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          Our Community - Our Responsibility!

GLOSSARY

Home Owners Support Scheme:  
Proposals set out by BAA in a consultation booklet published on 26 February 2004 and intended to address the issue of generalised blight caused by the threat of its airport expansion proposals.  Within this booklet, two different options are set out:


(1)   ‘Assisted Relocation Scheme’


(2)   ‘Property Protection Scheme’   


Home Value Guarantee Scheme:
A separate scheme published by BAA on 27 January 2004 which is to be offered to 74 homeowners whose properties lie within the proposed new airport boundary, and 33 others nearby.  Although we occasionally refer to this scheme in this report, it does not form part of the subject of this report.

BAA’s Proposed ‘Home Owner Support Scheme’
1.
Introduction

1.1
The obligation placed upon BAA by the Air Transport White Paper (paragraph 11.41) is as follows:

“The airport operator will need to put in place a scheme to address the
problem of generalised blight resulting from the runway proposal.”

1.2
BAA has now clarified that it does not intend to introduce another separate scheme to deal with generalised blight; it regards the proposals set out in the Home Owner Support Scheme consultation booklet as sufficient in themselves.  If that is to be the case then BAA will need to considerably expand the eligibility criteria for the proposals it has published.  It can be clearly demonstrated from the evidence, which we will come to later, that the impact of generalised blight resulting from the threat of major expansion of Stansted Airport extends far beyond the 66 dBA Leq16 contour.  We consider that BAA’s intention to limit eligibility to properties within the 66 dBA contour and thereby to only some 500 households (BAA’s own estimate) is wholly unreasonable and does not reflect the realities of the situation.  

1.3
Generalised blight cannot neatly be defined by any noise contour.  It is a function of the behaviour of the local property market.  The impact varies from one town/village to the next and being subject to unacceptable levels of aircraft noise is not the sole issue;  potential purchasers may also take account of other airport expansion implications such as increased pollution.  There is no precise science to this and we accept the principle that a noise contour (adjusted to reflect natural community boundaries) can be used as the general guideline for defining eligibility for compensation.  This is not to rule out eligibility in relation to properties outside the noise contour but in such cases we believe it would be reasonable for BAA to insist on a higher burden of proof to demonstrate that the property had been devalued as a consequence of the development proposals.  In other words, there should be a general presumption of inclusion in the scheme for properties which are within the defined noise contour and a general presumption of exclusion for properties which are outside the defined noise contour.  The main point at issue however is which noise contour provides the best guideline to reflect the reality of generalised blight.

2.  Which Noise Contour?

2.1
We are firmly of the view that the 50 dBA contour should generally be applied, for two main reasons:

(1) 
It accords with recommendations on noise nuisance from highly respected independent bodies;

(2)
There is hard evidence, from the house price statistics published by the Land Registry Office (LRO) that local property values have been adversely impacted over a far wider area than that encompassed by the 66 dBA contour proposed by BAA.  


2.2
Our view is that the 50 dBA noise contour should be used as the general guideline for determining which homeowners should be eligible for compensation.  The number of homes within the 50 dBA contour is around 18,000 - 19,000 and, as we will show, the 50 dBA contour more closely corresponds to the area within which property values have been adversely affected as a result of the proposed airport expansion.  We will now explain these points more fully.

2.3
The Department for Transport regards 57 dBA Leq as the threshold which marks “the approximate onset of significant community annoyance”.  It has long been considered by many that this threshold is far too complacent, particularly for rural areas which have far lower ambient noise levels than urban areas.  The dBA Leq measurement reflects the average noise level (in decibels) over a 16 hour day - averaging out periods of intense aircraft noise with longer periods of general tranquillity.  This calculated noise impact is reduced by this averaging process but in reality it is the magnitude and frequency of aircraft noise interruptions which create an unacceptable noise environment, particularly in rural areas. 

