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Schedule of abbreviations 
AQMA Air Quality Management Area 

AM Aircraft Movements (comprising PATM, CATM and all other aircraft movements) 
APIS Air Pollution Information System 

ATM Air Transport Movements (comprising PATM and CATM) 
CAA UK Civil Aviation Authority 

CATM Cargo Air Transport Movements 

CCC Committee on Climate Change 

ES Environmental Statement 
EU European Union 

FAA US Federal Aviation Administration 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 
HIA Health Impact Assessment 
LOAEL Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level 
MAG Manchester Airports Group 

mppa Million terminal passengers per annum 

MtCO2 Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 

NPS National Policy Statement 
NPSE Noise Policy Statement for England 

PATM Passenger Air Transport Movements 

PINS The Planning Inspectorate 

PM2.5 Particulate Matter (fine particles) 
RfR Reason for Refusal 
S106 Section 106 Agreement 
SoC Statement of Case 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 
STAL Stansted Airport Limited (the company) 
UDC Uttlesford District Council 
UK United Kingdom 

WHO World Health Organisation 
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: Statement of Case on behalf of Uttlesford District Council 

1.0 Introduction 
1.1 This is the Statement of Case (‘SoC’) on behalf of Uttlesford District Council (‘UDC’) in relation 

to Stansted Airport Ltd’s appeal against the refusal by UDC of planning application 
UTT/18/0460/FUL (‘the Application’). UDC is the local planning authority for an area which 
includes Stansted Airport. 

1.2 The PINS Appeal reference number is APP/C1570/W/20/3256619. 

1.3 At the point of determination by UDC, the Application was for: 

“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 (of which not more than 16,000 
movements would be Cargo Air Transport Movements (CATM)) and a throughput of 43 
million terminal passengers, in a 12-month calendar period at Stansted Airport”. 

The Appeal Site 
1.4 The Airport is an extensive 950-hectare facility next to the intersection of two strategic highway 

routes, the M11 which connects to the M25 and A14, and the A120 which connects eastwards to 
the Haven Ports. It is served by a branch from the West Anglia Main Line with rail services to 
London Liverpool Street and Cambridge and other regional destinations. It lies in a rural area of 
market towns and attractive villages richly endowed with heritage assets. Uttlesford, East 
Hertfordshire and Harlow are subject to growth pressures for new homes in particular which 
pose difficult challenges in terms of creating sustainable developments that protect the 
character of the area and address the need for affordable housing, and minimise exposure to 
flight paths of aircraft landing and taking off from Stansted. 

1.5 Whilst there has been an airport at Stansted since WWII, its current genesis lies in the report of 
Sir Graham Eyre QC on the Airports Inquiry 1981 – 1983. This paved the way for the 
development of a major passenger airport at Stansted. But Sir Graham Eyre was clear as he 
could be that this had to be subject to limits (2008 Appeal, IR, 14.13): 
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‘Without a shadow of a doubt a judgment can now be made as to the environmental 
consequences of the construction and operation of a second runway at Stansted. 
Notwithstanding the long timescale involved, a judgment can be made on the quality of the 
landscape. The precise details of the landscape may change as they have in the past but the 
overall nature, character, quality and topography are sufficiently immutable characteristics 
for an opinion to be expressed here and now on the environmental implications of airport 
construction on the scale contemplated by development in the safeguarded area in the same 
way as the Inspector expressed his view in relation to a second runway at Gatwick. The 
expression “environmental disaster” was coined by Professor Sir Colin Buchanan in relation to 
a four-runway airport at Cublington with a capacity of some 100 mppa. I would not be 
debasing the currency if I express my judgment that the development of an airport at Stansted, 
with a capacity in excess of 25 mppa and requiring the construction and operation of a second 
runway and all the structural and operational paraphernalia of a modern international 
airport as we know the animal in 1984, would constitute nothing less than a catastrophe in 
environmental terms. I accept that today the other factors in the equation which might result 
in a requirement for such an airport in the next century cannot be definitively identified but I 
can conceive of no circumstances in which the development of such an airport at Stansted 
could be justified. 

I would also acknowledge the attraction of the selection of a location now which has a 
potential capability of solving the problems of airport capacity in the long-term future 
whatever need or demand arises. However, I strongly doubt if there is one location in the UK 
whether inland, coastal or estuarial or whether greenfield site or not which would meet so 
outrageous and unreasonable a criterion. I take so strong a view on this aspect that if I 
believed, as so many do, that a grant of planning permission for an expansion at Stansted to a 
capacity of 15 mppa would inexorably lead to unlimited and unidentifiable airport 
development in the future to an unknown capacity, I would, without hesitation, unequivocally 
recommend the rejection of BAA's current application in relation to the main site.’ 

Relevant background and the 2008 Appeal 
1.6 Civil aviation flights have operated from Stansted Airport since 1946, but until the opening of 

the current passenger terminal in 1991 passenger numbers were generally less than 1 mppa. The 
following are the principal decisions relating to the Airport’s growth. 

1.7 On 5 June 1985 the Secretaries of State for Environment and for Transport granted outline 
planning permission, subject to conditions, for: 

The expansion of Stansted Airport by the provision of a new passenger terminal complex with 
a capacity of about 15mppa east of the existing runway, cargo handling and general aviation 
facilities, hotel accommodation, taxiways (including the widening of a proposed taxiway to be 
used as an emergency runway), associated facilities (including infrastructure for aircraft 
maintenance and other tenants’ developments) and related road access (UTT/1150/80/SA). 

1.8 The Airports White Paper 1985 issued at the same time as the planning permission introduced a 
statutory limit of 8 mppa. Its subsequent lifting required Parliamentary approval. 

1.9 On 16 May 2003 Uttlesford District Council granted planning permission, subject to conditions, 
for: 
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Extension to the passenger terminal; provision of additional aircraft stands and taxiways, 
aircraft maintenance facilities, offices, cargo handling facilities, aviation fuel storage, 
passenger and staff car parking and other operational and industrial support 
accommodation; alterations to airport roads, terminal forecourt and the Stansted rail, coach 
and bus station; together with associated landscaping and infrastructure (UTT/1000/01/OP). 
(‘The 2003 Planning Permission’) 

1.10 It is important to note that the 15+ application was submitted in August 2001 and the process of 
its careful consideration and determination by UDC took nearly 2 years. The planning 
permission was subject to 169 conditions and obligations and it provided a detailed framework 
for the regulation and development of the Airport. 

1.11 Conditions MPPA1 and ATM1 provided as follows:-

‘The passenger throughput at Stansted Airport shall not exceed 25 million passengers in any 
12-calendar month period’ (condition MPPA 1) 

‘…there shall be at Stansted Airport a limit on the number of occasions on which aircraft may 
take – off or land at Stansted Airport of 241,000 ATMs during any period of 1 year of which no 
more than 22,500 shall be CATMs.’ (condition ATM1). 

1.12 In 2006, the then owners of the Airport (BAA plc and Stansted Airport Ltd.) sought planning 
permission for the development of the Airport without complying with conditions MPPA1 or 
ATM1. Specifically, the then developers sought removal of conditions MPPA1 (setting a 25 mppa 
cap) and a variation of condition ATM1 so that 241 000 ATMs (of which up to 22 500 could be 
CATMs) was raised to 264 000 ATMs (of which up to 20 500 could be CATMs and up to 243 
500 could be PATMs). 

1.13 The application was accompanied by a suite of documents including an Environmental 
Statement. The Non-technical Summary of the ES, after describing the proposed development, 
put as its main plank of support that the development would secure the government’s policy as 
set out in the Air Transport White Paper (para. 2.1.2): 

‘The White Paper identifies the role of Stansted Airport in contributing to meeting the growth 
in demand, and among its priorities identified the importance of making full use of the 
capacity of Stansted’s existing runway to assist in meeting this demand.’ (emphasis added) 

1.14 By Decision Notice dated 30 November 2006 the application was refused. The developers 
appealed and an inquiry opened on 30 May 2007. 

1.15 On 14 January 2008, the Inspector published a 642-page report recommending that the appeal 
be allowed subject to certain conditions. Of the ten main issues identified by the Inspector (IR, 
14.43), the third, fourth, sixth, and eighth were: 

3) The effects of the proposals on the living conditions and health of residents in the area, 
particularly in terms of aircraft noise and air pollution; 

4) The effects of aircraft noise on the quality of life of the area in terms of the educational, 
cultural and leisure activities of communities; 

6) The effects of increased air pollution from aircraft and surface traffic on Hatfield Forest 
and nearby woodlands; 

8) The adequacy of the road network to accommodate increased road and traffic arising from 
expansion of the airport without detriment to its safe and efficient operation. 
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1.16 In relation to noise and “air pollution” and how this was to be assessed, the Inspector noted (IR, 
14.98): 

‘… The more pertinent ‘primary assessment case’ is the comparison between the 202,000 
ATMs forecast for the ‘25 mppa at 2014/15’ case (which broadly represents the predicted 
situation if the appeal were dismissed) and the 263,200 ATMs forecast for the ‘35 mppa at 
2014/15’ case that would broadly be expected to arise in the event of the appeal being allowed 
with a 35 mppa limit or no direct restriction on passenger throughput.’ 

1.17 The Inspector noted with regret the failure of the parties to agree on the perceptibility of the 
resultant increase in noise, before commenting (IR, 14.106): 

‘… I share the view of UDC that it is straining credibility to suggest that noise from an 
additional 170 ATMs per day (on average, in summer) would not be perceptible even though 
the Leq would increase by less than 1.5dBA.’ 

1.18 In respect of the health effects, he commented (IR, 14.114): 

‘It is undisputed that, subject to the reservations discussed above, the area of the 57 dBA Leq 

daytime contour in the 35 mppa case would be larger than in the 25 mppa case at 2014/15, 
with the ES putting the increase at 6.4 km2 and including an additional population of 1250…’ 

1.19 And later (IR, 14.116): 

‘… It is widely predicted that increased aircraft movements would exacerbate all these effects 
and diminish the number and lengths of the periods of respite between noise events, and I have 
seen or heard nothing to lead me to doubt this.’ 

1.20 He concluded (IR, 14.147): 

‘For the above reasons I consider that for those within the contours, and to a reducing extent 
some way beyond, noise from the increased ATMs arising from the G1 development would be 
harmful to the living conditions and health of residents and to the quality of life in the area 
including cultural and leisure activities …’ 

1.21 In relation to access to Stansted Airport, the Inspector opened with (IR, 14.200): 

‘The M11 motorway and A120 which meet near the Airport, provide the main road access to it, 
though of course many other roads are also used …’ 

1.22 And in relation to rail links he observed (IR, 14.212): 

‘It is undisputed that there are problems of peak-hour capacity on STEX, particularly as it now 
also serves commuters from the stops en route (having previously been largely a dedicated 
airport service). There is also a widely-held view that due to limited track capacity and the 
priority afforded to STEX trains there is also a knock-on adverse effect on other services on the 
line.’ 

1.23 The Inspector’s reservation about the impact of the development was an important qualification 
to his conclusion (see IR, 14.224). 

1.24 The Inspector recorded his overall conclusions at IR, 14.331-14.345, including: 

(1) ‘To sum up, I have concluded that the principle of making full or best use of the existing 
runway at Stansted Airport is in accordance with Government aviation policy in the 
Future of Air Transport White Paper (ATWP)…’ (IR, 14.331, emphasis added) 
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(2) ‘I have concluded that additional air noise, and to a lesser extent, ground noise would be 
harmful to the living conditions and health of residents and to the quality of life in the 
area. Some, but not all, of this harm could be mitigated. The proposed development would 
thus conflict with criteria in Structure Plan and Local Plan policies, but the policies require 
this to be weighed against the need for the development, which in this case is established 
by the ATWP. I note also that the number of people affected is relatively small in relation 
to numbers around many other airports.’ (IR, 14.334) 

(3) ‘The area around the Airport is mainly attractive countryside offering a high quality of life 
for residents, who have a strong sense of community…’ (IR, 14.336) 

(4) ‘Subject to junction improvements which could be secured through planning conditions the 
traffic arising from the proposed G1 development could satisfactorily be accommodated on 
the road network in accordance with the relevant Local Plan policy. On the basis that 
additional capacity is provided as planned on the rail network serving the Airport, the 
already high public transport modal share for travel to and from the Airport could be 
maintained and even increased slightly in accordance with national policy that 
encourages the use of more sustainable modes.’ (IR, 14.339) 

The Inspector concluded that the appeal should be allowed with a large number of conditions 
including: 

Air Transport Movements 

ATM1: Subject to ATM2 below, from the date that the terminal extension hereby permitted 
within Site "A" opens for public use, there shall be at Stansted Airport a limit on the number of 
occasions on which aircraft may take-off or land at Stansted Airport of 264,000 ATMs (Air 
Transport Movements) during any 12 calendar month period, of which no more than 243,500 
shall be PATMs (Passenger Air Transport Movements) and no more than 20,500 shall be 
CATMs (Cargo Air Transport Movements). 

ATM2: The limit in condition ATM1 shall not apply to aircraft taking-off or landing at Stansted 
Airport in any of the following circumstances of cases, namely: 

(a) the aircraft is not carrying, for hire or reward, any passengers or cargo; 

(b) the aircraft is engaged on non-scheduled air transport services where the passenger seating 
capacity of the aircraft does not exceed ten; 

(c) the aircraft is required to land at the airport because of an emergency or any other 
circumstance beyond control of the operator and commander of the aircraft; and 

(d) the aircraft is engaged on the Queen's Flight, or on a flight operated primarily for the 
purposes of the transport of government Ministers or visiting Heads of State or dignitaries from 
abroad. 

The total number of take-offs and landings by aircraft in categories (a) and (b) above combined 
shall not exceed 10,000 in any 12 calendar month period. 

ATM5: From the date of the granting of planning permission the developer shall report the 
monthly and moving annual total numbers of ATMs (Air Transport Movements), PATMs 
(Passenger Air Transport Movements) and CATMs (Cargo Air Transport Movements) in writing 
to the local planning authority no later than 28 days after the end of the calendar month to 
which the data relate. 
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Passenger throughput 

MPPA1: The passenger throughput at Stansted Airport shall not exceed 35 million passengers 
in any twelve-calendar month period. 

