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CORRECTIONS ï incorporated 18 May 2018* 

 
Glossary    ï Correct ANMAC to 'Aircraft Noise Management Advisory Committee'. 

"  ï 'dBC' added to Glossary (with definition). 
"    ï Re-ordered alphabetically. 

1.2.1, line 2   ï Change 'Error! Reference source not found.' to 'para 1.1.8'. 
2.4.6, line 3   ï Footnote reference inserted after '55mppa'. 
5.2.6     ï Change final sentence to 'This has now been arranged for 11 June.' 
6.11.2    ï Delete final sentence (now redundant). 
6.12.1 (1)    ï First bullet point, final line: change 'Nov 2017' to 'Oct 2017'.       
Table 8.2, row 6 ï Formatting corrected.   
8.3.4, line 5   ï Insert 'also' after 'Commission'.     
9.5.8, lines 3 & 5 ï Change 'LAMP2 FASI(2)' to 'LAMP2 FASI(S)' (two references). 
9.5.19, line 4  ï Formatting of footnote reference (123) corrected to superscript.  
9.6.13, line 2  ï Formatting of footnote reference (138) corrected to superscript. 
9.9.4, Table    ï Insert (Km2) after 'Area' in column 2 heading in Table 9.2.  
9.9.5, Table   ï As above and change numbering from 'Table 9.2' to 'Table 9.3'.   
10.1.2, line 2   ï Delete 'because of'. 
10.3.11, line 1   ï Change 'because' to 'that'. 
10.3.39, final line  ï Replace 'in 2018' with '(see para 13.2.2)'. 
10.3.48, line 9   ï Sentence redrafted to improve clarity (but no material change).  
10.4.5, line 5   ï Change 'multi-story' to 'multi-storey'. 
10.7.6, Table   ï Change 'Table 9' to 'Table 10.9' and change 'VPD' to 'vpd'.   
11.2.13, line 5   ï Change 'times of' to 'timetable for'. 
12.1.6, line 2  ï Change '776%' to '77%'. 
12.1.6, line 5  ï Change 'increase by' to 'be' and delete second use of 'by'.  
12.3.5, line 3  ï Change 'Authority' to 'Organisation'. 
13.2.6, line 6  ï Change '27 years later' to '27 years after the plans were first announced'. 
Footnote 167   ï Redrafted to improve clarity (but no material change). 
13.2.17, first bullet  ï Change third use of 'mean' to 'median' (i.e. penultimate word). 
13.2.18, line 1  ï Insert '(median)' after 'average'. 
13.2.19, line 1  ï Insert '(median)' after 'average'. 
13.2.30, first bullet ï Line 5, change '.4' to '1.4'. 
13.3.6, final line  ï Change 'county' to 'country'. 
Table 13.4    ï Correct all totals to 100.0%. 
13.5.1, line 5   ï Change 'many' to 'several'. 
Table 13.5    ï Insert '(Median)' after 'Average' in table heading.   
15.2.2, line 2  ï Delete the word 'of' before 'potentially'.   
15.2.5, line 2  ï Change 'applicant' to 'Applicant'. 
15.8.2, line 5  ï Change 'pathogen' to 'pathogens'.  
15.8.4, line 2  ï Change 'tick born' to 'tick-borne'.  
15.9.1, line 6  ï Insert 'such' after 'infections'.  
15.10.1, footnote  ï Change footnote 243 reference from 'Appendix E' to 'Appendix F'. 
16.1.5, final line  ï Delete repetition of 'allow'. 
Appendix A, p1  ï Delete repetition of 'Carol Barbone' on CV header line. 
Appendix A, p3  ï Insert 'Advisory' after 'Management' in para 2 of Martin Peachey CV.  
Appendix E  ï Correct all totals in Table E1 to 100.0% and add note below both Table E1 

   and Table E2: 'Columns may not sum due to rounding.'   
ï Insert '(Median)' after 'Average' in Table E3 and Table E4 headings. 

 

 

 
*Minor formatting/punctuation/grammar corrections of no materiality are not specifically listed above. 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 

 
1990 Act Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 
2008 Act  Planning Act, 2008 
AC Airports Commission (also referred to as 'the Commission') 
ACF Airport Communities Forum 
AEF Aviation Environment Federation 
AGA Abellio Greater Anglia  
ALP Adopted Local Plan 
AMP Airport Master Plan 
ANIS                 Aircraft Noise Index Study 
ANMAC Aircraft Noise Management Advisory Committee 
ANPS  Airports National Policy Statement, 2018 
APF Aviation Policy Framework, 2013 
APU Auxiliary Power Unit 
AQ Air Quality 
AQMA Air Quality Management Area 
ATF Airport Transport Forums 
ATM Air Transport Movement 
ATPR Air Transport White Paper Progress Report, 2006 
ATWP Air Transport White Paper, 2003 
BAA Owner of Stansted Airport prior to its sale to MAG in January 2013  
Base Case The out-turn that could be achieved with existing planning consents. 
 Also referred to as the '35mppa Case' or the 'Do Minimum' scenario. 
Baseline The existing position for the environmental assessment ï i.e. the starting 

point ï generally 2016 but could be 2017 if more recent data available or 
2015 if that is the most recent data available.    

CAA Civil Aviation Authority 
CAGR Compound Annual Growth Rate 
CATM Cargo Air Transport Movement 
CCC Committee on Climate Change  
CDA Continuous Descent Approach 
CO2 Carbon Dioxide 
CORSIA Carbon Offset and Reduction Scheme for International Emissions 
CRF Congestion Reference Flow 
dB Decibel units used to indicate sound pressure level 
dBA dB measured on an A-weighted scale. Designed to more nearly 

approximate to sounds as perceived by the human ear.  
dBC  dB measured on a C-weighted scale. For louder and low frequency 

sounds, dBC correlates better than dBA to the human ear. 
DCLG Department for Communities & Local Government ï former name for the 

MHCLG (see below)  
Defra                Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
Development Case Projected out-turn if the planning application was approved.  Also 

referred to as the 43mppa Case.  
DfT Department for Transport 
EA Environment Agency 
EFT Emissions Factor Toolkit (Defra tool for AQ modelling)  
EHDC East Herts District Council  
EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 
EiP Examination in Public 
EIR Environmental Information Regulations 
ELP Emerging Local Plan  
ES Environmental Statement for the current airport planning application 
ES1, ES2 etc Volume 1, 2, 3 etc of the ES 
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ETS Emissions Trading Scheme 
FEGP Fixed Electrical Ground Point 
FoI  Freedom of Information (specifically in respect of the FoI Act, 2000) 
FTE Full Time Equivalent 
G1 'Generation 1' ï Stansted 2006 application for 35mppa 
G2 'Generation 2' ï Stansted 2008 application for 2nd runway (withdrawn)   
GA General Aviation ï defined by the CAA as a commercial aircraft 

movement other than an ATM.   
GDP Gross Domestic Product 
GPL Gardner Planning Ltd ï Planning Consultants   
GVA Gross Value Added 
HA Highways Agency ï which preceded HE (see below) 
HE Highways England 
HIA Health Impact Assessment 
IA Impact Assessment 
ICAO International Civil Aviation Organisation 
ICF Consultants employed by MAG to produce aviation forecasts 
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
LA90 Background noise level measurement 
LAMP London Airspace Management Programme 
LAeq A-weighted equivalent sound pressure level ï a notional continuous level 

that, over the defined time period (T) contains the same sound energy as 
the actual fluctuating sound over the same time period (T) 

LAMAX Maximum A-weighted sound pressure level of an aircraft noise event  
LCA Land Compensation Act, 1973 
LDAY The LAeq for 0700 ï 1900 
LDEN The LAeq for 0000 ï 2400 with the evening values weighted by the 

addition of 5dB(A) and night values weighted by the addition of 10dB(A).  
LEVENING The LAeq for 1900 ï 2300 
LEP  Local Enterprise Partnership 
Leq Equivalent sound level of aircraft noise in decibels  
Leq16 The Leq over the period 0700 to 2300  
LNIGHT The LAeq over the period 2300 ï 0700 
LOAEL             Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level  
LPA Local Planning Authority (in this case UDC) 
LSCC London-Stansted-Cambridge-Consortium ï a lobbying group for 

economic development of an area which is broadly the M11 corridor 
LTO landing and take-off  
M11 J8 Junction 8 of the M11 
MAG Manchester Airports Group 
MHCLG Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (formerly DCLG)  
mppa million passenger movements per annum 
Mt CO2 million tonnes of carbon dioxide 
NATS National Air Traffic Services ï responsible for air traffic control 
NFR Night Flying Restrictions 
NNG    Night Noise Guideline 
NNR National Nature Reserve 
NOEL               No Observed Effect Level  
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NOx nitrogen oxides 
NPPF  National Planning Policy Framework (which replaced PPG notes) 
NPS  National Policy Statement 
NPSE               Noise Policy Statement for England, March 2010 
NQP Night Quota Period 
NSIP Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 
NWEEHPA  North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association  
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OE Oxford Economics 
ONS Office of National Statistics 
ORR Office of Road and Rail Regulation 
PATM Passenger Air Transport Movement 
PBN                  Performance Based Navigation 
PiXC Passengers in excess of capacity (a rail term) 
PM10 microscopic particles 
PM2.5 ultra-fine microscopic particles 
PPA  Planning Performance Agreement 
PPG Planning Policy Guidance Note 
PSR Passenger Survey Report (published each year by the CAA) 
QC Quota Count 
QoL Quality of Life 
RAT Rapid Access Taxiway 
RCEP Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution 
RET Rapid Exit Taxiway 
RF Radiative Forcing 
SA Sustainability Appraisal 
SDG Steer Davies Gleave (transport consultants) 
SDP Sustainable Development Plan 
SOAEL             Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level 
SOC Standard Occupational Classification 
SoNA                Survey of Noise Attitudes 
SSE Stop Stansted Expansion 
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 
STACC Stansted Airport Consultative Committee 
STAL Stansted Airport Ltd, a subsidiary of MAG 
STEX Stansted Express 
TA Transport assessment  
TEMPro DfT generic traffic model 
TWG Topic Working Group (part of preparations for the G2 Inquiry) 
UDC Uttlesford District Council 
vpd Vehicles per day 
WAML West Anglia Main Line 
WHO World Health Organisation 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Context of this planning application 

1.1.1 In 1985, Stansted Airport Ltd ('STAL'), which was then a wholly-owned subsidiary of 

BAA, was given Government approval to grow to a capacity of 15 million passengers per 

annum (mppa).   

1.1.2 In August 2001, STAL submitted a planning application for an additional 10mppa ï i.e. 

for the cap to be raised to 25mppa.  This was approved by Uttlesford District Council 

('UDC') in May 2003.   

1.1.3 In April 2006 STAL submitted a planning application, again for an additional 10mppa ï 

i.e. for the cap to be raised to 35mppa.  This was refused by UDC in November 2007 but 

then approved by the Secretary of State on appeal in October 2008.   

1.1.4 In June 2017, STAL, by then a wholly-owned subsidiary of Manchester Airports Group 

(óMAGô), submitted a request for a Scoping Opinion from UDC, accompanied by a 

Scoping Report, thus formally notifying UDC of its intention to seek planning permission 

for the passenger cap to be raised from 35mppa to "approximately" 44.5mppa.  MAG 

also advised that it would seek an increase in its annual aircraft movements cap from 

274,000 (overall) to 285,000, and seek approval for nine additional aircraft stands, an 

additional rapid access taxiway ('RAT') and an additional rapid exit taxiway ('RET').   

1.1.5 In October 2017, MAG amended its proposal by removing the year 2029 from its 

projections (thus providing growth projections only until 2028) and thereby trimming the 

proposed new passenger cap from "approximately" 44.5mppa to 43mppa and trimming 

its proposed annual movements cap from 285,000 to 274,000.  However, the additional 

aircraft stands and taxiways were to remain as originally proposed. 

1.1.6 In February 2018, MAG duly submitted its planning application, reference number 

UTT/18/0460/FUL, for the construction of an additional RAT, an additional RET and nine 

additional aircraft stands, and for an uplift in the passenger cap from 35mppa to 

43mppa.  The application also asks for a unified cap on annual aircraft movements of 

274,000 compared to the present separate annual caps of 243,500 passenger air 

transport movements ('PATMs'), 20,500 cargo air transport movements ('CATMs') and 

10,000 'Other' aircraft movements, giving a total of 274,000 annual movements. 

1.1.7 In 2017 Stansted handled 25.9mppa and a total of 189,921 aircraft movements.  Thus, if 

the application were to be approved there would be a 66% increase in passengers and a 

44% increase in aircraft movements compared to 2017. 

1.1.8 A Planning Statement, an Environmental Statement ('ES'), a Statement of Community 

Involvement and a Health Impact Assessment ('HIA') were submitted alongside the 

planning application.  A Transport Assessment ('TA') was provided as part of the ES. 

1.2 Format of this submission 

1.2.1 This submission, which is based on detailed examination of the documents referred to in 

para 1.1.8 above, as well as our own research and analysis, has been prepared by Stop 

Stansted Expansion ('SSE'), a group representing local community interests, which 

comprises some 7,500 members and registered supporters, over 150 special interest 
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and environmental organisations, parish and town councils and other community groups.  

SSE also has widespread support from elected local authority representatives across 

Essex, Hertfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Suffolk.  

1.2.2 Before examining the environmental, health and socio-economic impacts of the 

proposed development ï all of which are dealt with in later chapters ï this submission 

addresses a number of fundamental overarching issues namely: 

¶ The appropriate procedure for determination (Chapter 2) 

¶ The inadequacies of the ES (Chapter 3) 

¶ Prematurity (Chapter 4) 

¶ Concerns about UDC competence and impartiality (Chapter 5) 

1.2.3 This planning application is for a proposed development which meets the definition of a 

Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project ('NSIP') under section 23(5) of the Planning 

Act 2008 ('the 2008 Act') and it therefore falls to be determined by the Secretary of 

State, and not by the Local Planning Authority ('LPA'), UDC.  We deal with this issue in 

considerable detail in Chapter 2 and we reserve all our legal rights in this regard.  

1.2.4 However, we have to deal with matters as they currently stand and we are faced with a 

situation whereby UDC is intent upon determining this planning application. Moreover, 

there have been repeated indications that UDC is intent also upon approving this 

planning application.  

1.2.5 Notwithstanding the above, this submission sets out clear reasons for this planning 

application to be refused, with reference to national and local planning policies, as well 

as evidence of the likely environmental and other impacts of the proposal.  We also 

identify key areas where the ES is not fit for purpose. 

1.2.6 We have not commented on every topic in the ES because of the need to prioritise our 

resources given the limitations of time.  We may however wish to make further 

submissions in due course.  

1.3 Statement of Competence 

1.3.1 This submission has been prepared by the SSE Response Team with support from 

external consultants in key areas.  The Response Team has been established since 

2002 and comprises individuals with particular expertise in the relevant topics.  A brief 

summary of their qualifications and experience is provided in Appendix A, which also 

includes a summary of the qualifications and experience of the external consultants. 
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2 Procedure for Determination 

2.1 The statutory position  

2.1.1 Planning application UTT/18/0460/FUL relates to a proposed development which 

unquestionably amounts to a NSIP as defined in para 1.2.3 above. It therefore properly 

falls to be considered by an examining authority appointed by the Planning Inspectorate 

on behalf of the Secretary of State, rather than determined by UDC.  

2.1.2 In addition to the above, the Secretary of State has other routes available to ensure that 

the determination is carried out at the correct level, including: 

¶ He can direct that the application be treated as one for which 

development consent is needed under section 35 of the 2008 Act on the 

basis that he thinks it is of national significance, either by itself or when 

considered with one or more projects (or proposed projects) in the same 

field; 

¶  He can direct that the application is referred to him under section 76A of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (óthe 1990 Actô) if he thinks that 

the development to which the application relates is of either national or 

regional importance; and   

¶  He can call the application in under section 77 of the 1990 Act in 

accordance with the óCaborn principlesô, as explained in para 2.8.1 below. 

2.2 The 2008 Act  

2.2.1 Sections 14 and 23 of the 2008 Act provide as follows in their relevant parts: 

ñ14. Nationally significant infrastructure projects: general 

(1) In this Act ñnationally significant infrastructure projectò means a project 

which consists of any of the followingð 

é 
(i) airport-related development; 
é 
(2) Subsection (1) is subject to sections 15 to 30.ò 
 

ñ23. Airports 

(1) Airport-related development is within section 14(1)(i) only if the development 

isð 

(a) the construction of an airport in a case within subsection (2),[1] 

(b) the alteration of an airport in a case within subsection (4), or 

(c) an increase in the permitted use of an airport in a case within subsection (7). 

é. 

(4) Alteration of an airport is within this subsection only ifð 

(a) the airport is in England or in English waters, and 

(b) the alteration is expected to have the effect specified in subsection (5) 

 

(5) The effect isð 

                                                      
1 Sub-section 2 is irrelevant to this application. 
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(a) to increase by at least 10 million per year the number of passengers for 

whom the airport is capable of providing air passenger transport services, or 

(b) to increase by at least 10,000 per year the number of air transport 

movements of cargo aircraft for which the airport is capable of providing air 

cargo transport services.  [our emphasis] 

 

(6) ñAlterationò, in relation to an airport, includes the construction, extension 

or alteration ofð 

(a) a runway at the airport, 

é 

(7) An increase in the permitted use of an airport is within this subsection only 

ifð 

(a) the airport is in England or in English waters, and 

(b) the increase is within subsection (8). 

  

(8) An increase is within this subsection ifð 

(a) it is an increase of at least 10 million per year in the number of 

passengers for whom the airport is permitted to provide air passenger 

transport services, or 

(b) it is an increase of at least 10,000 per year in the number of air transport 

movements of cargo aircraft for which the airport is permitted to provide air 

cargo transport services.ò 

2.2.2 It follows from the above that any alteration to an airport runway in England which has 

the effect of increasing the capacity of that airport by either 10mppa or 10,000 CATMs 

per annum is a nationally significant infrastructure project by virtue of sections 14 and 

23(4) to 23(6) of the 2008 Act. 

2.2.3 In addition, section 35 of the 2008 Act provides as follows: 

ñ35. Directions in relation to projects of national significance 

(1) This section applies ifð 

é 

(d) the Secretary of State thinks that the project is of national significance, 

either by itself or when considered with one or more other projects or 

proposed projects in the same field. 

é 

(4) The Secretary of State may directð 

(a) the application to be treated as an application for an order granting 

development consent 

é 

(7) If the Secretary of State is considering whether to give a direction under 

subsection (4), the Secretary of State may direct the relevant authority to take 

no further action in relation to the application until the Secretary of State has 

decided whether to give the direction.éò 

2.2.4 Accordingly, the Secretary of State may direct any application for development at an 

airport to be treated as an application for development order consent under the 2008 Act 

if the Secretary of State thinks that the project is of national significance, either by itself 
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or when considered with other aviation projects or proposed projects. Further, the 

Secretary of State can direct a LPA to take no action on an application pending the 

Secretary of State's decision on that matter. 

2.3 The 1990 Act  

2.3.1 Section 76A of the 1990 Act provides as follows: 

ñ76A. Major infrastructure projects 

(1) This section applies toð 

(a) an application for planning permission; 

(b) an application for the approval of a local planning authority required under 

a development order, if the Secretary of State thinks that the development to 

which the application relates is of national or regional importance. 

(2) The Secretary of State may direct that the application must be referred to 

him instead of being dealt with by the local planning authority.ò 

2.3.2 The Secretary of State is thus empowered to direct an application to be referred to him if 

he thinks that the development to which it relates is of either national or regional 

importance.  

2.3.3 Finally, section 77 of the 1990 Act provides as follows:  

ñ77. Reference of applications to Secretary of State. 

(1) The Secretary of State may give directions requiring applications for 

planning permissioné to be referred to him instead of being dealt with by 

local planning authorities.ò 

2.3.4 The Caborn principles make it clear that the cases which are apt to be called in under 

this section include those which, in the Secretary of State's opinion, may conflict with 

national policies on important matters; may have significant long-term impact on 

economic growth; could have significant effects beyond the immediate locality; or could 

give rise to substantial cross-boundary or national controversy. 

2.4 The potential capacity of the proposed development  

2.4.1 The original MAG proposal as set out in the Scoping Report in June 2017 was for an 

increase in the annual passenger cap from 35mppa to ñapproximately" 44.5mppa, an 

increase in the overall annual aircraft movements cap from 274,000 to 285,000, an 

additional RAT, an additional RET and nine new aircraft stands. 

2.4.2 That original proposal was amended in October 2017 to an increase in annual 

passenger numbers to 43mppa. There was now to be no increase in annual aircraft 

movements but there would be a unified cap, rather than separate caps as under the 

current permission.  A unified cap would mean no restriction on any component part 

(PATMs, CATMs and 'Other') other than the total cap of 274,000 per annum. 

2.4.3 The new airport infrastructure proposed in the planning application would make the 

Stansted runway infrastructure comparable to the Gatwick runway, which is already 



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

12 
 

capable of handling 55 aircraft movements per hour, giving a theoretical capacity of 

351,300 aircraft movements per annum, excluding night movements.2 

2.4.4 In practice, the maximum number of aircraft movements that a runway can currently 

handle is between 80% and 90% of its theoretical capacity, depending largely on 

seasonality.3 This equates to between 281,000 and 316,000 movements, excluding night 

movements, in the case of Stansted and Gatwick. Stansted has permission for 13,700 

night movements per annum and Gatwick has permission for 14,450 night movements 

per annum. In total, therefore, both airports could each handle at least 295,000 aircraft 

movements per annum.  

2.4.5 Further, the capacity of any given airport will generally increase every year ï both in 

terms of aircraft movements and passengers ï as technology improvements enable 

more hourly runway movements whilst larger aircraft and higher load factors increase 

the number of passengers per PATM.  The average number of passengers per PATM 

has grown by about 2% p.a. over the past ten years at Stansted, from 131 in 2007 to 

161 in 2017.  This compares to a 2017 figure of 159 at Gatwick.4  

2.4.6 By way of comparison, Gatwick handled 286,000 movements and 45.6mppa in 2017 and 

the Government projects that Gatwick will ultimately be able to handle up to 300,000 

ATMs and 55mppa5 ï an average of 183 passengers per aircraft.  

2.4.7 The significance of all this is that the new runway infrastructure for which permission is 

being sought would enable Stansted to handle considerably more than the 274,000 

aircraft movements specified in the application, and also considerably more than the 

specified 43mppa.  Indeed, it is worth noting the original passenger and aircraft 

movement forecasts submitted by MAG in its June 2017 Scoping Report: 

 

Table 2.1: MAG's original forecasts ï June 2017 

Annual Passengers and Aircraft Movements '000 

0  2016 2023 2024 2028 2029 

0 Passengers 24,300 35,200 37,000 43,000 44,500 

0 Movements 181 246 255 284 285 

  Source: Scoping Report, June 2017, Tables 2.3 and 2.4. 

2.4.8 Importantly, in amending its proposal in October 2017 to 43mppa and 274,000 

movements, MAG did NOT amend the proposed additional infrastructure.  There can 

therefore be no doubt that, with another RET, another RAT and nine more aircraft 

stands, Stansted would be capable of handling at least 285,000 aircraft movements p.a.  

It would also comfortably be capable of handling 45mppa or more.    

2.4.9 In addition, it will have been noted that no cap is proposed for CATMs. However, if the 

application were to be approved, there would clearly be enough capacity at Stansted to 

                                                      
2 55 x 17.5 hours x 365 days. 
3 Stansted is less seasonal than Gatwick with a monthly peak to average movements ratio of 1.1 compared to 1.2 
at Gatwick (see https://www.caa.co.uk/Data-and-analysis/UK-aviation-market/Airports/Datasets/UK-airport-
data/CAA). Stansted should therefore be able to achieve higher annual runway utilisation than Gatwick.  It also 
carries more passengers per PATM than Gatwick ï see para 2.4.5. 
4 CAA data - https://www.caa.co.uk/Data-and-analysis/UK-aviation-market/Airports/Datasets/UK-airport-data/.  
5 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017, Table 32 and Table 66.  

https://www.caa.co.uk/Data-and-analysis/UK-aviation-market/Airports/Datasets/UK-airport-data/


Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

13 
 

enable an additional 10,000 annual CATMs to be accommodated, over and above the 

present cap of 20,500 CATMs per annum.   

2.4.10 It is also to be noted that whilst the amendment which MAG announced last October was 

presented as a trimming back of its plans in the light of feedback from the local 

community, it is clear that (comparing Table 2.1 above to Table 2.2 below) the so-called 

reduction from 44.5mppa to 43mppa has been achieved simply by removing the 2029 

forecast and only projecting to 2028. Thus, as if by magic, the application now seeks 

permission for 43mppa rather than ñapproximately" 44.5mppa.   

 

  Table 2.2: MAG's revised forecasts ï October 2017 

Annual Passengers '000 

0  2016 2023 2024 2027 2028 

0 Total  24,300 36,370 38,100 42,600 43,000 

          Source: MAG Forecast for Stansted Airport, as amended, October 2017. 

2.4.11 It might reasonably be asked: What now happens in 2029 or 2030?  The answer is 

suggested in MAG's Sustainable Development Plan (óSDPô) for Stansted, published in 

2015. This considered the development of Stansted to 2030 and was based on a 

projected throughput of up to 45mppa. 

2.4.12 It is also to be noted that: 

¶ Until the current planning application, Stansted Airport's standard practice 

was to use round numbers in its planning applications and forecasts.  

¶ Long term forecast intervals of five years or ten years (2025, 2030, 2040, 

2050 etc.) are also the standard practice for the Department for 

Transport ('DfT').  

¶ The Airports Commission followed the same convention.  

¶ The last major Stansted Airport planning application (the 2008 'G2' 

application) provided aircraft movement and mppa projections to 2030.  

2.4.13 In addition, whereas the current MAG application is for an 8mppa increase in the 

passenger cap (having originally been for a c.9.5mppa increase), each of the last two 

completed planning applications to increase the capacity of Stansted Airport has applied 

for permission for an additional 10mppa: 

i. The 2001 application to increase the cap from 15mppa to 25mppa; and 

ii. The 2006 application to increase the cap from 25mppa to 35mppa6. 

2.4.14 The MAG projections in this planning application, originally "approximately" 44.5mppa for 

2029 and subsequently revised to 43mppa for 2028 look very odd in comparison to past 

practice. They are clearly the contrived result of STAL attempting to avoid the thresholds 

for a NSIP set out in section 23 of the 2008 Act.  However, for the reasons given in 

sections 2.1 to 2.3 above and 2.5 below, that attempt has failed. 

                                                      
6 Attempts to describe this as an application for "about 35mppa" were quashed prior to the start of the G1 Inquiry. 
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2.5 Reasons why this planning application must be dealt with as a NSIP 

2.5.1 MAG has gone to considerable lengths to try to avoid this planning application being 

dealt with as a NSIP but has failed to achieve that for the following two reasons: 

Reason One 

¶  Section 23(5) of the 2008 Act makes it clear that where any alteration to 

a runway is proposed (including alterations through the provision of an 

additional RET and RAT and additional aircraft stands), the relevant 

thresholds relate to the potential capacity of the proposed development ï 

i.e. the number of passengers or CATMs the airport becomes capable of 

servicing ï not the increase actually proposed at that particular time.   

¶  For the reasons given in Section 2.4 above, the runway alterations for 

which this application has been made would increase Stanstedôs capacity 

considerably beyond both statutory thresholds. 

¶  On this ground alone, the proposed development plainly meets the 

criteria of a NSIP under sections 14 and 23(5) of the 2008 Act.  

UDC has plainly erred in law in considering otherwise. It has failed to appreciate that 

section 23(1) creates three separate categories of aviation NSIP, and has ignored (ii) 

below, and looked only at (iii): 

i. The construction of an airport, which is irrelevant to this application 

ii. The alteration of an airport, which is critical to this application and is 

substantively dealt with in subsections (4) to (6), which make it clear that 

the determinative consideration is the increased capacity which results 

from the alteration; and 

iii. Any actual increase in the permitted use, which is substantively dealt with 

in subsections (7) and (8). 

Reason Two 

¶  If the application were to be approved there would clearly be enough 

capacity at Stansted to enable an additional 10,000 annual CATMs to be 

accommodated over and above the present cap of 20,500 CATMs per 

annum.  In the absence of any proposed cap, the application therefore 

also falls within the criteria of a NSIP under section 23(8) of the 2008 Act, 

through breaching the threshold set out in subsection (8)(b). 

2.5.2 For the above reasons, planning application UTT/18/0460/FUL should be dealt with as a 

NSIP under sections 14, 23(5) and 23(8)(b) of the 2008 Act. 

2.6 Section 35 of the 2008 Act 

2.6.1 Whilst MAG has distorted the application so that it proposes an increase in passenger 

throughput just below the 10mppa threshold, that must be seen in the context of a 

proposed project to increase passenger movements beyond 43mppa by 2030 ï as per 

the SDP for Stansted published by MAG in 2015.  In other words, MAG is attempting to 

circumvent the passenger movement threshold set down in section 23(8) of the 2008 Act 

by crossing the river in two jumps.   
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2.6.2 However, that device plainly engages section 35 of the 2008 Act in that the present 

application has to be seen alongside the post-2028 ñproposed projectò through which, in 

combination, the 10mppa increase in passenger movements would be exceeded.  

Accordingly, it is clear that this application should not be determined by UDC because 

any reasonable Secretary of State, properly interpreting the 2008 Act and acting in 

fidelity to its statutory purpose, would be compelled to make a direction under section 35 

of the 2008 Act. 

2.6.3 The current proposal also has to be seen in the context of: 

¶ The óCall for Evidenceô by the DfT in July 2017, as a precursor to a new 

Aviation White Paper to be published in early 2019 to replace the 

Governmentôs 2013 Aviation Policy Framework (óAPFô). 

¶ The draft Airports National Policy Statement (óANPSô), first published in 

February 2017 for public consultation and subsequently revised in 

October 2017.  The Government intends to seek Parliamentary approval 

for the ANPS in the summer of 2018,7  Its main focus will be a third 

Heathrow runway but it will also have policy implications for new runway 

capacity at other airports in the South East of England. 

¶ The UK aviation forecasts and CO2 emissions projections to 2050, 

published by the DfT in October 2017 to inform future aviation policy. 

2.6.4 Interrelations between all of these proposals is considered in greater detail below. 

Suffice it to say at this stage, however, that: 

¶ The mere fact that the Government is preparing an ANPS demonstrates 

that all aviation proposals to significantly increase the capacity of a major 

airport have national significance, potentially impacting upon the overall 

strategy for aviation; and  

¶ The current planning application is plainly premature at this stage, 

coming in advance of the final ANPS and the new aviation White Paper.  

We deal with the issue of prematurity more fully in Chapter 4.  