(1)
The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has set recommendations for noise levels in rural areas to be 5 dBA lower than for urban areas.1  
(2)
The International Standards Organisation (ISO) goes further than the OECD, stating: “In quiet rural areas, this greater expectation for ‘peace and quiet’ may be equivalent to up to 10 dBA.” 2
(3)
The World Health Organisation (WHO) recommendation is even more specific: ”To protect the majority of people from being moderately annoyed during the daytime, the outdoor sound pressure level should not exceed 50 dBA Leq.” 3      

2.4
There is another aspect of ‘averaging’ of noise contours which should be recognised.  Between 70% and 75% of all aircraft using Stansted Airport approach from the north east and depart to the south west, with the opposite pattern applying for the remaining 25%-30% of aircraft movements.  (This is often referred to as the ‘modal split’ and is determined on a daily basis by the prevailing wind direction.)  The noise contour map published by BAA is based on an average of the two modes of operation such that if a property is subject to intolerable aircraft noise for five days a week and has two ‘noise free’ days’ each week, it could still be below the eligibility threshold as a result of the averaging process.  The proper way to deal with this is to use a map showing a superimposition of the two separate modal split noise contours. (i.e. south westerly operations and north easterly operations).  

2.5
It is worth pointing out at this stage that it is totally inappropriate to seek to equate rail noise with aircraft noise as BAA have sought to do in referring to the 66 dBA threshold applied in the Channel Tunnel Rail Link compensation scheme.  There is the obvious difference that in the case of rail operations, there is no dilution of the noise level as a result of averaging the modal split (as per 2.4 above).   Even more importantly, there is a wealth of scientific evidence to demonstrate that aircraft noise causes far greater disturbance for people than rail noise.  This research is well documented and is proposed for adoption by the EU as a basis for assessing noise nuisance levels.  The important implication here is that, to safeguard populations against noise nuisance, much lower thresholds should be established for aircraft noise than for rail noise. (Annex A provides further details.)                   

2.6
Night noise and ground noise are excluded from the calculations which lie behind the 66 dBA noise contour published by BAA in accompaniment to its consultation booklet.  These exclusions underline the need for caution when using any noise contour map as a definitive eligibility threshold for compensation.  

2.7
Finally, on the subject of noise contours, we believe it is anomalous and potentially divisive that BAA should intend to limit eligibility for the Home Owner Support Scheme to those properties affected by the second runway although we do acknowledge that the wording of the obligation placed upon BAA in the White Paper refers to the second runway only.  However, it is clearly very difficult, if not impossible, to separate the noise and generalised blight implications of developing and operating a second runway from the noise and generalised blight implications of developing and operating the existing runway to maximum use.  The issues are overlapping and operations will be interrelated.  The only logical and sensible way to deal with this is for the noise contour maps to be in respect of Stansted Airport as a whole rather than for runway 2 operations alone.  Indeed, it would seem perverse if homeowners who would be affected by runway 2 were to be protected in advance (for a runway which may never be built) while homeowners who have long been adversely affected by runway 1 were excluded, especially when it is BAA’s intention to double the scale of operations on runway 1 over the next ten years.     

2.8
In summary, our four key points in relation to the choice of noise contour are:

(1)
It should be the 50 dBA contour not the 66 dBA contour;


(2)
The noise contour should be derived from the superimposition of the two separate modal split noise contours (i.e. north easterly operations and south westerly operations);
(3)
It should incorporate the noise impact of maximum use on runway 1 and not simply be based on runway 2;


(4)
No noise contour can provide a definitive boundary for generalised blight and so there needs to be scope to consider other cases based on the evidence.

2.9 
A more detailed explanation of the nature of noise contours and the dBA Leq system of noise measurement is set out in Annex A   

3.
Generalised Blight 

3.1
Generalised blight arises when property values are adversely affected because of the threat of a major infrastructure project.  There is no statutory entitlement to compensation for generalised blight but the Government has insisted, with regard to recent major infrastructure projects, that the developer should introduce non-statutory schemes to address the problem with the aim of ensuring that homeowners are compensated fairly and properly.  

3.2
The obligation placed upon BAA in the White Paper (reference paragraph 1.1 above) does not have statutory force but BAA cannot ‘dine a la carte’ on the White Paper.  BAA has made clear that it intends to use other statements in the White Paper as its mandate to pursue its plans for maximum use of the existing runway and for a second runway.  Equally, BAA should accept the obligations which the Government has placed upon it by the White Paper.