MPPA2: From the date of the granting of planning permission the developer shall report the 
monthly and moving annual total numbers of passengers in writing to the local planning 
authority no later than 28 days after the end of the calendar month to which the data relate 

1.26 On 8 October 2008 the Secretaries of State, informed by the Inspector’s Report, gave their 
decision. They recorded that they agreed with the Inspector’s reasoning and conclusions (see 
especially IR, para. 26.32, 42-46). Specifically, the Secretaries of State recorded (SoS, para. 31): 

‘… They further agree with the Inspector’s conclusion that, for those within the contours and to 
a reducing extent some way beyond, noise from the increased ATMs arising from the G1 
development would be harmful to the living conditions and health of residents and to the 
quality of life in the area including cultural and leisure activities…’ 

1.27 And under the rubric ‘Overall Conclusion’ (SoS, para. 52): 

‘Factors weighing against the proposal are: that additional noise would be harmful to the 
living conditions and health of residents and to the quality of life in the area; that there would 
be some negative health effects due to changes in levels of air pollution, though these would be 
small and not a significant conflict with the development plan; that there could be further 
erosion of traditional social linkages in smaller settlements and increased unauthorised 
activity and some adverse effects with regard to impact on residential areas; and, that NOx 
levels are a cause for concern in terms of their impact on Hatfield Forest and nearby protected 
woodland.’ 

1.28 Like the Inspector, the Secretaries of State were (SoS, para. 53): 

‘… satisfied that the factors which weigh[ed] in favour of the proposal, notably compliance 
with the ATWP’ (Air Transport White Paper) - which they had earlier identified as ‘making full 
use of the existing runway at Stansted’ (SoS, para. 28, emphasis added) – ‘and the 
development plan, outweigh the harm identified…’ (para. 53). 

1.29 Thus, as at 8 October 2008, the Secretaries of States’ considered conclusion was that a 35 
million annual passenger throughput at Stansted represented ‘full use of the existing runway at 
Stansted’ within the meaning of the ATWP (emphasis added). 

The Application 
1.30 On 22 February 2018, STAL submitted an application for the development that is the subject of 

this appeal. Although the 2006 application had represented that ‘full use of the capacity of 
Stansted’s existing runway’ amounted to about 35mppa and 264 000 ATM, the new application 
contended that that “full” use now meant 43mppa. The 2018 application, like its predecessor, 
was accompanied by a suite of documents including an Environmental Statement (‘the ES’). The 
Non-Technical Summary of the ES, after describing the proposed development, provides that 
the development is in line with the Government’s suggested policy of encouraging airports to 
maximise the use of existing capacity, especially runway capacity, as the best way of meeting 
demand over the next ten years (NTS, p.2). The Introduction to the ES provides that (para. 1.1): 
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‘This new infrastructure will enable Stansted Airport (‘the airport’) to make better use and 
more efficient use of its existing single runway, which will in turn enable it to increase its 
passenger throughput to 43 million in accordance with the aspirations set out in the 2015 
Stansted Airport Sustainable Development Plan (SDP).’ 

1.31 No other policy statement is identified in the opening part of the ES. 

1.32 At the heart of STAL’s application is the conception that “full use” of Stansted’s single runway 
does not have a fixed meaning in terms of flights or passengers. It would appear to grow so as to 
coincide with the business interests of the airport operator. Thus, while “full use” was repeatedly 
used in the 2008 inquiry to mean 35 million passengers per year, STAL’s suite of documents 
now includes a “Land Use Sustainable Development Plan 2015” that says (p.28): 

‘Beyond 35mppa, the airport could continue to grow, subject to the raising of the planning cap. 
We believe there is a strong case to make the most efficient and full use of the current single 
runway and we will ask that the Airports Commission recommends this in its final report. 
Growth in passenger numbers is expected to continue to rise through to the late 2020s, 
reaching the full capacity of the single runway in the early 2030s. 

The ultimate capacity of the airport’s single runway is likely to be between 40-45 million 
passengers a year. The exact capacity will be a product of our route network, aircraft size, the 
spread of traffic through the day and year and the capacity drivers described earlier. 
However, for the assessment of certain environmental and surface access effects we have used 
a figure of 43mppa as the maximum throughput the airport could achieve with a single 
runway; owing to capability limits of the runway and the associated infrastructure.’ 

1.33 This sits uncomfortably with STAL’s “Statement of Community Involvement” (Feb 2008), where 
it was reported (p.11): 

‘Feedback from the engagement programme and consultation showed support in principle of, 
and an understanding of the case for, making efficient and full use of Stansted’s single 
runway. Understandably, consultation responses referred to detailed points relating to the 
likely impacts and how these could be mitigated and minimised, which were considered in 
finalising the SDP.’ 

The Consideration of the Application 
1.34 The main practical consequence of implementation of the Application will be a significantly 

greater number of PATMs than is currently practicable. It will unpick the protection afforded by 
the dual-cap restriction that was imposed by the Secretaries of State in 2008. While one can 
legitimately conjecture differently as to what exactly the numbers of additional PATMs will be in 
any given year, what is not reasonably capable of dispute is that averaged over a year it will 
permit not less than 100 extra flights per day. And the number may be considerably greater than 
100. Given this implication, the application was rightly subject to detailed evaluation by the 
Council following extensive and full engagement with local communities, businesses including 
those based on the Airport and people who work at the Airport and relevant interested parties. 
The application proposals were recognised to be a very important development for UDC, that 
proposed a future development strategy for Stansted, but also one that raised clear and detailed 
concerns amongst residents about the potential for acute and enduring effects that would be in 
place for decades to come, should it be approved. 

1.35 How the Application was considered by the Council: 
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• 14 November 2018 Planning Committee – resolved to grant approval for the 
Application, subject to conditions and subject to the completion of an agreement imposing 
legally binding planning obligations (“S106 Agreement”). The precise form that the S106 
Agreement should take, in accordance with the amended recommendation, was resolved to 
be delegated to officers. The planning application was assessed against the backdrop of the 
STAL ES 2018. 

• 25 April 2019 Extraordinary Council Meeting (Full Council) – to consider the 
motion: 

‘To instruct the Chief Executive and fellow officers not to issue a Planning Decision Notice 
for planning application UTT/18/0460/FUL until the related Section 106 Legal Agreement 
between UDC and Stansted Airport Limited and the Planning Conditions have been 
scrutinised, reviewed and approved by the Council’s Planning Committee after the local 
elections’. 

This motion was defeated. 

• 28 June 2019 Extraordinary Council Meeting (Full Council) – to consider the 
motion: 

‘To instruct the Chief Executive and fellow officers not to issue the Planning Decision 
Notice for planning application UTT/18/0460/FUL until members have had an 
opportunity to review and obtain independent legal corroboration that the legal advice 
provided to officers, including the QC opinion referred to by the Leader of the Council on 
9th April 2019, confirms that the proposed Section 106 Agreement with Stansted Airport 
Limited fully complies with the Resolution approved by the Planning Committee on 14 
November 2018 such that officers are lawfully empowered to conclude and seal the 
Agreement without further reference to the Planning Committee’. 

The meeting was originally scheduled for 3 June but was deferred until 28 June to allow 
further time for consideration of legal advice. Between 25 April and 28 June, informal 
meetings and briefing meetings were held with Members and legal advice was sought. 

At the Extraordinary Meeting of Full Council on 28 June officers were instructed not to 
issue a Planning Decision Notice for planning application UTT/18/0460/FUL until the 
Planning Committee had considered: 

(i) the adequacy of the proposed Section 106 Agreement between UDC and Stansted 
Airport Ltd, having regard to the Heads of Terms contained in the resolution approved by 
the Council's Planning Committee on 14th November 2018; 

(ii) any new material considerations and/or changes in circumstances since 14 November 
2018 to which weight may now be given in striking the planning balance or which would 
reasonably justify attaching a different weight to relevant factors previously considered. 

• Further briefing sessions were held with Members. These sessions enabled the 
Officers to fully brief on the content of the draft obligations as well as to explain material 
changes in circumstances that had occurred since the original 14 November Planning 
Committee 

• 17 and 24 January 2020 Planning Committee – resolved to refuse permission, having 
regard to a) noise from the development as fully implemented; b) air quality, specifically PM 
2.5 and ultrafine particles, resulting from the development as fully implemented; and c) 
generally accepted perceptions and understandings of climate change. 

The Planning Committee (with input from Full Council), in its consideration of the planning 
application, demonstrably showed through the sequence of meetings from November 2018 
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through to January 2020 that it needed to be convinced about the nature and scale of effects 
that would result from the implementation of the planning permission, and importantly, that it 
would be possible to adequately mitigate those effects. The Planning Committee identified gaps 
in the various assessments set out in the submitted ES dated February 2018, as well as raised 
concerns regarding the nature of the data relied upon within this assessment. It concluded that 
the information provided as at January 2020 fell short of that required to properly assess the 
environmental impacts associated with the application. Without this information, it was not 
possible to conclude on the nature of impacts arising, and as a consequence, the adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation, leading to refusal of the application. 

The Planning Committee refused the application, on 29 January 2020, with four stated reasons 
for refusal: 

1 The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the additional flights would not result in an 
increased detrimental effect from aircraft noise, contrary to Uttlesford Local Plan Policy 
ENV11 and the NPPF. 

2 The application has failed to demonstrate that the additional flights would not result in a 
detrimental effect on air quality, specifically but not exclusively PM2.5 and ultrafine 
particulates contrary to Uttlesford Local Plan Policy ENV13 and paragraph 181 of the NPPF. 

3 The additional emissions from increased international flights are incompatible with the 
Committee on Climate Change’s recommendation that emissions from all UK departing 
flights should be at or below 2005 levels in 2050. This is against the backdrop of the 
amendment to the Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target Amendment) to reduce the net 
UK carbon account for the year 2050 to net zero from the 1990 baseline. This is therefore 
contrary to the general accepted perceptions and understandings of the importance of 
climate change and the time within which it must be addressed. Therefore, it would be 
inappropriate to approve the application at a time whereby the Government has been 
unable to resolve its policy on international aviation climate emissions. 

4 The application fails to provide the necessary infrastructure to support the application, or 
the necessary mitigation to address the detrimental impact of the proposal contrary to 
Uttlesford Local Plan Policies GEN6, GEN1, GEN7, ENV7, ENV11 and ENV13. 
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2.0 Uttlesford District Council’s concerns 
2.1 UDC identified 3 fundamental issues with the appeal planning application and the information 

submitted in support of it, which underpin the RfRs and remain valid today: 

1 A clear implication arising from STAL’s proposals is that they will give rise to a change in 
air traffic activity at the airport, from that considered and approved in the 2008 appeal, and 
the environmental impacts arising from this change have not been adequately assessed; 

2 There has been a change in circumstances since the ES was published in February 2018, 
which gives rise to concerns around the robustness of the demand forecast exercise 
undertaken in support of the application, and whether the forecast can be relied upon for 
the assessment of environmental impacts; and 

3 There has been a change of policy position since the application was submitted in 2018, that 
was not considered within the application submission, adding to the shortcomings in 
assessment work. 

Change in traffic activity 
2.2 The airport currently has a dual-capped restriction on traffic activity: Aircraft Movements (AM) 

per annum and annual terminal passengers (mppa). 

2.3 It is proposed to retain a dual capped restriction, but with changes to the composition of the 
annual cap on AM and lifting the annual terminal passenger cap from 35mppa to 43mppa.  

2.4 Both changes have the potential to give rise to an increase in environmental impact. 

2.5 Table 2.1 Review of traffic activity and caps provides a summary of the categories of movements 
which make up the existing and proposed cap, as well as the categories of movements which 
formed part of the STAL ES 2018. 

Table 2.1 Review of traffic activity and caps 

Scenario Total 
passengers 
(‘000) 

PATM 
(‘000) 

CATM 
(‘000) 

Other 
(‘000) 

Total AM 
(‘000) 

MOVEMENT CAP 

2008 existing cap (by Appeal) 35,000 243.5 20.5 10 247 
2018 proposed cap* 43,000 undefined 16 undefined 247 
ES BASELINE 

2016 (Existing Baseline)* 24,300 152 12 16 181 
2021 (Construction Baseline)* 32,600 199 13 19 231 
2023 (Do Minimum Baseline)* 35,000 213 14 19 247 
ES TRANSITIONAL YEAR (2023) 
2023 Transition Year 
(Do Minimum Scenario)* 

35,000 213 14 19 247 

2023 Transition Year 
(Development Case)* 

36,400 219 14 20 253 

ES PRINCIPAL ASSESSMENT 
YEAR (2028) 
2028 Principal Assessment 
Year 

35,000 212 17 20 249 
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Scenario Total 
passengers 
(‘000) 

PATM 
(‘000) 

CATM 
(‘000) 

Other 
(‘000) 

Total AM 
(‘000) 

(Do Minimum Scenario)* 

2028 Principal Assessment 
Year 
(Development Case)* 

43,000 253 16 5 274 

Source: STAL ES 2018*, Appeal APP/C1570/A/06/2032278 

2.6 It is acknowledged that the number of AM would not exceed the total number of AM permitted 
under conditions attached by the Secretaries of State for Communities and Local Government 
and Transport when granting planning permission for the G1 25 mppa plus proposals in 2008. 

2.7 However, STAL’s suggestion in its SoC (para. 4.5) that, as no change to the annual cap on AM is 
requested, there could be no additional flights that have not already been approved, is 
misleading. It masks the increase, in practice, of PATM – and an increase which is actually 
acknowledged and assessed within the STAL ES 2018. 

2.8 The increase would result in a change to the composition of the approved annual cap on AM and 
a significant increase in approved PATMs, which together will give rise to environmental effects 
– none of which can be said to have been “approved” in 2008. This is in addition to the 
proposed increase in the terminal passenger throughput, from 35 mppa to 43 mppa, which 
represents a 23% increase in passenger numbers from that previously approved. The increase in 
terminal passenger throughput would be reliant on the absorption of permitted AM by PATM. 
To expand on this: 

• The planning application seeks permission to vary the previous conditions, which limit the 
number of annual AM at the airport, by: removing the limit on PATM, removing the Other 
limit, and lowering the CATM limit - while retaining the overall limit for total AM. 

• This change in the composition of the annual cap on AM would allow for the number of 
PATM to increase with the take-up of converting the ‘Other’ sub-category into PATM and 
the reduction of CATMs into PATM. 

• To achieve an uplift in passenger throughput, from 35 mppa to 43 mppa, whilst not 
increasing the total number of AM, STAL would be reliant on increasing its PATM. 

• The proposed cap does not specify a maximum PATM limit.  Potentially it could absorb all 
Other AM and the reduction of CATM. 