2.7 Section 76a of the 1990 Act 

2.7.1 As noted in paras 2.1.2 and 2.3.1 above, the Secretary of State is empowered to direct a 

planning application be referred to him if he thinks that the development is of national or 

regional importance.  For the reasons set out above, any reasonable Secretary of State 

would consider this application to be of national importance, and all the more so regional 

importance.  Indeed, even the Applicant states that the proposal is of both national and 

regional importance. That is made absolutely clear in the MAG/STAL press release of 22 

February 2018 announcing the planning application, in which the following comments 

were made: 

¶ ñBusinesses across the UK and in the vibrant East of England to benefitò 

¶ "The application seeks permission to make best use of the airportôs 

existing single runway over the next decade, a move which will deliver 

significant economic benefits to the UK and the vibrant East of England 

region, create 5,000 new on-site jobs, improve passenger choice and 
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convenience and boost international long-haul routes to fast-growing 

markets like China, India and the US. The application will also ease 

pressure on the London airport system by unlocking additional capacity at 

a time when other airports are full.ò 

¶ ñIt is vital for the region that Stansted is able to build on its momentum 

and the long-term proposals that we have outlined today will enable us to 

do this éò 

¶ ñStanstedôs potential and spare capacity remains untapped so itôs vital to 

make best and efficient use of the existing infrastructure to provide more 

growth opportunities and greater value for consumers at a time when 

runway capacity is more constrained in the south-east of England, and in 

light of the challenges Brexit may bringò 

2.7.2 In describing the nature of its planning application, as above, the Applicant is quite 

clearly emphasising its national and regional significance. The application must therefore 

fall to be tested at a level of decision-making appropriate to projects of national and 

regional significance under either the 2008 Act or section 76A of the 1990 Act.  The 

same applies to the impacts of the proposal which go far beyond UDCôs administrative 

boundaries as outlined below.  

Strategic Economic Importance 

2.7.3 Section 78 of the Civil Aviation Act 1982 grants the Secretary of State the power to set 

night flight quotas for three designated airports, namely Stansted, Heathrow and 

Gatwick.  At all other UK airports, the night flying arrangements are a matter for the LPA.  

The designation of an airport by the Secretary of State is evidence of its wider 

importance to the national economy. 

Employment 

2.7.4 The most recent Stansted Airport Employment Survey8 shows that just 18% of the 

airportôs employees are residents of Uttlesford; 30% are residents of other parts of 

Essex; 26% are residents of Hertfordshire; 7% are residents of North & East London; 

3% are residents of Cambridgeshire and the remaining 16% are from further afield. This 

application therefore has employment implications which go far beyond Uttlesford ï a 

point which is underlined by MAGôs claim that Stansted Airport is the biggest single site 

employer in the East of England region.  As a further indication of the ódisconnectô 

between UDC and Stansted Airport, just 4.3% of the economically active population of 

Uttlesford are employed at Stansted Airport.9 

Environmental Impacts 

2.7.5 The environmental impacts of Stansted Airport also extend far beyond the borders of 

Uttlesford.  SSEôs membership base bears testimony to that, with significant numbers of 

members not only in Essex but also in Hertfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Suffolk.  

Analysis of Stansted's aircraft noise complaints also indicates a wide geographical 

spread of noise impacts across Essex, North and East Hertfordshire, South 

Cambridgeshire and large parts of Suffolk. Similarly, the road traffic impacts of Stansted 

Airport extend far beyond the borders of Uttlesford. 

                                                                                                                                                                       
7 'Beyond the horizon: Next steps towards an aviation strategy', DfT, Apr 2018, para 6.7. 
8 ES1, Table 11.1. 
9 Labour Market Statistics for Uttlesford District for the 12 months to 30 September 2017, NOMIS. 
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Customer Base 

2.7.6 Analysis of Stansted Airport passenger origins and destinations from the most recently 

available CAA passenger survey report10 shows the following breakdown: 

 

 Table 2.3: Passenger origins/destinations 

0 Region Share of Total 

0 East Midlands 3.4% 

0 East of England 29.1% 

0 London & South East 60.6% 

0 North East 0.3% 

0 North West 0.5% 

0 Scotland 0.2% 

0 South West 2.3% 

0 Wales 0.6% 

0 West Midlands 1.7% 

0 Yorkshire & Humberside 1.2% 

0 Total 100.0% 
Source: Origin/destination of Stansted Passengers, 2016 CAA Survey Report 

 

2.7.7 Accordingly, the development to which this planning application relates has far wider 

relevance than just the District of Uttlesford. Indeed, UDC itself defines this planning 

application as a ñstrategic major applicationò which meets the criteria approved by the 

Council on 30 March 201711, allowing for a Planning Performance Agreement (óPPAô) to 

be entered into with the Applicant.      

2.7.8 In those circumstances, and again properly interpreting the 1990 Act and acting in 

fidelity to its statutory purpose, this application should not be dealt with by UDC.  It 

should be dealt with by the Secretary of State under section 76A of the 1990 Act unless 

action had already been taken under the 2008 Act. 

2.8 Section 77 of the 1990 Act 

2.8.1 As further noted in paras 2.1.2 and 2.3.3, section 77 of the 1990 Act affords the 

Secretary of State the power to call-in any application pursuant to the Caborn principles. 

Those principles are plainly engaged by this application for all of the above reasons.  

The Caborn principles are also engaged where a planning application: 

¶ may conflict with national policies on important matters; 

¶ may have significant long-term impact on economic growth; 

¶ could have significant effects across a wider area than a single local 

authority, and beyond the immediate locality also; or 

¶ may give rise to substantial cross-boundary or national controversy. 

2.8.2 Accordingly, properly interpreting the 1990 Act and acting in fidelity to its statutory 

purpose, this application should not be dealt with by UDC.  It should be dealt with by the 

Secretary of State under section 77 of the 1990 Act unless action has already been 

taken under either the 2008 Act or section 76A of the 1990 Act. 

                                                      
10 https://www.caa.co.uk/Data-and-analysis/UK-aviation-market/Consumer-research/Departing-passenger-
survey/Survey-reports/ 
11 http://uttlesford.moderngov.co.uk/Data/Cabinet/201705251900/Agenda/Document%206.pdf. 

https://www.caa.co.uk/Data-and-analysis/UK-aviation-market/Consumer-research/Departing-passenger-survey/Survey-reports/
https://www.caa.co.uk/Data-and-analysis/UK-aviation-market/Consumer-research/Departing-passenger-survey/Survey-reports/
http://uttlesford.moderngov.co.uk/Data/Cabinet/201705251900/Agenda/Document%206.pdf
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3 The Inadequacies of the Environmental Statement 

3.1 Background 

3.1.1 On 1 June 2017 MAG provided a Scoping Report to UDC and UDC responded to this by 

providing MAG with its formal Scoping Opinion on 22 December 2017. 

3.1.2 In order to assist UDC in the preparation of its Scoping Opinion, SSE carried out a 

detailed review of MAG's Scoping Report and, on 14 July 2017, provided UDC with a 25-

page submission listing 109 items which SSE considered should be addressed in the 

Environmental Impact Assessment ('EIA') and where it was not clear that MAG intended 

to address these items.  SSE's July 2017 submission to UDC commenting on the MAG 

Scoping Report is available on the SSE website at: 

http://stopstanstedexpansion.com/documents/Scoping_response_by_SSE_to_UDC.pdf. 

3.1.3 The UDC Scoping Opinion incorporates some of SSE's points but this makes little 

difference because MAG has largely ignored UDC's Scoping Opinion.  The result is that 

the Environmental Statement ('ES') is inadequate in many respects, including some 

which make it impossible for significant environmental impacts to be adequately 

assessed. 

3.1.4 UDC must now seek to remedy the shortcomings in the ES by using the provisions 

available to a LPA under section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental 

Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, as follows: 

"If a relevant planning authorityé [is] of the opinion that, in order to satisfy the 

requirements of regulation 18(2) and (3)12, it is necessary for the statement to 

be supplemented with additional information which is directly relevant to 

reaching a reasoned conclusion on the likely significant effects of the 

development é the relevant planning authority émust notify the applicant or 

appellant in writing accordingly, and the applicant or appellant must provide 

that additional information; and such information provided by the applicant or 

appellant is referred to in these Regulations as ñfurther informationò." 

3.1.5 This SSE submission identifies the topic-specific inadequacies of the ES in the relevant 

topic-based chapters of this submission, i.e. noise, surface access etc.  There are 

however two fundamental flaws in the ES which we deal with below because they are of 

an overarching nature and have a bearing on multiple topics, namely: 

¶ The planning horizon ï i.e. only until 2028;   

and  

¶ The assessment of cumulative impacts. 
 

3.2 The planning horizon 

3.2.1 The ES is based on a planning horizon of just ten years, until 2028.  As referred to in 

para 1.1.5 above MAG originally provided projections to 2029 but then revised its sights 

downwards from "approximately" 44.5mppa to 43mppa by cutting short its projection 

from 2029 to 2028.     

                                                      
12 Regulations 18(2) and 18(3) lay down what must be included in an ES.  

http://stopstanstedexpansion.com/documents/Scoping_response_by_SSE_to_UDC.pdf
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3.2.2 The last major Stansted Airport planning application, the 2008 G2 application, provided 

an ES which assessed environmental impacts to 2030, i.e. 22 years ahead. The G2 

proposal ï which was subsequently withdrawn ï did of course involve a greater scale of 

development compared to the current proposal and so it could be argued that a 22-year 

assessment period is excessive. Perhaps so, but the current proposal would, if 

approved, have significant adverse impacts in a number of areas, and an assessment 

period of just ten years is inadequate.  

3.2.3 Cumulative road traffic impacts are a particularly important consideration in relation to 

this planning application and the DfT Circular 02/2013 states as follows:  

"The overall forecast demand should be compared to the ability of the 

existing network to accommodate traffic over a period up to ten years after 

the date of registration of a planning application or the end of the relevant 

Local Plan whichever is the greater".13 [our emphasis] 

3.2.4 The relevant Local Plan for the purposes of this planning application is the Regulation 18 

Uttlesford Local Plan (2017) which is for the period to 2033, subsequently referred to in 

this submission as the Emerging Local Plan ('ELP').  In its December 2017 Scoping 

Opinion, UDC advised MAG that the ELP was to be treated as a material planning 

consideration. 

3.2.5 The Government's planning horizon for airport development has typically been 15-30 

years.  For example, the 2003 Air Transport White Paper ('ATWP') set down airport 

development policy to 2030, as did the 2006 ATWP Progress Report ('ATPR'), where 

the 30 largest UK airports were asked to publish master plans to 2030.   

3.2.6 MAG published a Sustainable Development Plan ('SDP') for Stansted in March 2015 

which outlined the development plan for the airport through to 2030.  At the time MAG 

was careful not to describe the SDP as a master plan but MAG now accepts that it is:  

"In 2015, MAG published its long-term masterplan for Stansted in line with 

Government Guidance. The 2015 SDP is a comprehensive summary of the 

vision and objectives for Stansted and the consequential effects of growth 

up to the capacity of the single runway." 14 

3.2.7 The 2013 Aviation Policy Framework ('APF'), which described the purposes of airport 

master plans as follows: 

"They do not have a statutory basis, but the primary objective of master 

plans is to provide a clear statement of intent on the part of an airport 

operator to enable future development of the airport to be given due 

consideration in local planning processes. They also provide transparency 

and aid long-term planning for other businesses." 

3.2.8 The Stansted SDP is not an adopted UDC planning policy but UDC considers that it 

could become a material planning consideration. For that reason, in its December 2017 

Scoping Opinion, UDC notified MAG as follows: 

"UDC requires there to be consistency between the SDP and the 

Environmental Impact Assessment." 15 

                                                      
13 DfT Circular 02/2013, 'The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development', para 25. 
14 ES1, para 2.62 
15 UDC Scoping Opinion, Dec 2017, Appendix A, para 15. 
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This implies that the ES should cover the period to 2030 (at least) and, as referred to in 

para 3.2.3 above, the TA should cover the period to 2033.   

3.2.9 UK aviation forecasts are produced periodically by the DfT to inform future policy.  The 

most recent forecasts, published in October 2017, provide air traffic projections to 2050.  

This is partly because the forecasts also provide projections for aviation CO2 emissions 

and there is a need to ensure consistency between aviation policy and climate change 

policy, especially where there are targets and milestones to be achieved.  The 

Government is bound by a legal commitment to cut UK carbon emissions by 80% by 

2050, compared to a 1990 baseline.        

3.2.10 Long term forecasts are also essential for surface access infrastructure planning.   The 

Rail Investment Strategy for the UK and now also the Road Investment Strategy for 

England are both delivered in five-yearly work programmes.  The schemes to be 

included in the work programmes are decided in the previous five years, whereas 

research, evaluation of options and prioritisation typically take place at an even earlier 

stage, especially for rail infrastructure.  In the case of major airport expansion, the 

forward planning for surface access infrastructure therefore needs to begin many years 

before any significant increase in passenger throughput.    

3.2.11 For the reasons set out in paras 3.2.1 to 3.2.10 above, the ES should cover the period to 

2030 as a minimum.  However, as explained in section 3.3 below, a planning horizon of 

2030 is inadequate: the ES needs to cover the period until at least 2033.  

3.3 The assessment of cumulative impacts 

3.3.1 The planning horizon for the Uttlesford, East Herts and most other local development 

plans is 2033.  The ES therefore needs to provide an assessment of impacts through to 

2033 so that the impacts of the proposed development of Stansted Airport can be 

considered alongside the impacts associated with the implementation of the Uttlesford 

Local Plan and other local plans in the surrounding area.   

3.3.2 The UDC Scoping Opinion not only notified MAG that the EIA must treat the ELP as a 

material planning consideration but also, in relation to other Local Plans, it stated:  

"With regards to Local Planning Policy and Guidance, it is considered that 

the proposed list [in MAG's Scoping Report] is too restrictive.  Given the 

nature of the envisaged development and the potential wide area of 

potential likely significant effects, it is considered that due consideration 

should be given to the following Local Authority areas and their adopted 

and/or emerging Local Plans:16 , [our emphasis] 

¶ Epping Forest District Council 

¶ Harlow Council  

¶ Braintree District Council  

¶ Chelmsford City Council  

¶ East Hertfordshire District Council  

¶ South Cambridgeshire District Council 

¶ Hertfordshire County Council  

¶ Cambridgeshire County Council  

¶ Cambridge City Council  

¶ the Cambridgeshire Combined Authorityôs emerging spatial planning work." 

                                                      
16 Ibid, Appendix A, para 14. 
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3.3.3 In making this request, UDC was no doubt very mindful of the large number of new 

houses planned for the local area in the period to 2033.  However, we can find no real 

evidence that MAG has taken any cognisance of UDC's Scoping Opinion in this 

important regard.   

3.3.4 In a similar vein, Highways England ('HE') asked for the Transport Assessment (TA) to 

assess cumulative impacts to 2033, to coincide with the Local Plan period: 

"The Uttlesford Emerging Local Plan period ends in 2033 and therefore 

AECOM [consultants for HE] recommend that an additional review period 

assessment should be based on the year 2033 to gain an understanding 

of the airport passenger increase impact including the cumulative impacts 

of the surrounding developments identified within the plan period." 17 

3.3.5 MAG's consultants responded by saying that all peak hour assessments would include 

analysis to 2033 but this does not address the point that was being made about 

cumulative impacts.  The TA ï and the ES generally ï assess specific housing impacts 

only in respect of those houses within Uttlesford alone for which planning approval has 

already been granted or where there has been a resolution to grant planning permission.  

The TA otherwise relies on the generic TEMPro traffic model to predict future traffic 

growth on local roads.  This is a wholly inadequate approach in view of the scale of 

housing proposed for the local area in the period to 2033, not only in Uttlesford but also 

in East Herts, Braintree, Harlow and Epping Forest Districts. Cumulative road traffic 

impacts are therefore significantly understated in the TA.  

3.3.6 If road traffic impacts are understated then so too are air quality impacts.  Moreover, the 

failure to take account of the large number of new houses planned for the local area in 

the period to 2033 will have knock-on effects on other aspects of the assessment of 

cumulative impacts, for example, in relation to the demand for potable water.     

3.4 Closing remarks 

3.4.1 We have confined ourselves in this chapter to dealing with just two aspects of the ES, 

namely, the short planning horizon and the cursory assessment of cumulative impacts.  

Taken together, these two fundamental shortcomings will have resulted in a significant 

underestimation of the environmental impacts to the extent that the ES, as it presently 

stands, is not fit for purpose. 

3.4.2 The proposed development of Stansted Airport to 43mppa by 2028 (and potentially more 

by 2033) has to be considered alongside the impacts associated with the implementation 

of the Uttlesford Local Plan and other Local Plans in the surrounding area, particularly in 

view of the scale of new housebuilding planned in Uttlesford, East Herts, Braintree, 

Harlow and Epping Forest Districts between now and 2033.     

3.4.3 The most obvious consequence of this is an understatement of road traffic impacts but 

this is not the only concern.  Other consequences are identified in the later topic-specific 

chapters of this submission, and so also are other shortcomings in the ES. 

                                                      
17 ES3, Appendix B, p11. 
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4 Prematurity 

4.1 Planning context 

4.1.1 Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the  

ñDetermination [of planning applications] must be made in accordance with the 

[development] plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.ò   

4.1.2 MAG is seeking to have this application determined at a time when the UDC Local Plan 

to 2033 is in a state of flux and the Government is in the midst of a consultation on the 

future policy for the development of UK airports and aviation strategy.  In short, two of 

the main pillars for determining this application ï the local development plan and 

Government policy ï are currently subject to significant uncertainty.  

4.1.3 The concept of óprematurityô is clarified in the National Planning Policy Framework 

('NPPF')18 which addresses the question: ñIn what circumstances might it be justifiable 

to refuse planning permission on the grounds of prematurity?"  before going on to 

explain:  

"éarguments that an application is premature are unlikely to justify a 

refusal of planning permission other than where it is clear that the adverse 

impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits taking the policies in the Framework and any other 

material considerations into account.  Such circumstances are likely, but not 

exclusively, to be limited to situations where both: 

(a) the development proposed is so substantial, or its cumulative 

effect would be so significant, that to grant permission would 

undermine the plan-making process by predetermining decisions 

about the scale, location or phasing of new development that are 

central to an emerging Local Plan or neighbourhood planning; and 

(b) the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet formally 

part of the development plan for the area. 

Refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity will seldom be 

justified where a draft Local Plan has yet to be submitted for examination, 

or in the case of a Neighbourhood Plan, before the end of the local planning 

authority publicity period. Where planning permission is refused on grounds 

of prematurity, the local planning authority will need to indicate clearly how 

the grant of permission for the development concerned would prejudice the 

outcome of the plan-making process 

4.1.4 SSEôs case that the application is premature is only partly in the context of the emerging 

local policy (which is what the NPPF is referring to above), but more importantly in the 

context of the more specific existing and emerging national airports and aviation policy, 

for example, see paras 4.2.4 to 4.2.8 below and 6.4.10 to 6.4.16 below.   

4.1.5 In submitting this 43mppa planning application at this time MAG may be seeking to pre-

empt any risk that, when the Aviation Strategy is finalised and published next year, the 

Governmentôs imperative will clearly be shown to be the successful delivery of the new 

                                                      
18 See https://www.gov.uk/guidance/determining-a-planning-application.  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/determining-a-planning-application
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Northwest Runway at Heathrow; and the Government will wish nothing to threaten the 

business case for that, for example, the introduction of unforeseen, competing airport 

capacity elsewhere, especially when: 

¶ The assessment by the Airports Commission of the commercial viability 

and financeability of a third Heathrow runway assumed that Stansted 

remained capped at its permitted capacity of 35mppa.19   

¶ The Commission carried out extensive analysis of the business case for a 

third Heathrow runway, and of a second Gatwick runway, and concluded 

that it was not feasible to proceed with both projects at the same time, 

¶ The proposed new Northwest Runway at Heathrow has a projected cost 

of around £17.6 billion at 2014 prices20,  By comparison, MAG purchased 

Stansted from BAA in 2013 for less than £1.5 billion.   

4.2 Emerging local and national policy 

4.2.1 MAG has either misunderstood or misinterpreted the Emerging Local Plan ('ELP') 

because MAG wrongly claims that the ELP supports the proposed development, as 

follows: 

"On 12 July 2017, UDC published a Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan for 

consultation.  The consultation recently concluded on 4 September 2017. [21] 

The draft new Local Plan promotes and encourages the economic 

development of the District.  With specific reference to Stansted Airport, one 

of the plan's overarching objectives is to accommodate development by:    

¶   Utilising the full capacity of the existing runway and provide for the 

maximum number of connecting journeys by air passengers and 

workers to be made by public transport: [our emphasis] and  

¶   Ensuring that appropriate surface access infrastructure and service 

capacity will be provided without impacting on capacity to meet the 

demands of other network users.ò 22 

4.2.2 MAG has either not done its homework or is deliberately misrepresenting the true 

position because the Regulation 18 Local Plan actually states as follows: 

"Objective 2c ï London Stansted Airport  

ñTo accommodate development by: 

¶   Utilising the permitted capacity of the existing runway and provide for 

the maximum number of connecting journeys by air passengers and 

workers to be made by public transport: [our emphasis] and  

¶   Ensuring that appropriate surface access infrastructure and service 

capacity will be provided without impacting on capacity to meet the 

demands of other network users.ò 23 

                                                      
19 Airports Commission Final Report, Jul 2015, Chapter 11. 
20 Ibid, Table 11.1. 
21 This wording indicates that ES1 Chapter 3 was written some time before UDC provided its Scoping Opinion on 
22 December 2017. 
22 ES1, paras 3.83-3.84. 
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4.2.3 Thus, the ELP supports the development of Stansted Airport up to its permitted 

throughput of 35mppa but does not support the higher level of utilisation proposed in this 

planning application.  In the mistaken belief that Objective 2c in the Regulation 18 Local 

Plan supported full use of the existing runway, MAG described this as one of the Plan's 

"overarching objectives".   Presumably the same description applies now that it is clear 

that the Local Plan does not support full use, whatever that is taken to mean. 

4.2.4 Turning to the national policy framework, Parliamentary approval of a final version of the 

ANPS will be sought in the summer of 201824 and the Government has said that it will 

publish its new Aviation White Paper in early 201925.  Meanwhile, there is no clear 

Government policy on the extent and timing of any further expansion at Stansted. 

4.2.5 A 'Call for Evidence' published by the DfT in July 2017, at the start of the current 

consultation on the new aviation strategy, included the following two statements which 

MAG immediately seized upon as support for its Stansted Airport planning application:   

ñThe governmenté is minded to be supportive of all airports who wish to 

make best use of their existing runways including those in the South 

East.ò  [para 7.20] 

ñDue to the recent rise in growth, the government believes that this issue 

cannot wait until the publication of a new Aviation Strategy.ò [para 7.21] 

4.2.6 It is highly unusual for this type of statement to be published before a consultation 

process has even begun and, in this case, it was directly contrary to the extant 

Government policy, as set down in the APF, as follows:  

ñBefore taking decisions on any future new airport capacity, the 

Government will want to have a thorough understanding of the local 

environmental impacts of any proposals.ò 26 

4.2.7 The DfT initially sought to justify its position by referring to the recommendations of the 

Airports Commission but what the Commission said in relation to Stansted was: 

ñThe Commission considers that there may be a case for reviewing the 

Stansted planning cap if and when the airport moves closer to full capacity. 

Its forecasts indicate that this would not occur until at least the 2030s, 

although the airport has seen rapid growth since its purchase by MAG, 

which if sustained over a longer period would bring this forward. The 

Commission does not have any view as to the outcome of any such review 

but is clear that it should be carried out on the basis of a full detailed 

assessment and consultation process, taking into consideration the 

environmental and other issues that supported the imposition of the original 

cap, as would be expected for any planning application of this nature and 

scale. The independent aviation noise authority could be involved in such a 

review.ò 27 

                                                                                                                                                                       
23 UDC Regulation 18 Local Plan, p13. 
24 'Beyond the horizon: Next steps towards an aviation strategy', DfT, Apr 2018, para 6.7. 
25 Ibid, Executive Summary, p9, final para. 
26 'Aviation Policy Framework', DfT, Mar 2013, para 3.54. 
27 Airports Commission, Final Report, Jul 2016, para 16.49. 
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4.2.8 Significantly the most recent DfT consultation paper on the new aviation strategy28 does 

not repeat the points made in paras 7.20 and 7,21 of its earlier paper.  Indeed, there is 

now no mention of any need for urgency.  So why the urgency with this 43mppa 

planning application? 

4.3 Why the urgency? 

4.3.1 Given all of the above, it is difficult to rationalise the urgency that MAG attaches to this 

planning application, both in relation to the timing of its submission and in relation to the 

haste with which it is seeking to secure approval.  Having submitted its Scoping Report 

in June 2017, MAG wants its application determined by 18 July 2018 ï a period of just 

13½ months from start to finish ï and has agreed to provide financial support to UDC to 

enable its application to be dealt with more quickly.   

4.3.2 By comparison, in the case of the last completed Stansted Airport planning application ï 

the BAA 'G1' proposal for expansion from 25mppa to 35mppa ï a period of 28 months 

was allowed between the Scoping Report and UDC determination. 

4.3.3 There would be no significant adverse impacts for the Applicant if planning consent was 

refused at this stage when: 

¶  MAGôs own forecasts show that the 35mppa cap will not be reached 

until 2023;29  and  

¶  The latest DfT forecasts show that the current 35mppa cap will not be 

reached until 2033.30   

4.3.4 It is also relevant to note that no lengthy construction works are involved.  MAG states in 

the ES that the construction works would be  

"sequenced over an approximate 12-month period é broadly 

timetabled to start in 2021 and be completed by mid-2022 (i.e. in 

advance of the existing 35mppa cap being reached)." 31 

4.3.5 Moreover, it has not been clearly explained by MAG why the construction works are 

even necessary.  The original proposal was for 11,000 additional aircraft movements per 

annum and to that extent the need for two additional taxiways and nine additional aircraft 

stands could be rationalised.  However, the revised proposal is for no increase in the 

current 274,000 cap on annual aircraft movements.   Why then is there a need to 

construct new taxiways and aircraft stands? 

4.3.6 In view of STAL's past history of avoiding making compensation payments to local 

residents whose properties have been devalued by the expansion of the airport, there 

must be a suspicion that the proposed construction works, which do not appear to be 

necessary for a throughput of 43mppa, will not be built, either in total or in part.  In other 

words, STAL may once again be seeking to ensure that it has a 'golden rivet'32 to enable 

it to delay the payment of such compensation to local homeowners as may be required 

under Part 1 of the Land Compensation Act 1973 ('the LCA').  

                                                      
28 'Beyond the horizon: Next steps towards an aviation strategy', DfT, Apr 2018.  
29 ES1, para 4.53. 
30 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017.  
31 ES1, para 5.5. 
32 By delaying the construction of a small part of the works from its 1999 planning approval for 15mppa STAL 
succeeded in rejecting compensation claims under Part 1 of the LCA until it faced a legal challenge in 2016.     
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4.4 Outstanding obligations 

4.4.1 Apart from settling its obligations in relation to homeowner compensation (which we 

recognise cannot be admitted as a planning consideration), there is another important 

outstanding legal obligation which STAL must be required to discharge before the 

current planning application is considered. This relates to the G1 planning consent. 

4.4.2 In a Deed of Unilateral Undertaking given by STAL to UDC and Essex County Council 

on 26 September 2008 (just 12 days before the G1 planning application was approved 

by the Secretary of State), STAL agreed as follows:  

"Before 31 December 2014 STAL shall commission studies of the impact 

of the Development upon the area in which the Airport is situated to 

include the effect of the Development upon air noise contours, ground 

noise measurements, air quality, traffic flows, transport mode shares 

employment levels, patterns of the places of residence of persons 

employed at the Airport, visual impact, waste water and energy, and 

provide the same to UDC as soon as reasonably practicable after the 

same shall have been completed."   

4.4.3 To the best of our knowledge and belief, the above legal obligation, arising from the last 

Stansted Airport planning consent for an expansion of passenger throughput, has not 

been discharged.  No such impact studies have yet been published whereas they should 

have been commissioned by 31 December 2014.  We submit that until such time as this 

outstanding planning obligation has been properly discharged, it would be wholly wrong 

to proceed to determine the current airport planning application. 

4.5 Postponement       

4.5.1 A postponement of the determination of this planning application until next year would 

allow time for the outstanding legal obligation to be discharged and it would enable the 

policy context ï locally and nationally ï to become clearer.   

4.5.2 Postponing determination of this application would also facilitate a better assessment of 

the post-Brexit implications for the UK aviation sector.  Concerns about the post-Brexit 

arrangements for UK-EU air travel are repeatedly being raised by Ryanair ï which 

accounted for 82% of all of Stanstedôs passengers in 2016 ï and so this is a highly 

relevant issue for this planning application. 

4.5.3 Importantly, a postponement of this application until 2019 would do no harm to the 

Applicant, who does not expect the present cap to be reached until 2023.  

4.5.4 Moreover, as noted in para 4.1.5 above, it is highly questionable whether, at this stage, 

the development of Stansted beyond a capacity of 35mppa would have Government 

support. The Government's over-riding priority with regard to aviation policy is the 

delivery of a third Heathrow runway by 202633 or as soon as possible thereafter.  The 

Government will not want any other proposals to stand in the way of that.    

                                                      
33 Revised Draft ANPS, DfT, Oct 2017, para 3.46. 
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5 Concerns about UDC Competence and Impartiality 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 With a population of just 86,200, UDC is a relatively small District Council and has 

neither the resources nor the level of expertise necessary to deal with this planning 

application.  The UDC planning department is reported to have just 24-25 staff. 

5.1.2 In addition to dealing with the airport planning application UDC is deeply embroiled in 

trying to secure approval for its long overdue Local Plan.  The last adopted Local Plan is 

from January 2005.  The process of producing a new Local Plan has gone on since 2011 

and it continues to be mired in controversy.  

5.1.3 The new Local Plan ('the Emerging Local Plan' or 'ELP') is due to go out to Regulation 

19 pre-submission consultation in the summer of 2018, to be followed by a Regulation 

22 submission in Autumn of 2018.  Regulation 24 hearing sessions for the public 

examination are expected to start during the winter of 2018/1934.  In our view UDC is not 

capable of properly dealing with two major challenges at once ï i.e. the current Stansted 

Airport planning application and the management of the ELP process ï alongside its 

normal day-to-day planning work.   

5.1.4 On 18 March 2018 SSE wrote to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and 

Local Government formally asking him to call-in the current Stansted Airport planning 

application. The letter included an annex which set out the principal reasons for our 

concerns about UDC competence and impartiality, including our concern that UDC had 

prejudged the planning application in favour of approval. This chapter of our submission 

is an updated version of that annex.  

5.2 Concerns about prejudgment 

5.2.1 SSEôs concerns were first raised at a meeting which took place on 28 July 2017 

between, on the one hand, the UDC Leader, UDC Chief Executive, UDC Director of 

Public Services and the Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group35 and, on the other hand, 

the SSE Chairman, Deputy Chairman and Campaign Director. SSEôs file note of that 

meeting is provided in Appendix B. 

5.2.2 The meeting discussed a range of issues but the main topic was the forthcoming 

Stansted Airport planning application.  STAL had submitted a Scoping Report on 2 June 

and SSE had been pressing UDC Planning Department ï unsuccessfully ï for an 

opportunity to present its response to the Scoping Report in order to ñexplain, justify or 

expandò on any of the 109 points therein. 