3.3
BAA’s use of the 66 dBA contour seeks to address the problem of specific exposure to intolerable noise rather than the problem of generalised blight.  The 500 homes which BAA estimates will be eligible for compensation are those which are in very close proximity to each end of the proposed second runway and would be subject to unacceptable noise levels if the new runway were to be built.  These homes are most probably the worst affected in terms of property values but they are by no means the only homes affected.  

3.4
The threat of a second runway being built at Stansted, and of the airport expanding to become 30% bigger and busier than Heathrow is today, has adversely affected property values over a far wider area than BAA’s limited proposals are designed to cover.  Evidence of the impact on property values for Uttlesford as a whole was set out in Table 1 of our earlier letter.  This is reproduced below for ease of reference and we have added the average financial impact for each category of dwelling.  We would emphasise that these are the actual statistics published by the Land Registry Office (LRO).

Table 1:  Movement in average house prices in Essex and Uttlesford between the base quarter (April -June 2002) and the final quarter of 2003 (the latest quarter for which data are available): 

	Type of House
	Essex
	Uttlesford
	Difference

%
	Difference

£

	Detached
	24.0%
	8.3%
	15.7%
	£47,598

	Semi-detached
	27.6%
	16.9%
	10.7%
	£19,537

	Terraced
	31.2%
	30.0%
	1.2%
	£1,660

	Flat/maisonette
	32.2%
	25.1%
	7.1%
	£6,535

	Overall
	25.5%
	12.7%
	12.8%
	£27,872


  Source: Actual Land Registry Office statistics

3.5
The LRO statistics show that although house prices in Uttlesford overall have not declined over the 18 month period following the publication of the airport expansion proposals, overall they have increased at only half the rate compared to Essex as a whole.  The LRO statistics for postcode areas show that house prices in the north west part of Uttlesford (those with Cambridge postcodes) have generally not been significantly affected.  The main impacts, perhaps not surprisingly, are upon properties in postcode areas nearest to the airport and/or beneath flightpaths, with smaller properties generally less adversely affected than larger properties.

Table 2:  Postcode analysis of LRO statistics showing the areas where property prices have been most adversely impacted.
	Postcode
	Approximate area covered


	Actual % change in house prices over the 18 month period* 



	CM 22 6..
	Henham, Ugley, Elsenham, Takeley, Bamber’s Green and Molehill Green
	+0.9%

	CM 22 7..
	Hatfield Heath, Hatfield Broad Oak, Little Hallingbury and Great Hallingbury
	+2.2%

	CM 24 8..
	Stansted Mountfitchet and

Burton End
	-2.0%

	CM6 1..
	Barnston, the Rodings, the Canfields

 and part of Great Dunmow
	-3.2%


Source: Actual Land Registry Office statistics

Note: These numbers are the overall average for all properties taken from the LRO database. The ‘relevant period’ is the same as in Table 1 – i.e. from the Apr-Jun quarter of 2002 to the Oct-Dec quarter of 2003. 

The general pattern is that larger properties are proportionately more affected than smaller properties but the sample sizes are too small to allow a statistically meaningful calculation by individual category of property.
3.6
Less serious adverse impacts can be detected in other postcode areas – notably CM6 2.. (Thaxted, Broxted, Great Easton, Little Easton and Duton Hill) and CM6 3.. (Felsted, Stebbing and part of Great Dunmow).  It is likely that there are also impacts in other postcode areas, especially where the postcode covers a wide area, for example, CM23 ..  is a Bishop’s Stortford postcode but also includes the villages of Birchanger, Farnham and Manuden and the CB10 1..  and CB11 4.. postcodes include villages around Saffron Walden as well as Saffron Walden itself.  In such postcode areas, adverse impacts on villages closer to the airport would not be apparent if the majority of homes in the postcode area were largely unaffected.  However, it is not possible, from the LRO statistics to determine the impacts within a precisely defined postcode area.  Even if it were possible, the sample numbers would be too small to deduce firm conclusions.  Professional valuation advice would be needed for any more detailed analysis.