2.9 This has the following consequences: 

• Lifting the terminal passenger throughput cap and a change to the composition of the 
annual cap of AM would in practice result in more of the available AM cap (within the 2008 
limits) being utilised for PATM, risking additional adverse environmental effects compared 
to a no development scenario (termed the Do Minimum case in the submitted ES), which 
need to be properly evaluated. 

• A change to the composition of the annual AM cap would see an increase in PATM and a 
reduction of Other AM. Some Other AM have a lower environmental impact than PATM, 
meaning such a change risks additional adverse environmental effects, which need to be 
properly evaluated. 

• The air traffic forecasts presented in the original ES take advantage of the requested changes 
in the passenger and aircraft movement caps to increase throughput at the Airport to 43 
mppa in 2028. This is achieved in part by an assumption of more flights during the course 
of the day in shoulder periods and other periods which in 2019 were less busy, but also an 
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increase in average passenger loads. This risks adverse environmental effects throughout 
the day and during periods of the day when historically there has been some respite from 
AM, as well as a step-up in pressures placed on supporting infrastructure with the increase 
in passenger throughput. These effects need to be properly evaluated. 

2.10 STAL has confirmed that an increase in PATM is required within its own traffic forecasts 
supporting its planning application. STAL clearly show that increasing the terminal passenger 
cap from 35 mppa to 43 mppa (as applied for) would result in an additional 40,500 Passenger 
ATMs per annum1 as well as a change to the composition of the AM cap (an increase in PATM, a 
decrease in CATM and a decrease in Other AM). The Development Case (2028 Principal 
Assessment Year), assessed within the ES, comprised 253,000 PATM, 16,000 CATM and 5,000 
Other AM. This is summarised in Table 2.1 Review of traffic activity and caps of this Statement 
of Case. 

2.11 Importantly, what has not been made clear in the ES, and STAL has failed to demonstrate, is 
how STAL has arrived at this AM composition, and whether it is the ‘worst-case’ scenario – both 
from an operational and environmental perspective. This needs to be properly evaluated. 
Instead it focuses on a ‘+ / - 10%’ aircraft mix sensitivity test, which focused on replacement rate 
of Next Generation aircraft within the PATM category, and not the fundamental point of split 
between the different categories of AM (PATM, CATM, Other AM). 

2.12 Importantly, UDC is of the view that, a proposal to change the composition of the AM cap to 
enable the increase PATMs, and how this is implemented in practice (worst-case scenario), 
should be subject to a similar degree of justification by the Appellant and a similar degree of 
scrutiny by the Inspector as was applied during the original determination of the caps by the 
Secretaries of State in 2008 following a Planning Inquiry. 

2.13 As such, STAL has failed to demonstrate that the additional PATM would not produce an 
increased detrimental effect from aircraft noise or such an effect on air quality. It was 
imperative, and it remains imperative, for STAL to grapple with this change and to demonstrate 
that that additional noise and that detrimental effect on air quality is within acceptable limits or 
can be effectively mitigated. 

2.14 The Appellant relies upon the 2008 decision, and in particular the cap of 274,000 AM, for 
establishing an acceptable capacity for the airport. The above account demonstrates that the 
changes being sought to the composition of the approved cap will change the nature of the 
activities at the airport. It is also the case that in reality, the local residents of UDC will 
experience an increase in the number of flights from the airport as a result of this appeal 
application. 

Robustness of the demand forecast 
2.15 The demand forecast underpins the nature of the development/operational scenario assessed, 

and as such, the assessment of impacts arising from the proposals. 

2.16 The demand forecast should be based on realistic forecasts of demand and consider a ‘worst-
case’ scenario when assessing the potential for environmental impact. 

2.17 Since 2018, there has been a change in circumstances which creates uncertainty around whether 
the demand forecast can be relied upon for the assessment of environmental impact. 

1 STAL ES Vol 1, Para. 4.56 
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Aircraft fleet 

2.18 The future of the B737MAX is an important consideration for UDC, given that the Airport’s most 
important airline, Ryanair, is a major customer for this aircraft. In March 2019 the B737MAX 
was grounded worldwide. Since the Council’s decision in January 2020, the type remains 
grounded and has suffered further cancellations of firm orders and options.  However, some test 
flights have been made to modified aircraft, but the type has yet to receive certification from the 
US Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which would normally be quickly followed by 
certification by other airworthiness authorities around the world. However, such is the concern 
about how the B737MAX originally received certification, its re-certification by these other 
authorities may take longer than normal.  Airline customer confidence reflecting passengers’ 
concerns is a further issue. 

2.19 The B737MAX is not the only new aircraft type that might operate from the Airport, should it 
not be re-certified.  However, re-fleeting by Ryanair to the primary alternative, the Airbus 
A321neo, would be likely to be a major and lengthy undertaking. 

2.20 Replacement of existing aircraft with newer, more environmentally-friendly aircraft may be 
more challenging for Ryanair and other airlines in view of the severe financial impact on the 
aviation industry during 2020 as a result of the Covid-19 Pandemic. Although reduced demand 
and operation are likely to be short/medium term factors, the financial impact on the aviation 
industry is likely to be a longer-term consideration. 

Impact of Covid-19 Pandemic 

2.21 The Covid-19 Pandemic has had a dramatic impact on air traffic levels, and UDC anticipates that 
STAL’s ES Addendum will contain revised traffic forecasts.  There is much speculation, but 
many observers anticipate that it will be 2024 or later before demand again reaches 2019 levels: 
growth from there will be delayed for several years. Overall demand will be influenced by 
changes in GDP, and disposable incomes in an economy over the next few years experiencing 
high levels of unemployment. Air fares and taxes may be higher than might have been 
anticipated, and if so this would further slow recovery.  Additionally, some potential passengers 
may be deterred from flying by fear of infection, and this may be particularly true of the older, 
‘grey’ market which in recent years has been a significant component of demand, with about one 
passenger in six being 60 years or older. 

2.22 All airports are different with different airline partners, route structures and passenger 
demographics, so that there will be different rates of recovery across UK airports.  The Airport 
will need to compete for its traffic with other airports. The dynamics of the London Airport 
system are important to the rate of recovery, and this effect will be stronger in the future than in 
the past as each London airport now has different private sector owners so enhanced 
competition for traffic may be anticipated.  The Airport will also have to cope with the closure of 
easyJet’s base at the Airport. 

2.23 In addition to the drastic impact on traffic volumes, the Pandemic has also severely damaged 
airline finances in many countries including the UK, with cash reserves depleted, capitalisation 
levels lowered, and debt levels raised.  Airline finances in general are rarely robust at the best of 
times, so that in the aftermath of the Pandemic the ability of the industry to secure financing for 
new aircraft may well be much reduced.  As noted above, this may well increase the life of 
existing fleets and delay the introduction of more environmentally-friendly aircraft. 

2.24 These changes in circumstance give rise to concerns around whether the demand forecast can be 
relied upon for the assessment of environmental impact. STAL has failed to demonstrate that 
these changes would not produce an increased detrimental effect from aircraft noise or such an 
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effect on air quality. With regard to aircraft fleet issues, UDC sought this justification and an 
understanding of impact but insufficient information was provided by STAL. This has informed 
the Reasons for Refusal. 

Policy /guidance/ legislative changes published after February 
2018 
The following is a summary of changes of policy/ guidance documents/ legislative changes, 
since February 2018 when the application was submitted, which have informed the RfR. 

• Noise 

• Air Quality 

• Climate change 

Table 2.2 Policy /guidance/legislative changes published after February 2018 

Policy/ guidance document / legislative changes Date 

Noise 

World Health Organisation Environmental Noise Guidelines for the 
European Region 

10 October 2018 

Commission Directive (EU) 2020/367 4 March 2020 

The Airports (Noise-related Operating Restrictions) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2018 

2018 

ICCAN Review of the Survey of Noise Attitudes 2014, December 2019 December 2019 

European Environment Agency, Environmental noise in Europe — 
2020, March 2020 

March 2020 

Heathrow Expansion Project, Preliminary Environmental Information 
Report, June 2018 

June 2018 

Planning Practice Guidance – Noise, Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government, July 2019 

July 2019 

Air Quality 

Clean Air Strategy 2019 January 2019 

Local Authority Air Quality Management Technical Guidance (09) February 2009 

Climate change 

DfT Beyond the horizon, the future of UK aviation: Making best use of 
existing runways (‘MBU’) 

June 2018 

DfT Airports National Policy Statement: new runway capacity and 
infrastructure at airports in the south east of England” 

June 2018 

DfT Aviation 2050 — the future of UK aviation: Consultation and 
supporting documents 

Dec 2018 

CCC advice on aviation (warning that stronger action may be needed 
beyond constraining aviation emissions to 2005 levels) 

Feb 2019 

The Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target Amendment) Order 26 
June 2019 

June 2019 

CCC letter: Net-zero and the approach to international aviation Sept 2019 
ACI Commit To ‘Net Zero’ by 2050 Oct 2019 

Sustainable Aviation Zero Carbon Roadmap Feb 2020 

ANPS declared illegal in R (Friends Of The Earth) V Secretary Of State 
For Transport And Others 

Feb 2020 
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Policy/ guidance document / legislative changes Date 

DfT Decarbonising Transport: Setting the Challenge A consultation 
paper 

March 2020 

CCC Reducing UK emissions: 2020 Progress Report to Parliament June 2020 

STAL has failed to demonstrate how it has addressed the above policy/ guidance documents. 
UDC raised concerns about the extent and sufficiency of the Environmental Information from 
its first consideration of the application in November 2018. This has informed the Reasons for 
Refusal. Each policy change is further explained within Section 4 Reasons for Refusal. 
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3.0 Approach to Environmental Statement 
Addendum 

3.1 The preparation of an Addendum is essential given the passage of time since the ES (submitted 
with the Planning Application on 22 February 2018) was prepared. 

3.2 The Appellant’s Statement of Case says (para. 3.11): 

“… Given the passage of time, and the likely date for any public inquiry, it is the Appellant’s 
intention to produce an ES Addendum which will serve to ‘refresh’ relevant aspects of the 
original ES. It is intended that the timing and scope of this work will be discussed with the 
Planning Inspectorate (‘PINS’) in due course.” 

3.3 This is further outlined in Section 5 of the Appellant’s SoC in paragraphs 5.2 and 5.3; 

“5.2 The ES was prepared in February 2018, although the application was not refused until 
January 2020. It is proposed to submit an ES Addendum, so that the Inspector and all parties to 
the Appeal have the benefit of an up to date assessment of the likely significant environmental 
effects of the appeal proposal. 

5.3 A Scoping Opinion will be sought from PINS, but is likely to cover updates to: 

Key baseline data (including air quality, road traffic, forecasts and employment) 

• Assessment years 

• Surface Access modelling 

• Air noise contours 

• Air quality 

• Carbon 

• Sensitivity tests for specific topics 

• Minor updates to the public health and wellbeing / HIA; socio-economic assessment 
(including latest employment data) and ecology assessment (TBC)” 

3.4 UDC is not aware of any guidance offered by PINS on the scoping of the ES Addendum. In early 
September 2020, UDC requested the Appellant to provide further information about the 
potential extent of the updates. Receipt of this is awaited, but UDC understands that this will 
not include assessments to address all of the matters raised in this SoC above, in circumstances 
where the gaps in assessments and the information provided fell short, in the judgement of the 
Planning Committee in its debate on 24 January 2020, when determining the application. The 
phrase “Minor updates to the public health and wellbeing/ HIA” does not convey confidence 
that the ‘refresh’ will conclusively address the proper concerns on which UDC’s decision on the 
Application is founded. 
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4.0 Reasons for Refusal 
R1 Air Noise 

4.1 UDC’s concern as to the impacts of aircraft noise arising from the development on the local 
environment was rooted in local and national policy: 

(1) Policy ENV11 of UDC’s adopted Local Plan provides that 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. 

(2) Planning decisions should mitigate and reduce to a minimum, potential adverse impacts 
resulting from noise from new development, and avoid noise giving rise to significant 
adverse impacts on health and the quality of life (para. 180(a) of the NPPF, referencing the 
NPSE). 

(3) Preventing new development from contributing to unacceptable levels of noise pollution is a 
key component of the national policy objective of enhancing the natural and local 
environment (para. 170(e) of the NPPF). 

4.2 The focus of UDC’s concern is on air noise rather than ground noise or surface access noise. In a 
number of key respects, the noise assessment contained in the ES was deficient by not 
demonstrating the full effects from aircraft noise on the local environment. As a result, there 
was a failure to demonstrate that the development would not result in an increased detrimental 
effect from aircraft noise. 

Failure to consider and apply the WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines 
2018 (ENG18) 

4.3 The need for the environmental information supporting the application to reflect WHO’s 
forthcoming guidelines on the impacts of aviation noise, whether within the ES or in a 
supplement, was a specific request raised in UDC’s Scoping Opinion of 21 December 2017: 

“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 ES 
assessment must incorporate this evidence (for example, by way of supplementary 
assessment).” 

4.4 The ES was received by UDC on 22 February 2018. Whilst the WHO Environmental Noise 
Guidelines 2018 were published after that on 10 October 2018, that was about 1 month before 
the application was first considered on 14 November 2018 and over 1 year before the Decision 
Notice issued on 29 January 2020. WHO ENG 18 were discussed at the November 2018 
Planning Committee and further considered by the Planning Committee in meetings from April 
2019 onwards. 

4.5 The Applicant therefore had ample opportunity to provide updated information for the Planning 
Committee accounting for WHO ENG18 prior to the determination of the application, as 
requested by UDC in the Scoping Opinion. Rather than provide that information to assist in 
presenting a full picture of the noise impacts, STAL’s position appears to have been that the 
WHO ENG18 were not material to the assessment of the application, which appears to be 
maintained in STAL’s SoC (para. 4.12). 

4.6 Whilst it is accepted that existing UK Aviation Noise Policy is not based on WHO ENG18, 
concerns have been raised about Survey of Noise Attitudes 2014: Aircraft (SONA14), the UK 
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evidence base currently underpinning policy2. In that context, WHO ENG18 represents a 
relatively recent material consideration which should be considered in aviation noise 
assessments. 

4.7 The WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region provide guidance on 
protecting human health from the harmful effects of exposure to environmental noise. The aim 
of the ENG18 is to support legislation and policy-making process on local, regional and national 
level. The guidelines provide “strong recommendations” and as such the WHO state that they 
should “serve as the basis of policy-making processes”. 

