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TAKELEY PARISH COUNCIL 
Station House, Sycamore Close, Takeley, Essex, CM22 6QA 

www.takeleypc.co.uk 
E-mail: takeleyparishcouncil@outlook.com 
Clerk – Julia Peachey – Tel: 01279 902434 

12th September, 2018 
 
To Karen Denmark 
Uttlesford District Council  
Council Offices, 
London Road, 
Saffron Walden 
Essex.  CB11 4ER  
 
To Case Officer – Stansted Airport 
 
UTT/18/0460/FUL 
STANSTED AIRPORT 
PROPOSAL: 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. 

Takeley Parish Council would like to highlight that parish councils cannot be expected 
to go through the technical documents which support MAG’s application and pass 
comment. These do need to be assessed and reviewed independently by impartial 
experts. 

Takeley Parish Council have commented on some matters as outlined below.  
However Takeley Parish Council wish to re-highlight that the time frame to respond 
has not been proportionate to the breadth of documentation in relation to the 
application.  

The current passenger cap of 35 million has already set a quantified restriction.   There 
appears to be no legislative requirement to keep reviewing the maximum 
capacity.   The 2005 Local Plan “identifies that Stansted Airport must be seen as an 
airport in the countryside.”   Consequently, planning permissions were aligned – with 
a maximum cap, set to reflect what should not be exceeded for the specifics of this 
airport. 

There is no assumption within the 2005 Local Plan that the Airport must expand and 
specifically no mention that passenger numbers should increase to 43 million.    The 
new draft local plan does not give a green light for expansion –SSE identified MAG 
tried to influence the content on expansion in the new draft local plan. (Ref: STAL 
response to 1.6 – NB draft local plan to be adopted). 
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The NPPF on “sustainable development” is based on residential housing need 
to increase affordable homes as opposed to sustainable airport expansion, as 
MAG are trying to imply.  The NPPF prioritises the infrastructure around 
affordable housing – it does not prioritise the airport’s commercial requirements 
to expand.  Consequently, airport expansion and its lack of prominence in the NPPF 
highlights it can only be a secondary consideration when aligned with the requirements 
to meet other government led targets. The expansion of the airport will have a 
cumulative effect against other infrastructure in the area and decision not to expand, 
should not be weighted in favour of STAL’s own interpretation of the NPPF. 

Ref: The STAL Consultee response to 1.17 – STAL have quoted paragraph 32 of the 
NPFF – however this NPFF paragraph starts off with a generalized comment which is 
perhaps more attributable to garden communities or “all other such large 
developments.  This paragraph does not appear to directly relate to aviation. 

In relation to 1.17 and 1.9 of  the consultee response schedule - please note from 
paragraph 33 of the NPFF that aviation is specifically mentioned.  Notably the last 
sentence of this paragraph states that the Local Plan must take into account the 
relevant national policy statements and the Government Framework for UK 
Aviation.  Notably government policy of making use of an existing runways, does not mean 
adding significant additional infrastructure. 

In line with the NPFF paragraph 33 this application does not necessarily fall under 
Uttlesfords remit, as the NPFF stipulates that it must align with the Government 
Framework for UK aviation and national policy.   

In addition adequate assessment of transport issues, need to be adequately assessed.  
The Stansted Express must be in a position to cope with the proposed increase of 
passengers to align. The NPFF paragraph 29 and 30 relays, that the transport 
system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes and that 
encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions and reduces congestion,  it is not clear the airport is 
aligning to this national policy. 

Paragraph 31 of the NPFF indicates that for large scale proposals neighbouring 
authorities would need to work with neighbouring authorities and transport providers.  
Ultimately this is a large development and hence it does fall into the category of 
needing to be supported by national infrastructure relative to higher level S106 
contributions and as such the parish council believe government interjection is 
required. 

However, as mentioned due to the singular railway line to the airport, ie the Stansted 
Express service, increasing capacity is limited and would require significant S106 
contribution to facilitate more services and running costs.   The tax payer should not 
be privy to payment of this requirement.   

