THE BRICK HOUSE

Church End

Broxted 

Essex  CM6 2BU

tel:

+44 (0)1279 850862

mobile:
+44 (0)7940 521362

e-mail:     
brickhouse@nascr.net
John Mitchell, 





   27th June 2006

Uttlesford District Council

London Road
Saffron Walden

Essex, CB11 4ER

Dear Mr Mitchell
Your planning reference   -   UTT/ 0717/ 06/ FUL

As residents of Church End, Broxted, we live directly beneath the landing flight path of about 70% of aircraft using Stansted Airport (SAP).  The other 30% take off towards our house and then mostly turn off.  The noise from landing aircraft can, and does, vary, depending on the adjustments which they have to make on “final approach”.  The noise from aircraft taking off depends on where they turn, but they are all still on maximum thrust.  In either case, aircraft noise is extremely intrusive and it has been getting noticeably worse in the last 2/3 years.
We object to any increase in permitted flights, and to any increase in permitted passenger throughput, (as both sought by the above Planning Application), for the following reasons:-

1. The increase in numbers of flights to/from SAP, especially in the last 2/3 years, has already had an extremely deleterious effect on this area, and on our own quality of life.  Particularly, air traffic noise, and road traffic volume, have both substantially increased and, as a result, air pollution has become a real problem.  This is before BAA has even reached 90% of its currently permitted passenger throughput.

2. Permitting any increase in any flight activities at SAP would be irresponsible, and a dereliction of duty by Uttlesford District Council (UDC)’s elected members, unless BAA is able to demonstrate that such increase would not detrimentally affect the environment, not just close to SAP, but in the wider area affected by the flight paths of aircraft using SAP.
3. Any reasonable person would consider that an increase of about 50% in passenger throughput at SAP would result in approximately the same increase in road/rail journeys to/from SAP, an increase in parking requirements at SAP, and a corresponding increase in air noise, air pollution, environmental damage, etc., etc..  BAA does not seem to accept this, but has totally failed to demonstrate how or why reasonable argument should not prevail.
4
BAA has failed to produce substantive/detailed data regarding (inter alia) :-

a)
Improvements to road/rail/public transport access to SAP, to satisfy projected 

future demand


b)
Projected increased parking provision



c)
Noise contour maps for 50 and 54 dB(A) levels



d)
Air noise level projections in non-local areas in/under SAP flight paths


e)
Quality of life assessments

Any promises to investigate/negotiate/deal with, any of the above, (or any other unresolved matters), after consideration of the present application, must be disregarded.  They have to be irrelevant in respect of UDC’s current deliberations, as otherwise any anticipated beneficial outcome would have been shown as a positive factor by the applicant.
In our opinion, the environmental aspects of this application are by far the most important.  We believe that UDC has three options:-
1. Request substantive and properly researched information from BAA on the above environmental matters (and any other matters which UDC considers relevant), before consideration of the planning application.  Defer consideration for say 6/9 months to enable BAA to supply requested information.  (UDC Officers may say this is not possible.)
2. Contact BAA, advising that since there is unsubstantiated/missing information (as above), it is possible that the application may be refused.  Suggest to BAA that they ask UDC to defer consideration for say 6/9 months, pending receipt by UDC of substantive documentation/reports/projections.  (If BAA request this, UDC can hardly refuse.)
      Either of the above options would save an enormous amount of time and expense for both
      parties.
      However, if either party declines to take options 1 or 2:-
3. UDC must refuse the application outright, on the grounds of “unreasonable environmental degradation, with negligible and unsubstantiated mitigation having been proposed by the applicant”.
We trust that you will place this letter before all Councillors and Officers who may be involved in deliberations regarding Stansted Airport.
Yours sincerely

Stuart and Helen Walker