5.2.3 The 28 July meeting barely discussed EIA Scoping issues.  As can be seen from the file 

note, the main focus was on higher level issues, particularly the question of local versus 

national determination.  It soon emerged that the central reason for UDC being so keen 

to determine the application locally was the importance it attached to securing section 

106 benefits, particularly a sizeable financial contribution from MAG to help fund 

                                                      
34 Timetable presented to UDC Cabinet, 15 Feb 2018 - see 
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=3012&p=0. 
35 The meeting was arranged between SSE and the three elected UDC councillors serving as party leaders. The 
leader of UDC, representing the Conservative Party, and the Liberal Democrat leader both attended, while the 
leader of the third party represented on UDC, Residents for Uttlesford (óR4Uô), was unable to be present.   

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=3012&p=0
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improvements to Junction 8 of the M11 ('M11 J8'). This was viewed by UDC as a critical 

issue in the wider context of being able to deliver the challenging housing proposals 

contained in the draft UDC Local Plan. 

5.2.4 By the end of the meeting, the SSE team were left in no doubt that UDC intended to 

approve the airport planning application and it was largely a question of negotiating a 

favourable section 106 agreement with MAG.  It was also clear that extensive 

discussions had already taken place between UDC and MAG. 

5.2.5 SSE was subsequently able to establish, through requests under the Freedom of 

Information Act 2000 (óFoI') requests, that UDC planning officers held 35 meetings with 

MAG between 8 February 2016 and 11 December 2017.  UDC planning officers say that 

the first 27 of these meetings were informal and so (they claim) there was no 

requirement to produce minutes. A confidentiality exemption from disclosure is claimed 

for the remaining eight meetings. 

5.2.6 By comparison, at time of writing, SSE is still waiting for the opportunity of a meeting 

with UDC Planning Department, having made three requests for such a meeting, the first 

of these in June 2017, when the response received was that ñofficers are too busyò.  On 

7 March 2018 SSE was finally offered a meeting with the UDC planning team.  This has 

now been arranged for 11 June. 

5.2.7 One of the first issues SSE wishes to discuss with the UDC planning team is the 

Scoping Opinion sent by UDC to MAG in December 2017.  As well as containing some 

significant errors and omissions, the Scoping Opinion appears to have been written on 

the assumption that the planning application will be approved, for example: 

"In the event that the World Health Organisation ('WHO') new evidence on the 

impacts of aviation noise is published before a determination to grant 

planning permission, the environmental statement assessment must 

incorporate this evidence (for example, by way of supplementary 

assessment).36 [our emphasis] 

5.3 Concerns about London Stansted Cambridge Consortium (óLSCCô) 

5.3.1 The LSSC is a non-statutory organisation which primarily comprises local authorities in 

the LondonïStanstedïCambridge (óLSCô) corridor ï including UDC ï alongside private 

sector and other ñpartnersò and ñsupportersò. Its principal purpose is to promote 

economic development in the corridor.  At its inaugural meeting in June 2013, it 

declared: ñThe LSCC brings together local public and private sector bodies to champion 

and lobby for the regionò. 

5.3.2 The objectives of the LSSC are described more fully on the organisationôs website: 

ñThe Consortium membership board has agreed three simple objectives:  

Å  Promote the corridor ï which covers supporting our Members with the 

development of the narrative for the corridor, promotion and positioning 

with government, Whitehall, and the investor community;  

Å   Make the case for infrastructure ï prioritising and focussing on the 

key infrastructure requirements which are needed to support 

                                                      
36 UDC Scoping Opinion, Dec 2017, Appendix A, para 47. 
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growth. This includes London Stansted Airport as one of the key 

infrastructure components, as well rail, road, digital and utilities; 

[our emphasis] 

Å Support our key sectors ï identifying growth spaces for expansion, 

supporting labour mobility, and encouraging skills development.ò  

5.3.3 The LSCC has no published constitution and it does not publish financial accounts.  

However, SSE has been able to obtain LSCC income and expenditure details through a 

FoI request to Haringey Borough Council, which provides a book-keeping service for the 

LSCC.  This shows that in 2016/17 UDC made a £10,000 contribution to the LSCC and 

Stansted Airport was the largest private sector sponsor, with a £15,000 contribution. 

5.3.4 The LSSC identifies Stansted Airport as its main commercial sponsor and supports (at 

least) the full utilisation of the existing Stansted Airport runway, for example:  

ñThe LSCC wishes to see the airport fully utilised to maximise the 

economic benefits of this major strategic asset to the corridor.ò 

é 

ñGoing beyond the planning agreement to maximum use of the 

existing airport infrastructure, at 45mppa, would generate £2.660 

billion and support an additional 8,310 jobs.ò 

5.3.5 UDC is one of the principal supporters of the LSCC.  The leader of UDC has spoken at 

two of the last three LSCC conferences, and UDCôs annual financial contribution to the 

LSCC helps to finance its lobbying activities, including in relation to the expansion of 

Stansted Airport beyond its current planning limit.  

5.3.6 Accordingly, we submit that UDCôs close association and co-sponsorship of the LSCC 

calls into question the impartiality of UDC and its suitability, as the LPA for Stansted 

Airport, to rule on the current planning application.   

5.4 Concerns about process 

5.4.1 The planning application was submitted on 22 February 2018 and posted on the UDC 

website together with a heading ñImportant dates for the applicationò which gave a 

deadline of 3 April for public comments and a determination deadline of 24 May 2018. 

The UDC website also advised that hard copies of the planning application were 

available from the Applicant at £300 per copy.  (In the event there were no hard copies 

available until the following week.)  

5.4.2 SSE immediately asked UDC to extend the 3 April deadline, pointing out that:  

¶ The planning application was complex and extended to 2,930 pages; 

¶ Parish and Town Councils generally only meet on a monthly basis and 

would have insufficient time to consider; 

¶ The effective deadline was 29 March, due to the timing of Easter; 

¶ On 2 June 2017, UDC imposed an unrealistically tight deadline for 

responses to the MAG Scoping Report, saying that it only had five 

weeks to provide its Scoping Opinion to MAG.  In the event UDC did 

not provide MAG with its Scoping Opinion until 21 December 2017.  
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¶ When inviting comments on the Scoping Report UDC understated the 

scale of the proposed development ï saying that it only proposed six 

additional stands whereas the true figure was nine.  It took almost a 

month and a second SSE reminder before this error was corrected.   

5.4.3 Even when SSE subsequently pointed out to UDC that its determination deadline of 24 

May was wrong in law and should not be any earlier than 15 June, UDC would still not 

extend its deadline for public comments.  However, on 27 March 2018, following 

representations from more than 40 local Parish and Town Councils, UDC finally agreed 

to extend the deadline from 3 April to 30 April 2018. 

5.4.4 When emailing local Parish & Town Councils to notify them of the planning application 

and of the 3 April deadline for their comments, UDC took the highly unusual step of 

telling Parish & Town Councils what the application was NOT (ñThe application is NOT 

seeking permission for a second runwayò), intending thereby to play down the 

importance of their scrutiny of the application. 

5.4.5 In the course of pressing UDC to extend the 3 April deadline SSE asked for an 

explanation for the apparent urgency and received the following reply: 

"The council has negotiated an agreement with MAG which, although 

setting target dates for key milestones in the process for consideration of 

its application, does give the council an extension of time over the 

statutory period for a decision. It also provides the council with additional 

resources to help meet these target dates.  The application fee of some 

Ã2,000 did not enable that.ò 

5.4.6 Only then did it become clear that UDC had entered into a Planning Performance 

Agreement (óPPAô) with MAG which set down a timetable for dealing with the planning 

application.  Initially a redacted copy of the PPA was published on the UDC website such 

that the financial contribution from MAG was not shown. However, under pressure from 

SSE and (we understand) many of its own councillors, the total MAG contribution was 

un-redacted and shown to be £117,781 plus VAT. 

5.4.7 SSE does not challenge the principle of PPA agreements, but it is clear that in this case 

the effect of the PPA is to curtail the opportunity for public engagement and fair and 

transparent consultation.  In the case of the last comparable Stansted Airport planning 

application ï by BAA in 2006 for an additional 10mppa ï there was a period of 21 

months between the Scoping Report and the planning application and a further seven 

months for the application to be determined. This enabled detailed consideration of the 

impacts and extensive public consultation.   

5.4.8 For the comparable 2006 airport planning application, UDC allowed a full week for public 

hearings and ensured that these were well advertised. The hearings were all over-

subscribed and all took place inside a packed Council Chamber even though they were 

also broadcast on webcam.  By comparison, on this occasion it is understood that UDC 

has allowed just one day for public hearings.     

5.4.9 The UDC Planning Department, when seeking endorsement from the Council on 30 

March 2017 for the use of PPAs, stated in its report to Council:  
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"Appropriate publicity and marketing of PPAs will be undertaken. The 

concept will be explained to communities to help it to be understood."  

5.4.10 The reality, however, is that prior to public disclosure by SSE, there was no 

communication from UDC to local Parish and Town Councils or the general public.  Even 

UDC councillors appeared to be taken by surprise when informed of the agreement with 

MAG. 

5.4.11 The PPA reveals that the start date for discussions on a section 106 agreement between 

UDC and MAG will be as early as May ï long before the impacts of the proposed 

development have been adequately assessed.  This reinforces the clear message that 

SSE obtained at its UDC meeting on 28 July 2017 that UDC is intent on approving this 

planning application and its primary focus is on the section 106 benefits that can be 

secured in return for local approval. 

5.4.12 A letter from the Chief Executive of Stansted Airport to airport employees on 28 

February 2018 urged employees to post messages of support for the airport planning 

application on the UDC website, using an automated system, as follows:      

ñIt is quick and easy to register your support for the application and will take 

two minutes. All you need to do is log onto www.ourstansted.com and 

complete the registration form. This will then send a letter automatically to the 

Council outlining why you support the plans for the airport.ò  

5.4.13 As a result of the www.ourstansted.com system, large numbers of almost identical 

automatic emails have been sent to UDC supporting the application. It appears that at 

least some of these have been sent unwittingly and involuntarily, for example: 

5.4.14 The following email was received by SSE on 7 March 2018:  

From: XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
Sent: 07 March 2018 21:24 
To: Stop Stansted Expansion 
Subject: Miss leading people on Facebook 

Hi guys thought you might find this interesting, below is a screenshot that I have just 
seen on Facebook for grant funded insulation for any house effected by Stansted 
Airport Noise. When you click on the link thereôs a mandatory box that has to be 
ticked.  
In ticking the box you fully support the expansion of Stansted Airport.   
Itôs very misleading and is this a scam to rally support for the expansion? 
I do not know if it will work but here is where the ñlearn moreò button takes you. 
http://www.ourstansted.com/community/ 
Kind regards  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

http://www.ourstansted.com/
http://www.ourstansted.com/
http://www.ourstansted.com/community/
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5.4.15 A further example is the following email which UDC again wrongly categorised as 

supporting the application.  The writer refers to an earlier email he sent which did 

actually support the application. However, this follow-up email to his local councillor was 

a complaint about the process, not a further message of support from the same 

individual.  SSE had to write three times to the UDC Chief Executive (who initially denied 

any mis-categorisation) before this mis-categorisation was rectified.    

From:  James Collins 

To:   Joel Charles 

Cc:   James Collins; Stansted Planning Application; Michael Garnett; Sue Livings; Mike Garnett 

Subject:  Re: Stansted 

Date:  09 March 2018 20:44:06 

Dear Joel 

I feel like I have been totally misled. I completed a survey after receiving an email regarding parking 
at STN.  I clicked a link of which gave my support to STN growth. What I did not know was that MAG 
were using my survey and sending emails to my local councillors. 

I would assume/guess you will see other mails like mine. I am of the opinion this is a poor way to gain 
support  

Regards 
James Collins 
XXXXXXXXXXX 

5.4.16 Having drawn these two examples to UDC's attention in mid-March, SSE expected UDC 

to introduce further checks so as to improve the reliability of its categorisation of public 

comments on the planning application.  However, less than two weeks later SSE 

identified a batch of five new instances of mis-categorisation (as per the screenshot 

below). All of these were individual submissions from members of the public who were 
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quite clearly objecting to the application, and all were wrongly categorised as supporting 

the application.  

   

5.4.17 SSE does not have the resources to check that all the comments on this planning 

application are being correctly categorised by UDC, noting that at time of writing more 

than a thousand comments have been submitted.  Where SSE has carried out random 

checks, or where we have received information from others, we note that it has always 

been a case of a submission being wrongly categorised as supporting the airport 

planning application, and never the other way around.  

5.5 Concerns over favourable treatment towards the Applicant 

5.5.1 UDC has chosen to apply a different set of rules to those supporting the planning 

application compared to the rules applied to those who object to the application.  This 

UDC webpage for the airport planning application clearly states:  

"You can object to or comment on the planning application online, by email or 

by letter. Please remember that you must include the planning 

application reference (UTT/18/0460/FUL), your name and address."   

5.5.2 The above advice from UDC ï in bold ï leaves no room for doubt about the requirement 

for respondents to provide their name and address.  However, on the UDC webpage 

listing the responses to the application there are many hundreds of automated entries 

from respondents supporting the application where merely a postcode has been 

provided.  

5.5.3 SSE asked why the address requirement was being waived for respondents who 

supported the application.  UDC replied as follows:   

"It is not being waived for non UDC residents, it is being waived for the people 

sending a representation through the Support Stansted Airport website."  

5.5.4 This approach appears to SSE to be unbalanced by making it easier for individuals to 

support the application than to oppose it.  There are many people, particularly the 

elderly, who are deterred from sending in comments on any controversial planning 

application because they do not wish to provide their name and address for fear of some 

form of reprisal.  Whilst such fears are almost entirely groundless, it should be noted that 

several senior SSE members have over the years received 'hate mail'. In some extreme 

cases this has led to police investigations. If UDC is prepared to give a waiver to those 

submitting their representations through the Support Stansted Airport website, the same 

waiver should be given to everyone, and the rules made clear at the start. 

5.5.5 We referred in para 5.2.5 above, to the 35 meetings held between UDC officers and 

MAG/STAL during 2016 and 2017 and the fact that UDC is either unable or unwilling to 
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provide formal minutes for any of these meetings37.  We referred also to the meeting 

which SSE was afforded on 29 July 2017 with the Council Leader, Chief Executive and 

Director of Public Services. SSE's file note of that meeting is provided in Appendix B. 

5.5.6 It can be noted that towards the end of the meeting (page 6 of the file note) SSE raised 

the issue of homeowner compensation and asked whether UDC had put in a claim [i.e. a 

claim on MAG/STAL under the Land Compensation Act in respect of properties owned 

by the council].  When the answer received was "No", SSE suggested that UDC should 

take advice on this issue as it had done in the 1990s, which led to compensation being 

paid to UDC by STAL for the devaluation of council-owned properties as a result of the 

airport expansion that had taken place in preceding years.  

5.5.7 The SSE team present at that July 2017 meeting got the clear impression that UDC 

showed no interest in pursuing a compensation claim against MAG/STAL, nor even in 

taking professional advice on the matter. Accordingly, on 13 December 2017 SSE 

submitted an FoI/EIR request to UDC asking UDC to advise: 

".. what steps UDC had taken, and please provide copies of any and all 

correspondence, relating to the claiming of fair and reasonable 

compensation from STAL for the diminution of the value of Council-

owned properties, pursuant to Part 1 of the Land Compensation Act 

1973, following the June 2016 announcement by STAL that it was 

(finally) prepared to consider such claims relating to airport works dating 

from December 1999 to March 2007."  

5.5.8 A reply was received on 22 January 2018.  This did not answer our question about 'what 

steps UDC had taken' and did not provide copies of any correspondence as evidence 

that UDC was taking, or had taken, professional advice on the issue of airport 

compensation. Whilst the possibility of a compensation claim against MAG/STAL was 

not ruled out, it was clear that this was not being actively pursued, bearing in mind that 

this vacuous reply came six months after SSE raised the matter with UDC:  

" the council has not as yet made any claim for compensation under the Land 

Compensation Act 1973 relating to works carried out at the airport between 

1997 and 2007, although it has been briefed by Manchester Airports Group 

on progress with claims made by other parties." 

5.5.9 In a similar vein, in paras 4.4.1 to 4.4.3 above we referred to the fact that UDC has 

quietly turned a blind eye to STAL's non-compliance with the legally binding Deed of 

Undertaking given as part of the approval process for the G1 planning application, viz:  

"Before 31 December 2014 STAL shall commission studies of the impact 

of the Development upon the area in which the Airport is situated to 

include the effect of the Development upon air noise contours, ground 

noise measurements, air quality, traffic flows, transport mode shares 

employment levels, patterns of the places of residence of persons 

employed at the Airport, visual impact, waste water and energy, and 

provide the same to UDC as soon as reasonably practicable after the 

same shall have been completed."   

                                                      
37 Some handwritten notes were provided for 9 of the 35 meetings but these were little more than scribbled 
jottings which were often unintelligible and/or illegible.   
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5.5.10 Not only has UDC turned a blind eye to this breach of the G1 Deed of Undertaking by 

STAL but also UDC has not brought the breach to the public's attention. For this reason 

and many of the other reasons set out above, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that, in 

relation to the current airport planning application, UDC is keen to avoid creating any 

potential obstacles to approval.    

5.5.11 Finally, SSE also has concerns regarding the lobbying activities of a prominent UDC 

councillor who represents the ruling party at UDC, serves on the Planning Committee as 

a Reserve Member and is a full member of the Council's Stansted Airport Advisory 

Panel.  This councillor is a leading advocate for Stansted Airport generally and for the 

approval of the airport planning application in particular.  Shortly after the application 

was published, he sent letters to all the leading local newspapers (see example below) in 

his capacity as a councillor, championing the planning application and calling for 

determination by UDC. It may be no coincidence that he is the owner of an airport-

related business based at the main offices at Stansted Airport.  

 

5.5.12 We conclude this chapter simply by expressing our surprise when, upon raising the 

above matter with the UDC Chief Executive, we were provided with a robust defence of 

this councillor's entitlement to behave, act and lobby as he sees fit. 
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6 Planning Statement  

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 Gardner Planning Ltd (GPL) was instructed by SSE on 6 March 2018 to assess the 

planning application made by MAG on behalf of STAL on 22 February 2018 and to 

provide a Planning Statement for SSE to incorporate in its submission.   

6.1.2 GPL welcomes the decision by UDC to extend the ódeadlineô for submission of 

representations to the application from 3 April to 30 April 2018 noting that this is a 

complex application with some 112 supporting documents.  SSE and the public have a 

right to examine this documentation and make legitimate submissions and objections.  

STAL and UDC have been preparing and discussing the application for at least eight 

months since June 2017 (the submission of request for a scoping opinion).   

6.1.3 The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 

Order (2015) para 33 states a ñlocal planning authority must, in determining an 

application for planning permission, take into account any representations made éò 

Clearly there is a minimum period during which the LPA cannot take a decision, but 

beyond that there is no maximum period so that any representations made up to the 

date of decision must be ótaken into accountô. 

6.1.4 Such a ódeadlineô for submissions and objections has no statutory significance.  The 

statutory deadline for a decision (16 weeks38) is 14 June 2018 but the Planning 

Performance Agreement ('PPA') provides a Planning Committee meeting target date of 

18 July 2018 for "consideration and resolution of the application". 

6.2 The proposed development 

6.2.1 The formal description of the development is: 

"Airfield works comprising two new taxiway links to the existing runway (a 

Rapid Access Taxiway and a Rapid Exit Taxiway), six additional remote 

aircraft stands adjacent Yankee taxiway; and three additional aircraft stands 

(extension of the Echo Apron) to enable combined airfield operations of 

274,000 aircraft movements and a throughput of 43 million terminal 

passengers, in a 12-month calendar period." 39 

6.2.2 It is therefore a mixture of some physical development, and what is effectively an 

amendment to current restrictions on the scale of operations as conditioned by various 

planning permissions.  The latter would normally be by way of an application under 

Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  The application seeks no 

increase in overall aircraft movements but seeks a unified cap without differentiation 

between passenger and cargo planes, general aviation and other and non-commercial 

movements. 

6.2.3 In summary, the main points of the objection by SSE are: 

a) The planning proposal should be determined by the Secretary of State 

(Chapters 2 and 5 of this submission); 

                                                      
38 PPG Para: 001 Reference ID: 21b-001-20140306. 
39 Taken from the application form. 
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b) The ES is currently inadequate and needs to be supplemented with 

additional information on the likely significant effects of the proposed 

development in order to reach a reasoned conclusion (Chapter 3); 

c) Determination of this major application with wide ranging national and 

local implications is premature (Chapter 4); 

d) The development is contrary to the provisions of the development plan, 

and national policy; it is not sustainable development (this Chapter); 

e) The proposals will have major adverse impacts on local communities 

and the environment, including but not limited to surface access 

infrastructure, air quality, climate change and noise impacts, and will 

not have the claimed economic benefits (Chapter 8 onwards);  

f)    The motive for UDC to ward off 'call-in' by the Secretary of State, and 

itself grant planning permission, appears to be to enhance the 

soundness of the Emerging Local Plan ('ELP') ï which ironically does 

not give support for the Stansted Airport proposals ï by attracting 

funding from STAL for strategic highway improvements that would also 

serve other major developments proposed in the Plan. 

6.3 Principal planning consents to date 

6.3.1 Stansted Airport was established by planning permission granted by the Secretary of 

State in 1985, with a single runway, in two phases with passenger limits of 8mppa (phase 

1) then 15mppa (phase 2).  The airport opened in 1991. 

6.3.2 Aircraft movements p.a. were restricted by Government Orders to 78,000 (1987), 

120,000 (1996) and 185,000 (1999). 

6.3.3 In 2003 UDC granted planning permission which increased passengers to 25mppa with 

241,000 aircraft movements. 

6.3.4 In 2008, on appeal, the Secretary of State granted planning permission raising annual 

passenger numbers to 35mppa and annual aircraft movements to 264,000, including 

20,500 cargo plane movements (condition ATM1) plus 10,000 other aircraft movements. 

6.3.5 In 2017 UDC granted planning permission for a new arrivals building.  Construction is 

expected to begin in 2019.40 

6.4 National policy 

Air Transport White Paper ('ATWP') 

6.4.1 When first published in 2003 'The Future of Air Transportô White Paper ('ATWP') was 

heralded by the Secretary of State who claimed that it ñSets out a framework for the 

future development of air transport over the next 30 yearsò.  But it did not stand the test 

of time. The STAL Planning Statement notes that in the years since the ATWP ñmuch 

has changed in terms of Government policy, the economy, the aviation market and the 

needs of passengers and airlines41."  We very much agree with this.   

                                                      
40 Planning Statement, para 3.18. 
41 Planning Statement para 5.51. 
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6.4.2 The ATWP proposed that a second runway should be built at Stansted "as soon as 

possible (we expect around 2011 or 2012)" 
42 and this policy was confirmed in the 2006 

ATWP Progress Report but it proved undeliverable: 'Governments don't build runways'.  

It is also worth noting that the ATWP envisaged that the full capacity of the existing 

Stansted runway would be 35mppa compared to Stansted's 2003 throughput of 19mppa. 

Aviation Policy Framework ('APF') 

6.4.3 The 2013 APF replaced the ATWP as "Governmentôs policy on aviation, alongside any 

decisions Government makes following the recommendations of the independent 

Airports Commission43."  The key APF references to Stansted are as follows: 

"Stansted Airport, which today has considerable spare capacity, is 

forecast to be full by the early 2030s".44 

"For many years, Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted Airports have been 

designated for these purposes, and we will continue to maintain their 

status. These airports remain strategically important to the UK 

economy and we therefore consider that it is appropriate for the 

Government to take decisions on the right balance between noise 

controls and economic benefits, reconciling the local and national 

strategic interests. The future of these airports is also under consideration 

as part of the work of the Airports Commission and it would not be 

appropriate to change their regulatory status at this time".45 

[our emphasis] 

6.4.4 It is clear that the Government considered that further capacity at Stansted Airport would 

not be required until 2030, and that this should be a matter to be considered ñas part of 

the work of the Airports Commissionò, and the Government also made clear in the APF: 

ñBefore taking decisions on any future new airport capacity, the 

Government will want to have a thorough understanding of the local 

environmental impacts of any proposals.ò   

6.4.5 The interaction between land-use planning and aviation policy is explained as follows: 

"In preparing their local plans, local authorities are required to have 

regard to policies and advice issued by the Secretary of State. This 

includes the Aviation Policy Framework, to the extent it is relevant to a 

particular local authority area, along with other relevant planning policy 

and guidance. The Aviation Policy Framework may also be a material 

consideration in planning decisions depending on the circumstances of 

a particular application".46 

6.4.6 This is mainly aimed at the preparation of Local Plans, in which UDC is engaged, and 

the APF may be a material consideration in the consideration of planning applications. 

UDC has stated that in relation to the current airport planning application the APF will be 

a "relevant material planning consideration".47 

                                                      
42 ATWP, DfT, Dec 2003, para 11.11. 
43 APF, Mar 2013, Executive Summary, para 1. 
44 Ibid, óKey factsô, p7. 
45 Ibid, para 3.10. 
46 APF, Mar 2013, para 5.6. 
47 UDC Scoping Opinion, Dec 2017, para 14. 
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Airports Commission: Final Report (July 2015) 

6.4.7 The Executive Summary includes the following: 

"The Airports Commission short-listed three options for this new capacity: one 

new northwest runway at Heathrow Airport; a westerly extension of the 

northern runway at Heathrow Airport; and one new runway at Gatwick Airport. 

It conducted a robust, integrated and transparent process to assess these 

options, considering a range of economic, social and environmental factors 

and engaging extensively with interested parties through formal consultation, 

public evidence sessions and a programme of meetings and visits. 

Each of the three schemes shortlisted was considered a credible option for 

expansion, capable of delivering valuable enhancements to the UKôs aviation 

capacity and connectivity.  Each would also have environmental impacts, 

which would need to be carefully managed. 

The Commission has nonetheless unanimously concluded that the proposal 

for a new Northwest Runway at Heathrow Airport, in combination with a 

significant package of measures to address its environmental and community 

impacts (see box below), presents the strongest case." 

6.4.8 The Airports Commission also examined the potential for a second runway at Stansted 

and Gatwick, saying as follows: 

"Future assessments of the case and options for increasing airport capacity 

should be carried out through an independent, integrated and collaborative 

approach. It would be appropriate to begin the process early, but no 

decisions should be taken until the impacts of the new runway at 

Heathrow and the wider policy and industry context can be evaluated 

and considered." [our emphasis] 48 

6.4.9 Specifically, the Airports Commission concluded as follows on Stansted Airport: 

"The Commission considers that there may be a case for reviewing the 

Stansted planning cap if and when the airport moves closer to full capacity. Its 

forecasts indicate that this would not occur until at least the 2030s, although the 

airport has seen rapid growth since its purchase by MAG, which if sustained 

over a longer period would bring this forward. The Commission does not have 

any view as to the outcome of any such review, but is clear that it should be 

carried out on the basis of a full detailed assessment and consultation process, 

taking into consideration the environmental and other issues that supported the 

imposition of the original cap, as would be expected for any planning 

application of this nature and scale. The independent aviation noise authority 

could be involved in such a review".49 

Future aviation strategy 

6.4.10 The MAG Planning Statement (para 5.65) describes a process for further publication of 

Green Papers [a proposed process which has now been superseded ï see 6.4.15 

below] followed by publication of a final White Paper setting out a new Aviation Strategy. 

                                                      
48 Airports Commission, Final Report, Jul 2015, p34. 
49 Ibid, Jul 2015, para 16.49. 
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Together, the Aviation Strategy and the Airports National Policy Statement ('ANPS') will 

provide the Governmentôs policy in respect of the aviation sector. 

6.4.11 In July 2017 the Government published óBeyond the horizon, The future of UK aviation, 

A call for evidence on a new strategyô.  The Executive Summary set out the purpose of 

the document: 

"The strategy will have a particular focus on consumers and cover the whole 

country. It will look at where government could, and should, make a 

difference. The government has identified a range of issues to be looked at in 

a series of themed consultation papers. These consultations will take place 

during 2017 and 2018. A final Aviation Strategy will then be published by the 

end of 2018 [now delayed until early 2019]. This call for evidence document is 

asking for your views on the approach the government is proposing to take 

and the issues that it has identified. The government wants to hear from the 

widest possible range of people and organisations. This includes the 

consumers of aviation services (from passengers to businesses), airports and 

airlines, industry organisations, private fliers, environmental groups and 

communities. The feedback it receives will help the government to decide on 

the direction and final content of the Aviation Strategy." 

6.4.12 This document is heavily relied upon in the MAG Planning Statement and in ES Volume 

1 ('ES1'), Chapter 4 (Aviation Forecasts).  In particular, the following two paragraphs in 

the DfT 'call for evidence' document have been emphasised by the Applicant: 

ñThe governmenté is minded to be supportive of all airports who wish to 

make best use of their existing runways including those in the South East.ò  

[para 7.20] 

ñDue to the recent rise in growth, the government believes that this issue 

cannot wait until the publication of a new Aviation Strategy.ò [para 7.21] 

6.4.13 In responding to the DfT call for evidence in October 2017 SSE pointed out50 that it was 

highly unusual for this type of statement to be published before a consultation had even 

begun and, in this case, it was directly contrary to the extant Government policy, as set 

down in the APF, as follows:  

ñBefore taking decisions on any future new airport capacity, the Government 

will want to have a thorough understanding of the local environmental impacts 

of any proposals.ò 51 

6.4.14 The initial DfT 'call for evidence' paper has now been superseded by the formal 

consultation paper on the new aviation strategy published by the DfT on 7 April 201852: 

'Beyond the horizon. The future of UK aviation: next steps towards an Aviation Strategy'.  

Significantly this does not repeat the points made in paras 7.20 and 7.21 of its earlier 

paper and there is now no mention of any need for urgency.  

                                                      
50 http://stopstanstedexpansion.com/documents/SSE_Response_to_DfT_Aviation_Strategy_Oct_2017.pdf. 
51 APF, DfT, Mar 2013, para 3.54. 
52 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698247/next-
steps-towards-an-aviation-strategy.pdf. 

http://stopstanstedexpansion.com/documents/SSE_Response_to_DfT_Aviation_Strategy_Oct_2017.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698247/next-steps-towards-an-aviation-strategy.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698247/next-steps-towards-an-aviation-strategy.pdf
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6.4.15 Again, contrary to what is assumed in the Planning Statement the recent DfT 

consultation paper announces that detailed policy proposals will be published in a Green 

Paper in autumn 2018 followed by the final Aviation Strategy document in early 2019. 

6.4.16 In the 'Beyond the horizon' consultation document the DfT provides guidance on the 

different roles of the ANPS and the new Aviation Strategy, as follows: 

"The development of the revised draft Airports NPS has set out the 

proposed policy framework and the government carried out a further 

consultation on the revised draft NPS last year. This will be subject to 

ongoing parliamentary scrutiny ahead of an anticipated vote in the summer. 

