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Briefing Note to Roger Harborough, Uttlesford District Council
Stansted Airport G1 Application

Health Impact Assessment

Comments

1.0
This note provides comments on the noise related elements of the Health Impact Assessment prepared in connection with the Stansted G1 planning application.

2.0
Section 5.5 outlines the issues that have been covered.  They fall into three discrete areas:

· Quantify annoyance (based on daytime contours);

· Consideration of sleep disturbance in the shoulder periods (2300 – 2330) and (0600 – 0700); and

· Effects on learning
Annoyance
3.0
The approach adopted is the same as we used in our review of the original ES, taking the % highly annoyed relationship derived from the various studies.  (Paras 2.20 – 2.26 of BV report AGGX0353/st/06/91).  The same relationship has been used – (Table 6 of BV report compared with Table 5.4 of HIA).  

4.0
The results of this assessment are shown in Paras 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 of the HIA, and Tables 6.3 and 6.4.  Bearing in mind that we had to estimate some of the population data, the results come out encouragingly similar as shown in Table 1 below:

Table 1
Comparison of BV and BAA Highly Annoyed Assessment
Estimate of numbers of people “Highly Annoyed”
	
	Revised 25 mppa
	G1
	Difference 
(% in brackets)

	BV

	552
	799
	247 (+45%)

	BAA
	544
	785
	241 (+44%)


5.0
The HIA conclusion was:
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6.0
Our conclusions was:

2.26
From this assessment, it can be seen, were G1 to proceed, that there could be an increase of around 44% in the numbers of people highly annoyed as a result of the aircraft noise over what might otherwise be the case.

7.0
The arguably not unreasonable difference in emphasis can be clearly seen.  The BAA argument would probably be – “only an extra 240 highly annoyed and yet an additional 10 million passengers”.  The contrary argument is that the proposal would increase the number highly annoyed by 44%.


Sleep Disturbance in the Shoulder Periods
8.0
In Para 5.5.17, the HIA states that it would focus only on the shoulder periods as the night quota period is controlled by Government and is not affected by the G1 proposal.  This is the same argument as was used at the Heathrow Terminal 5 Inquiry.  However, unlike at T5, information has been provided regarding the noise impact during the 8 hour night which, of course, includes the night quota period.
9.0
The HIA is also stating that there is no specific annoyance /disturbance relationship data for the shoulder periods per se.  Whilst true, some conclusions can be drawn by regarding these periods as part of the night.

10.0
From Tables A1.12 – 1.14 in Volume 16 of the ES it is possible to gain an estimate of the change in the number of movements by hour during the night.  Table 2 shows these data:
Table 2
Estimated hourly movements at night
(from Tables A1.12 – 1.14 of Volume 16 of the ES)

	Hour Start (local time)
	Base
	25mppa
	G1

	23.00
	26
	26
	26

	00.00
	9
	8
	9

	01.00
	1
	0
	1

	02.00
	4
	3
	2

	03.00
	3
	3
	3

	04.00
	4
	5
	5

	05.00
	4
	5
	5

	06.00
	33
	36
	45

	8 hour total
	84
	86
	96

	2 hour total
 
	59
	62
	71

	6 hour total

	25
	24
	25


11.0
The resolution of the supplied data does not allow the estimated number of movements in the Night Quota Period to be identified precisely.  However, by considering the 6 hour period from 00.00 – 06.00 (the bulk of the night quota period) it can be seen that the number of movements is effectively unchanged for each scenario.  This might be expected given the current quota / movement restrictions.
12.0
For the other two hours there is an increase of 9 movements between the revised 25 mppa and G1.  In terms of the likely impact, it is arguably immaterial whether or not this increase occurs in the night quota period.  Thus it can be argued that the impact assessment should be based on an additional nine movements rather than the 4 movements implied by Para 6.3.10 (shown below):
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13.0
The recent Government announcement regarding the permitted activity in the Night Quota Period confirmed that there would be no change in the limit on the number of movements up until the end of the current regime in 2012.  However, it is clear that the airport has not been using its full quota of movements as can be seen from the following extract from the Stage 1 consultation document published by the DfT in July 2004:
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14.0
It can also be seen that the only way there can be an increase in movements is by the use of less noisy aircraft because the quota usage has been much closer to the limit.