3.7
It is worth highlighting the point that almost all of the postcode area CM24 8.. (Stansted Mountfitchet and Burton End) is likely to be outside the 50 dBA noise contour, despite its proximity to the airport, even when the two modal splits are combined.  Nevertheless, as Table 2 shows, the property market in the CM24 8.. postcode area has been severely affected since July 2002.  Concerns about the increasing impact of ground noise and night noise may well be factors here and, as we pointed out earlier, ground noise and night noise are excluded from the calculations which lie behind the 66 dBA noise contour published by BAA in accompaniment to its consultation booklet.  In areas such as this, BAA would need to be prepared to consider claims on their merits.  Where a property lies outside the 50 dBA contour we believe it would be reasonable for BAA to insist on a higher burden of proof to demonstrate that the property had been devalued as a consequence of the development proposals.
3.8
In terms of the overall number of properties whose values have been adversely affected, we hold to our original estimate that this is somewhere between 12,000 as a minimum and 18,000-19,000 as an upper limit.  The LRO statistics very clearly point to a number within that range.  The District of Uttlesford contains some 28,500 homes (72% of which are owner-occupied) and it appears from the postcode analysis that about half of these have been affected.  In addition, some properties in the eastern part of East Herts District appear to have been adversely affected. 

3.9
BAA refers to the LRO statistics in its separate ‘Home Value Guarantee Scheme’ which is to be offered to 74 homeowners whose properties lie within the proposed new airport boundary and to 33 others nearby.  BAA will offer to purchase these homes at their July 2002 value, indexed upwards to arrive at a current valuation.  The indexation will be based on the quarterly LRO statistics (i.e. as per Table 1 above) for the movement in house prices across Essex as a whole using the April – June 2002 quarter as the baseline (i.e. immediately prior to the expansion proposals being announced).  

3.10
Our calculation of the impact on property values for Uttlesford as a whole is £572 million, as set out in our earlier letter.  This is derived directly from the LRO statistics, taking the average of £27,872 per home times 20,557 homes, this being the number of owner occupied homes in Uttlesford according to the 2001 census data.  It has been put to us that we should have used a higher number to include rented properties but there are no LRO data for such properties and so we considered it prudent to exclude.

3.11
This brings us to the question of how rented properties should be treated.  Under BAA’s proposals, both landlord and tenant would be excluded from eligibility for the Home Owner Support Scheme.  This is surely unreasonable.  The landlord will have suffered a loss in the value of the property (which would reduce the amount of rent he/she could obtain in the market if he/she continued to rent) and the tenant may be in a situation where, faced with unacceptable noise levels, he/she is forced to relocate.  The principle should surely be that the landlord is entitled to protection in respect of the value of the property and the tenant is entitled to reasonable relocation expenses if he/she chooses to move.  BAA will hopefully recognise the logic of this approach and recognise also that unless this anomaly is dealt with, it could lead to a reduction in the number of properties being made available for rent in the local market.

3.12
It has been argued in some quarters that the £572 million impact upon Uttlesford property values is only a loss ‘on paper’, insofar as the loss will not crystallise until or unless a property is sold.  However, this argument fails to recognise that ultimately all property losses will be crystallised.  In addition to normal sales transactions, property losses will, for example, crystallise in circumstances of a divorce settlement or upon the death of the property owner.  BAA should be prepared to recognise the full extent of its responsibility to the community and its compensation proposals should be judged in that wider context.                  

3.13
If BAA is confident that there has been no loss in property values other than within the 66 dBA contour, then it should be relaxed about extending eligibility to homeowners within a wider area.  After all, eligibility does not automatically mean compensation.  Under the terms of BAA’s scheme, individual homeowners would still need to demonstrate a loss in the value of their property, supported by professional valuation advice.

We now comment upon the two specific Home Owner Support Scheme proposals put forward by BAA. 

4.
The proposed ‘Assisted Relocation Scheme’

4.1
BAA describes this scheme as “entirely discretionary” and states, in the consultation booklet, that “BAA has no obligation to make an offer”.  This appears to be at odds with the obligation placed upon BAA by the Government in the White Paper (see paragraph 1.1 above).  