The government hopes that this will result in a clear way forward in order to 

address the identified capacity needs to 2030 in the southeast.  

The Aviation Strategy will look to address what should constitute a 

framework for future sustainable growth throughout the country beyond 

2030. It will consider how the UK can balance environmental costs with the 

economic benefits of aviation growth." 53 

Airports National Policy Statement ('ANPS') 

 

6.4.17 The MAG Planning Statement comments at some length (paras 5.69 - 5.72) on the 

February 2017 version of the Draft ANPS before (correctly) stating: 

ñThe draft Airports NPS was subsequently withdrawn on 24 October 2017 

and superseded by the Revised Draft Airports NPS (October 2017)ò.   

Paras 5.69 - 5.72 are therefore redundant, yet the Planning Statement fails to 

address any relevant sections in the revised Draft ANPS. 

6.4.18 The revised Draft ANPS was published in October 2017, and included the following:  

"1.39 The Airports NPS does not have effect in relation to an 

application for development consent for an airport development not 

comprised in an application relating to the Heathrow Northwest 

Runway, and proposals for new terminal capacity located between the 

Northwest Runway at Heathrow Airport and the existing Northern 

Runway and reconfiguration of terminal facilities between the two existing 

runways at Heathrow Airport. Nevertheless, the Secretary of State 

considers that the contents of the Airports NPS will be both important 

and relevant considerations in the determination of such 

an application, particularly where it relates to London or the South 

East of England. Among the considerations that will be important and 

relevant are the findings in the Airports NPS as to the need for new 

airport capacity and that the preferred scheme is the most 

appropriate means of meeting that need." [our emphasis] 

"1.40 As indicated in paragraph 1.37 above, airports wishing to make 

more intensive use of existing runways will still need to submit an 

application for planning permission or development consent to the 

relevant authority, which should be judged on the applicationôs 

individual merits. However, in light of the findings of the 

                                                      
53 'Beyond the horizon. Next steps towards an aviation strategy', DfT, Apr 2018, paras 6.7-6.8.   
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Airports Commission on the need for more intensive use of existing 

infrastructure as described at paragraph 1.6 above, the Government 

accepts that it may well be possible for existing airports to demonstrate 

sufficient need for their proposals, additional to (or different from) the need 

which is met by the provision of a Northwest Runway at Heathrow. é"    

[our emphasis] 

6.4.19 There is a clear inter-relationship between the Draft ANPS (anticipated to be subject to a 

parliamentary vote in the summer) and the new 'Beyond the horizon' aviation strategy, 

which is expected to be published in a White Paper in early 2019.  Whilst the Draft 

ANPS states that it has no effect on any other proposal except Heathrow North-East 

Runway, the current draft does comment on the issue of airports wishing to make more 

intensive use of existing runways, stating ñthe Governmentôs policy on this issue will 

continue to be considered in the context of the call for evidence on a new Aviation 

Strategyò.54  It is therefore ï at best ï premature for any such proposal to claim 

Government policy support. 

6.4.20 The DfT website summarises the policy on airport capacity as follows: 

"The draft Airports National Policy Statement sets out: 

¶ the need for additional airport capacity in the south-east of England 

¶ why government believes that need is best met by a north-west 

runway at Heathrow Airport [our emphasis] 

¶ the specific requirements that the applicant for a new north-west 

runway will need to meet to gain development consent 

The draft Airports National Policy Statement is subject to public consultation 

and Parliamentary scrutiny." 

6.4.21 It is clear that the centrepiece of Government policy for increasing airport capacity in the 

south-east of England is Heathrow.  STALôs one-time ambition of becoming a major hub 

airport is no longer even on the Government's radar. Meanwhile, increasing capacity at 

Stansted Airport beyond the permitted 35mppa prior to the delivery of a third Heathrow 

runway could risk undermining the business case for the Government's outright priority 

of a third Heathrow runway.   

6.4.22 In this context it should be noted that the extensive work carried out by the Airports 

Commission on the market demand for, and of financial viability of, a third Heathrow 

runway (and of a second Gatwick runway) assumed that Stansted was capped at its 

permitted capacity of 35mppa.   

6.4.23 The Airports Commission concluded that it would not be financially viable to support the 

development of two additional runways in the south east at the same time, which is why 

a choice had to be made between the shortlisted options: Heathrow or Gatwick.  

Similarly, the Commission considered that any further capacity at Stansted should be 

held back.55   The MAG Planning Statement does not and cannot claim any support from 

either the Airports Commission or the Government for bringing forward an application for 

additional capacity at Stansted Airport in 2018.   

                                                      
54 Draft ANPS para 1.40. 



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

43 
 

6.4.24 Moreover, with regard to any proposals for any additional capacity, the Draft ANPS 

states that airports would need to:  

"édemonstrate sufficient need for their proposals, additional to (or different 

from) the need which is met by the provision of a Northwest Runway at 

Heathrow".56   

6.4.25 This test is quoted in the MAG Planning Statement (para 5.74), but it then makes no 

response. óNeedô is a common test applied to planning applications for many forms of 

development. óNeedô for the applicationôs additional capacity at Stansted Airport (whether 

it is óadditionalô or ódifferentô) is simply not addressed in the MAG Planning Statement.   

6.4.26 The aviation forecasts in ES1, Chapter 4 produced by consultants ICF on behalf of 

MAG, also fail to address the essential question of demonstrable need and rely upon a 

relatively optimistic forecast for the UK economy by Oxford Economics ('OE') undertaken 

in July 2016, just a month after the Brexit referendum.  The OE report did not look 

specifically at the aviation sector and is at odds with almost all mainstream economic 

forecasts published since July 2016.   

6.4.27 The ICF forecasts do not even acknowledge that Brexit has created significant 

uncertainty for the future of the UK aviation sector, not least non-UK airlines in the EU 

such as Ryanair, although ICF does acknowledge that Ryanair accounted for 82% of all 

Stansted passengers in 2016.57  

6.4.28 Moreover, the ICF forecasts are based on the improbable assumption that all of 

Stansted's competitor airports in the south east remain capacity constrained right 

through until 2028.  For example, Luton which serves broadly the same market as 

Stansted is assumed to be limited to its existing planning cap of 18mppa throughout the 

forecast period (i.e. to 2028).  There is no explanation by ICF as to why that should be 

so, nor even an acknowledgement that Luton has grown at a significantly faster rate 

than Stansted over the past five years (without a change of ownership). 

6.4.29 As will be seen in Chapter 8 (Table 8.8) of this submission, Luton is significantly closer 

to its 18mppa planning cap than Stansted is to its 35mppa cap, and DfT studies leading 

up to the 2003 ATWP estimated the potential capacity of Luton at up to 30mppa.  The 

ICF assumption that Luton will continue be constrained to 18mppa for at least the next 

10 years seems to be contrived to boost the case for lifting the cap at Stansted. 

6.4.30 The most recent DfT forecasts for UK aviation were published in October 2017.58  The 

central DfT forecast for Stansted is for 31mppa in 2030 and 35mppa in 203359 (see chart 

below). Moreover, with a third runway at Heathrow, the DfT projects that demand at 

Stansted will actually decline to 22mppa in 2030, and that even by 2040 the airport 

would still only be handling 32mppa, i.e. less than the present cap, which would not be 

reached until 2043.  ICF makes no reference to any of this 

 

                                                                                                                                                                       
55 Airports Commission Final Report, Jul 2015, paras 16.48 and 16.49. 
56 Draft ANPS para 1.40 
57 ES1, Fig 4.6. 
58 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017. 
59 Ibid Table 32 and Fig 7.4. 
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6.4.31 The inability of MAG and its consultants ICF to address the essential test of 

'demonstrable need' posed in the draft ANPS is a fundamental failing.  Chapter 8 of this 

SSE submission deals more fully with the relevant air traffic forecasts for Stansted.  

6.5 Transport policy 

6.5.1 Government Transport Policy in the óHighways England ('HE') Strategic Road Network 

Initial Report (2017) makes no mention of improvements to the M11 in the vicinity of 

Stansted Airport, specifically J8, which would be essential for any further growth of the 

Airport. 

6.5.2 HE has also produced the óEast of England Route Strategyô (March 2017) which says 

nothing that would positively support growth at Stansted, but mentions the A120:  

"The A120 is also strategically important to the local and regional economy, 

on account of its connection to the shipping industry. It is considered that 

the lack of capacity on the route leads to longer trips between the A133 and 

A1232, which is negatively affecting growth in the surrounding area." 

6.6 Regional and county policy context 

6.6.1 The statutory East of England Regional Spatial Strategy was revoked in 2013 and Local 

Enterprise Partnerships ('LEPs') have now been established which produce Strategic 

Economic Plans, for example, South East (including Essex) 2014, Hertfordshire (2017) 

and Cambridge (2013).  These are non-statutory economic óstrategiesô which are 

generally supportive of Stansted Airport but have no weight in planning decisions. 

6.6.2 Essex CC also produces a non-statutory óEconomic Planô (2014) which is also supportive 

of Stansted Airport but also has no weight in planning decisions. 
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6.6.3 Essex Local Transport Plan (2011) has no specific proposals which would support 

growth of Stansted Airport. 

6.7 Comments on non-airport policy 

6.7.1 There are no non-airport policy documents which provide any specific support for the 

planning applicationôs proposals. 

6.8 Sustainability, the NPPF and assessment of claimed benefits 

6.8.1 The National Planning Policy Framework ('NPPF') 2012 is currently being revised with a 

Draft published in March 2018.  This does not make any substantive changes to the 

relevant texts quoted below from the 2012 NPPF document, which has little to say about 

airports, and does not specifically mention Stansted. 

¶ para 31 ï "local authorities should work with others to provide infrastructure 

necessary to support sustainable development, and transport investment for the 

growth of airports."  (But the NPPF does not presume that growth of airports is 

itself sustainable.) 

¶ para 33 ï "planning for é airports é which are not subject to national policy 

statements should take account of their role and the Framework for UK Aviation 

as well as the NPPF."  (This does not say anything of particular consequence.)  

6.8.2 Other paragraphs of the NPPF refer to climate change: 

¶ para 30 ï "Encouragement should be given to solutions which support 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce congestion. In 

preparing Local Plans, local planning authorities should therefore support 

a pattern of development which, where reasonable to do so, facilitates the 

use of sustainable modes of transport". [our emphasis]   

¶ para 93 ï "Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and 

providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the 

delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure. 

This is central to the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 

sustainable development." [our emphasis]   

¶ para 94 ï "Local planning authorities should adopt proactive strategies to 

mitigate and adapt to climate change, (in line with the objectives and 

provisions of the Climate Change Act 2008) taking full account of flood risk, 

coastal change and water supply and demand considerations." [our emphasis]   

¶ para 96 ï "To support the move to a low carbon future é" [our emphasis]   

6.8.3 This planning application would, if approved, not reduce carbon emissions nor green-

house gas emissions generally, nor congestion. On the contrary, it would have adverse 

impact in these areas.  In Chapter 14 it is shown that, over the period to 2050, the 

additional CO2 emissions generated if the application were to be approved would be in 

the region of 6 million tonnes, as compared to the do minimum scenario. 

6.8.4 This total is extremely similar to the total emissions that would have been generated over 

the lifespan of the proposed open cast mining operation at Highthorn, Northumberland. 

The Secretary of State rejected this application, overturning the decision of a Planning 



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

46 
 

Inspector, principally on the grounds of its effect on greenhouse gas emissions and the 

need to combat climate change. The Secretary of State's decision letter of 22 March 

2018 states:  

ñGiven that cumulative effect, and the importance to which the Government 

affords combatting climate change, he concludes that overall the scheme 

would have an adverse effect on Green House Gas emissions and climate 

change of very substantial significance, which he gives very considerable 

weight in the planning balance.ò 

6.8.5 Chapter 14 of this submission deals more fully with carbon emissions and climate 

change. 

6.8.6 Not even the MAG Planning Statement makes any claim that the proposed development 

would in any way be helpful to the need to reduce or mitigate the problem of climate 

change. The proposed development involves significant increases in CO2
 emissions and, 

in this respect, increasing the capacity of an airport is óunsustainableô and would 

exacerbate the problem of climate change. 

6.8.7 The application fails to address this and does not even attempt to balance the adverse 

impacts on climate change with the benefits of air travel.  ES1, Chapter 13 (Climate 

Change) focuses only on the risks to Stansted Airport in the event of climate change and 

not the risks caused by its aircraft movements. 

Claimed benefits 

6.8.8 The Planning Statement claims that the development ówill deliverô socio/economic 

objectives and claims the following óbenefitsô of the proposals: 

¶ "improved access to overseas markets; 

¶ meeting a higher share of local/regional aviation demand; 

¶ improved potential for attracting inward investment and productivity 

growth; 

¶ promoting trade and tourism; 

¶ providing increased numbers of jobs; and 

¶ improving skills and opportunities in the local labour market." 60 

6.8.9 The essential case in the Planning Statement is that expansion will have economic 

benefits locally and nationally.  These claims are examined in more detail in Chapter 13 

of this submission.  All planning proposals have to be judged as a balance between 

óbenefitsô and óimpact' but MAG has failed to explicitly do that, for example: 

¶ The Planning Statement states that "The proposed development will enable an 

additional 1.2 million business passengers to travel through the airport" 61 and 

it says that the benefit of this to the UK varies from £1.2bn to £5.6bn.62  This 

wide range suggests the figures should be treated with caution.  

                                                      
60 Planning Statement, para 6.23. 
61 Ibid, para 6.26. 
62 Ibid. 
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¶ The remaining 6.8m out of the forecast extra 8.0m passengers (85%) would 

be leisure passengers and the great majority of these (69%) would be 

outbound UK leisure travellers.  However, the Planning Statement only 

focuses on the extra 2.2m foreign visitors and (correctly) equates this to an 

additional 1.1m visits. The Planning Statement estimates that at a spending of 

£700 per head, this would be worth óÃ799m to the UK economy in 2028.63  

However, no mention is made of the additional 2.3m overseas visits that would 

be made by UK holidaymakers on a foreign holiday taking an additional £1.61 

billion out of the UK, based on the same estimate of £700 per head.64  

Sustainable Development 

6.8.10 The NPPF 2012 sets down three dimensions of sustainable development - economic, 

social and environmental.65.  The new Draft NPPF (March 2018) maintains the same 3-

dimensional approach although it makes minor revisions to the definitions.  

6.8.11 SSE fully endorses the NPPF's three dimensions of sustainable development and it 

addresses each of these 'dimensions' in subsequent chapters of this submission, by 

critically examining the evidence presented by MAG in the ES and by presenting other 

relevant evidence which has been disregarded by MAG in the ES.  

6.9 Development plan 

6.9.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the 

application falls to be considered against the relevant policies of the development plan 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

6.9.2 The Development Plan comprises the saved policies of the UDC Local Plan 2005.  

There is also an Essex County Council Minerals Plan (original 1997, new 2014) but this 

is not generally of relevance to the consideration of this application. 

6.9.3 Other material considerations for this planning application include: 

¶ Regulation 18 Local Plan (2017) 

¶ PPG and NPPF guidance 

¶ APF (2013) 

¶ UK Aviation Forecasts, DfT, October 2017 

¶ Government climate change policy 

¶ Night Flying Restrictions at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted (2017) 

¶ Emerging national aviation policy including the Draft ANPS and the 

new UK 'Beyond the horizon' aviation strategy. 

Adopted Local Plan (2005) ('ALP') 

6.9.4 None of the specific óairportô policies in the ALP (i.e. S4, S8 and AIR1 to AIR7) have any 

material bearing on this planning application.  However, the following policies in the ALP 

are relevant: 

                                                      
63 Ibid, para 6.27. 
64The Office of National Statistics ('ONS') produces tourism spend data in its annual 'Travel Trends' publication 
and £700 per visit is a reasonable (broad) estimate for both outbound and inbound spend.  
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¶ Policy ENV10 ï Noise Sensitive Development and Disturbance from aircraft 

"Housing and other noise sensitive development will not be permitted if the 

occupants would experience significant noise disturbance. This will be 

assessed by using the appropriate noise contours for the type of development 

and will take into account mitigation by design and sound proofing features." 

¶ Policy ENV11 ï Noise Generators 

"Noise generating development will not be permitted if it would be liable to 

affect adversely the reasonable occupation of existing or proposed noise 

sensitive development nearby, unless the need for the development 

outweighs the degree of noise generated."  

¶ Policy GEN4 ï Good Neighbourliness 

"Development and uses, whether they involve the installation of plant or 

machinery or not, will not be permitted where: 

a) noise or vibrations generated, or 

b) smell, dust, light, fumes, electro-magnetic radiation, exposure to 

other pollutants; would cause material disturbance or nuisance to 

occupiers of surrounding properties." 

 

6.9.5 Policy GEN4 makes a similar point to Policy ENV11, which is the corollary of Policy 

ENV10.  In considering relative aircraft noise impacts a key yardstick is that under the 

'do minimum' scenario for 2028 there would be 248,820 aircraft movements66 whereas 

the proposed development would generate 274,00 movements, a 10% increase, and 

there would be larger planes.  As pointed out in paras 6.4.24 to 6.4.31 above, the óneed 

for the developmentô has not been demonstrated. 

Emerging Local Plan ('ELP') 

6.9.6 The ELP was published as a Regulation 18 Draft in August 2017.  A óPre-Submission' 

Regulation 19 Draft is programmed to be published in ósummer 2018ô with submission to 

the Secretary of State planned for in óautumn 2018ô and examination in ówinterô 

2018/19ô67. 

6.9.7 The ELP states as follows in relation to the development of Stansted Airport, under the 

heading "Objective 2c ï London Stansted Airport": 

"To accommodate development by: 

Utilising the permitted capacity of the existing runway and provide for 

the maximum number of connecting journeys by air passengers and 

workers to be made by public transport;  [our emphasis] 

and 

Ensuring that appropriate surface access infrastructure and service 

capacity will be provided without impacting on capacity to meet the 

demands of other network users." 

                                                                                                                                                                       
65 NPPF, Mar 2012, para 7. 
66 ES1, Table 12.10. 
67 Local Development Scheme Jul 2017. 
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6.9.8 The ópermitted capacityô means the 2008 planning permission which is 35mppa.  Clearly 

the application proposals are not in accordance with this objective. 

6.9.9 Para 3.76 reinforces what ópermitted capacityô means as follows 

"London Stansted Airport is a busy growing airport currently operating 

at approximately 24.5 million passengers per annum (mppa) with a capacity to 

manage up to 35mppa, and with planning consent in 2008 allowing the 

airport to grow to this operating capacity. Planning permission has been 

granted for a new arrivals terminal with construction commencing in 2018 and 

is programmed for completion by 2021. The planning permission will be 

implemented over the Local Plan period so the Local Plan needs to 

accommodate the development that will be needed to service this increase 

in passenger numbers. By the time the airport serves 35mppa, around 19,000 

people are expected to be working on the airport or off airport in either direct 

or indirectly related jobs. These airport-related jobs have an importance to the 

wider economy." [our emphasis] 

6.9.10 It is clear that the ELP does not envisage, much less support, any increase in passenger 

throughput or capacity beyond the ñlatest permissionò of 35mppa of the 2008 permission 

granted by the Secretary of State. 

6.9.11 The policy which pulls together the objective and defining paragraph (above) is SP11. 

An extract is as follows: [our emphasis] 

"Policy SP11 - London Stansted Airport 

The growth of London Stansted Airport will be supported and it is 

designated as Strategic Allocation in the Local Plan. The Strategic Allocation 

(see Policies Map) includes land within the existing airport operational area 

and incorporates the North Stansted Employment Area. The allocation serves 

the strategic role of London Stansted Airport and associated growth of 

business and industry, including aviation engineering, distribution and service 

sectors which are important for Uttlesford, the sub-regional and national 

economy. 

Proposals for the development of the airport and its operation, together with 

any associated surface access improvements, will be assessed against the 

Local Plan policies as a whole. Proposals for development will only be 

supported where all of the following criteria are met: 

a. They are directly related to airport use of development; 

b. They contribute to achieving national aviation policies; 

c. They are in accordance with the latest permission and the Airport 

Master Plan published by Manchester Airport Group and adopted by 

Uttlesford District Council; 

d. Do not result in a significant increase in Air Transport Movements 

that would adversely affect the amenities of surrounding occupiers or the 

local environment (in terms of noise, disturbance, air quality and climate 

change impacts); 

e. Achieve further noise reduction or no increase in day or night time noise in 

accordance with any imposed planning condition or otherwise cause 
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excessive noise including ground noise at any time of the day or night and 

in accordance with the airport's most recent Airport Noise Action Plan; 

f. Include an effective noise control, monitoring and management scheme 

that ensures that current and future operations at the airport are fully in 

accordance with the policies of this Plan and any planning permission 

which has been granted; 

g. Include proposals which will over time result in a significant diminution and 

betterment of the effects of aircraft operations on the amenity of local 

residents and occupiers and users of sensitive premises in the area, 

through measures to be taken to secure fleet modernisation or otherwise; 

h. Incorporate sustainable transportation and surface access measures in 

particular which minimise use of the private car, maximise the use of 

sustainable transport modes and seek to meet modal shift targets, all in 

accordance with the London Stansted Sustainable Development Plan; 

and 

i. Incorporate suitable road access for vehicles including any necessary 

improvements required as a result of the development."  

6.9.12 It is not clear what is meant in the ELP by an Airport Master Plan ('AMP') in criterion 'c.' 

above because the last formal AMP for Stansted was published in 2006 when STAL was 

still a part of BAA.  After acquiring STAL in 2013, MAG published a Stansted Airport 

'Sustainable Development Plan' ('SDP') in 2015 but was careful not to describe this as 

an AMP.  The Stansted SDP is a largely aspirational non-statutory document and cannot 

bind a decision on the planning application.  The Scoping Opinion makes clear that the 

Stansted Airport SDP has not been adopted by UDC.68 

6.9.13 With regard to criterion 'd' above, whilst the application does not seek an increase in the 

274,000 aircraft movements currently permitted, only 248,800 aircraft movements can 

be achieved by 2028 with a 35mppa cap.69  The proposed development represents a 

44% increase on 2017 aircraft movements of 189,919, whereas this would be limited to 

a 31% increase (to 248,800 movements) in the Base Case.  Thus, by applying criterion 

'd', the effect of this application would be a 44% increase in the number of flights rather 

than a 31% increase.  This translates to an additional 70 flights a day.  This would 

certainly be a ñsignificant increaseò, contrary to criterion 'd'. 

6.9.14 Criterion 'h' above requires the minimisation of car travel. An increase of 8mppa 

passengers (23%) will generate the same percentage increase in car movements unless 

the 50% public transport target is raised.  This is clearly not a proposal which would 

ñminimise use of the private carò.  Chapter 10  of this submission addresses this issue in 

more depth.   

6.9.15 Regarding criterion 'i', we question whether the requirement to incorporate "suitable road 

access for vehicles including any necessary improvements" has been satisfied given that 

there is no provision for additional car parking and no mitigation for the many roads 

nearby which would become stressed.  

                                                      
68 UDC Scoping Opinion, Appendix A, para 15. 
69 For example, ES1, Table 12.10. 
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6.9.16 Objective 3b in the ELP, under the heading 'Climate Change and Use of Resources', 

includes a more general reference to sustainable travel: "Ensuring new development 

promotes the use of sustainable travel".  Neither Government policy nor any of the 

planning application documents express a view, or much less claim, that air travel is 

'sustainable'. The NPPF tests of sustainability are dealt with in Section 6.8 above and 

Chapter 14 of this submission deals with the evidence on carbon emissions and climate 

change in more depth.   

6.10 Wider relationship between the ELP and the Stansted Airport proposals 

6.10.1 This submission has already established that the growth proposed in the application 

finds no support in either the ALP or the ELP. 

6.10.2 The ELP has an overall strategy for growth which is principally comprised of three major 

new settlements: at Easton Park, Little Easton; West of Braintree (in association with the 

Braintree Local Plan); and óNorth Uttlesfordô, near Great Chesterford.70  Two of these 

new settlements are located along the A120 corridor to the east of M11 J8 and are 

described in the ELP as follows: 

Easton Park ï The whole garden community will comprise 10,000 new 

dwellings, of which a minimum of 1,800 homes will be built by 2033, and a 

range of local employment opportunities and services and facilities including 

schools, health, retail and leisure. This garden community will take advantage 

of its proximity to London Stansted Airport both for employment and as a 

transport hub in the A120 corridor. There are opportunities for sustainable 

transport links to the Airport.  

West of Braintree ï This garden community straddles the District boundary 

with Braintree District Council. The whole garden community, within both 

districts, will comprise 10,000 new dwellings, of which a minimum of 970 homes 

will be built by 2033, and a range of local employment opportunities and 

services and facilities including schools, health, retail and leisure. Located close 

to the A120 this garden community will be conveniently located to Braintree and 

London Stansted Airport for employment opportunities. The Council will work 

closely with Braintree District Council to ensure that this garden community is 

jointly master planned and delivered. 71 

6.10.3 The importance of improvements to the A120 and M11 J8 is emphasised: 

"Policy SP6 - Easton Park Garden Community 

Permission will be granted for a new garden community at Easton Park 

following approval of a detailed development framework. The new garden 

community at Easton Park will:  

é 

1. Deliver 10,000 new dwellings, of which a minimum of 1,800 will be delivered 

by 2033. A mix of housing sizes and types of housing will be delivered in 

accordance with housing needs including affordable homes and homes for 

older people, residential care and nursing home. Specific provision will be made 

for self and custom build housing. 

  é 

                                                      
70 ELP, Key Diagram Map, Appendix 1, p18. 
71 Ibid, para 3.15. 
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5. Provide the main vehicular access from the A120, including improvements to 

the A120 and M11 Junction 8.72 

é 

Policy SP8 - West of Braintree Garden Community 

Permission will be granted for a new garden community at land West of  

Braintree following approval of a detailed development framework jointly by 

Uttlesford and Braintree District Councils. All criteria in this policy relate to the 

part of the garden community to be delivered in Uttlesford. The new garden 

community at West of Braintree will:  

é 

1. Deliver 3,500 new dwellings in Uttlesford, of which 970 will be delivered by 

2033. A mix of housing sizes and types of housing will be delivered in 

accordance with housing needs including affordable homes and homes for 

older people. Specific provision will be made for self and custom build housing. 

é 

5. Reconfiguration of and improvements to junctions on the A120, allowing 

access in all directions. Contributions to improving M11 Junction 8 will also be 

sought. 73 

6.10.4 It is clear from the above that ï as they develop ï the proposed new settlements will put 

increasing pressure on M11 J8 at the same time as there would be growing pressure 

from airport passengers and staff if the airport planning application were to be approved.   

Moreover, M11 J8 is already under stress.  

6.10.5 The preparation of the New Local Plan follows a failure of the 2014 version which was 

withdrawn after a critical Inspectorôs Report following an initial Examination. Although the 

following extract was concerned with a major new settlement at Elsenham, it has 

relevance to Stansted Airport and M11 J8, as follows:  

"Reference is made to improvements which may become necessary at 

some stage if Stansted Airport expands beyond its present cap and which 

may bring in additional resources for J8 improvements. However, the timing 

of that is uncertain and could be subject to wide variation from the Airportôs 

present aspirations.   

My initial soundness concerns (EX101) summarised the representations 

on this matter, together with relevant material in the Duty to Co-operate 

statement, and observed that these prompted the question: is the present 

state of evidence sufficient to demonstrate that (when the models 

under development have been run) the Uttlesford allocations, taken 

together with those in nearby Districts, will be sound in the sense of 

being compatible with the capacity of the road network?  I am unable 

to conclude that this question has been answered sufficiently 

positively. ULP is not constructed on the kind of contingent basis which 

appears to be suggested in para 25 of the SoCG74 and in any case 

Local Plans are intended to convey certainty that their proposals can 

                                                      
72 Ibid, p34. 
73 ELP p38. 
74 Statement of Common Ground. 
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be implemented within their timespans. This is an essential element of 

their effectiveness.  

Taken together, my soundness concerns about the OAN and Elsenham 

policy lead to my not being able to recommend adoption of the plan as 

submitted. Nor, given the extent of change that would be likely to be 

required to the overall strategy, can I recommend Major Modifications under 

S20 of the Act to overcome these soundness issues."  75 [our emphasis] 

6.10.6 The Highways Agency (HA) and the two County Councils (Herts & Essex) were clearly 

unprepared for the identification and evaluation of the improvements required to the 

strategic highway network, such that any consideration of a major new settlement at 

Elsenham (access A120, M11 J8) and the uncertainty over any growth at Stansted 

Airport rendered the 2014 version of the UDC Local Plan fatally flawed. 

6.10.7 The position is little different today.  After years of trying to devise a spatial strategy for 

Uttlesford (preparation of a new Local Plan began in earnest in 2012) the current version 

of the ELP has two new major settlements along the A120 corridor, but no credible 

strategy for delivering the necessary strategic road improvements.   

6.10.8 Highways England ('HE') (formerly the HA), is still studying what and when 

improvements are required to M11 J8, and the County Highway Authorities are still 

pondering what improvements are required to the A120.  Although the ELP expects only 

some 3,000 homes will be delivered in Uttlesford by 2033, a further 19,000 homes are 

planned for the two A120 garden communities.  In addition, very substantial new housing 

development is planned in parallel, in EHDC and other neighbouring Districts, 

6.10.9 UDC would be unwise to submit another Local Plan to the Secretary of State for 

examination without a strategic highway strategy, yet Government are pressurising LPAs 

to submit new Local Plans in situations, such as UDC, where adopted LPs are 

significantly out-of-date, with penalties to intervene where necessary.   

6.10.10 It is unlikely that the new ógarden communitiesô will make any planning applications in 

advance of the adoption of the new Local Plan, and no commitments for strategic 

highway improvements will be offered by the developers beforehand.   

6.10.11 Growth of Stansted Airport beyond 35mppa is not provided for in the ELP but MAG has 

indicated that it would be prepared to make some contribution, by way of a section 106 

agreement, towards some improvements to M11 J8 which could relieve the pressure on 

the junction in the short term, pending the far more substantial junction improvement 

scheme that is needed.  MAG has also indicated that it would be prepared to make a 

Section 106 contribution to a "Local Roads Fund é to deliver localised improvements, 

traffic management and enforcement measures in conjunction with the Local Highway 

Authorities." 76 

6.10.12  This may be seen as providing the opportunity, if enacted with a planning permission, 

for UDC to assert that it has found a way of ópump primingô funding for M11 J8 and A120 

improvements in the Local Plan put forward for Examination.  UDC otherwise risks going 

                                                      
75 Inspectorôs conclusions 19.12.14. 
76 Planning Statement, Appendix D. 
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before another Examination with little to say about the provision of strategic highway 

infrastructure to serve the proposed new garden communities. 

6.10.13 This may explain why UDC appears to be intent on granting MAG planning permission 

for the 43mppa application, even to the extent of seeking to avoid any delay by resisting 

calls for the application to be dealt with by the Secretary of State.  It would however be a 

very controversial and unjustified strategy for UDC to approve the planning application in 

order to provide credibility to the new Local Plan, with all the harm it would cause to the 

local community, the local environment and beyond.  It would also risk triggering a 

judicial review. 