15.0
Thus the expectation of the G1 forecasts seems to be a greater use of the available movements during the night quota period and a smaller increase in the shoulder periods.  Whilst this does not come through clearly in the data shown in Table 2 above, it has to be remembered that these figures refer to a busy day, when, presumably capacity is being reached.
16.0
Regarding the potential sleep disturbance impacts, an approach that could be adopted is to look at the different aircraft types likely to operate during the night, look at their noise impact in terms of the LAmax/SEL footprint and look at the number of people potentially affected by LAmax levels in excess of 60 dB(A) and 80 dB(A).  The former relates to the World Health Organisation guidelines regarding where adverse could start to occur and the latter relates to the conclusion drawn from the DfT study in the early 1990’s.
17.0
Were such a study undertaken, the probable outcome would be:

· As the aircraft become less noisy to enable increased movements in the Night quota period, the number of people potentially adversely affected by each aircraft type may reduce; but
· This may be off set by the increase in movements and hence the increase risk of disturbance.
18.0
This does lead to a possible mitigation option – limiting the activity over the 8 hour period so that the risk of disturbance is no greater than now.  This would be a variation on the contour cap approach that would be another option.  (At this stage, this is no more than a thought.  If a study is undertaken it may be found not possible ( or desirable) to pursue such an approach.)


Schools
19.0
In the HIA there has (not unreasonably) been great reliance placed on the outcome of the RANCH study.  The summary point made about RANCH is given in Para 5.5.21:
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20.0
This conclusion in the HIA is slightly contradictory to the conclusions articulated in the information provided when the RANCH results were published.  The following comes from the RANCH web-site:

Airport Field Studies
Cognitive Outcomes 
· Aircraft noise exposure was related to impaired performance in reading comprehension and recognition memory. Reading age in children exposed to high levels of aircraft noise was delayed by up to 2 months in the United Kingdom and by up to 1 month in the Netherlands for a 5 dB change in noise exposure.
21.0
In this extract it is children who were exposed to high levels of noise that (in the UK) had the effect – not all levels from 40 dB(A) or more.  Moreover, the effect is a delay of up to 2 months – which again is different from the wording used in the HIA.

22.0
In the HIA, Figure 5.4 shows an extract from the RANCH results.  This is reproduced below:
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The reading performance only drops below the mean at noise levels of around 52 / 53 dB(A), LAeq,16h.  Thus adverse performance only occurs above this level.  Thus, it seems possible that the HIA has overstated the potential effect on reading impairment in schools.
23.0
Having said that, the observations made in Paras 6.3.3 to 6.3.8 of the HIA really did not conclude anything.  

24.0
Two further points on RANCH.  It seems to be generally thought that a reading impairment of up to two months is not a significant effect in itself.  It is understood that some limited research is commencing to see whether there is a cumulative effect on children whose schooling continues to occur in high noise environments.  At the moment, the result is unknown.

25.0
The second point is that it is understood that the cause of the RANCH effect may not be the direct effect of aircraft noise reaching the classroom.  Some complimentary work was undertaken that found that there was a similar level of noise in classrooms when aircraft were not flying over.  Thus, if there is a causal link, it is probably more complex than simply the aircraft noise level in the classroom.


Comments from Dr Maynard

26.0
In a letter dated 17th October 2006, Dr Maynard made a couple of comments on the noise element of the HIA.  He concludes that the evidence of health effects is mixed, with the main effect being annoyance.  I would agree with that view.

27.0
Interestingly he comments that the figure of around 240 additional people falling into the highly annoyed category as a result of G1

does not strike me as a particularly small effect

although he goes on to note quite rightly that it represents only a small fraction of the total number of people living in the area.

28.0
He then rightly highlights the difficulty of ‘valuing’ this information.  What has to be remembered is that this additional number simply represents those that are likely to be newly found in the highly annoyed category.  These people may already have been annoyed to some extent by the current aircraft noise levels.  The data is showing that their level of annoyance can be expected to increase and to reach what is categorised as highly annoyed.

Conclusion
29.0
This briefing note has provided some comments on the noise issues raised in the Health Impact Assessment in connection with the Stansted G1 proposal.

Stephen Turner
15th November 2006
Doc reference: AGGX0353/st/06/132
� From Table 8 of BV report


� The two hour period 2300 – 0000 and 0600 - 0700


� The six hour period 0000 – 0600.
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