4.8 In the light of concerns raised as to the evidence base behind UK Aviation Noise Policy, it is 
becoming common practice for noise assessments supporting airport noise developments to 
consider WHO ENG18 as a supplementary assessment3 so as to: 

• provide an additional understanding of the effects of the development should alternative 
dose-response relationships be applied; and 

• to consider potential effects which may occur below the UK policy Lowest Observed Adverse 
Effect Level (LOAEL)4. 

4.9 Such an assessment was not carried out at the date of refusal of the application. It remains to be 
seen whether it will be included in the ES Addendum. 

4.10 Since the Decision Notice, the adoption of WHO ENG18 into relevant European legislation, 
provides a regulatory basis for its consideration, such that it should no longer be ignored in 
decision making. Annex III of Directive 2002/49/EC concerns the establishment of assessment 
methods for the harmful effects of environmental noise. On 4 March 2020, Directive 
2020/367/EC replaced Annex III of Directive 2002/49/EC so as to formally adopt the WHO 
ENG18 dose-response relationships for harmful effects induced by the exposure to 
environmental noise as the means of assessing noise and health. Directive 2002/49/EC is 
transposed into domestic law through the Environmental Noise (England) Regulations 2006 
requiring designated major airports including Stansted to produce strategic noise maps and 
action plans. 

4.11 Further, EU Regulation 598/2014, on the establishment of rules and procedures with regard to 
the introduction of noise-related operating restrictions at Union airports, is transposed into 
domestic law through the Airports (Noise-related Operating Restrictions) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2018. The 2018 Regulations apply to Stansted airport and make the local planning 
authority the competent authority in relation to the imposition, modification, or discharge of a 
noise-related operating restriction. 

4.12 The application proposes modifications within the terms of the 2018 Regulations through the 
revision of a noise contour restriction, and the modification of the passenger cap. As a result, the 
setting of such restrictions was a matter for UDC under the provisions of the 2018 Regulations. 
In those circumstances, it was reasonable that further assessment work taking into account the 
provisions of the wider regulatory framework was made available to UDC. 

2 https://iccan.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019_12_18_ICCAN_Review_of_Survey_of_Noise_Attitudes.pdf 
3 For example: Heathrow Expansion Project, Preliminary Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 17.1 
4 Noting that LOAEL is the point at which policy determines ‘adverse’ effects to commence, this is not to say the effects do not 
occur below to the LOAEL. We note that T17 of ES defines the ‘No Observed Effect Level’ as being less than or equal to the LOAEL 
(51 dB LAeq, 16h and 45 dB LAeq,8hr). This is incompatible with the NPSE. 
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Failure fully to assess the impacts of noise on health, and significance 

4.13 Both Government aviation noise policy5 and the overarching noise policy6 require the 
consideration of noise impacts on health and quality of life. 

4.14 Whilst the Appellant’s SoC7 contends that UDC do not contest the findings of the Health Impact 
Assessment or the Health and Wellbeing Chapter of the ES (Chapter 14), the Appellant rightly 
recognises that the health effects of noise underpin RfR1 (as with air quality and related health 
effects under RFR2). There are a number of points to be made. 

4.15 First, Chapter 14 of the ES applies various dose response relationships to determine potential 
health outcomes arising from aircraft noise. The methodology adopted is to align changes in 
health endpoints by calculating effects from noise exposure data which is summarised in 3 dB 
and 5 dB bands depending upon the selected metric8. With reference to the information 
presented in Chapter 7 of the ES, this presents data to show that the changes in noise exposure 
is generally below 1 dB (para. 14.62). As such, the selection of such large bands for calculating 
effects such as annoyance and sleep disturbance potentially masks the effects of small changes 
in noise exposure over a population. In such cases, the more appropriate approach is to 
determine the noise exposure at the population reference point and calculate the corresponding 
effect. This approach is advocated in Directive 2020/367. 

4.16 Further or alternatively, smaller banding should be used when calculating the effects. Precedent 
for such an approach is set in the Government ‘WebTAG’ aviation noise workbook, which is used 
when making noise-related decisions for airspace change applications. This utilises 1 dB bands 
when calculating and monetising the effects of day and night-time noise exposure. Associated 
Government guidance9 states “Our preference is for the 1dB option to be used wherever possible 
in the context of assessing the impacts of airspace changes as it produces a more accurate 
calculation of the monetised value of the impact.” 

4.17 The approach adopted for noise related health effects therefore has the potential to understate 
the health effects. 

4.18 Secondly, whilst Chapter 14 of the ES presents health endpoints, the ES could have gone further 
in presenting a full picture of the effects of the development by including an assessment of: 

a) Aircraft Noise Awakenings; and 

b) Valuation of noise effects using Defra guidance ‘Environmental noise: valuing impacts on 
sleep disturbance, annoyance, hypertension, productivity and quiet’ entailing the 
calculation of Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs). 

4.19 Thirdly, Chapter 14 of the ES applies significance criteria which are principally set based on 
‘perception’ (Table 14.2). This concept relies on the ability for a person to detect whether there 
has been a change in the sound environment. However, such approaches usually apply to steady 
state sounds, rather than intermittent sounds such as aircraft events, especially when this 
approach is applied to long-term average noise exposure. 

4.20 Recent aircraft noise assessment approaches have identified that such effects could be 
significant, taking into account Government noise policy, noise level change and magnitude at 
individual receptors, and the overall effects change in health outcomes when that change is 

5 Air Navigation Guidance 2017 
6 Noise Policy Statement for England 2010 
7 Paragraph 4.41 
8 Environmental Statement, Tables 14.1.4 and 14.1.5 
9 Paragraph 1.14 Guide to WebTAG Noise Appraisal for non-experts 
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considered over a population10. That is, a small change over a large population may be more 
significant in health terms than a large change over a small population. Critically these 
approaches rely on understanding the effect of a change in aircraft noise exposure and the 
nature of the associated events making up that exposure, rather than whether a change in the 
exposure is perceptible. Perception is not a matter which is considered by the dose-response 
relationships underpinning policy and guidance. There is no better example of this than sleep 
disturbance i.e. the individual is not normally awoken to gauge ‘perception’ and indeed 
perception plays no part in the changes in sleep states associated with aircraft noise events, 
which occur when the receptor is essentially unconscious. 

4.21 For the above reasons, the noise related health effects of the development may not have been 
fully reported in a manner reflecting Government policy, guidance and the wider evidence base. 

Potential understatement of effects on Schools 

4.22 The ES considers effects on educational receptors11. However, the approach taken is to assess the 
effect by adopting an averaged 16-hour (0700-2300) assessment metric. By adopting that 
metric, the effect on educational receptors is potentially understated. 

4.23 The diurnal pattern of movements for the busy summer day forecasts are presented in F12 of 
Appendix 7.3 of the ES and show that increases in aircraft movements will occur during the 
school hours i.e. 0900-1600hrs. However, there is less of an increase outside of these hours 
during the day. 

4.24 Consideration of noise impacts over relatively short time periods (e.g. 1-hour and 30 minutes) is 
a key consideration as part of the acoustic design performance standards for schools, as 
advocated by BB9312. Appendix 7.2 and 7.3 of the ES do not make direct reference to these 
standards or elaborate on the findings of the RANCH project in determining the potential effects 
of the development. 

4.25 It is therefore considered that the potential effects of the Development on schools may not be 
sufficiently demonstrated and could have been potentially understated. 

Assumed Aircraft Noise Performance 

4.26 The forecasts for both the do-minimum and development scenarios in the 2018 ES make 
assumptions as to the fleet mix and, importantly, the number of latest generation aircraft types 
flying from the airport in each year. General concerns as to the robustness of the demand 
forecast are considered above. 

4.27 In the context of aircraft noise, both the B737max and A320neo types are important to reducing 
the impact of Stansted’s forecast growth to the current ATM limit. 

4.28 At the time the ES was published, the 737max and A320neo types had only recently entered 
service. By 2019, the CAA reports13 that on average over 4 arrivals and departures of the 
A320neo were occurring each day at Stansted, however no 737max types were operating at 
Stansted. 

4.29 The noise modelling underpinning the Chapter 7 of the ES for these aircraft types is based on 
forecast aircraft noise performance, accounting for the noise certification data available for 

10 Leeds Bradford Airport Project Sky, Environmental Statement 2020 
11 Environmental Statement, Chapter 10 
12 BB93: acoustic design of schools - performance standards 
13 ERCD Report 1903 
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these types14. This is calculated by altering the aircraft noise characteristics for the known, 
previous generation of these types and adjusting these to reflect the improvements in noise 
output indicated by certification data. However, the modelling used for Stansted (CAA ANCON) 
is based on a validation of flight performance and noise using the Airport’s radar and noise 
monitoring systems15. It therefore follows that the noise performance of these aircraft may not 
be as assumed. Whilst the ES presents sensitivity tests considering different fleet mixes, it stops 
short of considering a scenario where the noise performance of these types was not as indicated 
by the certification. 

4.30 Given B737max types are not in service, and that the A320neo types will have been in operation 
at other noise designated airports, it is important that sensitivity tests on these aircraft’s noise 
performance is carried out using measured data to support the findings of the ES. 

Relevance of the Revised 57 dB Contour Restriction and Potential Influence 
of Covid-19 

4.31 The Appellant makes the point that, in any event, regardless of predicted changes in fleet mix, 
improved noise performance can be secured through the tightening of its 57 dB contour 
restriction so that the current restriction, 33.9km2 reduces to 28.7km2 from 2028. This 
commitment would be legally binding through a planning condition (SoC, para. 4.13). 

4.32 However, the Government’s current policy moves away from the measure of 57 dB LAeq,16hr to 
seek better alignment with overarching noise policy (NPSE) through the setting of aviation 
LOAELs. This has resulted in the setting of a Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) for 
aviation noise at 51 dB LAeq,16hr and 45 dB LAeq,8hr for day and night respectively. 

4.33 When these metrics are reviewed, it is apparent that the area and number of people affected by 
aircraft noise above the LOAEL will increase above the limits conditioned by the 25+ Permission 
by 2023, before beginning to fall. As such the development would contribute towards an 
increase in the areas within which Government policy would indicate adverse effects occur. 

Table 4.1 Comparison of Areas, Households and Populations Above Government Policy Daytime LOAELs 

Scenario LAeq,16h (dB) Area (km2) Households Population 
25+ >51 99.1 6,150 (+19) 15,350 (+46) 
2016 Baseline >51 82.9 4,950 12,600 
2023 Do Minimum >51 101.7 6,650 (+4) 16,850 (+10) 
2023 Development Case >51 104.4 6,950 (+4) 17,550 (+10) 
2028 Do Minimum >51 87.4 4,700 11,800 
2028 Development Case >51 97 6,000 (+1) 15,250 (+2) 

4.34 The Appellant’s SoC points to continued reductions in aircraft noise levels. Whilst this would 
bring the impacts into line with the 57 dB LAeq, 16hr metric, as demonstrated above, it is not 
necessarily the case for a metric which policy aligns to the onset of adverse effects. 

4.35 For night-time noise, the information presented in the ES also points to an increase in night-
time noise compared to a scenario where the development did not occur. 

4.36 It is recognised that any proposal for a noise contour restriction of any form needs to align with 
forecasts. However, given the uncertainties associated with the recovery of operations at 
Stansted Airport due to the Covid-19 pandemic, there is a risk that the setting of a contour 
restriction based on the current ES forecasts may allow for a different type of impact beyond 
what is consented. For example, if the noise contour is set too wide, this potentially allows the 

14 Environmental Statement, Chapter 10 Table 7.6 
15 https://www.caa.co.uk/Consumers/Environment/Noise/Features-of-the-ANCON-noise-modelling-process/ 
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airport to operate with larger aircraft than previously assumed at the time of consent, which 
may result in a different set of impacts and effects according to other metrics (e.g. N65/N60) 
than understood at the time of the consent. 

Night-time Noise Effects and Insulation Scheme 

4.37 The ES sets Significance Observed Adverse Effect Levels (SOAEL) for day and night-time 
periods. These are set at 63 dB LAeq,16hr and 54 dB LAeq,8hr respectively (Table 7.3). 

4.38 The Airport has an insulation policy which currently provides 50% of the total cost of acoustic 
insulation for residences exposed to noise levels in excess of 63 dB LAeq,16hr and 57 dB LAeq,8hr for 
day and night respectively, with provision made for aircraft noise events exceeding 90 dB SEL. 

4.39 The Appellant proposes to implement an ‘Enhanced Sound Insulation Grant Scheme’ if 
permission is granted (paras. 7.301-304). This scheme allows for insulation works to be 
provided directly by STAL as well as updating the daytime elements of the existing scheme. 

4.40 When the noise contours for 2028 are reviewed, the 57 dB LAeq,16hr contour has roughly the same 
extent as the 54 dB LAeq,16hr contour16. On this basis, properties experiencing noise effects above 
the selected daytime SOAEL (significant in policy terms) would receive at least £8,000 per 
index property under the Enhanced scheme, whereas those exposed to the night-time SOAEL 
(also significant in policy terms) would receive £5,000 per index property. Given that sleep 
disturbance is widely considered to be more harmful than annoyance, and that Government 
policy is clear that night noise is ‘regarded as the least acceptable aspect of aircraft 
operations’17, there appears to be an inconsistency between the scheme proposals and the 
resultant contribution towards the mitigation of the effects in that: 

• Major infrastructure projects, including airport development projects, have set noise 
insulation policies which specifically align insulation eligibility with noise exposure above 
SOAEL as this is recognised as a means to “avoid significant adverse effects on health and 
quality of life”18. 

• The area and numbers of households exposed to selected SOAEL increases over time with 
the Development (500 households in 2016, to around 1,100 in 2023 with the Development, 
an increase of 200 households compared to the do-minimum)19. 

• The development would result in the new introduction of dwellings and populations to noise 
exposure which the Appellant acknowledges is ‘significant’ in the context of Government 
noise policy. 

4.41 It is noted that with respect to night noise, no apparent calculations of Sleep Disturbance are 
provided in Chapter 7, and as outlined in para. 4.19 above, further information relating to the 
effects could have been provided. 

4.42 It is recognised that night noise at the Airport is regulated by the Government given Stansted’s 
status as a ‘noise designated’ airport. However, these restrictions apply to the noise quota period 
i.e. 2330-0600 and not to the shoulder periods. As such, there remain periods of the night 
where Stansted does not have a defined movement or noise quota limit i.e. 2300-2330 and 
0600-0700. As such, there are no movement restrictions during these times and no other noise-
related restrictions which affect aircraft movements during these times. In that context, it is not 
clear from the ES whether aircraft activity during these times is representative of a worst case or 
whether further growth in movements and or noise during these hours is possible. 