4.2
We can see no justification for the requirement to demonstrate that the value of the property has fallen by at least 15%.  It is not clear from the wording used in the BAA consultation booklet whether this is intended to mean a 15% absolute reduction in value since July 2002 or a 15% reduction in the value after it has been index-linked upwards to arrive at an unblighted current value (see also paragraph 4.7 below).  Even if the latter were to apply, a 15% reduction in value would be an extremely onerous and unreasonable pre-condition for eligibility.  If the former were to apply, it would be an impossible pre-condition for the great majority of homeowners.  
4.3
Nor can we see any justification for the requirement that the homeowner must demonstrate a “pressing reason to move”, particularly in view of the severe tests which BAA intends to apply to the definition of this phrase, including the exclusion of stress and anxiety as admissible medical reasons.  If homeowners are to be subject to unacceptable aircraft noise, they should have a right to move (if they choose) and BAA should have a responsibility to compensate them for any loss in the value of their property which has occurred as a consequence of the airport expansion proposals, as well as provide reasonable removal expenses.  Homeowners should not be required to navigate a minefield of pre-conditions.  BAA should instead provide a simple, straightforward guarantee to make good any losses incurred by any homeowner who wishes to sell his/her property where the value and habitability of the property has been adversely affected by the airport expansion proposals. 

4.4
In the BAA consultation booklet, Terry Morgan, Managing Director of BAA Stansted states the following in his Introduction (page 1):“The purpose of the Home Owner Support Scheme is to enable owner-occupiers of properties who qualify for the scheme to sell their homes without financial penalty and move, if they want or need to, before the new runway opens.”

The key phrase here is “if they want or need to [move]” – and yet it is quite clear from the conditions which BAA proposes to attach to the Assisted Relocation Scheme that this choice would not be offered.  

4.5
In the proposal as set out, BAA would act as ‘judge and jury’ in relation to all claims under the Assisted Relocation Scheme.  There would be greater public confidence if an independent body was given responsibility for administering whatever scheme is finally adopted or there was at least scope for appeal to an independent body. 

4.6
BAA states that it “would not pay any disbursements, agents’ or legal fees, nor would we make home loss payments or any other statutory compensation”.  We acknowledge that these limitations can be justified in some circumstances but not in others.  If families are being forced to move home as a consequence of the airport expansion proposals (for example, if they consider the prospect of a much noisier local environment too much to bear) then surely BAA should accept responsibility for reasonable relocation costs, in line with the list of qualifying payments defined in the 1973 Land Compensation Act.

4.7
In the event of an application being declared eligible by BAA for the scheme, BAA say that they would make an offer to buy the property at its ‘unblighted value’.  It is assumed that BAA would apply the same method of indexation as for the previously announced ‘Home Value Guarantee Scheme’ (i.e. using the LRO index for the movement in Essex house prices as a whole, with the April-June 2002 quarter as the baseline) but this is not stated.  Confirmation is needed on this point. 

4.8
Rented homes are totally excluded from the proposed scheme and this needs to be remedied (see paragraph 3.11 above).   

4.9
Regarding the timetable for the introduction of compensation proposals, clearly this should be as soon as possible because the problem of generalised blight exists ‘here and now’, regardless of whether a second runway is ever likely to be built.  Whatever the introductory date, there should be scope for retrospective claims in respect of contracts exchanged after 16 December 2003, this being the date of publication of the White Paper, at which time the obligation upon BAA commenced.  

5.
The proposed ‘Property Protection Scheme’
5.1
We have fewer criticisms of this proposal than of the foregoing proposal.  We have reviewed the Central Railways scheme upon which BAA has modelled its Property Protection Scheme and we note that BAA has removed two elements from the Central Railways scheme.  


(1)
The Central Railways scheme pays stamp duty and reasonable moving costs whereas BAA states that “no additional payments would be made” other than the market value of the property.
 

(2)
The Central Railways scheme accepts that, if a homeowner makes improvements to the property after the option price has been agreed, Central Railways will increase the price stated in the agreement to reflect this.  The BAA scheme is silent on this point. 

Both of these points are fair and reasonable and should be ‘re-instated’ in the BAA scheme.   