Significantly, STAL are refusing to share data on the Stansted Express route with 
parishes.  It has been questioned how a considered decision can be made by 
Uttlesford when this information is vital to sustainability and why it has not been bought 
to parish council consultation? 
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The airspace over East Anglia is very crowded and there has been an increase in 
reports of near misses between planes.  Both Luton and Stansted have put in planning 
applications to increase their passenger numbers which would make the situation 
worse.  Southend Airport has also expanded and this should be taken into 
consideration.  The Government’s latest policy to make best use of existing 
airports does not include expanding other infrastructure.  

Stansted Airport, unlike Heathrow, has specifically not been nationally identified for 
expansion by central government. 

The planning permission currently in place determines maximum capacity of 35 
million.  It has not yet been proven what the maximum capacity at Stansted Airport is? 
The current airport expansion plans meet the legal definition of a nationally significant 
infrastructure project and so the planning application should be assessed nationally. 

The previous planning decision should not be overturned on the basis that it may suit 
a businesses’ need, especially when that need is significantly detrimental to the local 
area and environment, as such permission does not align with the principals of 
sustainability and may set out precedents for further increases. 

Takeley Parish Council is concerned that traffic generated via the B1256 is being 
treated without sufficient regard; fundamentally the B1256 is also an alternative route 
to the airport and a major exit to the M11 junction.  It most certainly is not a minor 
insignificant separate issue as being treated within the application.   

Takeley would like the assessments of their highway planning consultants to be taken 
into consideration if the matter is not to be deferred.  Attachments to follow. 

Takeley also wish to highlight that the exhibition concerning improvements to the 
M11 Junction alterations is taking place after the timeframe to submit comments on 
this planning application has closed.  

The B1256 and the roads linking to the airport are residential and will suffer serious 
blight from the increased vehicular movements and further ongoing problems of airport 
related parking as well as impaired air quality and noise.   Consultation with Takeley 
Parish Council has not been prioritized and mitigation measures have not been 
forthcoming. 

MAG have not dealt with the immediate issues, it is currently causing eg, airport related 
parking. Issues involving amenity should not be ignored in the planning process, as 
supported in the NPPF, proposals must be sustainable.  The situation currently is 
viewed by many as unsustainable.  

Hatfield Forest, an SSI and ancient hunting forest, will be subject to more emissions 
from increased road and air traffic.  The B1256 is used as a rat run by traffic going to 
and from the airport.  This road goes through the middle of Takeley and traffic on it will 
increase if the airport expands.   The road and minor turnings into Hatfield Forest will 
be subjected to higher emission levels.  

Monitoring increased levels of nitrogen dixiode not does not stop levels increasing so 
MAG’s stance is not robust enough in scope of providing appropriate mitigating 
measures within a conservation area.  If the consent goes through the S106 will act 
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purely as a tape measure on air pollutants,but will not stop or limit the commercial 
activities at the airport aiding the resulting pollution levels to the SSSI. 

The health impact on the surrounding residential areas has also not been weighted  
and instead complex formulae that is difficult for laypersons to fathom is being based 
on the impact on Epping Forest, which is much further away in proximity than Hatfield 
Forest. The impact of the increased traffic will specifically affect the local area and 
residents closest to the airport.   

There were several occasions through the summer when there was chaos at the 
Airport due, we are told, to weather conditions or other factors causing delays.  The 
airport was not able to cope and did not seem to have a contingency plan in place.  
This is with a throughput of some 27 million passenger per annum (mppa)  

This latest evidence highlights the plan to expand represents “unsustainable 
development”, due to unevidenced amenity to the general public both within it’s own 
infrastructure and within the wider community.  It can be recalled that civil unrest was 
on the brink of occurring due to the various individual frustrations.  There is simply not 
the police or welfare resources to deal with a major incident which in effect would 
require the logistical catering and welfare of several stadiums of people at any one 
time.  

Takeley Parish Council again draw your attention to the material consideration to defer 
making a decision, as any decision may not wholly be met by the requirements or 
policy from Central Government on matters such as Co2 emissions, air quality, noise 
etc. and that any decision could result in a decision being deemed illegal due to 
legislative policy change. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Julia Peachey 
Clerk to Takeley Parish Council  
 

 


