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Planning Office, 

Uttlesford District Council, 
Saffron Walden, CB11 4ER
Dear Sirs,
Planning Application UTT 0717 06 FUL
The effects of expansion beyond 15mppa have been detrimental to the area and there is still capacity within the present planning permission for a further 10% growth. Acceptance of BAA’s latest request would merely give encouragement for more and then more again. BAA has already been allowed to go beyond the line drawn by Inspector Graham Eyre and beyond the reassurances given by the government at that time. The time has come to say “Enough is enough”.
The negative impact of airport expansion on road and rail has been very evident to regular users of the infrastructure. Many nearby villages have seen their narrow streets and winding lanes become “rat runs” at all hours of the day and night, whilst “fly-parking” and illegal car parks have become a regular irritant. Rail commuter services have been reduced as capacity has been transferred to serve the growing numbers of airport passengers. And we still have 10% growth to come.
Excessive light pollution and air and ground noise, especially through the night, have removed the tranquillity of the area and the peace of an essentially rural community. Any acceptance of more growth would inevitably lead to even more night flights, with their associated air and ground noise.
Spurred by the need to fuel the growing airport demand for workers, purely residential areas have been dumped in the middle of nowhere or bolted on to existing towns with little thought for community needs and consequent social problems. If this is allowed to go on, Uttlesford could become a Hounslow or Slough in the countryside.
Demands of the expanding airport, coupled with the growing number of residents, are already placing stress on water availability, whilst expansion of aviation is accelerating climate change. The harvest of today’s decisions will be reaped by our children and grandchildren.

BAA’s justification for expansion is an economic case that is built on a naïve and misleading contrivance of false accounting. Despite UDC’s request in the Scoping document, BAA has recorded all the credits and totally ignored the far greater debits. In particular, the UK’s enormous trade deficit from tourism, fuelled by Stansted’s low cost airlines, is especially damaging to the economy of the Eastern region. The airport is effectively shipping tourist industry jobs abroad.
BAA’s projections of the environmental effects of expansion are also naïve and misleading. They start with a base position, not of today, but a forecast of what life would be like if they were constrained to 25mppa; and they conclude at 35mppa, whilst the true capacity of full use is 45 or even 50mppa. Even within their chosen narrow element of growth the figures have been massaged. The mix of places of origin of new customers is assumed to be quite different to historic patterns, with a consequent reduction of burden on the overloaded surface access links to London. The projections of environmental consequences simply cannot be trusted and are almost certainly grossly understated.

The purpose of planning is surely to consider the longer term. It would be short-sighted to encourage further dependence for employment on a single industry - an industry that globally has been loss-making for a number of years; an industry that is dependent on fossil fuels whose availability is about to decline; an industry that is under attack from environmentalists for its growing contribution to climate change, and an industry that currently fails to meet the “polluter pays” principle. Such an industry is not sustainable long term and it is not difficult to imagine that under the combined pressure of rising fuel prices and progressive environmental taxation the industry will plateau and start to decline. 
If the district needs more employment, which is in itself questionable, encouragement should be given to alternative activities, thereby spreading the risk away from aviation.

BAA’s projections cannot be trusted. Their application and supporting Environmental Statements are full of half truths and misrepresentations. The future of this community should not be placed further into their hands. As revealed by UDC’s recent community survey, no price is acceptable for the loss of our community. Any temptation to negotiate sweeteners in the form of Section 106 agreements should be weighed against the loss in house price values sustained by Uttlesford home-owners since 2002 when expansion was first threatened. Removal of that threat could see the district start to move back to the status it once enjoyed as a most desirable place to live.
Yours faithfully,

cc:  
Cllr Christina Cant


Sir Alan Haselhurst, MP