16 Figure 2028DC/LAeq/Day compared to Figure 2028DC/LAeq/Night 
17 Aviation Policy Framework, Para 3.34 
18 See Heathrow Cranford Agreement decision where PINS recommended insulation be provided at SOAEL upwards 
19 Environmental Statement Appendix 7.3 Table T31, compared to Tables T43 and T37 
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4.43 It can be noted that UDC raised the importance of night noise and that it should be fully 
explored as part of the Scoping Opinion (‘Night noise must also be addressed robustly and 
comprehensively … Night time noise assessment is important … Night noise restrictions must 
be reviewed and their impact on aircraft movements assessed and explained.”). 

R2 Air Quality 
4.44 Pursuant to Policy ENV13 of UDC’s adopted Local Plan, development that would involve users 

being exposed on an extended long-term basis to poor air quality outdoors near ground level 
will not be permitted. Planning decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance 
with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence 
of Air Quality Management Areas (para. 181 of the NPPF). Wherever possible, development 
should help to improve local environmental conditions such as air quality, taking into account 
relevant information such as management plans (para. 170(e) of the NPPF). 

4.45 Against that policy background, UDC is rightly concerned that its residents should benefit from 
the highest level of protection against air pollutants. It is all the more important that the air 
quality impacts are properly assessed, understood, and adequately mitigated where the 
environmental effects of the development will be felt for generations. Particularly with regard to 
PM2.5 and ultrafine particles, where national policy is evolving, it is reasonable to expect that 
the proposed development will be adequately future proofed in relation to national 
commitments. 

4.46 In a number of respects, the ES supporting the application is either unclear, does not provide 
sufficient information, or has the effect of understating the air quality impacts, with the result 
that there has been a failure to demonstrate that there will not be a detrimental effect on air 
quality for local residents. The issues set out below relate to sections of Chapter 10 (Air Quality) 
of the ES. 

Failure properly to address Policy ENV13 in the identification of sensitive 
receptors 

4.47 Policy ENV13 of the Local Plan provides that a zone 100 metres on either side of the central 
reservation of the M11 and a zone 35 metres either side of the centre of the A120 require 
particular focus with regard to extended long term exposure to poor air quality. While the 
assessment appears to include some receptors in this zone, no evaluation of impacts in these 
zones was carried out or reported in the ES. As a result, the impacts in these areas have not 
been properly assessed in accordance with the policy. 

Failure to apply EHDC’s Air Quality Planning Guidance 

4.48 East Hertfordshire District Council has published supplementary guidance for air quality 
assessment for projects which could affect Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) in its 
District. Whilst this is referred to in Chapter 10 of the ES20, its guidance is not applied. The 
Guidance requires classification of proposals and provision of appropriate mitigation.  There is 
no reference to the classification of the proposed development in the ES. Whilst mitigation of 
impacts in the Bishop’s Stortford AQMA was the subject of discussion between EHDC, UDC and 
the Appellant, in the event no undertaking to provide mitigation was agreed between the parties. 

20 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.23 
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Approximation, simplification, and understatement of forecast emissions 
within the Emissions Inventory Compilation Methodology 

4.49 Whilst it is accepted that the emissions inventory has in some respects been compiled in 
accordance with good practice, there are a number of information shortfalls that are consistent 
with a potential understatement of the forecast emissions and that cannot be left unanswered in 
an important application such as this: 

1 There is an over reliance on generic aircraft activity data, much of which are taken from 
non-UK sources, to forecast emissions. For example, US sources have been used for 
approach and initial-climb/climb-out times, rather than acquiring local data from the 
airport’s radar systems. 

2 The methodology makes a number of assumptions that are not backed up by supporting 
data. For example, it is assumed that all departures utilise reduced thrust at 85% power 
rating. There is no guarantee that this is conservative as it is not backed up by supporting 
evidence. 

3 For the future assessment years, the NOx Emission factors for CFM International’s LEAP 
aircraft engines appear to be too low, when comparing the 2016 LEAP 1-A data used to the 
most recent emissions data for these aircraft engine emissions. Specifically, STAL has not 
identified which variant of the LEAP 1-A and 1-B engines it relies on for its NOx emissions 
factors. 

4 The assumed speeds of airport road vehicles appear to be too high as it is likely there will be 
a significant amount of idling.  Furthermore, no account has been taken of real world 
emission factors: diesel vehicles in particular do not perform to the same standards in the 
real world as they do under test conditions. 

4.50 These issues could result in an increase in estimated emissions from the airport. 

Failure adequately to assess air quality impacts on Bishop’s Stortford Air 
Quality Management Area 

4.51 Chapter 10 of the ES includes consideration of potential impacts at locations within the nearby 
Bishop’s Stortford AQMA21.  However, the information provided does not support the 
conclusion that there would be no significant impacts in this AQMA. 

4.52 Firstly, the calculated baseline concentration of nitrogen dioxide in the AQMA of 57 µg/m3 is 
substantially below the levels of up to 76 µg/m3 recently measured22.   This will tend to result in 
an under-estimate of impacts when projecting forward for future years. 

4.53 Secondly, the assessment is based on the modelled results at a small number of identified 
locations23, and fails to reflect the fact that similar impacts can be expected to arise at a large 
number of sensitive locations in the centre of Bishop’s Stortford. 

4.54 Thirdly, the assessment assumes that expected improvements in air quality will take place as 
forecast.  It is good practice to sensitivity test the study findings to support this assumption24. 
In view of the high measured levels of air pollution in Bishop’s Stortford, it is likely that this 
approach will identify a significant risk of higher impacts than those set out in the ES. 

21 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.95ff. 
22 Environmental Statement Table 10.7 and paragraph 10.121 
23 Environment Statement paragraphs 10.121 to 10.125 
24 Moorcroft and Barrowcliffe et al. (2017) “Land-use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. London: Institute 
of Air Quality Management,” Version 1.2 Section 6.22i 

Pg 25 



      
        

         
 

 

      

       
     

      
   

   

      
     

      
   

       
     

        
   

   
     

   
   

      

          
        

       
     

   
   

     
 

     
 

   
  

      
        

      
      
   

      
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
  

        
          

 
     
     

 

Stansted Airport 35+ Planning Appeal
PINS Appeal ref APP/C1570/W/20/3256619 Planning Application ref UTT/18/0460/FUL
: Statement of Case on behalf of Uttlesford District Council 

Failure adequately to assess airborne particulate matter 

4.55 The ES indicates that levels of fine particulate matter (referred to as PM2.5) in the vicinity of the 
proposed development are forecast to comply with the current air quality standard for PM2.525. 
However, there is a commitment in the Clean Air Strategy 2019 to review this air quality 
standard, to bring it into line with current scientific understanding of the environmental and 
health effects of PM2.526: 

“We will progressively cut public exposure to particulate matter pollution as suggested by the 
World Health Organization. We will set a new, ambitious, long-term target to reduce people’s 
exposure to PM2.5 and will publish evidence early in 2019 to examine what action would be 
needed to meet the WHO annual mean guideline limit of 10 µg/m3” 

4.56 Adopting a more precautionary guideline, such as the World Health Organisation guideline for 
PM2.5 referred to in the Clean Air Strategy, would be likely to result in a risk of significant 
impacts arising from the proposed development being identified. The Clean Air Strategy 2019 
was published in January 2019, after the ES was published, but before UDC’s refusal in January 
2020. It is a material consideration carrying considerable weight as to the direction of travel on 
policy protection against air pollutants such as PM2.5. 

4.57 UDC is rightly concerned that its residents should benefit from the highest level of protection 
against such pollutants. STAL failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not 
result in a detrimental effect on PM2.5 levels in the local area. 

4.58 Particles with a diameter of less than 0.1 microns (PM0.1) are often referred to as “ultrafine 
particles”.  These particles can have specific health effects, and a recent report by Defra’s Air 
Quality Expert Group27 included specific consideration of the effects of aviation on levels of 
ultrafine particles, finding significant increases in the vicinity of airports and a growing 
contribution into the future. UDC is concerned that no information on ultrafine particulates was 
provided in the ES to enable consideration of the risks posed by ultrafine particles, and 
identification of any suitable measures that may be required to ensure that local residents are 
not exposed to unacceptable risks. 

Failure adequately to assess air quality impacts on ecological receptors, 
namely habitat sites 

4.59 The assessment of impacts on nearby designated habitat sites due to airborne exposure 
pathways within the ES28 is incomplete.  Specifically: 

1 The ES does not consider the potential impacts on designated habitat sites due to acid 
deposition, and does not include an assessment against the air quality guideline for 24 hour 
mean concentrations of oxides of nitrogen, despite both issues being clearly referenced for 
the relevant Sites of Special Scientific Interest on the Nature Conservation Agencies’ Air 
Pollution Information System (APIS) website29. 

2 The study does not consider the potential impact of ammonia emissions from road traffic or 
aircraft on designated nature conservation sites. 

25 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.125 
26 Clean Air Strategy 2019 page 7 
27 Air Quality Expert Group “Ultrafine particles (UFP) in the UK”, July 2018 https://uk-
air.defra.gov.uk/library/reports.php?report_id=968 
28 Environmental Statement para. 10.127ff. 
29 http://www.apis.ac.uk/ accessed 7 September 2020 
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3 The study indicates that concentrations of oxides of nitrogen are close to the annual mean 
air quality guideline at Elsenham Woods SSSI30. As noted above, it is good practice to 
sensitivity test the study findings to support the assumption that background levels will 
decline in future. In view of the high levels of air pollution at this site, it is likely that this 
approach will identify a significant risk of higher impacts than those set out in the ES. 

4 The study states that site-specific advice on sensitivity to nitrogen deposition should be 
sought in relation to Thorley Flood Plain and Little Hallingbury Marsh SSSIs31. However, 
there is no indication that such advice was sought, and as a result no impacts are reported 
at these sites. 

Failure properly to assess cumulative and combined effects 

4.60 The ES indicates that cumulative effects have been assessed by incorporating the effects of 
committed future development into the traffic forecasts32.   However, this would only provide an 
assessment of cumulative effects if these committed development traffic flows are incorporated 
into the proposed development scenario traffic forecasts, but not incorporated into the “do 
minimum” scenario traffic forecasts. As this does not appear to have been done, the assessment 
does not adequately consider cumulative effects with other committed developments. 

4.61 The ES should also consider combined effects of the development – for example, whether the 
combined impacts of noise and air pollution associated with the proposed development could 
result in an impact which is greater than that identified when considering these issues 
separately. This does not appear to have been carried out. 

Inconsistency with Stansted Airport’s own Sustainable Development Plan 

4.62 STAL published a Sustainable Development Plan in 2015 which is referred to in the 
Incorporated Mitigation section of the ES33. This plan commits Stansted Airport Ltd to aims 
which include the following: 

• Reduce air pollution; 

• Reduce emissions generated by ground vehicles and aircraft; 

4.63 Far from contributing to achieving these objectives, the information set out in the ES 
demonstrates that the proposed development would result in an increase in air pollution34,  and 
would increase emissions from ground vehicles and aircraft35. 

4.64 This proposed development is therefore not only incompatible with relevant local (ENV13) and 
national policy (para. 181, NPPF), it also works against STAL’s own stated objectives. 

R3 Carbon Emissions 
4.65 At the heart of this Reason for Refusal, UDC was not satisfied that the Application was 

consistent with the Government’s Paris Agreement obligations and Net Zero target, namely its 
duty to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to at least 100% lower than the 1990 baseline, when 
taking into account advice on growth and emissions issued by the Committee for Climate 
Change, and the direction of travel of policy in this area. 

30 Environmental Statement para. 10.130 
31 Environmental Statement para. 10.132 
32 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.136 
33 Environmental Statement para. 10.112 
34 Environmental Statement paragraphs 10.122 to 10.125 
35 Environmental Statement Tables 10.9 and 10.10 
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4.66 Policy on climate change and carbon emissions from aviation has changed significantly since the 
ES was published in February 2018. Appendix 6 ‘Climate change: relevant legislative, guidance, 
and policy changes since the Climate Change Act 2008 was enacted’ attached to this SoC 
includes relevant legislative, guidance, and policy changes since the Climate Change Act 2008 
was enacted, alongside the timeline of the Application, demonstrating the rapidly changing 
climate policy background against which it was considered. Appropriate reference will be made 
in UDC’s evidence to this background and the increasingly restrictive direction of travel it 
reveals, but the following specific points can be noted. 

4.67 First, as regards the ES, Chapter 12 on Carbon Emissions: 

1 Did not refer to the Paris Agreement36, concluded in December 2015 as an agreement within 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, which was ratified by the UK in 
November 2016. 

2 Did not acknowledge that the UK Aviation Forecasts 2017 (published by the DfT) referred 
to in para. 12.17, included passenger forecasts for Stansted which showed Stansted 
remaining at 35 mppa until 2050. These forecasts are used as the basis for policy including 
the Airports National Policy Statement and the Aviation 2050 consultation. Whilst UK wide 
demand is recorded as growing from 267 mppa in 2016 to 395-437 mppa under the low and 
high scenarios in 2050, no justification was provided in the ES as to why Stansted’s 
intended growth should be in preference to other UK airports. 

4.68 Secondly, during the period of consideration of the Application: 

1 In February 2019, the Committee for Climate Change, in responding to Aviation 2050, 
warned the Government, by reference to the Paris Agreement, that stronger action may be 
needed to constrain aviation emissions to 2005 levels (37.5 MtCO2e). The letter noted that 
achieving aviation emissions at or below 2005 levels in 2050 will require contributions 
from all parts of the aviation sector, including steps to limit growth in demand, and actual 
reductions in emissions rather than reliance on offsets. This was taken forward to the CCC’s 
Net Zero Report (May 2019), in which it was recommended that the UK should legislate as 
soon as possible to reach net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 covering all sections of 
the economy, including international aviation, as an appropriate contribution to the Paris 
Agreement, and achieve that through a number of steps, including more limited aviation 
demand growth. 

2 In June 2019, the target figure in s.1 of the Climate Change Act 2008 was amended from at 
least 80% to at least 100% reduction of greenhouse gases below 1990 levels. 