5.2
Even with a transferable guarantee of the (unblighted*) market value, there is a risk that the scheme may not, in practice, achieve its objective of protecting property values and ensuring market liquidity.  A further safeguard is therefore needed, namely that homeowners should be able to require BAA to purchase the property in the event that transferable guarantee failed.  This would require the following additional clause (or words to this effect) to be inserted into the scheme:

“If the owner has marketed the property for at least three months on the open market, and has failed to find a buyer at the agreed (unblighted) market value, the homeowner will have the right to require BAA to purchase the property at the agreed (unblighted) market value and reimburse the owner’s reasonable relocation costs, including stamp duty, on an equivalent property”

If BAA is confident that the scheme will be effective, then it should have no concerns about adding this additional clause because it would only apply if the scheme had not proved to be effective.  (It would, of course, be reasonable for BAA to apply certain exclusions to this, for example, in the case of a property which had been allowed to fall into a state of disrepair.)      

(* Note: There is a reference in the BAA consultation booklet to using the ‘regional property market index’ as the basis for indexation.  This is somewhat puzzling because in the previously announced Home Value Guarantee Scheme BAA intends to use the LRO property database for Essex as the basis for indexation.  This requires to be clarified.  It is generally better and less confusing to adopt a consistent approach with regard to indexation.)

5.3
Rented homes are totally excluded from the proposed scheme and this needs to be remedied (see paragraph 3.11 above).   

5.4
There is one final point in the scheme proposals which requires to be remedied in the interests of fairness and to ensure that the guarantee is meaningful.  As presently proposed, option agreements would last for a maximum of 15 years and the scheme would operate for “a maximum of 15 years or until the new runway is opened, whichever is the earliest (sic)”.  Thus if a new runway were to be opened 16 years from now, the guarantees would be worthless.  The scheme should operate “until 12 months after a new runway is opened or 31 December 2019, whichever is the later”.   

5.5
Proper consideration needs to be given to dealing fairly with owners of properties which have been transacted (exchange of contracts) during the period from 16 December 2003 and the date of introduction of the Property Protection Scheme.

5.6
We would expect BAA to incorporate these additional elements within its proposed Property Protection Scheme and, subject to that, we would consider this to be substantially the better of the two options proposed.  

6.
Summary/Conclusions

6.1
The most important issue is to settle on the appropriate noise contour which, on the one hand, will deter frivolous applications and, on the other hand, will not exclude homeowners who have a genuine entitlement to redress as a result of their properties being blighted.  We firmly believe that the 50 dBA contour (adjusted to reflect natural community boundaries) provides the best proxy for the impact of generalised blight.  We acknowledge that it is not perfect.  Properties within the 50 dBA contour would not automatically be eligible and, with regard to any application from outside the 50 dBA contour, it would be reasonable for BAA to insist on a higher burden of proof to demonstrate that the property had been devalued as a consequence of the development proposals.  BAA’s argument for the 66 dBA contour is clearly unsustainable in the light of the scientific/expert recommendations and the Land Registry Office statistical data showing what has actually happened to local property prices in the period since July 2002.  We will not repeat all of the arguments again but we believe paragraph 3.13 (above) is worth re-iterating:

“If BAA is confident that there has been no loss in property values other than within the 66 dBA contour, then it should be relaxed about extending eligibility to homeowners within a wider area.  After all, eligibility does not automatically mean compensation.  Individual homeowners would still need to demonstrate a loss in the value of their property, supported by professional valuation advice.”

6.2
There are so many shortcomings in BAA’s proposed ‘Assisted Relocation Scheme’ that we believe the best course is to reject this out of hand.  We are far less critical of the proposed ‘Property Protection Scheme’ and we hope that BAA will accept that the revisions we have proposed to this (in paragraphs 5.1 to 5.6 above) are fair and reasonable.   