6.11 Summary of the planning policy objection 

Introduction 

6.11.1 This Chapter sets out the overarching planning policy objections to the proposed 

expansion of Stansted Airport.  In later sections of this submission SSE deals with 

individual topics such as surface access and environmental impacts and economics and 

employment effects. 

6.11.2 The application was submitted on 22 February 2018 and the Planning Performance 

Agreement ('PPA') signed and agreed between UDC and MAG has set a deadline at 18 

July 2018 for "consideration and resolution of the application" by UDC Planning 

Committee.   

Proposals 

6.11.3 The application seeks permission to increase the capacity of the Stansted Airport 

runway by constructing an additional rapid access taxiway ('RAT') and an additional 

rapid exit taxiway ('RET').  Nine additional aircraft stands are also applied for.  

6.11.4 The application also seeks an uplift in the permitted passenger throughput from 35mppa 

to 43mppa against the 2017 Baseline of 25.9mppa, representing increases of 23% and 

66% respectively. The Applicant also seeks a unified cap for aircraft movements rather 

than the existing separate caps for PATMs (243,500), CATMs (20,500) and 'Other 

movements' (10,000). No increase above the currently permitted overall aircraft 

movements limit of 274,000 is proposed but the Applicant accepts that only 248,800 

aircraft movements are achievable under the current permission.   

6.11.5 The Applicant acknowledges that a maximum of 249,000 aircraft movements could be 

achieved with a 35mppa cap.77  The proposed development would therefore lead to a 

10% increase in aircraft movements compared to the 35mppa base case and a 44% 

increase compared to the 2017 Baseline of 189,919 aircraft movements. 

Government Airports Policy 

6.11.6 Airports policy is currently under review.  The ATWP was replaced in 2013 by the APF.  

In this Stansted Airport is one of the óregulated airportsô where ñthe future of these 

airports is under considerationò.  This was a reference to the Airports Commission which 

had been set up by the Government in November 2012:   

                                                      
77 ES1, Table 12.10. 
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"To examine the scale and timing of any requirement for additional capacity 

to maintain the UKôs position as Europeôs most important aviation hub, and 

[to] identify and evaluate how any need for additional capacity should be 

met in the short, medium and long term." 

6.11.7 The Airports Commission published its final report in July 2015 recommending an 

additional runway at Heathrow rather than Gatwick, these being its shortlisted options.  

Stansted was not on the shortlist and the Commission had this to say about Stansted in 

its final report:  

"The Commission considers that there may be a case for reviewing the 

Stansted planning cap if and when the airport moves closer to full capacity. 

Its forecasts indicate that this would not occur until at least the 2030s é 

The Commission does not have any view as to the outcome of any such 

review é" 78 

6.11.8 Future Government policy will be set out in two documents: 

¶ Airports National Policy Statement.  The Government intends to present 

this to Parliament for approval in summer 2018. This will set down the 

planning policy framework which the applicant for a north-west runway at 

Heathrow Airport would have to comply with in order to get development 

consent. The ANPS may also set down some ground rules for airport 

development generally.   

    and 

¶ 'Beyond the horizon é Next steps towards an aviation strategy'. Still at 

the early stages of consultation, this will replace the APF. The 

Government intends to publish a Green Paper in autumn 2018 and the 

final version of its new aviation strategy as a White Paper in early 2019. A 

Draft ANPS was published in October 2017, but the Planning Statement mainly 

refers to the withdrawn February 2017 version.  The latest Draft states: 

"1.39 The Airports NPS does not have effect in relation to an application 

for development consent for an airport development not comprised in an 

application relating to the Heathrow Northwest Runway, 

1.40  Government accepts that it may well be possible for existing 

airports to demonstrate sufficient need for their proposals, 

additional to (or different from) the need which is met by the 

provision of a Northwest Runway at Heathrow. As indicated in 

paragraph 1.37 above, the Governmentôs policy on this issue will 

continue to be considered in the context of the call for evidence on a 

new Aviation Strategy." [our emphasis] 

6.11.9 ES1 Chapter 4 (Aviation Forecasts) makes extensive reference to the July 2017 'Beyond 

the horizon' paper, which was the 'Call for evidence'.  An updated 'Beyond the horizon' 

paper was published by the DfT in April 2018 for consultation. Significantly, the 

references cited in ES1 Chapter 4 are omitted from the updated paper.  

                                                      
78 Airports Commission Final Report, Jul 2015, para 16.49. 
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6.11.10 There must be strong doubts as to whether further development of Stansted Airport at 

this time meets Government Policy.  The Draft ANPS is strongly focused on the 

Government's over-riding priority of delivering a third Heathrow runway, to the extent that 

it seems to be saying that any other proposals should be put on hold for the time being.  

The final version of the APNS must be awaited, but the Draft states that other proposals 

must ñdemonstrate sufficient need for their proposals, additional to (or different 

from) the need which is met by the provision of a Northwest Runway 

at Heathrowò.  The current planning application does not address that. 

The timing of the application 

6.11.11 There are many unanswered questions as to why this planning application has been 

brought forward at a time when the local and national policy framework is unsettled, and 

when there is, quite plainly, no pressing need for an uplift in the present 35mppa cap.  

SSE has addressed these matters in depth in Chapter 4 of this submission and there is 

no need to repeat them here.     

Sustainability, the NPPF and claimed benefits 

6.11.12 Mitigating climate change is a national and international priority.  There are several 

references in the NPPF (including the new Draft) which make this clear, for example:  

 ñPlanning plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and 

providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the 

delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure. 

This is central to the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 

sustainable development.ò 79 

6.11.13 The planning application makes no claim, nor could it, that the proposed development 

would do other than have an adverse impact on the mitigation of climate change.  In 

fact, ES1, Chapter 14 (Climate Change) is bizarrely about the impact of climate change 

on Stansted Airport not about the impact of Stansted Airport, and the proposed growth, 

on climate change. 

6.11.14 The NPPF has three ódimensionsô or óobjectivesô for sustainability: economic, social and 

environmental.  The essential case in the Planning Statement is that expansion will have 

economic benefits locally and nationally.  These claims are critically examined in 

Chapter 13 of this submission.   

6.11.15 It is difficult for the planning application to claim that it satisfies the NPPFôs 

environmental objectives. In subsequent topic-specific chapters of this submission, SSE 

will demonstrate that ï contrary to the Applicant's contention ï the proposed 

development, if approved, would result in significant adverse environmental impacts. 

The Development Plan 

6.11.16 The statutory test for determining the planning application is Section 38(6) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that the application falls to 

be considered against the relevant policies of the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  

                                                      
79 NPPF, Mar 2012, para 93. 
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6.11.17 The ALP contains little of airport policy relevance for consideration of this application.  

However, Policy ENV11 ónoise generatorsô would certainly include Stansted Airport.  

Noise generators will only be approved where óneedô has been demonstrated.  There is 

no convincing demonstration of need, just what is little more than an assertion that the 

expansion of Stansted Airport would benefit the economy. 

6.11.18 The ELP is of more relevance and the proposals are clearly contrary to the ELP at 

Objective 2c, paragraph 3.76 and Policy SP11 ï all of which limit Stansted Airport to the 

2008 permission.  Moreover, Policy SP11 lists nine criteria and any development at 

Stansted must meet them all.  The proposed development fails three at least, as spelt 

out in paras 6.9.13 to 6.9.16 above. 

6.11.19 Objective 3b of the ELP is to ñmitigate and adaptò to climate change.  Substantial growth 

of Stansted Airport will not achieve that.  Chapter 14 of this submission considers carbon 

emissions and climate change in some detail.  

6.11.20 There is, lastly, a direct linkage between growth at Stansted Airport and UDCôs wider 

ambitions in the ELP, which cannot be achieved without resolving the problem of M11 

J8.  In 2014, an earlier version of the UDC Local Plan was rejected by the Inspector 

because there was no demonstrable means of securing the improvements needed to 

this key junction in order to support the proposed level of new housing development, 

particularly at Elsenham.  

6.11.21 The current ELP proposes two new settlements in the A120 corridor, east of M11 J8, 

and it risks meeting the same fate as the earlier plan unless the capacity problem with 

this key junction is resolved.  MAG has promised a financial contribution to assist the 

funding of improvements to M11 J8.  UDC may be trying to secure this ópump primingô by 

permitting growth at the airport in advance of another Local Plan Examination.   

6.11.22 This may well also be the reason why both the Applicant (in the hope that UDC will 

swiftly grant permission) and UDC (in the hope of securing a Section 106 commitment 

from MAG on M11 J8) are so keen to have this application determined at local level 

rather than dealt with as a NSIP, or otherwise, by the Secretary of State.  

6.11.23 If this application were to be approved by UDC in such circumstances, despite: the 

conflicts with the Development Plan, the substantive objections from the local 

community, the current uncertainty with regard to Government policy, and the 

unnecessary urgency with which the application has been brought forward and is being 

pursued, the decision would almost certainly be challenged ï on multiple grounds, 

including abuse of process. 

6.12 Reasons for refusal 

6.12.1 Notwithstanding that the application should be called-in for Secretary of State 

consideration and decision, this Report submits that UDC should refuse planning 

permission for the following reasons: 

 

(1) The proposals are contrary to Government airport policy as expressed in: 

¶ The Draft ANPS (Oct 2017) ï because no óadditional or differentô 

need for the extra capacity at this time has been demonstrated, 
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having regard inter alia to the most recent DfT Aviation Forecasts 

(Oct 2017); and  

¶ The Airports Commission Final Report 2015: no case has been made 

for rejecting the Commission's view ñthat there may be a case for 

reviewing the Stansted planning cap if and when the airport moves 

closer to full capacity. Its forecasts indicate that this would not occur 

until at least the 2030sò. 

(2) The proposals are contrary to the NPPFôs objectives for sustainable development 

ï the economic case has not been adequately made; and environmental impact, 

including the adverse impact on climate changes, is an unavoidable consequence 

of increased aircraft travel. 

(3) The proposals are contrary to the ELP Objective 2c and Policy SP11 

¶   which limit the capacity of the airport to its 2008 permitted level 

¶   the effective increase in ATMs above those required for the 

passenger limit of 35mppa is a ósignificantô and unacceptable 

increase 

¶   the substantial increase in car trips without any increase in the modal 

share percentage target will not óminimise use of the private car'. 

6.12.2 This is a major development which affects the Local Planôs spatial strategy and should 

be evaluated alongside other major developments in accordance with the NPPFôs óplan-

led systemô80 as part of the ELP rather than an application decision, especially as there 

is no operational urgency for early determination in advance of that process. 

                                                      
80 NPPF, Mar 2012 para 17. 
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7 Historical Background 

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 The history of Stansted Airport has been long and troubled, and the early years are 

appropriately recounted in the first case study in 'Great Planning Disasters, Londonôs 

Third Airportô by the late Sir Peter Hall.81  Until recently it was marked by a determination 

in Whitehall to make Stansted Londonôs Third Airport after Heathrow and Gatwick, 

complete with a second runway or even a third or fourth, countered by the even more 

determined resistance of the local community, led first by the North West Essex and 

East Herts Preservation Association ('NWEEHPA') and now SSE.  

7.1.2 Whenever the proposition of a further runway or runways has been subjected to 

independent scrutiny it has been totally rejected ï by the Chelmsford Inquiry in the 

1960s, by the Roskill Commission in the 1970s, by the Eyre Inquiry in the 1980s, and 

most recently by the Airports Commission in the 2010s.  

7.1.3 While a second runway has repeatedly been rejected, there has been a creeping 

incrementalism of a steadily growing throughput on the existing runway, from 1mppa in 

the 1980s to upper limits of 8mppa (1991), 15mppa (1999), 25mppa (2003) and now 

35mppa (2008). MAGôs present application, to increase this cap to 43mppa, is a 

continuation of that incrementalism.  

7.1.4 In 1984, more than 30 years ago, Inspector Eyre said that "the belaboured populationô 

around Stansted Airport, was entitled to óa degree of certainty and immutability".  They 

should "at least and at lastô know where they stood".82  

7.2 Early history 

7.2.1 In 1949 Stansted Airport, previously an American airbase in WW2, came under the 

control of the Ministry of Civil Aviation. There was very little traffic, but in 1963 an inter-

departmental committee of Government officials recommended that Stansted, with two 

runways, should be Londonôs third airport.  In response to the ensuing outcry an 

independent inquiry was set up.  It was conducted by Inspector G.D. Blake and became 

known as the Chelmsford Inquiry. In his report, dated May 1966, Blake concluded: 

"It would be a calamity for the neighbourhood if a major airport were placed 

at Stansted. Such a decision could only be justified by national necessity. 

Necessity was not proved by evidence at this inquiry".83 

7.2.2 One of the organisations that had given evidence to Blake was NWEEHPA, which had 

been set up in 1964 to fight the threat of major expansion at Stansted.  In the judgement 

of Peter Hall, NWEEHPA had produced  

"éan excellently reasoned, technically competent, counter-case.  It was 

skilfully based not on opposition to the Stansted development per se, but 

                                                      
81 'Great Planning Disasters', Peter Hall, 1980. 
82 1981-83 Airports Inquiries: Inspector's Report to the Secretary of State, 1984, Chapter 1, p54 and p89, and 
Chapter 48, para 11.10. 
83 'Great Planning Disasters', Peter Hall, 1980, pp25-26. 
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on the need for a prior independent inquiry into a national airport policy, 

which was demonstrably lacking." 84 

7.2.3 The Government had given clear undertakings that it would not overrule the Chelmsford 

Inquiry, but in its White Paper of 1967 it adhered to its earlier decision to make Stansted 

Londonôs third airport. Not only that, it also raised the possibility that in due course 

Stansted could become an airport with four runways. This provoked further strong 

opposition, and eventually ï as NWEEHPA had advocated ï a new independent inquiry 

was set up, the Roskill Commission, with the remit of finding the most suitable site for a 

four-runway airport. 

7.2.4 The Roskill Commission lasted two and a half years, from May 1968 to December 1970.  

It examined 78 sites, and after seven monthsô work whittled this number down to a 

shortlist of four. Stansted was not one of them. Eight other sites were considered more 

suitable. The Commission recommended Cublington in Buckinghamshire, but one 

member, Collin Buchanan, recommended Maplin in the Thames Estuary.  In his view, "It 

would be nothing less than an environmental disaster if the airport was to be built in any 

of the inland sites." 85 

7.2.5 It was Maplin that the Conservative Government chose in 1971.  This, however, was an 

expensive option, and it was mainly because of the cost, and because of the oil crisis in 

1973/74, that Maplin was abandoned by the incoming Labour Government.  In the light 

of revised forecasts of demand the Government decided that there was no need for the 

time being to select a third major airport in the South East, and in its White Paper of 

1978 it announced what it described as a step by step approach.  

7.2.6 The 1978 White Paper accepted that local people had a right to expect that there should 

be limits on the development of airports, and it decided that this could best be achieved 

by limiting the number of terminals.  It gave undertakings that there would be no more 

than four terminals at Heathrow and two at Gatwick, but it gave no assurances about 

Stansted. It saw no objection to permitting Stansted to handle 4mppa but acknowledged 

that an increase to 16mppa would raise wider issues. Including major changes in 

planning policies. 

7.2.7 In effect, however, the Government had given the green light to further development at 

Stansted, and the British Airports Authority (as BAA was then known, before 

privatisation), which owned Stansted as well as Heathrow and Gatwick, and had 

consistently advocated its development, applied for an increase to 15mppa. 

7.2.8 BAA's planning application was considered by Inspector Graham Eyre, who 

recommended that expansion to 15mppa should be allowed.  Looking further ahead, as 

the Government had asked him to do, he indicated that, in due course, Stansted should 

be allowed to expand to 25mppa, which was then regarded as the full capacity of the 

existing runway. To accommodate these developments, he recommended that the 

airport should be expanded from 366 hectares to 957.5 hectares, an increase of 591.5 

hectares. 

                                                      
84 Ibid, p25. 
85 Ibid - quoted by Hall - p37. 
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7.2.9 Eyre firmly rejected a second runway at Stansted and, in this context, he meant an 

airport capable of handling more than 25mppa because that was assumed at the time to 

be the maximum capacity of one runway. 

"óA major two-runway airport with an ultimate capacity of up to 50mppa 

should never be developed at Stansted é and whether such a project 

represents a commitment, a proposal, a probability or a mere possibility, 

there is no justification for pursuing it." 86 

7.2.10 The terms in which Eyre dismissed a two-runway airport could hardly have been 

stronger. It would be an "environmental catastrophe", he wrote, "a major environmental 

and visual disaster".  He wrote feelingly of the attractiveness of the Essex countryside, 

and declared emphatically that "such a monster cannot and must not be inflicted on this 

precious landscape".87   It would be "an unprecedented and grotesque invasion of a 

large area of pleasant countryside." It would be "wholly unacceptable".88  

7.2.11 Many of those who made representations warned Eyre of the dangers of the step by 

step approach ï that granting permission for 15mppa would lead inevitably to an 

application for 25mppa and this in turn would lead to an application for a second runway.  

7.2.12 In response to these representations Eyre was emphatic that planning permission for 

15mppa should be granted only if the Government gave an unequivocal declaration of 

intention not to go beyond 25mppa and not to establish a second runway. In the 

absence of such a declaration he would recommend "unequivocally" that the application 

be refused. 

7.2.13 In their decision on the application the Secretaries of State for Environment and 

Transport declared their agreement with Eyreôs view that 

"The environmental and other effects of expansion of Stansted beyond 

25mppa would be of a quite different order from the effects of the 

development currently proposed. They consider on the evidence before 

them, that there is no case for the provision of a second main runway at 

Stansted and wish to make it clear that they have no intention of 

pursuing such a course of action." 89 

7.2.14 In the 1985 White Paper the Government again recorded its agreement with Eyreôs 

recommendations.  It gave approval for development to 15mppa with a review being 

conducted at 8mppa. But it accepted "unreservedly" that there should be no 

development beyond the existing runway. 

7.2.15 The new terminal building with a dedicated train station was opened in 1991. 

7.3 Airport growth 1991-2010 

7.3.1 In April 1997 the Government raised the upper limit from 8mppa to 15mppa with almost 

no opportunity for public debate and in 2003 UDC granted planning permission for 

further development at Stansted subject to upper limits of 25mppa and 241,000 ATMs. 

                                                      
86 1981-83 Airports Inquiries: Inspector's Report to the Secretary of State, 1984, Chapter 1. 
87 Ibid, Chapter 50, para. 6.17. 
88 Ibid, Chapter 28, para. 2.29. 
89 Ibid, Chapter 1. 
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7.3.2 In the meantime, there had been a sharp increase in the demand for air travel because 

of the rise of the low-cost airlines, notably Ryanair and EasyJet at Stansted, and in July 

2002, shortly before the 25mppa planning permission was granted, the Government 

published its Consultation Document in which it put forward a series of options for the 

development of air travel in the South East.  Among the options for Stansted were, in 

various configurations, the development of the existing runway to its maximum use, the 

building of a second runway, the building of a third runway, and the building of a fourth 

runway.  

7.3.3 Remembering the Governmentôs unequivocal declaration in 1985 that it had no intention 

of promoting a second runway and, faced with the possibility of being blighted by a four-

runway airport twice the size of Heathrow, the reaction of the local community was one 

of profound shock and anger. Large protest meetings were held, and a new 

campaigning body was set up, Stop Stansted Expansion ('SSE'), as a working group of 

NWEEHPA.  

7.3.4 Chaired by the much-respected Norman Mead of Great Hallingbury, a veteran 

campaigner with NWEEHPA, and by Peter Sanders when Norman Mead retired in 2004, 

SSE was a powerful group in itself, able to call on experts in every field, and it worked in 

close association with local MPs, local councils and, under the umbrella organisation of 

Airport Watch, other campaigning bodies such as those at Heathrow and Gatwick. Local 

support was overwhelming. In 2003 UDC conducted a referendum on whether or not 

there should be any additional runways at Stansted.  In a 69% turnout, more than for a 

general election, 89% voted against a second runway.  

7.3.5 In response to the Governmentôs Consultation Paper, SSE produced a powerful 

statement ï 'Stansted ï the Case against Irresponsible Growth', but to little avail.  In the 

2003 Future of Air Transport White Paper ('ATWP') the Government came down in 

favour of the development of the existing Stansted runway to its full capacity followed by 

the building of a second runway "to be completed around 2011 or 2012".90 

7.3.6 The unequivocal declaration of intent given by the Government in the 1985 White Paper, 

that there would be no second runway, was ignored. When challenged on this in the 

House of Commons by local MP Mark Prisk, the Secretary of State (at that time Alistair 

Darling) made no attempt to argue against Eyreôs judgement that a two-runway airport at 

Stansted would be an environmental catastrophe but asserted that it had been 

overtaken by events and, because of the increase in demand for air travel, it could be 

set aside. Because circumstances had changed, the Governmentôs óunequivocal 

declarationô fell away.91 

7.3.7 Legal proceedings, some successful, some unsuccessful, delayed the process, but in 

2006 BAA submitted its application to increase the use of the existing runway, raising 

the number of ATMs from 241,000 to 264,000 and removing the limit on passenger 

movements entirely. UDC rejected this application and BAA then appealed to the 

Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government who established a Public 

Inquiry under Inspector Alan Boyland.  In the course of the inquiry BAA modified its 

application, no longer applying to remove the limit on passengers, but to increase the 

permitted limit from 25mppa to 35mppa.   

                                                      
90 ATWP, Executive Summary and paras 11.11, 11.27, 11.40, and Annex E. 
91 Commons Hansard, 16 Dec 2003, Col 1443. 
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7.3.8 SSE argued that Inspector Eyre had only agreed to increase the limit to 25mppa on the 

understanding that there would be no increase beyond that point. BAA argued that Eyre 

had only stipulated 25mppa because that was the capacity of Stanstedôs single runway, 

and that otherwise the figure had no significance.  In other words, Eyre had rejected a 

second runway and had stipulated a limit of 25mppa only because that was the capacity 

of the existing runway.  Boyland, wrongly in our view, took the same view as BAA.  

7.3.9 In October 2008, therefore, acting on Boylandôs recommendation, the Secretaries of 

State for Transport and for Communities and Local Government determined that the 

upper limit for passenger movements at Stansted should be raised from 25mppa to 

35mppa and that the permitted total number of aircraft movements should be raised to 

274,000.  SSEôs appeal against this decision was turned down by the High Court in 

March 2009. 

7.3.10 Meanwhile in March 2008 BAA had submitted its application for a second runway at 

Stansted, and arrangements were set in train for another major public inquiry.  However, 

in August 2008 the Competition Commission announced its 'Provisional Findings' report 

concluding that BAA must sell two of its three London airports, and this was 

subsequently confirmed in its final report. It was inconceivable that BAA would willingly 

sell Heathrow which meant that Stansted (and also Gatwick) would need to be sold.  

7.3.11 The Competition Commission ruling led to a protracted legal challenge by BAA which 

was ultimately unsuccessful.  SSE argued strongly that it would be inappropriate to go 

ahead with the public inquiry until the question of Stansted's ownership had been settled.  

In March 2009, the Secretary of State finally accepted SSE's position and the public 

inquiry was put 'on hold' just six weeks before it was due to begin. 

7.3.12 The public inquiry was still 'on hold' when the May 2010 general election brought about a 

change in Government and one of the first statements made by the new Coalition 

Government was that there would be no new runways at Stansted, Gatwick or Heathrow. 

Thereupon BAA withdrew its application for a second runway at Stansted and the 

proposed public inquiry was abandoned. 

7.4 2010 to date 

7.4.1 In May 2010, after eight yearsô campaigning it seemed that SSE had at last won, and 

that the finality for which Inspector Eyre had argued so powerfully and passionately had 

at last been achieved.  But almost at once the aviation industry mounted a campaign to 

overturn the Governmentôs decision, and, falling back on the argument that a 

Government could not bind its successors, the Government opened up the issue once 

again. In September 2012 it established the Airports Commission with the remit of 

recommending to the Government how the UK could maintain its status as a global 

aviation hub.  

7.4.2 The Airports Commission was given three specific tasks: 

Å to recommend how to make best use of existing capacity; 

Å to decide whether there was a need for more capacity; and 

Å if it decided that there was a need for more capacity, to 
recommend where this should be. 



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

64 
 

7.4.3 In December 2013 the Airports Commission published its Interim Report in which it 

stated that one new runway would be needed by 2030 and that it should be at either 

Heathrow or Gatwick. Stansted did not even make the short-list.  However, the 

Commission concluded that a further runway might be needed in the UK by 2050, in 

which case a second runway at Stansted "may however be a plausible option for any 

second additional runway in the 2040s".92 In its final report the Commission 

recommended that there should be an extra runway at Heathrow, and the Government 

has accepted this recommendation.  

7.4.4 In January 2013, BAA announced that it had agreed to sell Stansted Airport to the 

Manchester Airports Group ('MAG') for £1.45 billion.  The sale was completed on 28 

February 2013.  

7.4.5 In April 2017 UDC granted planning permission for a dedicated arrivals building at 

Stansted Airport. SSE did not object in principle to this proposal primarily because it was 

in lieu of an extension to the main terminal of equivalent floorspace for which Stansted 

Airport already had planning approval.  Construction is expected to begin in 2019.  

7.4.6 In February 2018, MAG submitted the current planning application to expand Stansted 

Airport to 43mppa. The details of the current application are described elsewhere in this 

submission and need not be repeated here.  

                                                      
92 Airports Commission Interim Report, Dec 2013, Executive Summary, para 46. 
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8 Aviation Forecasts 

8.1 Introduction 

8.1.1 The forecasts provided by the Applicant (MAG), or rather by ICF on behalf of MAG, are 

thin on detail and we have had to rely upon information gleaned from other chapters of 

the Applicant's ES in order to try to complete the 'jigsaw'.  There are however a number 

of inconsistencies in the data from one chapter to another and so it has been necessary 

in some cases to form a judgment as to which figures to rely upon.93 

8.1.2 The Applicant's forecasts extend only to 2028 (having originally been provided to 2029) 

and so there is no indication of the outlook for 2030, 2033 and beyond.  This may suit 

the Applicant's purpose but it not an acceptable basis for an ES.  UDC advised MAG that 

its approach to the ES should be consistent with the airport's Sustainable Development 

Plan ('SDP') which extends to 2030, but it appears that request fell on deaf ears.  

Furthermore, the Uttlesford Emerging Local Plan ('ELP') extends to 2033, and, as we 

have stated in section 3.2 above, the Applicant's forecasts also should extend to 2033.   

8.1.3 By way of overview, the Applicant submitted a Scoping Report on 2 June 2017 with the 

forecasts in Table 8.1 below and, in October 2017, submitted revised forecasts as 

shown in Table 8.2 below.  

 

Table 8.1:  Original MAG forecasts (June 2017) 

Annual Passengers and Aircraft Movements '000 

1  2016 2023 2024 2028 2029 

1 Passengers 24,300 35,200 37,000 43,000 44,500 

1 PATMs 152 213 222 253 261 

2 CATMs 14 15 16 16 16 

3 Other (incl. GA) 15 18 18 15 7 

4 Movements 181 246 255 284 285 

Source ï MAG Scoping Report, June 2017. 
 

Table 8.2:  Revised MAG forecasts (October 2017) 

Annual Passengers and Aircraft Movements '000 

2  2016 2023 2024 2028 2029 

2 Passengers 24,300 36,370 38,100 43,000 

N/A 

5 PATMs 152 219 227 253 

6 CATMs 14 14 15 16 

7 Other (incl. GA) 15 20 20 5 

8 Movements 181 253 263 274 

Source ï MAG revised Scoping Report, October 2017. 

8.1.4 The forecasts above are wildly different from the latest DfT forecasts (October 2017) as 

well as the forecasts produced by the Airports Commission (July 2015) and both MAG 

                                                      
93 We asked the Applicant to provide an errata list and on 17 April were advised that this was being finalised.  
However, as at the date of this submission, an errata list has not been provided.  
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and STAL have a history of consistently producing forecasts which turn out to have been 

extraordinarily optimistic. 

8.1.5 In this chapter of our response the above forecasts are considered in some detail, both 

in terms of their credibility and their effect.  

8.2 Earlier STAL/MAG forecasts 

8.2.1 The following examples indicate a consistent tendency by both STAL and its parent 

company MAG to over-estimate the future passenger demand and the number of airport 

jobs that will be provided.94  The degree of over-estimation is fairly consistent at about 

30%-40%: 

¶ The 2003 Stansted planning consent was predicated upon STAL 

forecasts of 25mppa and 16,000 on-airport jobs by 2012.  The actual out-

turn was 17.5mppa and 9,500 on-airport jobs in 2012 ï i.e. a 30% 

shortfall in passengers and a 41% shortfall in on-airport jobs; 

¶ The 2008 Stansted ('G1') planning consent was predicated upon STAL 

forecasts of 35mppa and 16,800 on-airport jobs by 2015.  The actual out-

turn was 22.5mppa and 11,000 on-airport jobs in 2015 ï i.e. a 36% 

shortfall in passengers and a 35% shortfall in on-airport jobs; 

¶ The 1997 permission for a second runway at Manchester Airport was 

predicated upon a forecast need for the airport to be able to handle 

50mppa by 2005/06.  The actual out-turn was 22.5mppa in 2005 and 

22.1mppa in 2006, less than half of what MAG predicted. Even today, 

more than 20 years after permission was granted, the second runway at 

Manchester Airport is still surplus to requirements, noting that last year 

Manchester Airport handled 'just' 27.9mppa; 

¶ MAG's 2007 Masterplan for Manchester Airport provided a forecast of 

"between 37 and 39 million passengers annually by 2015".  The actual 

out-turn was 23.1m in 2015, a shortfall of between 38% and 41%. 

8.3 Airports Commission forecasts 

8.3.1 The Airports Commission was established in November 2012  

"é to examine the scale and timing of any requirements for additional 

capacity to maintain the UKôs position as Europeôs most important aviation 

hub and identify and evaluate how any need for additional capacity should 

be met in the short, medium and long term.".   

8.3.2 The Commission produced an interim report in December 2013 at which point it 

removed Stansted from consideration for an additional runway, shortlisting only the 

Gatwick and Heathrow options.  In relation to Stansted, the Commission said only that 

"Stansted may however be a plausible option for any second additional runway in the 

2040s."  The Commission remarked in similar terms about Birmingham Airport.  In all 

four of the Commission's modelled scenarios, Stansted was the last of the London 

airports to become full. 