3 Whilst s.30(1) of the Climate Change Act, which excludes greenhouse gas emissions from 
international aviation from the target, has not yet been amended, CCC’s letter of September 
2019 on net-zero and the approach to international aviation confirmed that: 

• the Government clarified to Parliament that the target must cover the whole economy 
including international aviation. 

• Its advice that 2050 was an appropriate date for net-zero to be achieved was based on 
formal inclusion of international aviation emissions within the target. 

The letter of September 2019 also advised that: 

• the Government should assess its airport capacity strategy in the context that zero carbon 
aviation is highly unlikely to be feasible by 2050. 

36 Chapter 13 of the ES (Climate Change) did refer to the Paris Agreement (para. 13.15), but it has not been taken into account in 
assessing Carbon Emissions. 
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• CCC’s scenarios for its net-zero advice suggest aviation emissions could be reduced from 
36.5 MtCO2 in 2017 to around 30 MtCO2 in 2050 through a combination of steps, including 
by managing demand growth.  

• Growth should be limited to no more than 25% above current levels by 2050, and further 
demand reduction is possible beyond that. 

4.69 Thirdly, since UDC’s refusal of permission in January 2020: 

1 In February 2020 the Court of Appeal declared the designation of the ANPS to be unlawful 
and prevented it from having any legal effect unless and until the SoS had undertaken a 
review of it in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Planning Act 2008. In so 
doing, the Court held that the statutory regime for the formulation of government policy in 
a national policy statement under the Planning Act 2008 was not fully complied with, in 
that the Paris Agreement ought to have been taken into account by the SoS, but was not. 
What that meant, in effect, is that the Government had not taken into account its own firm 
policy commitments on climate change under the Paris Agreement (R (Plan B Earth) v 
SOST, Heathrow Airport Ltd. Arora Holdings Ltd. et al. [EWCA] Civ 214 at paras. 280 and 
283 per Lindblom LJ). This brings into sharp focus the need for considerations arising from 
the Paris Agreement to be addressed as part of this application, as a material consideration. 

2 Consistent with its September 2019 letter, CCC’s 2020 Progress Report to Parliament (June 
2020) recommended the formal inclusion of international aviation within UK climate 
targets when setting the Sixth Carbon Budget, and that the UK’s airport capacity strategy is 
reviewed by 2021 in light of COVID-19 and Net Zero. 

4.70 Against the above background, UDC contend that the ES supporting the Application did not 
present a clear picture on carbon emissions assessed against the full policy background on 
climate change, and STAL failed to update that picture to address reasonable concerns raised 
during consideration of the application as to the direction of travel of climate change policy.  

4.71 Importantly, STAL’s continued reliance upon the non-amendment to s.30(1) of the Climate 
Change Act 2008, the Aviation Policy Framework 2013, and Beyond the horizon, the future of 
UK aviation: Making best use of existing runways 2018, fails to provide any assurance to UDC 
that the direction of travel of national policy on climate change has been properly acknowledged 
and assessed, and suffers from the same flaw as the ANPS in not taking account of the Paris 
Agreement and the commitment to net-zero. There are a series of material considerations set 
out above which must be taken into account and properly assessed. 

4.72 Moreover, UDC will contend that airport expansion plans across the UK, of which this is one 
example, should be considered against CCC’s recommendations that demand growth should be 
limited to at most 25% above current levels, that there is potential to reduce emissions further 
through constraints on demand, and that the Government’s airport capacity strategy should be 
re-assessed in the light of aviation playing its part in a Net Zero strategy. 

4.73 UDC will contend that the conclusions of the Sustainable Aviation 2020 Decarbonisation 
Roadmap carry very little weight given the uncertainties around the economic and technical 
measures it relies upon, and the extent to which it relies on carbon offsetting. In particular, the 
Roadmap does not account for Radiative Forcing Effect (the effects which fuel combustion in 
the upper atmosphere is known to cause, which is significantly larger than equivalent 
combustion on the ground). Whilst its effects are uncertain, they are not yet accounted for in 
carbon budgeting, which is a consideration which undermines the extent to which weight can be 
placed on the Roadmap. 

4.74 It is acknowledged that STAL’s proposals could be supported by a clear decarbonisation plan so 
as to meet the above policy objectives, but this has not been demonstrated. Whilst UDC is 
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unconvinced by the material currently put forward, it is acknowledged that progress is being 
made by the aviation industry on, for example, emissions from new generation engines. That 
brings into question the extent to which new generation engines will be forthcoming, in what 
form, and at what time, which are matters referred to in the above sections of this SoC and not 
repeated here. 

4.75 Finally, without prejudice to UDC’s case on emissions, the extent to which the increases in 
annual passenger capacity could be linked to the delivery of carbon emission targets in stages 
will be explored. 

R4 Necessary Infrastructure and Mitigation 
4.76 UDC accepts that RFR4 could be overcome by a planning obligation / unilateral undertaking 

and planning conditions that provide the necessary infrastructure to support the appeal 
proposal, and the necessary mitigation to address its impacts. It will show how the planning 
obligation and planning conditions recommended to the Planning Committee in January 2020 
were deficient in certain respects, in the light of changes in applicable policy and guidance since 
the application was submitted. The concerns raised by the Planning Committee were reflected in 
correspondence received from STAL prior to the refusal of the Application in January 2020 
(letter from MAG dated 8 January 2020 and accompanying Table). 

4.77 There were two objectives to the package of measures that were proposed by the applicant. The 
first was to ensure that provision was made to ensure that the highway network had adequate 
capacity to accommodate the road traffic generated by the development. This was underpinned 
by the proposed S106 Agreement and S278 Agreement. However, the majority of the obligations 
related to second objective of mitigating the environmental impacts of the proposals. UDC’s case 
will show how the environmental assessment was deficient as policy and guidance has moved 
on, and therefore, the package as at January 2020 would not have adequately mitigated the 
impacts of the development such that harm may have resulted. 

4.78 With regard to the capacity of the highway network, since the Planning Committee considered 
the S106 Agreement containing STAL’s obligations to address the effects of its proposals in 
January 2020, there has been a material change in circumstances. The interim capacity 
improvement project for M11 J8 has been put on hold following a significant shortfall in funds 
to provide for its delivery. It was to have been funded on a multi-agency basis, with 
contributions from Essex County Council, Highways England, Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough LEP, and STAL. Although there is a detailed scheme that is ready for 
implementation, it cannot proceed until future opportunities arise to bid for its funding. 

4.79 STAL’s proposed interim plus scheme to address the surface access impacts of its proposals is 
predicated on the successful implementation of the interim scheme that is now on hold for an 
indefinite period. 

4.80 STAL will therefore need to bring forward new proposals to ensure that the impacts of surface 
access trips generated by its development proposals can be accommodated on the road network 
at this strategic junction. 

4.81 Furthermore, COVID-19 has impacted on surface access trips to and from the airport, for air 
passengers and workers, and those using the airport to access coach and rail services. While the 
number of such trips has been depressed, there has been a shift away from public transport. At 
present there is significant uncertainty as to whether the modal split will return to the 2019 
position as traffic recovers over time, or whether consumer preferences will have shifted 
significantly, with a greater proportion of trips by car including kiss and fly. 
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To the extent that the concerns raised in relation to aircraft noise, air quality, and carbon 
emissions are not explained or met by mitigation through the S106 Agreement and planning 
conditions, the proposals may give rise to harm. 
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5.0 Conclusion 
5.1 This is an application that will bring about a significant change in air traffic movements at 

Stansted Airport. The practical reality is that the implementation of this application will yield a 
significantly greater number of PATMs than is currently possible. The protection afforded by the 
dual-cap restriction that was imposed by the Secretaries of State in 2008 will fall away. This is 
but the latest increase in residents’ memory that has seen the transformation of what was a 
barely used airport in the 1980s into one of the busiest in the country. The limits of the ability of 
the site and its surroundings to accommodate these changes is evident from previous expansion 
proposals at Stansted. This is not an instance of a development where the vast majority of 
residents have bought into an area knowing that it was in the vicinity of one of the country’s 
busiest airports. This is an instance in which most have had to put up with it becoming just that. 

5.2 Given both the nature of the change proposed, and the sensitivity of the site, the Application was 
rightly subject to detailed evaluation by the Council.  The Application proposals were recognised 
to be a very important development for UDC, reflecting amongst other considerations, the 
economic importance of the Airport to the District, but also one that raised clear and detailed 
concerns amongst residents about the potential for real and substantive environmental effects, 
should it be approved. UDC had a heavy and enduring responsibility to its constituents. That 
responsibility could only be properly discharged by anxious scrutiny of the proposal and the 
evidence put forward to support it. 

5.3 The Planning Committee, in its consideration of the Application, demonstrably showed through 
the sequence of meetings from November 2018 through to January 2020 that it needed to be 
convinced about the nature and scale of effects that would result from the implementation of the 
planning permission, and importantly, the ability for those effects to be adequately mitigated. As 
an outcome of this process, it concluded that the information provided as at January 2020 fell 
short of that required to properly assess the environmental impacts associated with the 
Application. Without this information, it was not possible to conclude on the nature of impacts 
arising, and as a consequence, the adequacy of the proposed mitigation, leading to refusal of the 
application. 

5.4 UDC will call expert witnesses to demonstrate that there are assessments that should be 
undertaken in relation to air noise, air quality and carbon emissions and the associated 
consequences for health and wellbeing of local communities. These may require additional 
mitigation and alternative controls. If necessary measures are not feasible or enforceable, the 
appeal should be dismissed. 

5.5 The current position is that UDC proposes to call expert witnesses to advise the Inquiry on the 
following matters: 

• Aviation Forecasts and the implications for air transport and other aircraft movements at 
Stansted; 

• Air Noise (and related health effects); 

• Air Quality (and related health effects); 

• Carbon Emissions; and 

• Planning. 
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Appendix 1 Statement of Case references 
1 STAL ES Vol 1, Para. 4.56 

2 https://iccan.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2019_12_18_ICCAN_Review_of_Survey_of_Noise_Attitudes.pdf 

3 For example: Heathrow Expansion Project, Preliminary Information Report (PEIR) 
Appendix 17.1 

4 Noting that LOAEL is the point at which policy determines ‘adverse’ effects to commence, 
this is not to say the effects do not occur below to the LOAEL. We note that T17 of ES 
defines the ‘No Observed Effect Level’ as being less than or equal to the LOAEL (51 dB 
LAeq, 16h and 45 dB LAeq,8hr). This is incompatible with the NPSE. 

5 Air Navigation Guidance 2017 

6 Noise Policy Statement for England 2010 

7 Paragraph 4.41 

8 Environmental Statement, Tables 14.1.4 and 14.1.5 

9 Paragraph 1.14 Guide to WebTAG Noise Appraisal for non-experts 

10 Leeds Bradford Airport Project Sky, Environmental Statement 2020 

11 Environmental Statement, Chapter 10 

12 BB93: acoustic design of schools - performance standards 

13 ERCD Report 1903 

14 Environmental Statement, Chapter 10 Table 7.6 

15 https://www.caa.co.uk/Consumers/Environment/Noise/Features-of-the-ANCON-noise-
modelling-process/ 

16 Figure 2028DC/LAeq/Day compared to Figure 2028DC/LAeq/Night 

17 Aviation Policy Framework, Para 3.34 

18 See Heathrow Cranford Agreement decision where PINS recommended insulation be 
provided at SOAEL upwards 

19 Environmental Statement Appendix 7.3 Table T31, compared to Tables T43 and T37 

20 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.23 

21 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.95ff. 

22 Environmental Statement Table 10.7 and paragraph 10.121 

23 Environment Statement paragraphs 10.121 to 10.125 

24 Moorcroft and Barrowcliffe et al. (2017) “Land-use Planning & Development Control: 
Planning for Air Quality. London: Institute of Air Quality Management,” Version 1.2 Section 
6.22i 

25 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.125 

26 Clean Air Strategy 2019 page 7 
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27 Air Quality Expert Group “Ultrafine particles (UFP) in the UK”, July 2018 https://uk-
air.defra.gov.uk/library/reports.php?report_id=968 

28 Environmental Statement para. 10.127ff. 

29 http://www.apis.ac.uk/ accessed 7 September 2020 

30 Environmental Statement para. 10.130 

31 Environmental Statement para. 10.132 

32 Environmental Statement paragraph 10.136 

33 Environmental Statement para. 10.112 

34 Environmental Statement paragraphs 10.122 to 10.125 

35 Environmental Statement Tables 10.9 and 10.10 

36 Chapter 13 of the ES (Climate Change) did refer to the Paris Agreement (para. 13.15), but it 
has not been taken into account in assessing Carbon Emissions. 

http://www.apis.ac.uk
https://uk
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UTTLESFORD DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Council Offices, London Road, Saffron Walden, Essex CB11 4ER 
Telephone (01799) 510510, Fax (01799) 510550 
Textphone Users 18001 
Email uconnect@uttlesford.gov.uk  Website www.uttlesford.gov.uk 

Mr A Andrew Dated:29 January 2020 
Stansted Airport Limited (STAL) 
Enterprise House 
Bassingbourn Road 
Stansted Airport 
CM24 1QW 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (AS AMENDED) TOWN AND COUNTRY 
PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE) (ENGLAND) ORDER 2015 

Application Number: UTT/18/0460/FUL 
Applicant: Stansted Airport Limited (STAL) 

Uttlesford District Council Refuses Permission for: 

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 (of which not more than 16,000 
movements would be Cargo Air Transport Movements (CATM)) and a throughput of 43 
million terminal passengers, in a 12-month calendar period at Stansted Airport  

The refused plans/documents are listed below: 

Plan Reference/Version Plan Type/Notes Received 
001-002 RE 01 Other 22/02/2018 
001-003 RE 01 Other 22/02/2018 
001-004 RE 01 Other 22/02/2018 
001-005 RE 01 Other 22/02/2018 
 NK017817 - SK309 Location Plan 22/02/2018 

Permission is refused for the following reasons:

 1 The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the additional flights would not result in an 
increased detrimental effect from aircraft noise, contrary to Uttlesford Local Plan Policy 
ENV11 and the NPPF.

 2 The application has failed to demonstrate that the additional flights would not result in a 
detrimental effect on air quality, specifically but not exclusively PM2.5 and ultrafine 
particulates contrary to Uttlesford Local Plan Policy ENV13 and paragraph 181 of the 
NPPF.

