calculation used in 2005 and 2011 appears to be very similar (the DMRB regional emissions calculation), the actual network of roads assessed is different. The differences are:

· Main difference - the roads taken into account (The 2005 ES uses figures for road traffic emissions for the road network in the Lancaster Air Quality Management Area (LAQMA) and the ‘whole of the existing road network’, while the 2011 ES figures relate to the road network chosen on a different basis)

· Minor difference - assessment years (The 2005 ES uses a base year of 2001 and 2010/2025 DM/ DS, while the 2011 ES  uses a base year of 2008 and 2015 DM/DS ). Emissions factors are decreasing slightly year-on-year.

The figures presented in 2011 are based upon calculations for regional emissions using the method put forward in DMRB Volume 11 Section 3 dated May 2007 and superseding that used for the 2005 calculations. I appreciate this does cause some difficulty in comparing figures and we are happy to discuss any questions/queries Professor Whitelegg may have.

The 2007 DMRB guidance states that regional emissions should be calculated for affected roads.

Paragraph 3.20 of the DMRB defines them as follows:

Affected roads are those that are expected to have:

• a change of more than 10% in AADT; or

• a change of more than 10% to the number of heavy duty vehicles; or

• a change in daily average speed of more than 20 km/hr.
Carbon dioxide emissions can also be calculated for cost-benefit analyses for road schemes (using the COBA model), and these may be made available. A little information on how COBA relates to the DMRB method is on the Highways Agency website here. http://www.highways.gov.uk/roads/22401.aspx 
If you have any further questions or queries please do not hesitate to contact me on 02476 253556 or e-mail Gordon.allison@jacobs.com .

Gordon Allison
 SUBJECT  \* MERGEFORMAT 
�  Rhodes [BAA/1/A] at paras 14.8-20. 


�  [CD/88]. 


�  Figures calculated from those produced by the Appellant in Table 5.3 in Pratt’s Appendices using the multipliers from the Stern Report [BAA/4/c]. 