                                                      
94 Data sources: Forecast Stansted employment numbers are from STAL planning applications; out-turn numbers 
are from STAL employment surveys and numbers reported by STAL to STACC, Passenger numbers are from 
CAA airport statistics.  Note that we do not have reliable jobs data for Manchester Airport.  
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8.3.3 The Commission's final report was published in July 2015. The main recommendation 

was that Heathrow should have a third runway, and it implied that Gatwick would be next 

in line.  In relation to Stansted, the Commission confirmed its earlier view that Stansted 

was likely to be the last of the London airports to become full, and it added: 

"The Commission considers that there may be a case for reviewing the 

Stansted planning cap if and when the airport moves closer to full 

capacity. Its forecasts indicate that this would not occur until at least 

the 2030s, although the airport has seen rapid growth since its 

purchase by MAG, which if sustained over a longer period would bring 

this forward. The Commission does not have any view as to the outcome 

of any such review but is clear that it should be carried out on the basis of a 

full detailed assessment and consultation process, taking into consideration 

the environmental and other issues that supported the imposition of the 

original cap, as would be expected for any planning application of this 

nature and scale." 95  [our emphasis] 

8.3.4 The Airports Commission produced forecasts at 10-year intervals to 2050.  However, for 

the purposes of comparison to the Applicant's forecasts in this planning application, we 

need only look at the years 2020 and 2030.  The Commission considered two main 

scenarios (carbon-capped and carbon-traded) which are explained further in Chapter 14 

of this submission (Carbon emissions and climate change).  The Commission also 

tested a range of macroeconomic sensitivities and so produced a forecast range rather 

than a single number ï all as summarised below:   

  Table 8.3:  Airports Commission forecasts for Stansted (mppa)  

   
2020 2030 

Carbon 
Capped 

Carbon 
Traded 

Carbon 
Capped 

Carbon 
Traded 

Base Case 23-27 23-28 29-34 30-35 

With Heathrow R3 (northwest 
runway option, as chosen) 

23-27 23-28 24-27 26-35 

Source: Forecasts for Stansted (final), Airports Commission, Jan 2015.  
 

8.3.5 It can be seen from the above that the Commission's forecast is for Stansted to handle 

up to 28mppa in 2020 and up to 35mppa by 2030.  MAG's forecasts do not match these 

years; the nearest comparisons that can be made are with MAG's forecast of 36.4mppa 

in 2023 and 43.0mppa in 2028.  These are clearly very much more optimistic numbers 

than produced by the in-depth and independent examination of the outlook for the 

London airports market carried out by the Airports Commissions.     

8.4 Department for Transport forecasts 

8.4.1 The DfT updates its outlook for the UK aviation sector every few years and only quite 

recently (October 2017) published its latest forecasts.  These show that even assuming 

no third runway at Heathrow, Stansted is not expected to reach 35mppa until 2033.96  

With a third runway at Heathrow, Stansted is not expected to reach 35mppa until the 

                                                      
95 Airports Commission Final Report, Jul 2017, para 16.49. 
96 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017, Fig.7.4. 
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2040s. Thus, the DfT's assessment is very similar to the assessment made by the 

independent Airports Commission. 

  Table 8.4:  DfT forecasts for Stansted - central case (mppa)  

 2028 2030 2040 2050 

Baseline Case 28.0 31.0 35.0 35.0 

With Heathrow R3  22.0 32.0 35.0 

Source: UK Aviation Forecasts, DfT, Oct 2017, Tables 32 and 34.   
 

8.4.2 Compared to the DfT's forecast of 28mppa for Stansted in 2028, and 22mppa if a third 

runway has by that time been built at Heathrow, MAG predicts that Stansted will need to 

be capable of handling 43mppa by 2028. 

8.5 Third Heathrow runway 

8.5.1 It is important to note that the Applicant assumes that a third runway will not be built at 

Heathrow until 2030. This is to second guess both the Government and Heathrow 

Airport who consider that the proposed third Heathrow runway (Northwest option) is 

capable of being delivered by 2026.  This is the date shown in the Revised Draft Airports 

National Policy Statement ('ANPS') published in October 2017.97   The ANPS is almost 

all about the delivery of a third runway at Heathrow.   

8.5.2 Between December 2017 and March 2018 the Revised Draft ANPS was subject to 

detailed scrutiny by the House of Commons Transport Committee. The Chief Executive 

of Heathrow Airport, John Holland-Kaye, gave evidence to the Transport Committee on 

5 February 2018 and was asked whether it was "é really feasible to expect that 2026 

will be the time when it [the third runway] will be delivered?"  He replied as follows:  

"It is completely achievable, and we need to do it. These are the early years 

of Brexit and we need to be getting on with it. We have the experience of 

doing this, and we will get on and make it happen." 

8.5.3 His reply leaves no room for doubt that it remains the firm intention of Heathrow Airport 

to deliver the third runway by 2026.  We are not clear what evidence the Applicant has 

relied upon in concluding that it would not be delivered until 2030.  At the very least the 

Applicant should provide a sensitivity analysis to show the impact on its Stansted 

forecasts in the event that Heathrow delivers the third runway by 2026, as it insists it will. 

8.5.4 We understand that the Government intends to publish an updated version of the Draft 

ANPS by the end of June 2018 and to seek Parliamentary approval before the start of 

the summer recess on 24 July 2018.  We further understand that a clear majority of MPs 

are expected to approve the ANPS and, in so doing, approve the third Heathrow runway.  

8.6 Forecasting methodology and assumptions 

Lack of Transparency  

8.6.1 MAG's consultants, ICF, say very little about the methodology and assumptions that 

underpin its forecasts.  By contrast the Airports Commission and the DfT explained their 

methodology and assumptions in some detail.  Amongst the most important assumptions 

                                                      
97 Revised Draft ANPS, DfT, Oct 2017, para 3.46. 
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for forecasting the future demand for air travel are GDP growth (UK and foreign), oil 

prices, the sterling exchange rate and the price of carbon.  Apart from some limited 

information about GDP assumptions (see below) the ICF is silent on all these other key 

forecasting assumptions. 

8.6.2 Knowing what assumptions have been made enables a view to be taken as to their 

reasonableness.  It also facilitates sensitivity analysis.  Both the Airports Commission 

and the DfT provided a range of variations for their forecasts:  the Commission modelled 

ten scenarios (five macroeconomic scenarios for each of the two carbon scenarios) and 

the DfT modelled three different scenarios (Low, Central, High) with assumptions clearly 

stated in each case.   

8.6.3 Transparency of forecasting assumptions and methodology is also important because it 

enables the validity and robustness of forecasts to be reviewed.  This ability for others to 

'audit your numbers' is a powerful incentive for the forecaster to ensure an objective, 

evidence-based approach.  The forecasts provided by MAG are the antithesis of that. 

8.6.4 The only assumption which ICF provides any information about is for UK GDP growth, 

where ICF says only that:  

"The economic forecasts that underpin the ICF traffic forecast were 

provided by Oxford Economics in July 2016, following the Brexit 

Referendum result. The economic forecasts were predicated on Oxford 

Economicsô central case" 98 [our emphasis] 

8.6.5 The 2016 Oxford Economics ('OE') report has not been provided but we have been able 

to review its key findings. It predicts UK GDP growth ranging from a 'worse case' of 

0.1% to a best case of +3.9%.99  However, the OE report does not provide country by 

country GDP projections for the EU, nor regional GDP projections for the rest of the 

world (as in the case with the Airports Commission and DfT forecasts).  Moreover, ICF 

does not actually say whether or not it has adopted the OE central case as its forecast 

for UK GDP growth.  It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the lack of transparency is 

intentional so as to obstruct informed scrutiny of the forecasts.     

8.7 The London airports market 

8.7.1 The Applicant seeks to portray Stansted as 'the only show in town' in terms of meeting 

the need for growth in the London airports market over the next ten years.  However, this 

is a misrepresentation of the true position.   

8.7.2 The London airports 'system' includes six airports and accounts for over 60% of the total 

UK market.  The relative size of the London airports is as follows: 

             

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
98 ES1, para 4.45.  
99 The OE report identifies the Republic of Ireland ï one of Stansted's main markets ï as the most vulnerable EU 
economy so far as Brexit is concerned, facing a potential loss of real GDP of up to 2.2%.  



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

70 
 

Table 8.5:  London airports market 2017 

Airport 
Passengers in 2017 

(mppa) 

Share of London 

Market 

Heathrow 78.0 45.6% 

Gatwick 45.6 26.7% 

Stansted 25.9 15.1% 

Luton 16.0 9.4% 

London City 4.5 2.6% 

Southend 1.1 0.6% 

Total 171.1 100.0% 

             Source: CAA Airport Statistics, 2017. 
 

8.7.3 Comparing the 2017 position above to the DfT's projected position for 2028, as shown in 

Table 8.6 below, enables the degree of optimism inherent in the ICF forecasts for 

Stansted to be shown more clearly. 

 

        Table 8.6: DfT forecast for London Airports 2028 

Airport 

Baseline Case With Heathrow R3 

mppa 
Share of 
market  

mppa 
Share of 
Market  

Heathrow 85.3 46.6% 129.5 59.5% 

Gatwick 44.6 24.4% 43.6 20.0% 

Stansted 28.0 15.3% 22.3 10.2% 

Luton 17.9 9.8% 17.3 7.9% 

London City 6.5 3.5% 4.3 2.0% 

Southend 0.8 0.4% 0.7 0.3% 

Total 183.1 100% 217.6 100.0% 

Source: 'Passenger demand and air transport movements data for each modelled airport' ï 
supporting document (Excel spreadsheets) to UK Aviation Forecasts, DfT, Oct 2017. 

8.7.4 Key points to note are: 

¶ The DfT expects the London airports market to grow from 171.1 mppa in 

2017 to 183.1mppa without a third Heathrow runway, and to 217.6mppa 

with a third Heathrow runway, increases of 7.0% and 27.2% respectively; 

¶ Without a third Heathrow runway by 2028, the DfT expects Stansted to 

grow to 28mppa and grow its market share from 15.1% to 15.3%; 

¶ With a third Heathrow runway by 2028, the DfT expects Stansted to 

decline to 22mppa and see its market share fall from 15.1% to 10.3%; 

¶ The Applicant's forecast (based on no third Heathrow runway until 2030) 

is for Stansted to grow to 43mppa by 2028.  On that basis the Applicant's 
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forecasts require Stansted to grow its market share from 15.1% in 2017 

to 23.5% in 2028.100  This seems highly implausible. 

8.7.5 The chasm that lies between the DfT's outlook for Stansted (broadly shared by the 

Airports Commission) and the far more optimistic picture painted by the Applicant must 

call into question the credibility of the Applicant's forecasts. Credibility is further 

undermined because the Applicant has chosen not to provide details of its forecasting 

methodology or of many of the key assumptions made.  One must also be mindful of the 

Applicant's history of making highly optimistic forecasts which are typically 

underachieved by 30%-40%.  

Consideration of competitors  

8.7.6 The Applicant appears to have made the following assumptions in relation to Stansted's 

market competitors. Our comments are shown in the right-hand column below. 

 

       Table 8.7: Potential capacity of market competitors to 2028    

Airport Applicant's comment SSE comment 

Heathrow Limited to 480,000 

ATMs per annum. 

True until R3 delivered but it is mppa capacity, not ATM 

capacity, that matters. Heathrow can increase mppa with 

larger aircraft and higher load factors.  Can grow up to 2% 

per annum.  DfT predicts growth from 78mmpa in 2017 to 

85mppa in 2028 without R3 and to 129.5mppa by 2028 with 

a third runway. 

Gatwick Limited to 290,000 

ATMs 

Gatwick handled 286,000 ATMs last year and will have 

capacity to handle 300,000 ATMs by 2028. This could 

translate into 50mppa capacity. Longer term, DfT projects 

Gatwick capacity of 55mppa on one runway. However, DfT 

expects Gatwick to handle only 44mppa in 2028 assuming 

Heathrow R3 in 2026    

Luton Applicant assumes 

Luton is limited to 

current 18mppa cap 

Luton handled 16mppa last year and plans to grow to 36-

38mppa.101  We comment further on Luton below. 

London City Applicant assumes 

limit of 6.5mppa 

 

No comment. 

8.7.7  
Southend Applicant assumes 

limit of 2.0mppa 

8.7.8 Not mentioned by the Applicant, or taken account of in its forecasting, is Birmingham 

Airport which by 2026, is planned to have a 38-minute HS2 journey time to Euston, ten 

minutes less than the journey time from Liverpool Street to Stansted.  

8.7.9 It is not clear what further passenger growth the Applicant's forecasts have allowed for at 

Heathrow and Gatwick in the period to 2028, but we suspect very little.  London City and 

Southend airports are of no great significance but the Applicant's clearly stated 

                                                      
100 43mppa v total market of 183.1mppa, noting that ICF have not challenged the DfT''s overall UK forecasts but 
only the airport-specific forecasts for Stansted.    
101 'London Luton Airport Vision for Sustainable Growth 2020-2050', LLA, Dec 2017. 



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

72 
 

assumption (one of the few occasions where an assumption has been clearly stated) is 

that Luton has been capped at 18mppa. 

 

   Table 8.8: Comparative growth rates Stansted v Luton 2012 to 2017 

 Airport 
2017 

mppa 

2012 

mppa 

% increase 

2012-2017 

Planning 

Cap (mppa) 

Utilisation 

of planning 

cap % 

Stansted 25.9 17.5 48% 35.0 74% 

Luton 16.0 9.6 66% 18.0 89% 

    Source - CAA Airport Statistics.  
 

8.7.10 The above table, which is also included at para 6.4.28 of our submission, shows that:  

(a)    Luton has grown at a faster rate than Stansted over the past five 

years with a CAGR102 of 10.6% compared to 8.2% at Stansted;    

(b)    Luton is far closer to its planning cap than is Stansted, with just 

2.0mppa (11%) headroom at the end of 2017, compared to 

9.1mppa (26%) headroom at Stansted.   

8.7.11 In view of the above it is illogical for the Applicant to assume that Luton Airport will stand 

still over the next ten years.  Indeed, Luton has already embarked on an ambitious 

development programme which includes a £200m investment in a Direct Air to Rail 

Transit ('DART') system which will transport passengers 24/7 between Luton Airport and 

Luton Parkway rail station, taking just five minutes.  It will be operational in 2021.   

8.7.12 It came as no great surprise to anyone in the industry (except perhaps MAG) when, in 

December 2017, Luton published its 'Vision for Sustainable Growth' which advises that 

the airport intends to begin a public consultation around the middle of 2018 about its 

plans to expand to a throughput of between 36mppa and 38mppa.  

8.7.13 Luton is Stansted's closest direct competitor, serving broadly the same geographical 

catchment area and broadly the same short-haul, low cost market segment.  Assuming 

that Luton is capped at 18mppa until 2028 will, of course, produce a higher demand for 

Stansted, as also is the case when it is assumed that the third Heathrow runway will be 

delivered four years later than stated by the Government and the Heathrow CEO. 

8.8 Ryanair dominance at Stansted 

8.8.1 In seeking to evidence the need for an uplift in the passenger cap from 35mppa to 

43mppa MAG attaches much weight to the recent growth of Stansted, for example:  

"é the airport has been one of the fastest growing airports in the London 

system, growing by a CAGR of 6.1% between 2011 and 2016." 103 [our 

emphasis]  

It can be noted that the term "one of the fastest growing" amounts to an acceptance that 

Luton has grown at a significantly faster pace in recent years.  

8.8.2 In the October 2017 'UK Aviation Forecasts' the DfT noted as follows:  

                                                      
102 Compound Annual Growth Rate. 
103 ES1, para 4.10. 
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"Ryanair continues to dominate at Stansted, carrying 68% of the 

passengers in 2011 and 82% in 2016." 104  [our emphasis] 

8.8.3 Applying the above percentages to the total number of Stansted Airport passengers in 

2011 and 2016 shows as follows: 

  Table 8.9:  Ryanair dominance at Stansted  

 

2016 2011 

mppa 
Share of 

total  
mppa 

Share of 
total 

Ryanair 19.9 82% 12.2 68% 

All other airlines 4.4 18%  5.8 32% 

Total 24.3 100% 18.0 100% 

  Source: CAA airport statistics and 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017, p.68. 

8.8.4 It can be seen from Table 8.9 above that Stansted's growth over the period 2011-2016 

has been entirely due to Ryanair.  Moreover, Stansted has grown despite the fact that 

the number of passengers carried by all other airlines at Stansted has declined 

from 5.8mppa in 2011 to 4.4mppa in 2016 ï a drop of 24%. This is a startling statistic 

and shows the vulnerability of Stansted to the business policy of just one of its 

customers.  There is no other major UK airport with anything approaching this level of 

dominance by a single airline. 

8.8.5 The DfT has very recently (April 2018) announced that it is concerned about an airport 

having a single dominant airline and intends to look at this in more detail: 

ñThere is intense competition between airports and airlines and this brings 

benefits to consumers. However, there are some areas identified in the call for 

evidence that the Aviation Strategy will look at in more detail. Firstly, whether 

the development of a single dominant carrier at airports could harm consumer 

interests in the future. While BA has been a dominant carrier at Heathrow for 

a number of years (52% of flights in 2016), since 2000 other airlines have 

established a larger market share at some of our other largest airports 

(easyJet with 42% at Gatwick and Ryanair with 78% at Stansted in 2016)ò. 105 

(Note that the 78% Ryanair share quoted immediately above relates to PATMs whereas 

the 82% share shown in Table 8.9 relates to passengers.) 

8.8.6 Ryanair's dominant position at Stansted does not only give rise to competition concerns, 

over-dependence also raises concerns about risks to the local economy and jobs.  The 

current uncertainties about Brexit are an example of this, especially when these 

uncertainties are being highlighted by Ryanair itself, for example, in the wake of the 

Brexit vote, the Ryanair CEO announced that the airline would ñpivotò growth away from 

UK airports as a result of the Brexit vote which he said would cause ñsignificant 

economic damageò.106  

8.8.7 It cannot at this stage be predicted what action the DfT may propose to deal with the 

issue. We should learn the answer to that when the DfT publishes its new aviation 

                                                      
104 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017, p.68. 
105 'Beyond the horizon.  Next Steps towards an aviation strategy', DfT, Apr 2018, para 5.7.    
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strategy in the early part of 2019.  In the meantime, the Applicant should be required to 

provide sensitivity analysis for the Stansted forecasts, in the event that Ryanair reduced 

the scale of its operations at Stansted by (say) 25%.  

8.9 Cargo forecasts  

8.9.1 According to para 4.59 of ES1, cargo tonnage is predicted to grow from 209,000 tonnes 

in 2016 to 376,000 in 2028, an uplift of 80%. Since all of this moves in and out of 

Stansted by road it will have a highly significant impact on airport-related HGV 

movements.  We can find no evidence of the Applicant having specifically assessed the 

impacts of this. 

8.9.2 CATMs are predicted to grow to 16,000 in 2028 (para 4.59) and the Applicant, 

incorrectly, states the 2016 Baseline to be 12,000 CATMs, implying an increase of 33% 

by 2028.  In fact, there were 11,246 CATMs at Stansted in 2016, according to the official 

CAA statistics (Table 6) and 10,126 CATMs in 2017. The outlook is therefore for an 

increase in CATMs of 58% compared to today's level.         

8.9.3 Growth in CATMs is a particular concern at Stansted because a high proportion (about 

40%) are night flights and much of the cargo business is long haul, where the type of 

aircraft used are generally larger, older and noisier than a typical Stansted PATM.  The 

Applicant has not however provided any specific assessment to enable the CATM 

impacts to be clearly understood. 

8.10 Aircraft replacement 

8.10.1 Central to the Applicant's assessment of noise, air quality ('AQ'), carbon and health 

impacts is the Applicant's assumption that new, quieter, cleaner aircraft types will 

account for more than 80% of Stansted's aircraft movements by 2028.  This assumption 

is described in para 4.58 of ES1: 

"The next 10-15 years will also see a significant transition from current 

generation aircraft to next generation aircraft. From a 2016 baseline of 

virtually no ónext generationô aircraft, the proportion of these new jets 

(primarily A320neo and B737Max family aircraft) is forecast to exceed 80% 

by 2028. This trend is particularly relevant to the calculation of aircraft 

noise, which is discussed in ES Chapter 7 (Air Noise)." 

8.10.2 This assumption ideally suits the Applicant's purpose of portraying the environmental 

impacts of the proposed development as insignificant, particularly in relation to noise, 

AQ, carbon and health impacts.  However, it is wholly unrealistic as becomes clear when 

looked at in more detail.  Table 8.10 below shows the Applicant's assumptions for 

aircraft types and Table 8.11 shows the same information, expressed as percentages:   

                                                                                                                                                                       
106  'The Times', 25 Jul 2016. 
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8.10.3 The dominant Category 2 above is almost entirely comprised of the Ryanair fleet., noting 

that Ryanair accounted for 82% of Stansted's passengers in 2016 and 78% of 

PATMs107. Ryanair operates a single aircraft fleet of about 427 Boeing 737-800 aircraft 

with an average age of about seven years.  The company has an order book for a 

further 65 of the present aircraft type and for 110 of the new 'cleaner' MAX variant of 

the B737-800.  Ryanair is not scheduled to take delivery of its first B737-800 MAX until 

April 2019 and expects to receive the remainder of its order (placed in 2014) by early 

2024.  By 31 March 2024, Ryanair expects to have a fleet of 585 aircraft, of which less 
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than one fifth will be the MAX variant. The company has options for a further 100 B737-

800 MAX aircraft but, even if these were to be confirmed, and delivered by 2028 (the 

order book is currently seven years), Ryanair will by that time have a fleet of at least 650 

aircraft, less than one third of which will be the new variant. Meanwhile the Applicant's 

modelling assumes that 56% will be the cleaner variant.  This is absurdly optimistic. 

8.10.4 A similar analysis applies to the Applicant's modelling assumptions for the A319 ï the 

mainstay of the easyJet fleet ï and the newer, 'cleaner' A320neo. easyJet is Stansted's 

second biggest carrier accounting for about 10% of its passengers and PATMs. 

8.10.5 The DfT estimates the average lifespan of a scheduled passenger aircraft to be 22 years 

and 25 years for charter aircraft.108 This indicates that less than half of Stansted aircraft 

are likely to be replaced by 2028. However, taking the above example of the 

replacement of A319s by A320neo aircraft, the Applicant's modelling assumes that the 

A320neo, which currently accounts for 0.6% of the combined total of A319s and 

A320neo aircraft, will account for 66% of the combined total by 2028.  Again, this is 

absurdly optimistic.  It is clearly contrived to indicate that the proposed development 

would have negligible noise, AQ, carbon and health impacts.   

8.10.6 It can be seen from the above that no allowance appears to have been made for long-

haul PATMs and yet the Applicant stresses that a key objective of the application is to 

"boost international long-haul routes to fast-growing markets like China, India and the 

US."  The only long-haul aircraft modelled above are CATMs.  Moreover, the model 

assumes the most modern variants of each of the CATM aircraft types.  The CATMs 

operating from Stansted are very often the older variants, which are noisier and produce 

higher levels of emissions. 

8.11 Concluding remarks  

8.11.1 The Applicant's forecasts only extend to 2028 which is not an adequate basis for the ES 

when the relevant ELP extends to 2033 

8.11.2 In presenting air traffic forecasts which are wildly at variance with the DfT and Airports 

Commission forecasts, the Applicant is effectively saying that both the DfT and the 

Airports Commission have got it wrong. And yet the Applicant provides very little 

evidence to substantiate its forecasts and the Applicant has a history of producing 

forecasts which are typically underachieved by 30%-40%. 

8.11.3 By assuming (so as to inflate the forecasts) that a third Heathrow runway will not be built 

until 2030 when the Government and Heathrow Airport Ltd insist it will be built by 2026, 

the Applicant, again, is effectively saying that the others have got this wrong, and that 

MAG knows better than the CEO of Heathrow Airport. 

8.11.4 By dismissing the competitive potential of Luton Airport and (by 2026) also Birmingham 

Airport ï and by assuming that Heathrow and Gatwick have no further scope to increase 

passenger throughput on their existing runways over the next ten years, MAG is being 

delusionary, but it suits its purpose to portray Stansted 'as the only show in town'.  

                                                                                                                                                                       
107 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017, p.66, and 'Beyond the horizon.  Next Steps towards an aviation 
strategy', DfT, Apr 2018, para 5.7.   ' 
108 'UK Aviation Forecasts', DfT, Oct 2017, para 3.22. 



Stansted Airport Planning Application UTT/18/0460/FUL: Submission to Uttlesford District Council by Stop Stansted Expansion ï April 2018 

 

77 
 

8.11.5 It also suits MAG's purpose to gloss over the dominance of Ryanair at Stansted and the 

fact that all other airlines at Stansted carried 24% fewer passengers in 2016 than five 

years previously.  MAG does not want to highlight the vulnerability of Stansted to the 

business decisions of a single customer which it has no control over. 

8.11.6 Finally, it also suits the Applicant's purpose to predict wholesale replacement of the 

Stansted fleet with new cleaner, quieter aircraft by 2028, but this is absurdly optimistic.  

Moreover, the assessments of noise, AQ and health impacts, and of carbon emissions, 

are all based on the fleet mix assumptions.  Thus, these fundamental elements of the 

ES are neither reliable nor credible.  
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9 Noise 

9.1 Introduction 

9.1.1 The Aviation Policy Framework (óAPFô), March 2013 states:  

ñThe Government recognises that noise is the primary concern of local 

communities near airports and we take its impact seriously. As a general 

principle, the Government therefore expects that future growth in aviation 

should ensure that benefits are shared between the aviation industry and 

local communities. This means that the industry must continue to reduce 

and mitigate noise as airport capacity growsò.109 [our emphasis] 

9.1.2 Additionally, the APF states: 

ñBefore taking decisions on any future new airport capacity, the 

Government will want to have a thorough understanding of the local 

environmental impacts of any proposals.ò 110 

9.1.3 People hear aircraft noise as a discrete number of noisy events with associated noise 

levels, durations and noise characteristics as well as the frequency of occurrence of 

these noisy events compared to the background or ambient noise levels. People do not 

perceive aircraft noise as equivalent average noise levels over 16 hours in the day and 8 

hours at night.   

9.1.4 Stansted Airport is situated in rural surroundings where people have chosen to live to 

enjoy the quality of life and tranquillity afforded by low background noise levels. The 

planning application will give rise to a 52% increase in aircraft movements and a 77% 

increase in passengers compared with the 2016 Baseline year.  

9.1.5 It is clear that this will increase the adverse noise environment around the airport and 

under the flight paths. The planning application relies heavily on very optimistic 

assumptions about the future introduction of less noisy aircraft, and even where new, 

less noisy aircraft are introduced, the reduction in noise intensity of each aircraft as 

heard by people around the airport and under flight paths would be hardly perceptible 

and swamped by the increase in numbers.  

9.2 Government policy and emerging policy 

9.2.1 Since the March 2013 APF, Government policy on aviation noise has been undergoing 

significant changes both for Airspace Policy and Aviation Strategy leading to a revised 

Aviation Policy Framework expected in early 2019. These changes are designed to 

increase community protection against aviation noise harms and are summarised as 

follows: 

¶ The introduction of improved noise metrics and appraisal guidance; 

¶ Lower threshold levels for the onset of community annoyance; 

¶ The number of flights have to be taken into account, not just average 

noise levels; 

                                                      
109 'Aviation Policy Frameworkô, DfT, Mar 2013, Executive Summary, para 16. 
110 Ibid, para 3.54.   
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¶ Noise reduction becomes a priority up to 7,000ft ï raised from 4,000ft; 

¶ Health impacts and Quality of Life factors are now included. 

9.2.2 Of particular significance is the lowering of threshold levels and the inclusion of the 

number of flights in assessing the harms caused. The DfT now accepts that "recent 

evidence suggests people are becoming more sensitive to noise at lower levels and that 

the number of flights overhead can be a more significant factor than the average noise 

level". 111   

9.2.3 In addition, the Secretary of State for Transport as early as December 2013 recognised 

the shortcomings of daytime average noise levels when he said ñHowever, the APF also 

recognises that people do not experience noise in an averaged manner and that the 

value of the LAeq indicator does not necessarily reflect all aspects of the perception of 

aircraft noise. This may be especially true for rural airports such as Stansted where the 

ambient or background noise levels are relatively low.ò 112 

9.3 Noise annoyance 

9.3.1 Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound that is loud or unpleasant or that causes 

disturbance. Aircraft are inherently noisy machines. A jet aircraft 50 metres away emits 

140dB of noise which is twice as loud as the threshold of pain.  This 140dB level of 

aircraft noise is about 130 times louder than a busy office or a loud radio (around the 

70dB level).  Aircraft noise is not only loud; it also has a large low frequency content. 

Low frequency noise encounters less absorption than higher frequencies as it travels 

through the air, so it persists for longer distances. Additionally, the amount of noise 

transmitted from the outside to the inside of buildings is greater at lower frequencies 

than at higher frequencies. Furthermore, modern high ratio bypass turbofan aircraft 

engines are characterised by a tonal (whine) feature which increases the likelihood of 

annoyance. 

9.3.2 Additionally, the area around Stansted Airport is predominantly rural in nature and 

people do not experience noise in an averaged manner ï as recognised by the 

Secretary of State for Transport referred to in para 9.2.3 above. 

9.4 Impact assessment 

9.4.1 Comparison must be made between the 2016 Baseline Year and the 2028 43mppa 

Development Case (óDCô).  This gives a fair representation of the impacts that would 

arise from expansion.  

9.4.2 When comparing noise exposure contours and levels of noise, account must be taken of 

the latest guidance outlined below. 

9.4.3 The Department for Transport (óDfTô) has developed the following levels from World 

Health Organisation (óWHOô) definitions to describe the effects of noise: 

¶ NOEL ï No Observed Effect Level ï this is the level below which no 

effect can be detected.  

¶ LOAEL ï Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level ï this is the level above 

which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be detected.  

                                                      
111 'Beyond the horizon. The Future of UK Aviation', DfT, Jul 2017, para 7.32. 
112 Secretary of State for Transport letter MC91522 dated 10 Dec 2013 to Sir Alan Haselhurst MP. 
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¶ SOAEL ï Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level ï this is the level 

above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of life occur. 

9.4.4 In 2014, the DfT commissioned a research paper Survey of Noise Attitudes (óSoNAô), 

designed to investigate attitudes towards aviation noise and how these have changed 

over time. This was published in February 2017113 and builds on the levels outlined in the 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (óDefraô) Noise Policy Statement for 

England (óNPSEô).114 The SoNA paper says that significant community annoyance 

previously observed around 57 dB LAeq is now observed from 54 dB LAeq. This finding 

is supported by another study by Defra which suggests a LOAEL for aviation is now 

likely in the range of 50-54 dB LAeq115, well below the current 57 dB LAeq benchmark 

for the onset of significant annoyance. 

9.4.5 In August 2017, the DfT published an Impact Assessment (óIAô) for Assessing Aviation 

Noise Impacts116 where the intention is to set 51dB LAeq for daytime and 45dB LAeq for 

night time as the LOAEL threshold. 

9.4.6 For night noise, the WHO recommends that ñconsidering the scientific evidence on the 

thresholds of night noise exposure indicated by Lnight as defined in the Environmental 

Noise Directive (2002/49/EC), an Lnight of 40 dB should be the target of the night noise 

guideline (NNG) to protect the public, including the most vulnerable groups such as 

children, the chronically ill and the elderlyò.117 

9.4.7 Appendix C at the end of this submission sets out the reasons why the 16-hour day and 

8-hour night LAeq average noise metrics are not wholly appropriate to assess all 

aspects of aircraft noise, as recognised by the Secretary of State for Transport in his 

letter referred to in para 9.2.3 above. 