 3 The additional emissions from increased international flights are incompatible with the 
Committee on Climate Change's recommendation that emissions from all UK departing 

http://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/
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flights should be at or below 2005 levels in 2050.  This is against the backdrop of the 
amendment to the Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target Amendment) to reduce the net 
UK carbon account for the year 2050 to net zero from the 1990 baseline.  This is therefore 
contrary to the general accepted perceptions and understandings of the importance of 
climate change and the time within which it must be addressed.  Therefore, it would be 
inappropriate to approve the application at a time whereby the Government has been 
unable to resolve its policy on international aviation climate emissions. 

The application fails to provide the necessary infrastructure to support the application, or 
the necessary mitigation to address the detrimental impact of the proposal contrary to 
Uttlesford Local Plan Policies GEN6, GEN1, GEN7, ENV7, ENV11 and ENV13. 

In determining this application, the Local Planning Authority had regard to the following 
Development Plan Policies: 

Policy Local Plan Local Plan Phase 
NPPF3 - National Planning 
Policy Framework 3 
S4 - Stansted Airport 
Boundary 
AIR1 - Development In The 
Terminal Support Area 
AIR2 - Cargo Handling/Aircraft 
Maintenance Area 
AIR3 - Development In The 
Southern Ancillary Area 
AIR4 - Development In The 
Northern Ancillary Area 
AIR5 - The Long Term Car 
Park 
AIR6 - Strategic Landscape 
Areas 
AIR7 - Public safety Zones 

GEN1 - Access 

GEN3 - Flood Protection 

GEN4 - Good Neighbours 

GEN5 - Light Pollution 

GEN6 - Infrastructure 
Provision to Support 
Development 
GEN7 - Nature Conservation 

ENV2 - Development affecting 
Listed Buildings 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

Page 2 of 4 



 
  

 

  

  
 

  
  

 
 

      
  

 

  
  

 

  
  

 

  

  

  
   

 1 

ENV7 - The protection of the Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 
natural environment 
designated sites 
ENV9 - Historic Landscape Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

ENV11 - Noise generators Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 

ENV12 - Groundwater Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 
protection 
ENV13 - Exposure to poor air Uttlesford Local Plan 2005 Uttlesford Local Plan Adopted 2005 
quality 

Gordon Glenday 
Assistant Director Planning 

Notes: 

Appeals to the Secretary of State 

If you are aggrieved by the decision of your local planning authority to refuse permission 
for the proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then you can appeal to 
the Secretary of State under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

As this is a decision on a planning application relating to the same or substantially the 
same land and development as is already the subject of an ENFORCEMENT NOTICE 
[reference], if you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision on your 
application, then you must do so within 28 days of the date of this notice. 

If an ENFORCEMENT NOTICE is served relating to the same or substantially the same 
land and development as in your application and if you want to appeal against your local 
planning authority's decision on your application, then you      must do so within: 28 
days of the date of service of the enforcement notice, or within 6 months [12 weeks in the 
case of a householder appeal] of the date of this notice, whichever period expires earlier. 

As this is a decision to REFUSE planning permission for a HOUSEHOLDER (HHF) 
application, if you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision then you 
must do so within 12 weeks of the date of this notice. 

As this is a decision to refuse planning permission for a MINOR COMMERCIAL 
application, if you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision then you 
must do so within 12 weeks of the date of this notice. 

As this is a decision to refuse express consent for the display of an ADVERTISEMENT, if 
you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision then you must do so 
within 8 weeks of the date of receipt of this notice. 

If you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision then you must do so 
within 6 months of the date of this notice (for those not specifically mentioned above). 
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Appeals can be made online at: https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

If you are unable to access the online appeal form, please contact the Planning 
Inspectorate to obtain a paper copy of the appeal form on tel: 0303 444 5000. 

The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal but will not 
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which 
excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal. 

The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to the Secretary of State 
that the local planning authority could not have granted planning permission for the 
proposed development or could not have granted it    without the conditions they 
imposed, having regard to the statutory requirements, to the provisions of any 
development order and to any directions given under a development order.   

If you intend to submit an appeal that you would like examined by inquiry then you must 
notify the Local Planning authority and Planning Inspectorate 
(inquiryappeals@planninginspectorate.gov.uk) at least 10 days before submitting  the 
appeal. Further details are on GOV.UK 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/casework-dealt-with-by-inquiries 
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Appendix 3 Draft Section 106 Agreement 
January 2020 
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Appendix 4 List of relevant polices 
The Development Plan - Uttlesford Local Plan (2005) 

• S4 – Stansted Airport Boundary 

• AIR1 – Terminal Support Area 

• AIR2 – Cargo Handling/Aircraft Maintenance Area 

• AIR3 – Southern Ancillary Area 

• AIR4 – Northern Ancillary Area 

• AIR5 – Long Term Car Park 

• AIR6 – Landscaped Areas 

• AIR7 – Public Safety Zone 

• GEN1 – Access 

• GEN3 – Flood Protection 

• GEN4 – Good Neighbourliness 

• GEN5 – Light Pollution 

• GEN6 – Infrastructure Provision to Support Development 

• GEN7 – Nature Conservation 

• ENV2 – Development affecting Listed Buildings 

• ENV4 – Ancient Monuments and Sites of Archaeological Interest 

• ENV7 – The Protection of the Natural Environment – Designated Sites 

• ENV9 – Historic Landscapes 

• ENV11 – Noise Generators 

• ENV12 – Protection of Water Resources 

• ENV13 – Exposure to Poor Air Quality 

National Policies 

• NPPF (2018) 

• Planning Practice Guidance 

• Aviation Policy Framework (March 2013) 

• Beyond the Horizon: The future of UK aviation – Next steps towards an Aviation Strategy 
(April 2018) 

• Beyond the Horizon: The future of UK aviation (June 2018) 

Other Policy 

• Regulation 19 Uttlesford Local Plan (NB Withdrawn post January 2020) 

• The Spatial Vision: Theme 2 – Support Sustainable Business Growth 

• SP2 – The Spatial Strategy 2011 - 2033 

• SP11 – London Stansted Airport 
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• Airports National Policy Statement (June 2018) 

• Stansted Airport Sustainable Development Plan 2015 
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: Appendix 5 Core documents (policy, guidance and references documents) 

Appendix 5 Core documents (policy, 
guidance and references documents) 

UDC has noted the table of relevant documents contained within Appendix 4 of MAG’s 
Statement of Case July 2020. A copy is included within Appendix 5 of this SoC for reference. 

UDC will additionally rely upon the following core documents (policy, guidance, reference 
documents): 

• Reference material contained within Appendix 1 of this SoC; 

• Decision Notice January 2020 contained within Appendix 2 of this SoC; 

• Draft Section 106 Agreement January 2020 contained within Appendix 3 of this SoC; 

• List of relevant policies contained within Appendix 4 of this SoC; 

• List of policy documents contained within Appendix 6 of this SoC; 

• G1 Inspector’s Report: Appeal by BAA plc and Stansted Airport Ltd Stansted Airport, 
Stansted, Essex; 

• Airport Inquiries 1981-1983 report of Sir Graham Eyre; 

• Airports White Paper 1985; 

• Future of Air Transport White Paper (ATWP); 

• UTT/1150/80/SA Secretaries of State for Environment and for Transport Decision Notice; 

• Planning Committee meeting minutes for the following dates: 14 November 2018 Planning 
Committee, 25 April 2019 Extraordinary Council Meeting, 28 June 2019 Extraordinary 
Council Meeting, and 17 and 24 January 2020 Planning Committee; 

• UK Civil Aviation Authority Airport and Airline Statistics (CAA website); 

• Clarification letter from MAG to UDC (dated 8 January 2020) addressing S106 
clarifications; 

• Table titled ‘Stansted Airport section 106 Update Schedule January 2020’; 

• Survey of Noise Attitudes 2014: Aircraft (SONA14), 2014; 

• World Health Organisation Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region, 10 
October 2018; 

• Commission Directive (EU) 2020/367, 4 March 2020; 

• The Airports (Noise-related Operating Restrictions) (England and Wales) Regulations 2018; 

• ICCAN Review of the Survey of Noise Attitudes 2014, December 2019; 

• European Environment Agency, Environmental noise in Europe — 2020, March 2020; 

• Heathrow Expansion Project, Preliminary Environmental Information Report, June 2018; 

• Planning Practice Guidance – Noise, Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government, July 2019; 

• Clean Air Strategy 2019, January 2019; 

• Local Authority Air Quality Management Technical Guidance (09), February 2009; 



  
  

   
          

 

       
 

     
  

       

    
   

   

      
  

    

      

     

      
 

      

        

 

Stansted Airport 35+ Planning Appeal 
PINS Appeal ref APP/C1570/W/20/3256619 
Planning Application ref UTT/18/0460/FUL 
: Appendix 5 Core documents (policy, guidance and references documents) 

• DfT Beyond the horizon, the future of UK aviation: Making best use of existing runways 
(‘MBU’), June 2018; 

• DfT Airports National Policy Statement: new runway capacity and infrastructure at airports 
in the south east of England”, June 2018; 

• DfT Aviation 2050 — the future of UK aviation: Consultation and supporting documents, 
December 2018; 

• CCC advice on aviation (warning that stronger action may be needed beyond constraining 
aviation emissions to 2005 levels), February 2019; 

• The Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target Amendment) Order 26 June 2019; 

• Uttlesford District Council declare climate emergency and commit to making Uttlesford 
carbon neutral by 2030, July 2019; 

• CCC letter: Net-zero and the approach to international aviation, September 2019; 

• ACI Commit To ‘Net Zero’ by 2050, October 2019; 

• Sustainable Aviation Zero Carbon Roadmap, February 2020; 

• ANPS declared illegal in R (Friends Of The Earth) V Secretary Of State For Transport And 
Others; February 2020; 

• DfT Decarbonising Transport: Setting the Challenge A consultation paper, March 2020; 

• CCC Reducing UK emissions: 2020 Progress Report to Parliament, June 2020. 



 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  

    

 

 



    

   

     

   
 

  

 
  

 
  

  
  

  

 
  

  

  

    

  

  

  

  
  

    
 

 
 

 
  

 
   

  
  

  
  

 

 

CCore Document Date 

Application Drawings 

Location Plan (Drawing reference: NK017817-SK309) 14 February 2018 

35+ Airfield Infrastructure Works: Site Plan (Drawing reference: 
STAL-001-PLA-001-001-01) 

13 February 2018 

35+ Airfield Infrastructure: Mike Romeo RET (Drawing 
reference: STAL-001-PLA-001-002-01) 

13 February 2018 

35+ Airfield Infrastructure: Yankee Remote Stands (Drawing 
reference: STAL-001-PLA-001-003-01) 

13 February 2018 

35+ Airfield Infrastructure: Runway Tango (Drawing reference: 
STAL-001-PLA-001-004-01) 

13 February 2018 

35+ Airfield Infrastructure: Echo Stands (Drawing reference: 
STAL-001-PLA-001-005-01) 

13 February 2018 

Application Documents 

Application Cover Letter 22 February 2018 

Full Planning Application Form 22 February 2018 

Planning Statement February 2018 

Design and Access Statement February 2018 

Environment Statement Volume 1: 

Chapter 1: Introduction 
Chapter 2: Environmental Impact Assessment Methodology 
Chapter 3: Description of Site, Proposed Development, 
Policy Context and Alternatives 
Chapter 4: Aviation Forecasts 
Chapter 5: Development Programme and Construction 
Environmental Management 
Chapter 6: Surface Access and Transport 
Chapter 7: Air Noise 
Chapter 8: Ground Noise 
Chapter 9: Surface Access Noise 
Chapter 10: Air Quality 
Chapter 11: Socio-Economic Impacts 
Chapter 12: Carbon Emissions 
Chapter 13: Climate Change 

February 2018 



 
   

  
  

  

  

  
  
   
  

 
  

  
  
   
  
  
  

  
  
  

  
   

  
   

   
   
   

   
  
   

 
  
   

  
    

 
   

 
  
    

 

Chapter 14: Public Health and Wellbeing 
Chapter 15: Water Resources and Flood Risk 
Chapter 16: Non-Significant Topics 
Chapter 17: Cumulative Effects 
Chapter 18: Summary of Mitigation and Residual Effects 

Environment Statement Volume 2: 

Appendix 1.1 Statement of Competency 
Appendix 2.1 Scoping Request 
Appendix 2.2 Alteration to the Request for Scoping Opinion 
Appendix 2.3 Summary of Representations in Scoping 
Report 
Appendix 2.4 Scoping Opinion 
Appendix 2.5 Scoping Opinion Requirements 
Appendix 3.1 Planning and Aviation Policy 
Appendix 7.1 Glossary of Acoustic Terminology 
Appendix 7.2 Planning and Assessment Framework 
Appendix 7.3 Noise Contours 
Appendix 7.4 Background Noise Measurements 
Appendix 7.5 Complaints Analysis 
Appendix 8.1 Ground Noise 
Appendix 8.2 Construction Noise 
Appendix 9.1 Surface Access Noise Figures and Schedules 
Appendix 10.1 Modelled Receptors 
Appendix 10.2 Emissions Methodology 
Appendix 10.3 Traffic Data 
Appendix 10.4 Model Setup and Verification 
Appendix 10.5 Predicted Pollutant Concentrations 
Appendix 11.1 Socio-Economic Study Areas 
Appendix 11.2 Socio-Economic Effects 
Appendix 12.1 Carbon Emissions 
Appendix 13.1 In-Combination Climate Change Impact 
Assessment 
Appendix 13.2 Climate Change Resilience Assessment 
Appendix 13.3 Validation of UKCP09 Weather Generator 
Appendix 14.1 Health Impact Assessment 
Appendix 15.1 FRA and Drainage Strategy Part 1, Part 2, 
Part 3 
Appendix 16.1 PEA (incorporating information to inform a 
HRA) 
Appendix 16.2 Ecology Mitigation Strategy 
Appendix 16.3 NE Discretionary Advice Service 

February 2018 
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Environment Statement Volume 3: 

Transport Assessment 
February 2018 

Environment Statement Volume 4: 

Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental Statement 
February 2018 

Statement of Community Involvement February 2018 

Essex Biodiversity Validation Checklist 22 February 2018 

Essex Drainage Checklist February 2018 

Certificate of Ownership (B) 22 February 2018 

Supplementary Documents 

Letter to UDC from STAL: Amendment to application description 18 May 2018 

Letter and Consultation Response and Clarifications 5 July 2018 

Revision to Annex 1: Information for Epping Forest 19 July 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL and Table: Annex 2: Information on 
SSSI Impacts 