6.3
BAA appears to be suggesting, in its consultation booklet, that it is of no great import if homeowners do not qualify for support under its proposed compensation scheme(s) because they will have the fall back position of being able to rely upon the 1973 Land Compensation Act.  BAA is well aware of the shortcomings of the 1973 Land Compensation Act, not least that no compensation payments would be made until 12 months after the development was completed.  That would be at least 10 years from now and perhaps never.  Meantime, property blight is a present day reality.  BAA’s argument that the 1973 Land Compensation Act provides an alternative for people ignores blight itself - the trap that owners of blighted homes find themselves in, through no fault of their own.  Many will be unable to relocate to a new home of similar value to their pre-blighted home if there is only a possibility of compensation at some distant future date.  That is precisely why the Government, in the White Paper, placed the obligation upon BAA as set out in paragraph 1.1 (above) and which is worth repeating here, in conclusion:

“The airport operator will need to put in place a scheme to address the
problem of generalised blight resulting from the runway proposal.”
Stop Stansted Expansion

March 2004

Annex A

BAA’s Proposed ‘Home Owner Support Scheme’  

 Technical Noise Issues
1. Technical background

Discussion of the noise contour in the Home Owner Support Scheme (HOSS) necessitates going into a certain amount of detail about the technical background.  We therefore start with a brief explanation of noise contours and how they are produced.

A noise contour is a line on a map defining the area which, on average, will experience a particular level of noise. For Stansted Airport, this average is calculated using the 16 ‘daytime’ hours (0700 to 2300) for each day  The projected future contours are computer generated using standardised data for each aircraft, projected forward to reflect the numbers and types of aircraft envisaged to be using the airport if the expansion were to proceed as planned. 

Oversimplifying, the averaging process involves totalling all the noise and ‘spreading’ it evenly across the total 16 hour period, in effect averaging out the periods of noise with the periods of tranquillity in any one day. It is important to note that the contour will also be averaging out the days when aircraft are routed over a particular area with the days when they are not.  This is an important issue, as at Stansted, on average, for approximately five days out of seven, operations are south-westerly (aircraft taking off towards the south-west and landing from the north-east); and the other way round for the remaining two days out of seven.  The direction of operation is dictated by the prevailing wind.

The resulting contours are expressed in dBA Leq; each change of 3 dBA (decibels) represents a doubling or a halving of the level of sound intensity.   It will be seen that the effect of averaging the noise with the quiet means that a dBA Leq measurement will be considerably lower than the individual peak measurements of noise which have contributed to it.

2. Revisions to noise maps

The noise map used in BAA’s consultation is not the same as any of the maps used in the SERAS consultation.  A number of changes were made to the calculations towards the end of 2003 (including putting right errors in the numbers of flights used to produce the SERAS maps!) and new maps were produced which show smaller contours.  Various reasons were given for the revisions
, some of which are relatively insignificant.   The more significant alterations result from the White Paper’s assumption that Stansted will not, even by 2030, be used as a hub airport and therefore there will be fewer flights, with smaller and quieter aircraft, than SERAS originally envisaged.  These changes in assumptions have reduced the predicted land area of the 66 dBA16 Leq contour for year 2030 by very nearly a third, from 22.6 sq km to 15.4 sq km.

Although the noise map which has been used by BAA is the revised one in the DfT’s ERCD Reports 0307 and 0308, BAA’s figures for the numbers of households affected vary quite considerably from those in the reports.  Report 0308 has a table on page 26 which indicates that there are 800 households/2000 people within the newly revised 66 dBA16 Leq contour, whereas BAA’s 26th February press release states that some 500 home owners are to be included.  Even when allowance is made for the 107 home owners already eligible for the previously announced Home Value Guarantee Scheme, and perhaps a few houses already owned by BAA, there still appears to be quite a large discrepancy.

3. Assumptions used to produce the contours

Additionally, BAA admits that there are still unknowns in the assumptions underlying the contours. This is an understatement. Amongst the information still required to produce an accurate noise contour is the following:

· Method of operation: segregated (all arrivals on one runway, departures on the other, and if so which way round and for what periods of time), or mixed?

· Positions of Noise Preferential Routes;

· Location and number of any new stacks;

· Arrivals routing (the noise contour maps are based on the totally unrealistic assumption that aircraft arrive on a straight line from miles out
);

· Future fleet mix at Stansted: short haul or long haul?  As noted above, this can make a dramatic difference to the area covered by the noise contours.