9.5 Air Noise (ES1, Chapter 7) 

Air Noise Assessment Metrics 

9.5.1 The air noise assessment metrics (ES1, para 7.34, Table 7.1) for the Number of óHighly 

Annoyedô People is taken from Table 25 of the SoNA 2014 survey118 which compares 

the percentage of respondents highly annoyed in the ANIS 1982 survey with the SoNA 

2014 survey.  The Government had previously used the ANIS 1982 survey to establish 

the 57 dB LAeq.16-hour threshold as the level for the onset of significant community 

annoyance.  This was used in the previous G1 Stansted Airport planning approval for 

expansion to 35mppa. 

9.5.2 The SoNA 2014 results clearly show that the same percentage of respondents said by 

ANIS to be highly annoyed at 57 dB LAeq 16-hour now occurs at 54 dB LAeq.16-hour.  

This has resulted in 54dB LAeq.16-hour being adopted as the Significant Observed 

Adverse Effect Level (óSOAELô). 

 

                                                      
113 CAP 1506 Survey of Noise Attitudes. 2014: Aircraft (SoNA 2014). 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/modalapplication.aspx?appid=11&mode=detail&id=7744.    

114 'Noise Policy Statement for England', Defra, Mar 2010. 
115http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=1815 
116 'Assessing Aviation Noise impacts during Airspace Changes', DfT, Aug 2017. 
117 'Night Noise Guidelines for Europe', WHO, 2009. 
118 CAP 1506 Survey of noise attitudes 2014: Aircraft (SoNA 2014). 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/modalapplication.aspx?appid=11&mode=detail&id=7744.    

http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/modalapplication.aspx?appid=11&mode=detail&id=7744
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/modalapplication.aspx?appid=11&mode=detail&id=7744
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Future aircraft 

9.5.3 ES1, para 7.80, refers to the introduction of new generation aircraft and gives figures for 

reductions in noise emissions. It has given rise to the aviation industry claim that ñnew 

aircraft are 50% quieterò which is based upon how aircraft noise is measured when 

certified on manufacture. Noise is measured as pressure levels (noise energy) whereas 

what the human ear hears is loudness (noise intensity). The two are quite different.  

9.5.4 Additionally, noise is measured in decibels using a logarithmic scale which introduces 

complications compared with a simple arithmetic comparison. When MAG claims that 

ñnew aircraft are 50% quieterò it is referring to a reduction in pressure level. A 50% 

reduction in noise pressure level (i.e. a halving) is 3dB and a 3dB change is the 

minimum perceptible by the human ear. It would take a 10dB reduction in noise pressure 

levels to achieve a 50% reduction in loudness. The human ear hears loudness and so it 

is less than honest of the aviation industry to imply that a 50% reduction in noise 

pressure levels means that ñnew aircraft are 50% quieterò. They are not. 

9.5.5 The way that aircraft noise is measured by noise monitors introduces an A-weighting 

factor (see Appendix C) which attenuates lower frequency components and in turn 

underestimates the actual noise intensity or loudness actually heard by the human ear. 

9.5.6 The largest operator at Stansted Airport is Ryanair which in the Baseline year 2016 

operated 78% of all aircraft movements at the airport.119 Ryanair uses B737 aircraft and 

the adjustments to aircraft noise levels given in Table 7.6 of the ES for the introduction 

of the new generation B737-MAX8 are stated as being 3.0dB on departure and 2.2dB on 

arrival.  These reductions would be effectively imperceptible since a change of 3dB is 

the minimum perceptible under normal conditions.  

Cumulative effects 

9.5.7 The assessment does not attempt to assess cumulative noise effects and ES2 Appendix 

7.3 ignores the effects of the London Airspace Management Programme (óLAMPô) which 

it incorrectly asserts ñhas been abandonedò 120.   

9.5.8 LAMP is being implemented in two phases and Phase 1 at Stansted was implemented in 

February 2016 and similar Phase 1 changes were made at other UK airports.  Phase 2 

is a much larger programme known as LAMP2 FASI(S) covering the southern/central 

England route network from the Midlands to the Flight Information Region boundaries. In 

the LAMP2 FASI(S) programme NATS expects to set requirements for higher level 

airspace and UK airports for lower level airspace. The lower level airspace changes 

below 7,000ft are classified by the Government as Level 1 Airspace Changes.  These 

changes are typically large-scale changes which alter aircraft tracks or dispersion, or 

reduce aircraft height over land below 7,000ft over a populated area. 

9.5.9 There would be cumulative effects of the LAMP2 changes together with changes to 

routes for traffic operating from other airports in the south east of England.  No account 

has been taken of the impacts of this cumulative effect. 

 

 

                                                      
119 'Beyond the horizon. Next steps towards an aviation strategy', Apr 2018, para 5.7. 
120 ES Appendix 7.3, para 9.1.19. 
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Review of Scoping and Consultation 

9.5.10 The assessment of noise impacts does not provide 100% single mode LAeq contours, 

asserting that they ñwill not assist in an overall assessment of noise effects as it is 

unclear exactly what those contours will signifyò.121 The contours given in ES2, Appendix 

7.3, para 9.5 represent an average of the two runway directions and do not represent the 

noise associated with a single runway direction.  

9.5.11 100% single mode noise contours address this omission by depicting the summer 

average day flight operations for a single operating mode. Since a runway can only be 

used in one of two directions at any one time, there will be two 100% mode noise 

contours, one for each runway direction. Stansted Airportôs runway is orientated south-

west (runway 22) and north-east (runway 04) and the long-term average summer day 

runway use is 73% runway 22 and 27% runway 04.  

9.5.12 The significance of 100% single mode contours is that they slightly better represent the 

real-world situation where aircraft can only use one runway direction depending on wind 

direction. The 100% single mode contours more closely represent the actual operational 

environment that people living around the airport would experience. 100% single mode 

contours should be provided for a proper assessment to be carried out. 

Study Area 

9.5.13 The assessment study area (ES2 Appendix 7.3, para 11.2.1) of 25km x 30km centred on 

the midpoint of the runway is insufficient in size having regard to the area of noise 

complaints and the effect of the implementation of satellite-based Performance Based 

Navigation (óPBNô) on the Clacton departure routes. The area of daytime noise 

complaints map in 2016 is shown in ES2, Appendix 7.5, Complaints Analysis, Figure F2. 

This area is about 30km x 40km and no similar map is provided for the complaints at 

night which may be larger. The study area should cover 30km x 40km to provide a 

satisfactory assessment of all the noise impacts including those arising from the PBN 

departure routes further out to the east of the airport. 

Background Noise Levels  

9.5.14 The measurement of background noise levels (LA90) together with maximum noise 

levels (LAmax) (ES2 Appendix 7.4) at a number of locations around Stansted Airport 

provides a more effective assessment of likely noise annoyance in the daytime and night 

time than just the 16-hour day and 8-hour night average noise metrics.  The difference 

between the maximum noise level and the background noise level gives a much better 

indication of what people actually hear.  Every 10dB difference is equivalent to a 

doubling of the loudness and the scale is logarithmic. If the background noise was 40dB 

and the LAmax was 60dB then the maximum noise level is four times that of the 

background noise; if the LAmax was 70dB then the maximum noise level is eight times 

that of the background noise and if the LAmax was 80dB then the maximum noise level 

is 16 times that of the background noise, and so forth. 

9.5.15 It can be seen from the measurement results at all 16 locations given in ES2 Appendix 

7.4 that there is a significant difference in noise levels between the LAmax and LA90 

measurements, particularly at night. Each aircraft noise event was clearly audible above 

                                                      
121 ES2, Appendix 7.3, para 9.5. 
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background noise levels and the difference in dBs indicates that the noise disturbance is 

of a considerable magnitude. 

9.5.16 It should be remembered that Stansted Airport is already allowed 13,700 night flights 

which is more than twice as many as the 5,800 night flights allowed at Heathrow. 

Furthermore, night flights are set to be completely banned at Heathrow within the next 

ten years as a condition of expansion. 

Complaints Analysis 

9.5.17 In ES2 Appendix 7.5. para 9.1 it is asserted that "complaints are a poor indicator of the 

degree of noise exposure experienced by people".122 This is a totally disingenuous 

assertion since the fundamental reason for their complaints is noise from aircraft 

operating at Stansted Airport. Furthermore, the ES states that ñThe majority of 

complaints about aircraft noise originate from locations that are some distance from the 

airport and which are therefore exposed to moderate or low levels of aircraft noiseò. The 

reason why so many complaints originate from locations some distance away from the 

airport is simply because these people are clearly annoyed or suffer sleep disturbance 

due to aircraft noise. The background noise levels are low in these locations; against 

which people compare the noise disturbance of overflying aircraft. While the applicant 

may consider the noise exposure to be ñmoderate or lowò, it is clearly the case that 

people in these locations are experiencing high levels of aircraft noise disturbance in 

otherwise tranquil countryside areas.   

9.5.18 It is noteworthy that these locations ñthat are some distance from the airportò are 

generally overflown by aircraft between 4,000ft and 7,000ft and, as referred to in para 

9.2.1 above, the Government says that the reduction of aircraft noise is a priority up to 

7,000ft having raised the level from 4,000ft.  Additionally, the noise disturbance at these 

locations is exacerbated by increases in the number of flights and, as referred to in para 

9.2.1 above. the Government has also said that the number of flights have to be taken 

into account. The conclusion of noise complaints originating ñfrom locations at some 

distance from the airportò is simply that adverse aircraft noise impacts are now 

additionally and increasingly being experienced at locations further away from the airport 

The ES tries to dismiss the importance of complaints as a tool for assessing the impacts.  

9.5.19 The aviation industry is clearly concerned about the increasing sensitivity of communities 

to the adverse impacts of aircraft noise and the Royal Aeronautical Society hosted a 

conference  in October 2017 entitled 'Aircraft Noise - How Can we Build Community 

Tolerance?' for which the keynote speaker was the Aviation Minister.123 The title of and 

contributions to this conference were perceived by community representatives attending 

as an tacit admission that the industry does not expect to reduce its noise impacts.  This 

is counter to the intent of Government policy given in paragraph 9.1.1 above where it 

says ñThis means that the industry must continue to reduce and mitigate noise as airport 

capacity growsò.124 

9.5.20 The number of complaints at Stansted Airport since MAG became the owner has 

significantly increased, especially in the last two years, as shown in Table 9.1 below: 

                                                      
122 ES2, Appendix 7.5, para 9.1. 
123 RAeS Conference programme https://www.aerosociety.com/media/6800/aircraft-noise-conference-
programme.pdf.  
124 'Aviation Policy Frameworkô, DfT, Mar 2013, Executive Summary, para 16. 

https://www.aerosociety.com/media/6800/aircraft-noise-conference-programme.pdf
https://www.aerosociety.com/media/6800/aircraft-noise-conference-programme.pdf
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       Table 9.1: Noise complaints 

Year Number of complaints 

2013 907 

2014 1,022 

2015 747 

2016 4,170 

2017 8,411 

 

9.5.21 The tables of complaints in ES2 Appendix 7.5 only provide the numbers of 

communications received by the airport concerning noise complaints. This is not the 

same as the number of aircraft noise events being complained about since many 

communications report more than one, and in many cases several, noisy aircraft events 

ï as admitted in the ES2 Appendix 7.5 Record Keeping, para 1.2.  So, the number of 

noisy aircraft complained about is a much higher figure than the numbers given above 

and in the analysis in ES2 Appendix 7.5. 

 

9.5.22 The area enclosed by the 57dB LAeq 16-hour noise contour at Stansted Airport was 

limited by planning condition AN1 to 33.9 km2.  However, the area affected by aircraft 

noise is far greater than this 57dB LAeq 16-hour contour limit area.  The area affected is 

shown in ES2 Appendix 7.5 Figure F2: 2016 daytime complaints map which is 

approximately 30km x 40km. 

9.5.23 The 57dB LAeq 16-hour contour limit area at Stansted Airport bears very little 

relationship to the area where people are actually complaining about aircraft noise. 

9.6 Ground Noise (ES1, Chapter 8)  

Noise Metrics  

9.6.1 The ground noise assessment metrics are solely based on the equivalent average LAeq 

noise levels over 16 hours in the day and 8 hours at night. As a result, for the reasons 

given in Appendix C of this submission, the assessment of the noise harms is less than 

adequate and the adverse impacts are understated. No account has been taken of 

aircraft maximum ground noise levels (LAmax) or the frequency of their occurrence 

which is what people actually hear.  

9.6.2 Furthermore, atmospheric conditions such as an inverse temperature gradient and wind 

speed and direction have a not insignificant effect on the noise level of every aircraft 

operating on the ground and heard by communities close to the airport. No account has 

been taken of these effects other than merely stating that ñModerate downwind 

conditions are assumed, which represents a reasonable worst case because it means 

that in the model there is effectively a light wind from source to receptor in every 

caseò.125  No figures are provided for ñmoderate downwind conditionsò. The ES then 

effectively contradicts itself by saying ñClearly this is not possible in realityò.126 In reality, 

                                                      
125 ES Appendix 8.1, para 12.3.2. 
126 Ibid. 
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downwind adjustment for the maximum noise level of an aircraft on the ground is an 

increase of 10dB which is a doubling of loudness.  

9.6.3 The absence of LAmax noise measurements and a vague and unspecified adjustment 

for downwind conditions are significant flaws in the assessment methodology. For 

people living close to the airport, the real-world situation for a reasonable worst case is 

for situations where an inverse temperature gradient and particularly downwind 

conditions are taken into account. An increase of 10dB to the maximum noise levels is a 

reasonable worst case for downwind conditions and this would be a significant increase 

of each noise event against the background noise level measurements that are given in 

ES2 Appendix 7.4. 

100% Single Mode Contours 

9.6.4 The assessment does not provide 100% single mode LAeq contours. It aggregates 

arrivals and departures for both runway directions over the 16-hour daytime and 8-hour 

night time periods. The significance of 100% single mode contours is that they better 

represent the real-world situation where aircraft can only use one runway direction at any 

time depending on wind direction. The 100% single mode contours more closely 

represent the actual operational environment that people living around the airport would 

experience. 100% single mode contours should be provided for a proper assessment to 

be carried out. 

Comparison to Threshold 

9.6.5 The ES refers to the WHO Guidelines for Community Noise for suitable thresholds.  The 

ES states that 55dB LAeq.16-hour in the daytime and 45dB LAeq.8hour in the night time 

are ñsuitable thresholds applicable to community annoyance as a whole.ò The ES then 

asserts that ñTherefore these thresholds, which reflect those applied in other such 

assessments of aircraft ground noise, have been applied in this assessmentò.127 

9.6.6 The WHO Guidelines for Community Noise provide values for moderate (50dB) and 

serious (55dB) annoyance over the 16-hour day period as well as maximum noise levels 

at night.128 The ES ignores the WHO guideline value for moderate annoyance level of 

50dB LAeq and additionally ignores the WHO Night Noise Guidelines where it 

recommends an Lnight level of 40dB.129 The assessment also does not any provide any 

maximum noise levels at night where WHO provides the value of 60dB LAmax.130 

9.6.7 Significantly the ES takes no account of the lower levels in the WHO Guidelines and the 

DfT guidance material referred to in section 9.4 above. 

Future Aircraft 

9.6.8 As already commented upon in paras 9.5.3 to 9.5.6 above, the assessment relies on the 

introduction of new generation aircraft and gives figures for reductions in noise 

emissions. The largest operator at Stansted Airport is Ryanair which in the Baseline year 

2016 operated 78% of all aircraft movements at the airport.131 Ryanair uses B737 aircraft 

and the adjustment to aircraft noise levels given in Table 8.2 of the ES for the 

introduction of the new generation B737-MAX200 is stated as -3.0dB.  This reduction 

                                                      
127 ES1, para 8.28. 
128 'Guidelines for Community Noise', WHO, 1999, Table 4.1. 
129 'Night Noise Guidelines for Europe', WHO, 2009. 
130 'Guidelines for Community Noise', WHO, 1999, Table 4.1. 
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would be virtually imperceptible since a change of 3dB is the minimum perceptible under 

normal conditions. 

9.7 Surface Access Noise (ES1, Chapter 9) 

9.7.1 The impacts of surface access noise are addressed separately in Chapter 9 of ES1 and 

will be an additional contributory factor to the cumulative impacts of ground noise due to 

increased passenger throughput. This further increase of ground noise disturbance 

would be experienced for people living around the airport and the cumulative impacts are 

not shown to have been assessed in the ES. 

9.7.2 Specifically, we highlighted the failure to allocate additional car or taxi movements by air 

passengers to roads other than the M11 and the A12, thereby understating the traffic 

and noise (and AQ) impact on other local roads.  

9.7.3 In Chapter 10 of our submission dealing with 'Surface Access ï Road', we set out the 

reasons why the assessment is flawed, misleading and contradictory, fails to provide 

clear and adequate justification and support for assumptions, and fails to adhere to 

appropriate guidance.  We said that the evidence that is available suggests that the level 

of transport and highways impact of the proposals will be significantly higher than 

predicted132. This has a direct consequence on the surface access noise impacts which 

will be worse than indicated in the ES.  

Assessment Methodology 

9.7.4 The assessment is based upon an 18-hour day from 6.00am to midnight. This 

completely ignores the fact that the airport operates on a 24-hour basis and local road 

traffic starts to increase as early as 4.00am and is significant well past midnight.133 There 

is also a significant volume of HGV traffic throughout the night in support of the airport's 

cargo operations, and we note that MAG's forecasts indicate an 80% increase in cargo 

tonnage as well as a 58% increase in CATMs, compared to today's levels.  

9.7.5 The assessment does not include the normal methodology of including absolute noise 

level thresholds and only bases its assessment on changes compared with the 2016 

Baseline year and 2028 Do Minimum for which it says the increases are negligible. 

9.7.6 The assessment disguises the high noise levels currently experienced on all the 38 link 

roads surveyed around the airport. 

9.7.7 ES2 Appendix 9.1 provides dBA values at all the 38 link road locations for the 2016 

Baseline year, the 2028 35mppa 'Do Minimum' and the 43mppa 2028 'Development 

Case'. The results are given in columns A, B and C respectively. It can be clearly seen 

that all 38 locations currently exceed the WHO value for serious annoyance of 55dB 

LAeq.16-hour and many of these locations exceed the 55dBA value by a considerable 

margin. Additionally, all 38 locations would increase their noise levels in the forecast 

2028 43mppa Development Case. The figure of 55dB is the WHO level for serious 

annoyance and is higher than the WHO level of 50dB for moderate annoyance.134  

                                                                                                                                                                       
131 DfT Analysis of CAA (2016): Airport/Airline data. 
132 SSE submission, Chapter 10, paras 10.8.1 and 10.8.3. 
133 ES3 (Transport Assessment), Table 4.7.  
134 'Guidelines for Community Noise', WHO, 1999, Table 4.1. 
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9.8 Helicopter Noise 

9.8.1 UDC, in its December 2017 Scoping Opinion, pressed MAG to provide an assessment of 

helicopter noise, advising the Applicant as follows: 

¶ "The proposed assessment of Air Noise shall include a table for all actual 

aircraft types using the Airport, and include an assessment for helicopters 

in relation to their particular flight path(s), and, as is here anticipated, also 

an assessment of the Forecast aircraft types. This is consistent with the 

inclusion in the environmental statement (2006), Volume 2 Appendix A2, 

the Actual and Forecast Air Transport Movements and, in Table A2.1, a 

distribution by Aircraft Type. Paragraph A4.2.29 of that Volume assessed 

the changing noise levels of individual aircraft types and the effect of this 

in relation to six appropriate locations." 

and 

¶ "Air noise generated by helicopters must be assessed as a separate 

source of air noise because the noise signature of helicopters is different 

to fixed wing aircraft. Initial results from the CAAôs current survey on 

aviation noise impacts (which closes in February 2018) is that noise from 

helicopters is one of the six main issues identified by residents affected 

by aviation noise. However, helicopters do not appear listed in Table 

A2.1: Distribution of Aircraft Types in Appendix A2 of Volume 2: Air 

Noise, of the environmental statement (2006), nor in the more recent 

ERCD Report 1703 nor represented in the contours shown in (for 

example) Appendix A, Figures 12-13."  

9.8.2 However, nowhere in the ES are helicopters even mentioned let alone the adverse noise 

impacts of helicopter operations upon communities around the airport. The DfT 

recognises that helicopters have very different noise and vibration characteristics 

compared to fixed wing aircraft. Moreover, the impact of helicopter operations is 

concentrated upon specific communities to the west of the airport, who are mostly not 

significantly affected by fixed wing aircraft noise.  

9.8.3 Helicopter noise characteristics not only differ markedly from type to type; they are also 

extremely sensitive to flight configuration, particularly during manoeuvres involving 

accelerations and turns.  Furthermore, helicopters by the very nature of their operations 

generally fly low, which greatly increases the noise and vibration annoyance for the 

affected communities. 

9.8.4 In June 2008, Defra published ñResearch into the improvement of the Management of 

Helicopter Noise (NANR235)135  which showed that helicopter annoyance was not well 

correlated with generally used noise measurement metrics. In addition to the unique 

character of helicopter noise not being fully addressed by noise metrics, there is a 

óvirtual noiseô factor which encompasses community attitudes and fears towards 

operations.  Additionally, as a general indication it was considered that helicopters can 

be perceived as up to 15dBA more annoying than fixed wing aircraft. 

                                                      
135 http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/noise/research/pdf/nanr235-project-report.pdf.   
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9.8.5 The Applicant must be required to remedy this shortcoming in the ES and provide an 

appropriate assessment of the additional helicopter noise that would arise from the 

proposed development compared to the 35mppa base case and the 2016 Baseline year.  

9.9   Conclusions 

9.9.1 The reliance of the ES on the LAeq.16-hour averaging metric disguises the amount of 

aircraft noise, especially the increasing frequency of noise events, and the adverse 

impacts upon the communities living around Stansted Airport.  The inadequacies of the 

LAeq metric are described in Appendix C to this submission. 

9.9.2 The Government now recognises that people do not experience aircraft noise in an 

averaged manner and significant changes ï summarised in section 9.3 above ï are 

expected both for Airspace Policy136 and Aviation Strategy137 in the 'Beyond the horizon' 

Aviation White Paper due in early 2019,  

9.9.3 However, if an averaging metric were to be relied upon as a measure, SoNA says that 

significant community annoyance previously observed around 57 dB LAeq is now 

observed from 54 dB LAeq.  Furthermore, the Government has now decided that health 

impacts and Quality of Life factors should now be included which has lowered both the 

Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) and the Significant Observed Adverse 

Effect Level (SOAEL) as described in section 9.4 above. 

9.9.4 For air noise, a comparison between the 2016 Baseline year and the 2028 43mppa 

Development Case is given in the table below using average 54dB LAeq.16-hour 

contour figures in the ES. 

Table 9.2: Air Noise Impacts ï Day 

Case Area (Km2) Households Population 

2016 Baseline Year 45.4 2,250 5,700 

2028 Development Case 53.0 2.400 6,150 

 

9.9.5 A similar comparison for the night time of 45dB Lnight is given below bearing in mind 

that WHO guidelines recommend a lower target of 40dB Lnight. 

 

Table 9.3: Air Noise Impacts ï Night 

Case Area (Km2) Households Population 

2016 Baseline Year 89.7 5,350 13,550 

2028 Development Case 106.2 6,800 16,950 

 

9.9.6 These figures show a considerable rise in the areas and populations affected when the 

latest Government and WHO noise levels are used.  In fact, the current AN1 planning 

condition, which limits the area enclosed by the 57dB(A) Leq 16-hour noise contour to 

33.9km2, is now clearly outdated since significant community annoyance previously 

observed around 57 dB LAeq is now observed from 54 dB LAeq. 

                                                      
136 DfT, Oct 2017. 
137 'Beyond the horizon, The future of UK aviation', DfT, Jul 2017. 
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9.9.7 The assessment relies on optimistic assumptions for the introduction of new generation 

aircraft for reductions in noise levels. The largest operator is Ryanair with 78% of all 

aircraft movements. Ryanair uses B737 aircraft and the reductions to aircraft noise 

levels for the introduction of the new aircraft are stated as being 3.0dB on departure and 

2.2dB on arrival.  In any event, these reductions would be effectively imperceptible since 

a change of 3dB is the minimum perceptible under normal conditions. 

9.9.8 By restricting the ground noise assessment metrics to solely LAeq average noise levels, 

using higher threshold levels for annoyance than defined by WHO and DfT guidance, 

not taking proper account of atmospheric conditions and failing to provide maximum 

noise level LAmax measurements, the assessment metrics seriously underestimate the 

adverse impact that aircraft operations on the ground have upon the neighbouring 

communities. Even the limited comparison of the daytime and night time average LAeq 

values for the 43mppa Development Case with the 2016 Baseline Year measurements 

at the nine receptor locations shows that the noise environment would generally worsen.  

9.9.9 All 38 link road locations surveyed around the airport currently exceed the WHO 

guideline value of 55dB for serious annoyance and many by a considerable margin. 

Furthermore, all locations would have increased noise levels in the Development Case. 

9.9.10 The impacts of increased surface access noise are addressed separately from ground 

noise and would be an additional contributory factor to ground noise impacts.  No figures 

are provided for the cumulative impacts which would be experienced by people living 

around the airport. It is therefore not possible to fully assess the cumulative impacts of 

ground and surface access noise since this information is not provided in the ES. 

9.9.11 The Applicant has not even assessed helicopter noise despite UDC advice to do so and 

despite a recognition by the DfT that "helicopters can be perceived as up to 15dB or 

nearly three times louder than fixed wing aircraft" and the fact that helicopter noise has 

different characteristics compared to the noise footprint of fixed wing aircraft.  There is 

also a different receptor population.  

9.9.12 When assessing noise impacts due to the number of flights, as the Government has 

proposed, the increase of 51% in aircraft movements together with a 77% increase in 

passengers from the 2016 Baseline year would clearly increase the adverse noise 

environment around the airport for the 2028 Development Case. Furthermore, this 

adverse noise impact would be exacerbated in rural areas of low background noise 

levels close to Stansted Airport and beneath flight paths. 

9.9.13 The 2013 APF made it quite clear that "the industry must continue to reduce and 

mitigate noise as airport capacity grows"138 whilst the Secretary of State for Transportôs 

December 2013 letter said ñthe APF also recognises that people do not experience 

noise in an averaged mannerò.139   

9.9.14 It is equally quite clear that the noise environment around Stansted Airport and under the 

associated flight paths would worsen with the increase of passengers and flights from 

the present levels when assessing the impacts by the extant guidance. The impact 

would be shown to be even worse if assessed against the Governmentôs expected new 

guidance referred to in section 9.4. 

                                                      
138 'Aviation Policy Frameworkô, DfT, Mar 2013, Executive Summary, para 16. 
139 Secretary of State for Transport letter MC91522, 10 December 2013 to Sir Alan Haselhurst MP. 
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10 Surface Access - Road 

10.1 Introduction 

10.1.1 Planning application UTT/18/0460 was submitted by MAG to UDC on 22 February 2018 

seeking permission for the expansion of Stansted Airport to a passenger throughput of 

43mppa.  The application was accompanied by an Environmental Statement ('ES') 

prepared by RPS.  The environmental effects relating to surface access and transport 

are assessed in Chapter 6 of the ES and Volume 3 of the ES comprises a Surface 

Access Transport Assessment ('TA') prepared by Steer Davies Gleave ('SDG').   

10.1.2 Railton TPC Ltd was instructed by SSE to review the TA as well as Chapter 6 of the 

Applicant's ES. The need for SSE to commission this work was a recognition that the TA 

lacked clear explanations and raised serious questions about the methodologies and 

assumptions used. 

10.1.3 This chapter of SSEôs response reviews the road transport implications of the proposed 

development and includes the following sections: 

¶  Staff and passenger movements 

¶  Parking capacity 

¶  Traffic growth 

¶  Impact on the highway network 

¶  Environmental Statement 

¶  Conclusions 

10.1.4 This chapter concludes that the transport work submitted in support of the proposed 

expansion of the airport is flawed, misleading and contradictory; it fails to provide clear 

and adequate justification and support for assumptions and fails to adhere to appropriate 

guidance.  The conclusions drawn by the Applicant/SDG are therefore unjustified.   

10.2 Context  

10.2.1 Stansted Airport handled around 24.3mppa in 2016 which the applicant has treated as 

the Baseline for the TA.  The airport is currently limited to a maximum of 35mppa.  

10.2.2 The planning application identifies an increase from an existing full time equivalent 

('FTE') 11,000 on-site employees to 16,500 employees (+50%) although the increase 

assumed for assessment purposes is from 11,600 to 16,200 (+40%). 

10.2.3 Although the planning application is for an increase in passengers of 23% (from 35mppa 

to 43mppa), the NPPF requires that the impact of the development is assessed in the 

context of cumulative impact that includes the increase from the existing level of use to 

the existing permitted level of use.140 

ñDevelopment should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if 

the residual cumulative impacts on the road network or road safety would 

be severe.ò 

                                                      
140 Draft Revised NPPF, March 2018, para 109. 
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10.2.4 Similarly, DfT Circular 02/2013, 'The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of 

Sustainable Development' states:  

ñThe overall forecast demand should be compared to the ability of the 

existing network to accommodate traffic over a period up to ten years after 

the date of registration of a planning application or the end of the relevant 

Local Plan whichever is the greaterò.141  [our emphasis] 

10.2.5 The Circular clarifies, in footnote 7, that ñoverall forecast demandò includes that 

associated with committed development.  The cumulative increase in relation to airport 

traffic therefore comprises the increase from 24.3mppa to 43mppa (+77%).   

10.3 Staff and passenger movements 

10.3.1 The TA provides information about the existing number of staff and passengers, how 

they travel and, critically, how car movements are expected to change as staff and 

passenger numbers increase.   

10.3.2 The assessments that are presented in the TA have been reviewed to check that they 

are accurate, consistent and based on reasonable assumptions, and that clear 

explanations have been provided where necessary.   

10.3.3 The analysis in the TA is based on 2016 passenger numbers of 24.3mppa (para 4.3) 

and on staff numbers from the latest employee survey which indicates that the airport 

employed 10,963 staff in 2015 (para. 4.30). 

Existing Mode Share 

10.3.4 Existing mode share for passengers is derived from the 2016 CAA passenger survey 

(see para. 4.10) and the existing mode share for staff from the 2015 staff survey. The 

information is summarised in the following table: 

 

   Table 10.1: Passenger and Staff Mode Shares 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               Source: TA, Para 4.10 and 2015 Stansted Airport Employment Survey.  
 