19 July 2018 

Figures for Annex 3B: Noise May/June 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL and Technical Note: Impact of 35+ 
Planning Application on Epping Forest Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) 

10 August 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL re Clarification on Natural England 
and ECC responses to HRA/AA 

18 September 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL: Night Noise 21 September 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL: Surface Access and development of 
the bus network 

27 September 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL: Response to East Hertfordshire District 
Council comments 

18 October 2018 

Memo: Consultation Response Issues – Information Document 
for ECC 

29 October 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL on Surface Access and Technical Note: 
Parsonage Road Traffic 

30 October 2018 
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Letter to UDC from STAL: Response to ECC surface access 
correspondence 

6 November 2018 

Letter to UDC from STAL inc. Technical Note on Foul Water 
Discharge 

28 September 2018 

Letter to UDC re S106 Community Benefit Measures 17 Oct 18 

Draft Section 106 Agreement 27 March 2019 

Letter to UDC from STAL re Rail Commuter Scheme 30 May 2019 

Letter to UDC from STAL re Rail Commuter Scheme 14 June 2019 

Letter to UDC from STAL re S106 Clarifications 08 January 2019 

Revised Draft Section 106 Agreement January 2020 

Certificate of Ownership (B) - Additions 
9 March 2018 and 
23 October 2018 

Revised Location Plan (Ref: NK017817 - SK309) 23 October 2018 

Planning History 

Decision Notice for Growth to 25mppa (Application No: 
UTT/1000/01/OP) 

16 May 2003 

2003 Section 106 Agreement between Uttlesford District 
Council and Essex County Council and Stansted Airport Limited 

14 May 2003 

Decision Notice for Growth to 35mppa (Application No: 
UTT/0717/06/FUL) 

8 October 2008 

2008 Deed of Unilateral Undertaking, Stansted Airport Limited 
to Uttlesford District Council and Essex County Council 

26 September 2008 

Addendum to Deed of Unilateral Undertaking, Stansted Airport 
Limited to Uttlesford District Council and Essex County Council 
(Nature Conservation) 

7 October 2008 

2008 Deed of Unilateral Undertaking, Stansted Airport Limited 
to Hertfordshire County Council 

26 September 2008 

Letter to UDC from STAL: Request for Environmental Impact 
Assessment Scoping Opinion 1 June 2017 

35+ Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report June 2017 

Uttlesford District Council Scoping Opinion 21 December 2017 



 

          

   

  

 
 

 

  
  

  
 

 
  

 

 
  

 
 

   

  

    

   

  

    

  

   

    

   

   

  

 
 

 

    
  

 

C sCore Documents – Policy, Guidance and Reference Documents Date 

Planning and Aviation 

Aviation Policy Framework March 2013 

Beyond the horizon, the future of UK aviation: Making best use 
of existing runways 

June 2018 

Airports National Policy Statement: new runway capacity and 
infrastructure at airports in the South East of England, 
Department for Transport 

June 2018 

Draft Airports National Policy Statement: New runway capacity 
and infrastructure at airports in the South East of England 

February 2017 

Revised Draft Airports National Policy Statement: new runway 
capacity and infrastructure at airports in the South East of 
England, Department for Transport 

October 2017 

National Planning Policy Framework (Revised 2019) February 2019 

National Planning Policy Framework 2012 

National Planning Policy Guidance (at the date of submission) 2017 

Uttlesford Adopted Local Plan 2005 

East Herts District Plan 2018 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 2004 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 2010 

UK Aviation Forecasts, Department for Transport October 2017 

Airport Commissions Appraisal Framework, Airport Commission April 2014 

Heathrow Cranford Decision, DCLG/DfT 2 February 2017 

The London Plan 2016 

London Airspace Modernisation project ATS Route Network Step 
1B Design Principles, NATS 

2018 

CAP1616: Airspace Design – Guidance on the regulatory 
process for changing the notified airspace design and planned 

January 2020 
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and permanent redistribution of air traffic, and on providing 
airspace information (Third Edition), Civil Aviation Authority 

CAP 1616c Airspace change guidance: changes made in the 
third edition of CAP 1616, Civil Aviation Authority 

January 2020 

CAP 1711: Airspace Modernisation Strategy, Civil Aviation 
Authority 

2018 

STAL and MAG 

Stansted Airport Sustainable Development Plan (Land Use, 
Economy & Surface Access, Community and Environment 
documents) 

2015 

Stansted Airport Corporate Social Responsibility Report 
2018/19 

2019 

MAG Corporate Social Responsibility Report 2018/19 2019 

MAG Corporate Social Responsibility Strategy: Working 
together for a brighter future 

2020 

Air Quality 

The Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010, SI 2010/1001 2010 

Ultrafine Particles (UFP) in the UK, Air Quality Experts Group 2018 

The Air Quality Standards (Amendment) Regulations 2016, SI 
2016/1184 

2016 

Clean Air Strategy 2019, HM Government 2019 

Carbon 

Climate Change Act 2008 

Meeting the UK Aviation Target - Options for reducing 
emissions to 2050, Committee on Climate Change 

2009 

Convention on Civil Aviation (Chicago Convention) Ninth 
Edition 

2006 

Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International 
Aviation (CORSIA) 2016 

Decarbonisation Road-Map: A Path to Net Zero, Sustainable 
Aviation 

2020 



     
  

  

    
  

 

   

  
   

 
 

   
  

  

 
 

   
  

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

    

    

 
 

 

  

   

  
 

 

   
  

 

   

Sustainable Aviation Fuels Road-Map: Fuelling the future of UK 
aviation, Sustainable Aviation 

2020 

Aviation Industry Commitment to Action on Climate Change, Air 
Transport Action Group 

2008 

The EU Emissions Trading Scheme 2005 

The UK's Small Emitter and Hospital Opt-Out Scheme -
Guidance Document, Department of Energy and Climate 
Change 

2015 

The future of UK carbon pricing: UK Government and Devolved 
Administration’s response 

June 2020 

The Clean Growth Strategy; leading the way to a low carbon 
future, HM Government 

2017 

Construction 2025: industrial strategy for construction -
government and industry in partnership, Department for 
Business, Innovation & Skills 

July 2013 

Low Carbon Routemap for the Built Environment - Technical 
Report, Green Construction Board 

2015 

PAS2080:2016: Carbon Management in Infrastructure (British 
Standard) 

2016 

Valuation of energy use and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy 

2017 

ICAO Aircraft Engine Emissions Databank 2017 

Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory Guidebook, EMEP/EEA 2016 

Heathrow Airport's North-West Runway Carbon Footprint 
Assessment, AMEC 

2014 

Greenhouse Gas reporting conversion factors, DEFRA 2017 

Airport Air Quality Manual, ICAO 2011 

Fleet fuel efficiency model (FFEM) output, Department for 
Transport 

2017 

Rail infrastructure, assets and environment - 2014/15 Annual 
Statistics Release, Office of Rail and Road 

2016 

IEMA Principles Series: Climate Change Mitigation & EIA 2010 
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Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target Amendment) Order 
2019 

2019 

2017 Progress Report, Sustainable Aviation 2017 

Net Zero - The UK's contribution to stopping global warming, 
Committee on Climate Change 

2019 

Net Zero - The UK's contribution to stopping global warming -
Technical Report, Committee on Climate Change 

2019 

Letter to Department for Transport: International aviation and 
shipping and net zero, Committee on Climate Change 

September 2019 

Reducing UK emissions: 2020 Progress Report to Parliament, 
Committee on Climate Change 

June 2020 

Transport Secretary’s statement on coronavirus (COVID-19): 12 
June 2020 

June 2020 

Press Release: PM commits £350 million to fuel green recovery July 2020 

Hansard, Volume 672, Aviation: Heathrow Expansion 27 February 2020 

Ecology 

Epping Forest SAC Designation, JNCC 2020 

RSK Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 2015 

RSK Habitat Creation and Management Plan 2015 

RSK Biodiversity Monitoring Strategy 2015 

Uttlesford District Council Local Plan Issues and Options 
Consultation: Representations on behalf of the National Trust. 

2015 

Epping Forest SAC Conservation objectives, Natural England 2020 

Elsenham Woods SSSI Citation, Natural England 2020 

Epping Forest Site Improvement Plan, Natural England 2020 

Hatfield Forest SSSI Citation, Natural England 2020 

 



  

   

  

 
 

 
 

  
 

   
  

 

 
 

 

  
  

 
 

 

  

 
 

  
 

 

 
   

  
 

 

 
 

  

  
 

 

 
 

 

NNoise 

Noise Policy Statement for England March 2010 

Survey of noise attitudes 2014: aircraft, Civil Aviation Authority February 2017 

Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region, 
World Health Organization 

2018 

GRADE: an emerging consensus on rating quality of evidence 
and strength or recommendations. BMJ. 336(7650):924-6, 
Guyatt GH et al. 

2008 

Global burden of disease in 2002: data sources, methods and 
results. Geneva World Health Organisation, Mathers CD et al. 

2003 

The burden of disease and injury in Australia. Canberra: 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare cat. No. PHE 17, 
Mathers C, Vos T, Stevenson C. 

1999 

Burden of disease from environmental noise: quantification of 
healthy life years lost in Europe. Copenhagen: WHO Regional 
Office for Europe, JRC 

2011 

Socio-Economic 

The Economic Plan for Essex 2014 

Growth Deal and Strategic Economic Plan, South East Local 
Enterprise Partnership 

March 2014 

Greater Cambridge and Greater Peterborough Local Enterprise 
Partnership Economic Plan 

2013 

Findings and Recommendations of the London Stansted 
Cambridge Corridor Growth Commission. The Next Global 
Knowledge Region: Setting the Ambitions and Delivering the 
Vision 

July 2016 

Cambridge and Peterborough Combined Authority Business 
Board (formerly LEP) (website) 

2020 

Haven Gateway Partnership Visions and Objectives (website) 2020 

Uttlesford Economic Development Strategy and Action Plan 
2018-21 (previously 2016-18) 

2020 

Uttlesford Corporate Plan 2020-24 (previously covered 2017-
21) 

2020 
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Harlow Local Development Plan (Pre-Submission Publication) 2018 

Epping Forest District Local Plan (Submission Version) 2017 

2019 London Stansted Airport Employee Travel Survey Analysis 2019 

2015 London Stansted Airport Employee Travel Survey Analysis 2015 

ONS Labour Productivity Time Series 2020 (latest) 

ONS Subnational Population Projections 2018 (latest) 

East of England Forecasting Model 2018 (latest) 

GLA Employment Projections 2017 (latest) 

ONS Regional Gross Value Added 2017 (latest) 

ONS Business Register and Employment Survey 2018 (latest) 

ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates by Local Authority 2019 (latest) 

ONS Annual Population Survey Q1 2020 (latest) 

ONS Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings 2019 (latest) 

ONS Census of Population 2011 

ONS Job Seekers Allowance Q2 2020 (latest) 

Department for International Trade Inward Investment Results 
2019-20 

2019/20 (latest) 

EY's Attractiveness Survey 2020 (latest) 

ONS Travel Trends 2019 (latest) 

HMRC Regional Trade Statistics 2019 (provisional) 

HMRC Overseas Trade Data 

Oxford Economics "The Economic Contribution of the Aviation 
Industry in the UK" 

2006 

Oxera "What is the Contribution of Aviation to the Uk Economy" 2009 

Transport and Surface Access 

Guideline for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic, 
Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 

1993 



      

   
 

 

    

 
 

 

    

 

  

   

   

    

      

       

   

  

  

Essex Local Transport Plan (2011-2016), Essex County Council 2011 

Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan (2011-2031), Hertfordshire 
County Council 

2016 

Local Plan Transport Study, Uttlesford District Council 2016 

Department for Transport Trip End Model Presentation 
Programme (TEMPro) 

2016 

Stansted Airport Employee Survey 2019 2020 

Stansted Airport Bus and Coach Strategy 2016 

Stansted Airport Cycling and Walking Strategy 2016 

Stansted Airport Travel Plan 2014-2019 2019 

Annual Passenger Survey, Civil Aviation Authority 2020 

London and South East Market Study, Network Rail 2013 

Network Rail East Midlands Route Study, 2016 2016 

Guidance on Transport Assessment, Department for Transport 2007 

LA 104 - Environmental assessment and monitoring 2019 

Anglia Route Study 2016, Network Rail 2016 
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: Appendix 6 Climate change: relevant legislative, guidance and policy changes since the Climate Change Act 2008 was enacted 

Appendix 6  Climate change: relevant 
legislative, guidance and policy changes since 
the Climate Change Act 2008 was enacted 

Table 5.1 Climate change: policy changes and planning application timelines 

Date 

2008 

Policy changes 

Climate Change Act 2008 

Planning application timeline 

Dec 2012 International aviation and shipping emissions 
and the UK’s carbon budgets and 2050 target 

March 2013 CCC Aviation factsheet 
Dec 2015 Paris Agreement 
Dec 2016 Sustainable Aviation CO2 Road-Map 

2017 UK Aviation Forecasts 
Feb 2018 Stansted Planning application 22 

Feb 2018 
June 2018 DfT Beyond the horizon, the future of UK 

aviation: Making best use of existing runways 
(‘MBU’) 

June 2018 DfT Airports National Policy Statement: new 
runway capacity and infrastructure at airports 
in the south east of England” 

First planning committee date 
resolves to approve the 
application 

Dec 2018 DfT Aviation 2050 — the future of UK aviation: 
Consultation and supporting documents 

Feb 2019 CCC advice on aviation (warning that stronger 
action may be needed beyond constraining 
aviation emissions to 2005 levels) 

June 2019 The Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target 
Amendment) Order 26 June 2019 

Extraordinary council meeting 
resolves not to issue consent, 
two days later, 28 June 2019 

July 2019 Uttlesford District Council declare climate 
emergency and commit to making Uttlesford 
carbon neutral by 2030 

Sept 2019 CCC letter: Net-zero and the approach to 
international aviation 

Oct 2019 ACI Commit To ‘Net Zero’ by 2050 

24 January 2020 Extraordinary Planning 
Committee refuse application 

Feb 2020 Sustainable Aviation Zero Carbon Roadmap 

Feb 2020 ANPS declared illegal in R (Friends Of The Earth) 
V Secretary Of State For Transport And Others 

March 2020 DfT Decarbonising Transport: Setting the 
Challenge A consultation paper 
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Date Policy changes Planning application timeline 

June 2020 CCC Reducing UK emissions: 2020 Progress 
Report to Parliament 

July 2020 Notice of appeal and Statement 
of Case 