4. Exclusion of area surrounding existing runway

Although various noise mitigation schemes have been put in place in the past for those living near the existing runway, these involved the provision of palliative measures such as double glazing etc.  It is not clear why these householders, whose house vales will also have fallen, are not included in the HOSS scheme.  Nor have BAA included in the scheme those who may currently be outside the 66 dBA contour (i.e. the contour around the existing runway) but who will later fall within it because of increased noise from the extra traffic on the existing runway if two runways come into operation.  This is particularly relevant if segregated operations are introduced, as this could alter the exact position of the noise contours even at the current level of ATMs. 

Although the White Paper only places an obligation upon BAA to introduce a scheme to address the problem of generalised blight in relation to the second runway only, it is clearly very difficult, if not impossible, to separate the noise and generalised blight implications of developing and operating a second runway from the noise and generalised blight implications of developing and operating the existing runway to maximum use.  The issues are overlapping and operations will be inter-related.  The only logical and fair way to deal with this is to treat the airport as a whole as a single entity.   

5. Aircraft noise v rail noise 

BAA refers to the Channel Tunnel Rail Link compensation scheme as its justification for using the 66 dBA noise contour. There are two problems with the comparability of the two schemes.

Firstly, the rail noise nuisance is not subject to the dilution effect of the Leq16 averaging process to the same extent as airport noise. The reason for this is that, as discussed above, the direction of operations at Stansted is dependent on wind direction; and on the days when a particular area is being overflown, it will be suffering noise at higher levels than the overall averaged Leq indicates. This is not the case for the rail traffic where the level of noise is constant from one day to another.

Secondly, rail noise nuisance is, quite simply, different from aircraft noise nuisance. There is a wealth of scientific research which shows that, for any given noise level, a higher proportion of people are annoyed by aircraft noise than rail noise.  This research is well documented and is proposed for adoption by the EU as a basis for assessing noise nuisance levels.
 The EU paper contains the following table, which is based on a summary of findings from multiple research projects.  (Lden is a slightly different measure from dBA Leq, but sufficiently equivalent when applied to Stansted for the purposes of this comparison)   

Aircraft noise v rail noise: Comparison of impact upon the population:

	Lden
	Aircraft
	Rail

	
	% 

Annoyed
	% 

Highly Annoyed
	% 

Annoyed
	%

Highly Annoyed

	45
	11
	1
	3
	0

	50
	19
	5
	5
	1

	55
	28
	10
	10
	2

	60
	38
	17
	15
	5

	65
	48
	26
	23
	9

	70
	60
	37
	34
	14


It can be seen that over twice as many people are annoyed, and nearly three times as many are highly annoyed, by aircraft noise at 65 Lden than they are by rail noise at 65 Lden. 

1 OECD, Pollution Prevention and Control Environmental Criteria for Sustainable Transport (1996)


2 ISO, Acoustics—Description, measurement and assessment of environmental sound, Geneva, (2000) 


3 Guidelines for Community Noise, World Health Organisation, Geneva, (1999) 


� It appears that BAA’s publicity department are not aware of this distinction. Their press release accompanying the HOSS launch talks of a “66 decibel noise contour [being] about the same level of noise as is heard from a car passing 23 feet away at 38 mph.”  For this to make any sense in this context, they must mean the car continually passing for the full 16 hour period; but even this is misleading, as the noise from aircraft in the 66 dBA Leq16 contour is both much louder and intermittent (both being factors which affect annoyance levels).  If a vehicle based comparison is to be made, it would be nearer the mark to compare it to living some 23 feet from a road with a loud motorbike going past every minute for 16 hours.


� See DfT’s publications ERCD Report 0307 and 0308 for full details.


� The positions of the arrivals routes do not have a large effect on the location of the noise contours at high levels like 66 dBA Leq16; they do however have an effect at the lower levels such as those which SSE argues should be used.


� Position Paper on Dose Response Relationships between Transportation Noise and Annoyance (EU, February 2002). Interestingly, amongst the long list of academics listed on the EU working party responsible for the report, one of the British representatives is listed as from ‘BAA Heathrow’.
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