10.3.5 The passenger split in Table 10.1 above has been taken from TA Table 4.3. No 

explanation is provided as to what is meant by óCarô and óCar Passengerô or how the 

figures of 15% and 22% have been calculated, despite these percentages playing a key 

role in the calculations for deriving traffic flows in TA Appendices G1, G6, G7 and G8 

                                                      
141 Circular 02/2013:  'The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development', DfT, Sep 2013, 
para 25. 

   Mode of Travel 
Passengers 

(2016) 

Staff 

(2015) 

Car 15% 64.9% 

Car passenger 22% 5.7% 

Taxi/rental car 13% - 

Bus/coach 23% 
26.9% 

Rail 27% 

Other - 2.5% 

Total 100% 100% 
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and for the overall assessment of highway impact. We have worked on the assumption 

that 'Car' means 'Park & Fly' and 'Car Passenger' means 'Kiss & Fly', i.e. passenger 

drop off.  The Applicant should be required to clarify the terminology. 

Use of CAA Passenger Survey 

10.3.6 The relationship between passenger numbers and vehicle numbers has been informed 

by information derived from the 2016 CAA Passenger Survey. 

10.3.7 Scrutiny of the CAA survey data reveals that the question relating to mode of travel 

distinguishes between private car, rental car, car hire, taxi and minicab. Another 

question asks, óIncluding yourself, how many people are travelling in your immediate 

group?ô   

10.3.8 If only one person responds from each group of travellers it is possible to calculate, with 

some confidence, the number of air passengers associated with the total respondents 

and the number of vehicle movements associated with those air passengers.  If the 

sampling method adopted by those delivering the CAA questionnaire is driven by 

considerations other than ensuring a single response from each travelling group, the use 

of the data to derive vehicle occupancy is likely to be unreliable. The TA does not 

identify this potential problem and does not indicate whether the use of the CAA data in 

this way is statistically justifiable. 

10.3.9 If the survey delivery has not been controlled by restricting response to one per group, 

the results will be biased towards larger groups and the total number of vehicles 

calculated for a given number of air passengers will be under-estimated.  The results 

therefore give the absolute minimum number of vehicles associated with air passengers 

and if there has been no deliberate action taken to ensure that only one group member 

responds, the number of associated vehicle movements will be higher than assumed in 

the TA.   

Vehicle Occupancy 

10.3.10 Notwithstanding the issue of survey delivery described above, the CAA survey question 

on group size is clear and unambiguous.  Despite this, the method for calculating car 

occupancy as set out in the Car Occupancy Technical Note attached as Appendix F of 

the TA assumes that a respondent who states that their group size is 0 is travelling by 

themselves, a respondent who identifies their group size as 1 is assumed to be travelling 

with one other person, a respondent who identifies their group size as 2 is assumed to 

be travelling with 2 other people etc.  This is an unreasonable and unjustifiable 

assumption.  Data from a passenger survey undertaken by the CAA for SSE between 

April 2017 and December 2017 with a total of 4,232 results includes only 4 respondents 

who answered that their group size was 0.  It is clear that respondents have understood 

the question and there is no justification for assuming all groups include one more 

member than stated in the questionnaire responses. 

10.3.11 It should be explained that the reason for SSE commissioning this survey was that STAL 

had presented evidence on average vehicle occupancy to the Stansted G1 Inquiry which 

SSE considered highly dubious but SSE did not have the necessary authoritative 

independent evidence for STAL's claims to be meaningfully challenged.  Hence, in early 

2017, in anticipation of this planning application, SSE commissioned the CAA to carry 

out this survey (at a considerable cost to SSE). 
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Future Travel Demand: Passengers - Annual Variation in Demand 

10.3.12 Figure 4.2 of the TA is entitled óTypical Annual Passenger Profileô.  The graph is unclear 

since the boundaries between months are not marked and there is no scale on the Y 

axis (ópassenger profileô).  It is not known whether the Y axis has an origin at zero.  It is 

stated in para 4.22 that the Summer peak in demand órelates to school holiday periods 

and coincides with generally lower demands on off-site infrastructureô.  No evidence is 

presented to support this assumption.  It is the case, for example, that some motorways 

and trunk roads experience high levels of demand during holiday periods. 

10.3.13 Despite the vagueness of the graph it is clear that the peak period of demand extends 

from May/June to October with a short trough around the beginning of September.  This 

period is clearly significantly longer than the 6-week Summer school holiday period.  It is 

not correct to assume that the impact of peak period airport activity is always offset by 

lower traffic flows on the surrounding highway network, even if it were the case that 

traffic flows on the surrounding network are lower during the August holiday period. 

Daily Flow Variation 

10.3.14 The profile of passenger movements has been derived from flight arrivals and 

departures aggregated as hourly totals and then off-set by -2 hours ('lead time') in 

relation to departures (to allow for check-in) and +1 hour ('lag time') in relation to arrivals 

(to allow for baggage collection etc.).  This is a crude approach to adopt for two reasons: 

the assumptions about off-set times are not based on any evidence presented in the TA 

and are, in any case, averages; the use of hourly totals produces a crude profile that 

ignores the variation in rates of arrivals and departures within these hours.   

10.3.15 It is clear from Figure 4.5 of the TA that the application of these crude assumptions has 

the effect of producing a marked trough in activity in the 07:00-08:00 period.  The level 

of activity in the preceding hour (06:00-07:00) is shown to be two and a half times as 

great and, in the following hour, almost double.  In reality, the profile of arrivals and 

departures will be smoothed and the depth of the ótroughô during the 07:00-08:00 period 

will be reduced. 

10.3.16 This issue is of fundamental importance since the 07:00-08:00 period is used as the 

assessment period for highways impact.  Given the centrality of the issue to the outcome 

of the assessments it is unacceptable that such a crude mathematical model has been 

applied. This concern is echoed in the Rail chapter of SSEôs response. 

10.3.17 Para 6.19 of the TA states that, "As airport operations expand, as well as a general 

increase in flight numbers, there will be a more even distribution of flights throughout the 

day as runway capacity is taken up".   

10.3.18 Figures 6.2 and 6.3 show that passenger movements during the assessed 07:00-08:00 

hour are predicted to increase from around 1,600 in 2016 to around 3,100 with 35mppa 

and 3,900 with 43mppa. 

10.3.19 Whilst a significant increase in landside passenger movements is attributed to the 07:00-

08:00 period (+142% compared with existing), the level of movement in the 07:00-08:00 

hour still remains the lowest of all daytime hours, being less than half the 16:00-17:00 

peak.  Not only this, but the ratio of lowest to highest hourly movements is around 1:2 in 
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2016 and remains 1:2 in the future year with 43mppa.  This outcome is not consistent 

with the statement that there will be a levelling of demand throughout the day. 

10.3.20 Existing person movements during specified hours of the day and those associated with 

the future year scenarios are set out in Tables 6.6 to 6.8 of the TA.  The information is 

summarised in Table 10.2 below: 

 

 Table 10.2: Passenger Movements by Hour 

  Source: TA, Tables 6.6ï6.8. 
 

10.3.21 The above table shows an increase in movements during the 07:00-08:00 period 

although, as described above, the overall travel demand during this period appears to be 

under-estimated. 

10.3.22 The summary indicates that with a 44% overall increase in passengers (35mppa), the 

number arriving and departing in the 17:00-18:00 assessment period is predicted to 

decrease.  This outcome appears highly unlikely.  No explanation is provided in the TA 

as to the reason for this illogical outcome. 

10.3.23 Para 5.105 refers to data derived from car park barrier movements.  These data have 

not been used in the TA to analyse the hourly variation in car park usage to either derive 

the associated passenger arrival and departure profile or validate the indirect method of 

calculating passenger movement.  However, more details of car park arrivals and 

departures are reported in the TA Scoping Report attached as Appendix A of the TA.  

Figures 2.2 and 2.3 of the TA Scoping Report show total car park arrivals and 

departures.  This shows that although the period of highest arrivals is before 07:00, the 

number of arrivals and departures during the 07:00-08:00 period is almost double that 

during the 08:00-09:00 period.  This is in stark contrast to Figure 4.5 of the TA that 

shows the opposite pattern with the movements during the 08:00-09:00 period double 

those of the 07:00-08:00 period.  The car park data provides further evidence that the 

method used in the TA to derive a profile of passenger movements is incorrect and 

misleading. 

Annual and Daily Passenger Movements 

10.3.24 Whilst it has not been possible to follow the logic or calculations of Car Occupancy, they 

have somehow led to the following forecasts of total car and taxi movements, combining 

arrivals at the airport and departures from the airport by air passengers: 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Scenario 

07:00-08:00 17:00-18:00 Overall increase 

in passengers  

v Base Number Increase Number Increase 

2016 Base 1,609 - 5,357 - - 

35mppa 3,237 +101% 5,099 -5% +44% 

43mppa 3,890 +142% 6,650 +24% +77% 
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      Table 10.3: Vehicle Movements (Passengers) 
                 
         
 
 
 
 
 
           Source: TA, Appendix G1. (where headings and descriptions do not aid understanding) 
 

Daily Variation in Passenger Movements 

10.3.25 Para 4.23 of the TA presents an óaverage weekdayô profile of passenger movements.  

No information is provided to show how passenger numbers vary between weekdays.  It 

is necessary for this information to be provided since the use of an average may conceal 

material variations between weekdays that may have significant implications in terms of 

the impacts on the surrounding highway network. 

Peak Hour Passenger Movements 

10.3.26 Notwithstanding the apparent under-estimation of passenger movement during the 

07:00-08:00 and 17:00-18:00 periods described above, there appear to be numerous 

contradictions and inconsistencies in the data and calculations relating to future 

passenger movement.   

10.3.27 Summary data showing passenger vehicle movements associated with the three 

scenarios (2016 Baseline, 35mppa and 43mppa) are set out in Tables 4.7, 6.6, 6.7 and 

6.8 of the TA.  Supporting calculations are provided in Appendices G1 (daily passenger 

link assignments), G3 (flow diagrams showing 24-hour flows on links), G4 (hourly 

passenger counts), G5 (tables showing daily passenger profiles), G6 (tables and flow 

diagrams showing 07:00-08:00 flows) and G8 (tables and flow diagrams showing 17:00-

18:00 flows). The relevant data relating to vehicle travel set out in each of these sources 

is summarised in the Table 10.4 below: 

Time Period 2016 35mppa 43mppa 

Annual 9.0m 13.3m 16.2m 

Daily 24,734 36,420 44,458 
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  Table 10.4: Passenger Movement by Car 

  Note: Bold = vehicle movements (otherwise persons travelling by car mode) 
 

10.3.28 Although the text of the TA does not make it clear, it appears that the numbers set out in 

Tables 4.7, 6.6, 6.7 and 6.8 represent persons travelling by car modes rather than 

vehicle movements.  It is noted that Tables 4.7 and 6.6, that should show the same data, 

do not entirely agree.  The figures in the tables in the text agree with those shown in 

Appendix G4 in some cases but not in others.   

10.3.29 The figures in the tables in Appendix G4 that are entitled óvehiclesô are significantly 

higher than other sources of daily vehicle movements.  There is no obvious explanation 

for this in the tables and the text of the TA offers no illumination on the apparent 

contradiction.   

10.3.30 The peak hour vehicle flows in the tables and flow diagrams in Appendices G5 to G8 

agree in some cases and disagree in others.  In the 07:00-08:00 situation the 2016 

figures in Appendix G5 agree with those shown in the tables in Appendix G6 (663 

vehicle movements) but in the flow diagrams in Appendix G6 the number of vehicle 

movements is higher (764 vehicle movements).   In the 35mppa and 43mppa situations 

there is (approximate) consistency between the three sources.  The tables and flow 

diagrams for the 17:00-18:00 situation in 2016 are consistent between the tables in 

Appendix G5 and the tables and flow diagrams in Appendix G8 (2,208 vehicle 

Source 

(TA) 
Description Daily 07:00-08:00 17:00-18:00 

Table 4.7 
2-way 
passenger 
movements 

33,342   804   2,678   

Tables 6.6-
6.8 

2-way 
movements by 
car modes (car 
driver, car 
passenger and 
taxi) 

   810 1,629 1,958 2,697 2,567 3,347 

Appendix 
G1 (tables) 

2-way 
passenger 
vehicle 
movements 

24,731 36,416 44,453       

Appendix 
G3 (flow 
diagrams) 

2-way vehicle 
movements 

24,777 36,415 44,452       

Appendix 
G4 (tables) 

2-way person 
movements by 
car/taxi 

33,342 48,570 59,672 804 1,635 1,965 2,678 2,576 3,359 

Appendix 
G4 (tables) 

2-way vehicle 
movements 

36,510 53,042 65,166 881 1,786 2,146 2,933 2,813 3,668 

Appendix 
G5 (tables) 

2-way vehicle 
movements with 
mode shift and 
2-way allowance 

27,482 36,454 42,815 663 1,227 1,410 2,208 1,933 2,410 

Appendix 
G6 (tables) 

2-way vehicle 
movements 

   663 1,227 1,409    

Appendix 
G6 (flow 
diagrams) 

2-way vehicle 
movements 

   764 1,236 1,411    

Appendix 
G8 (tables) 

2-way vehicle 
movements 

      2,208 2,502 2,976 

Appendix 
G8 (flow 
diagrams) 

2-way vehicle 
movements 

      2,208 2,502 2,976 
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movements per hour) but in the 35mppa and 43mppa scenarios the tables and flow 

diagrams in Appendix G8 show significantly higher flows.   

10.3.31 The figures presented in Appendix G5 that are in some cases carried forward to the flow 

diagrams include some allowance for a change in mode.  This allowance can be seen in 

the final tables in Appendix G5 that are entitled, óInc. Mode Share shift and two-way 

allowanceô.  This allowance is contradicted by the statement in the section of the TA 

entitled, Air Passenger Mode Shareô that states, óé it is considered prudent for the 

purposes of assessing a robust case for potential highway impact, to assume that the 

current modal shares will remain constantô (para. 6.13). 

10.3.32 It is shown at the top of the Tables in Appendix G5 that 43% of passengers arrive by 

drop-off car modes that make two trips for every one passenger arrival or departure.  

This effect is shown, for example, by an increase in cars in the 07:00-08:00 period in 

2016 from 464 vehicles shown on page 3 of the first 4 pages of the Appendix to 663 

vehicles shown on page 3 of the second 4 pages of the Appendix, an increase of 43%.  

The proportion of passengers using drop-off is then shown to reduce from 43% to 32% 

in the 35mppa situation and 26% in the 43mppa situation.  This results in significant 

reductions in the increase in vehicle movements in the future situations.  No explanation 

has been provided to justify this significant alteration of passenger behaviour.  Indeed, it 

appears that the statement that ócurrent modal shares will remain constantô is 

misleading. 

10.3.33 The assumed significant switch from drop-off to car park use would increase parking 

demand.  At present 57% of passengers arriving by car use the car parks.  It has been 

assumed that this will increase to 74% in the 43mppa situation.  This represents a 30% 

increase in parking demand.  This figure is considered further in the section immediately 

below and in section 10.4 below in relation to parking capacity. 

Passenger Parking 

10.3.34 Table 5.15 of the TA identifies a total passenger car parking supply of 30,750 spaces.  

No information is provided on existing passenger demand for car parking spaces.  It is 

not, therefore, possible to understand the existing balance of car parking supply and 

demand or to assess how this balance will change with airport expansion. 

10.3.35 The TA makes it clear that parking does not form a part of the planning application.  

There appears to be no constraint on increasing parking supply. There is financial 

pressure to increase parking supply at least in line with predicted increases in demand 

since the airport secures a significant revenue stream from parking charges.  There is 

therefore a conflict between financial pressure to maximise income and any efforts to 

reduce car travel to and from the airport.  The omission of car parking from the planning 

application removes any opportunity to link parking provision with efforts to minimise 

traffic impact (and environmental impact).   

Future Travel Demand: Staff Predictions 

10.3.36 It is noted that a órobustô level of staffing óagreed with STAL and its economic advisorsô 

(para 2.18 of Scoping Report attached as Appendix A of TA) for the 44.5mppa situation 

was 19,000 employees.  This is 17% higher than the number used in the TA (16,200).  

The difference between the initial estimate and the later figure is not explained. 
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10.3.37 Confusion about staffing is increased by the information presented on the planning 

application form that identifies staff increasing by 50% from the 2016 situation to the 

43mppa situation, from 11,000 to 16,500.  In the TA it is stated that staffing increases by 

40%, from 11,600 to 16,200.  The two sources do not even agree on the existing level of 

staffing. 

10.3.38 Staffing numbers used in the TA are also inconsistent with projections made in the 

airportôs 2015 Sustainable Development Plan (SDP) and which appear to be included in 

the Uttlesford ELP. The SDP forecast 10,000 additional employees by 2030, albeit for 

45mppa.  

10.3.39 STAL has a long history of overestimating employment growth ï see paras 13.2.5 to 

13.2.8 below ï and in SSE's view a more realistic projection is around 14,500 on-airport 

jobs in 2028 under the 43mppa scenario (see para 13.2.2).  

Daily Staff Attendance 

10.3.40 Para 4.50 of the TA states that for the purposes of assessment it has been assumed 

that average staff attendance is 0.5 employees per day.  This appears to be a gross 

generalisation without any clear supporting evidence.  The figure has a very important 

impact on the assessments and as such it needs a robust justification.  This has not 

been provided. 

Staff Mode Share 

10.3.41 Para 7.32 of the TA states that the car occupancy applied to passengers (1.6 per 

vehicle) has also been applied to staff.  Table 4.9 of the TA shows the 2015 staff car 

driver mode share as 64.9% and the staff car passenger mode share 5.7%.  The 

average staff car occupancy is therefore less than 1.1.  If a staff car occupancy of 1.6 

has been assumed then the number of car trips associated with staff will have been 

under-estimated by over 30%. 

Peak Hour Staff Movements 

10.3.42 Figure 4.6 shows that the highest number of staff arrivals occurs between 08:00 and 

09:00 (681 arrivals) and the highest level of departures occurs between 17:00 and 18:00 

(740 departures). 

10.3.43 Tables 6.12 to 6.15 identify the predicted staff arrivals and departures by mode for the 

existing, 35mppa and 43mppa situations.  The information for the car drivers is 

summarised in the following table: 

 

    Table 10.5: Staff Car Drivers 

    Source: TA, Tables 6.12-6.15. 

Scenario 
07:00-08:00 17:00-18:00 Overall Staff 

Number Increase Number Increase Number Increase 

2016 Base 523 - 608  11,600 - 

35mppa 519 -1% 603 -1% 13,200 +14% 

43mppa 637 +22% 740 +22% 16,200 +40% 
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10.3.44 It is important to note that the number of car movements associated with staff in the 

assessment hours (07:00-08:00 and 17:00-18:00) is of a similar order to the number of 

car movements associated with passenger movement.  The assumptions that have been 

made about the level of attendance of staff, the modal share and the timing of staff trips 

are as significant as those that have been made about passenger travel. 

10.3.45 The information presented in the table above begs some important questions that are 

not answered in the TA.  It is immediately apparent that with a 14% increase in staff (and 

a 44% increase in passengers) it is predicted that staff car movements will reduce by 1% 

in both assessment hours.  No evidence is presented in the TA to justify this irrational 

outcome. 

10.3.46 A 10% reduction in car driver mode share has been assumed in deriving staff car 

movements. The existing car driver mode share target set out in the airportôs 

Sustainable Development Plan ('SDP') is, óReduce single car occupancy for staff travel 

to no more than 65% by the end of 2019ô (see para. 4.36 of TA).  The current (2015) 

staff car driver mode share is 64.9%.  There is therefore no target to reduce staff car 

driver mode share to anything less than the existing level.  The assumption of a 10% 

further reduction is not, therefore, based on any target.  No information is provided that 

constitutes a convincing strategy to persuade one in six staff currently travelling by car to 

switch to alternative modes.  Notwithstanding the lack of any substantial justification for 

assuming a 10% decrease in staff car driver mode share, even if a 10% decrease is 

assumed, the level of staff car movement in the assessment hours remains 5% lower 

than the overall increase in staffing.   

10.3.47 The peak hour increase in staff movements between the 35mppa and 43mppa situations 

is a further 3% lower than the overall increase in staffing.  

10.3.48 In para 6.28 of the TA it is suggested that staff car parking is restricted.  Para 5.111 

states that staff are currently allocated 2,230 car parking spaces.  From the information 

presented in Figure 4.6 of the TA it is possible to estimate a peak staff attendance of 

3,730.  The car driver mode share is given in Table 4.9 as 64.9%.  The application of 

this car driver mode share to the peak attendance of staff leads to a peak car 

accumulation of 2,421 car parking spaces.  It is therefore the case that peak staff car 

parking demand currently exceeds staff parking supply (existing demand exceeds supply 

by 9%).  The TA also states (para. 5.114) that 5,000 car parking spaces will be provided 

for staff in the future.  The TA predicts that with 43mppa staff numbers will increase by 

40% compared to the 2016 Baseline. The maximum parking demand, assuming no 

change in car driver mode share, is therefore 3,382 spaces (2,421 x {16,200/11,600}).  A 

supply of 5,000 spaces will represent a significant over-provision of parking and have the 

effect of undermining efforts to reduce staff car driver mode share. 

Overall Change in Passengers and Staff 

10.3.49 The overall predicted changes in passengers and staff numbers are summarised in 

Table 10.6 below: 
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   Table 10.6: Predicted Passenger and Staff Numbers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Source: TA.  
 

10.3.50 Combined passenger and staff movements are summarised in Tables 6.16 to 6.18 of 

the TA.  The data for travel by car or taxi are summarised in Table 10.7 below: 

 

   Table 10.7: Passenger and Staff Movements by Car and Taxi (2-way) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Source: TA.   

10.3.51 In the 17:00-18:00 period with an increase to 35mppa overall movements are shown to 

reduce compared with the existing situation despite an overall 44% increase in 

passenger numbers, a 14% increase in staff and the 17:00-18:00 period being shown to 

be the peak period for employee departures.  This result is intuitively wrong and no 

evidence is presented to justify it. 

10.3.52 The level of increase in travel by car during the 07:00-08:00 period is shown to be higher 

but, as explained above, this increase does not properly reflect the likely increase in both 

passenger and staff car use during this assessment period. 

10.4 Parking capacity 

10.4.1 The airport currently has 30,750 car parking spaces for passengers (see Table 5.15 of 

TA). Para 5.111 states that staff are allocated 2,230 car parking spaces.  We assume 

that all these parking spaces are needed for efficient operation of the airport at peak 

times. A 77% increase in passenger parking (in proportion to the overall increase in 

passenger numbers from the 2016 level) would result in demand for an additional 23,678 

spaces (0.77 x 30,750) and total supply of 54,428 spaces for passengers. This assumes 

that the existing balance of drop-off and car park use remains constant. With the 

assumed 30% increase in parking demand (see para 10.3.33 above), the supply of 

passenger parking would increase by a further 16,233 to a total of 70,661 spaces. 

Provision for these 40,000 additional spaces appears not to have been properly 

considered elsewhere in this application, either within the planning application or within 

the assessments of environmental consequences. 

Scenario 
Passenger 

(mppa) 
Increase Staff Increase 

2016 Base 24.3  11,600 - 

Base Case 35.0 +44% 13,200 +14% 

Development Case 43.0 +77% 16,200 +40% 

Scenario 
07:00-08:00 17:00-18:00 

Number Increase Number Increase 

2016 Base 1,369 - 3,355 - 

35mppa 2,209 +61% 3,255 -3% 

43mppa 2,671 +95% 4,191 +25% 
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10.4.2 Para 5.110 of the TA states that, óOverall, the quantum of car parking spaces on-site is 

anticipated to increase from around 30,000 at present to 45,000-55,000 at 43mppaô.  

The higher number, 55,000, would closely reflect a 77% increase in passenger parking, 

but fails to allow for the assumed shift from drop-off to car park use.  The area required 

to accommodate an increase of 40,000 car parking spaces is around 100 hectares if all 

at ground level.  The construction of this amount of car parking will have very significant 

impacts in terms of drainage and in terms of the movement of materials during 

construction.   

10.4.3 The ES is incomplete in that it has not addressed the very large number of HGV 

movements that might be expected in bringing materials onto site and removing topsoil, 

or the consequential impact on noise and air quality.  A full assessment should be 

provided. 

10.4.4 The airport currently has permitted development rights for 40,300142 passenger parking 

spaces. This indicates that permitted development rights will not allow parking within the 

airport to be expanded sufficiently to accommodate the level of demand predicted for 

passengers and staff.  It is therefore necessary for MAG to apply for planning permission 

for additional car parking. 

10.4.5 The 2015 SDP makes the point that land for car park expansion is limited and it may be 

necessary to construct multi-storey car parks (see page 55 of Surface Access SDP).  

This recognition increases the necessity for providing a clear and comprehensive 

reconciliation of parking supply and demand and for including parking within the current 

planning application.  The provision of multi-storey car parks will also raise additional 

issues relating to visual impact and the associated cost may have a material impact on 

the pricing strategy adopted to manage parking. 

10.5 Traffic growth 

General 

10.5.1 Traffic growth has been applied to surveyed traffic flows on the surrounding highway 

networks.  Para 3.4 of the TA states that background traffic growth has been derived 

using TEMPro (v7.2) with allowance for ó2016 passenger and employee informationô.  

Further information on the approach to deriving traffic growth is provided in Section 7 of 

the TA.  Para 7.6 and Figure 7.1 show that airport traffic has been removed from 

background flows.  Background traffic growth has been applied to non-airport traffic and 

the prediction of increases in airport related movement have been applied to airport 

flows. 

10.5.2 TEMPro growth factors are based on óall ruralô roads.  It is possible to select growth 

factors for trunk roads.  Given the fact that the key impacts of the proposals are on the 

A120 and M11, the selection of óall ruralô appears incorrect.  It appears that growth has 

been derived for óaverage weekdayô although this is not made clear in the TA.  The 

following table compares the results obtained using the óall ruralô option with the órural 

trunkô option: 

    

                

 

                                                      
142 Derived from the Joint Statement by UDC and STAL, Jul 2012.   
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  Table 10.8: TEMPro Growth Factors 

    

       

 
 
 
 
 
Å  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10.5.3 It can be seen that the application of the more relevant category of road type leads to 

higher growth factors, particularly in the 2023, 2028 and 2033 situations. 

10.5.4 It is noted that most major development planned in the vicinity of Stansted Airport will 

access directly or indirectly onto the A120 and M11.  It is therefore likely that Junction 8 

of the M11 will experience a level of background traffic growth that is higher than the 

average for the surrounding areas.   

10.5.5 For a major motorway junction such as Junction 8 of the M11 it is important to consider 

not only overall changes in traffic flows but changes in specific turning movements since 

these will have a direct influence on any assessment of whether the junction is able to 

operate safely and effectively.  No such assessment of changes in turning movements 

associated with committed development or likely Local Plan allocations has been 

undertaken.   

10.5.6 The following section 10.6 includes a review of work undertaken by WYG in 2016 on 

behalf of UDC in relation to the review of the Local Plan.  This work indicates that traffic 

growth on the A120 and M11 will lead to significant adverse impacts within the Local 

Plan period even without the proposed expansion of the airport to 43mppa. 

10.6 Impact on the highway network 

10.6.1 Comment here has been limited to just a few issues where there appear to be specific 

errors or omissions. Further comment may be appropriate once these and more general 

issues have been resolved. 

Parsonage Road, Church Road, Bury Lodge Lane 

10.6.2 It has been assumed that all passengers arrive and depart via the A120 and Junction 8 

of the M11. No passenger car trips are assigned to the Cooperôs End roundabout on 

Parsonage Road and no passenger car trips are assigned to the Church Road, Stansted 

Mountfitchet and Bury Lodge Lane route. The Cooperôs End roundabout provides direct 

and convenient access to the Red and Orange Zone parking and meet and greet 

facilities. Parsonage Road provides the most convenient route for passengers from the 

local area north-east and south-east of the airport and a reasonable or preferable route 

                                                      
143 1.1785 is incorrectly reproduced in Table 7.1 of TA as 1.1782 

Growth Year 
Used in TA 

óall ruralô 

óRural trunkô 

growth 

2013-2016 1.0615 1.0647 

2014-2016 1.0409 1.0431 

2015-2016 1.021 1.0222 

2017-2016 0.985 0.9833 

2016-2023 1.1172 1.1338 

2016-2028 1.1785143 1.2026 

2016-2033 1.2222 1.2477 
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for those travelling to and from Hatfield Heath, Sawbridgeworth, Harlow and Chelmsford. 

Indeed, the Parsonage Road route is identified as the preferred route to the airport by 

Google Maps for some of these locations.  The Church Road and Bury Lodge Lane 

route provides direct access to long stay parking. The Church Road route is the most 

direct and convenient route for those travelling to and from Stansted Mountfitchet, 

Saffron Walden and other areas served by the B1383. Given the existence and 

attractiveness of these routes, it is unjustifiable to assume that no passengers or taxis 

will use them. 

10.6.3 Some staff car trips are assigned to Parsonage Road, Church Road and Bury Lodge 

Lane.  This fact alone suggests that the routes are recognised as credible routes for 

those travelling to and from the airport. Despite Bury Lodge Lane being identified as a 

key route to the airport, the section north of Church Road, through the hamlets of Burton 

End and Tye Green, is entirely unsuitable for any significant increase in vehicle 

movements.  The road is a narrow country lane with tight bends, restricted forward 

visibility and single lane working over some sections with passing places.  The road is 

subject to a 6ô 6ò width restriction except for access. The TA fails to acknowledge these 

severe constraints.   

10.6.4 The Parsonage Road route is particularly attractive for staff since the majority of 

employment at the airport lies close to the Cooperôs End roundabout.  Despite this, only 

126 staff car trips are assigned to Parsonage Road per day (2016 situation).  The 

implication is that the Cooperôs End roundabout only experiences 126 car trips 

associated with the airport per day.  This implication does not appear to be credible and 

should be supported by empirical evidence.  Para 5.87 of the TA states that 34% of 

vehicle movements at the Cooperôs End roundabout are associated with the airport.  If 

126 car trips represent 34% of daily flows, the total daily vehicles movements at the 

roundabout would be 371 movements.  This would appear to be a ludicrously low 

number of vehicle movements.  Indeed, traffic surveys undertaken at the junction in 

2008 (in relation to planning application UTT/14/3463) showed that the roundabout 

handled over 1,442 vehicle movements entering or leaving the airport in just the peak 

hours (08:00-09:00 plus 17:00-18:00), almost four times the daily total number of 

movements suggested in the TA.  It is concluded that the assessments set out in the TA 

severely under-estimate the impact of the proposals on Parsonage Road and on the 

very sensitive Four Ashes junction. 

10.6.5 The assumptions underlying the assignment of car trips are set out in the various tables 

in Appendix G of the TA.  It appears that assignment is based on subjective judgement.  

Given the sensitivity of local routes to changes in traffic flows and the overall volume of 

traffic movements associated with the airport, it would be more robust and appropriate to 

utilise the data held by MAG to accurately plot the distribution of staff home locations.  

This would avoid the use of subjective judgement and provide the most reliable 

information on the expected impact of airport expansion on sensitive local roads and 

communities. 

10.6.6 The TA and ES Chapter 6 conclude that the proposals have negligible impact on local 

roads.  Given the unreasonable assumptions that have been made about passenger 

assignment and the crudeness of the assumptions about staff assignment, these 

conclusions cannot be considered robust.   
















































































































































