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10th June 2008 
Reading

RG1 4BR

Dear Sir/Madam

Cowlinge Parish Council wishes to object to the TCN proposed changes.  

The reasons for the objection are as follows:
Peace and tranquillity of the area:
· The Parish of Cowlinge lies in one of the most tranquil areas of the country as designated by the CPRE.   The ambient noise level at present in this village is extremely low (at night virtually zero).  The peace is disturbed at present only occasionally by low flying aircraft/helicopters that are very noticeable because of their sudden presence, rather than the near continuous noise we are being led to expect from commercial jets. 

· The consultation said that there could be (bombardment of) aircraft every two minutes and we understand that aircraft circling in a stack use 80-85% throttle equalling the top range of noise. 
The difference between an ambient level and maximum level is that which causes most concern and annoyance.  This difference in Cowlinge would equate to 35-47db higher which is anything between 50-220 times louder.  
· The claim by NATS that the area lies outside a 57db contour is total rubbish.  To average out sound is the most devious method of calculation that has ever been devised by man (or civil servant) in an attempt to cover up an unacceptable situation.  The analogy that psychologists use to describe this subterfuge is that of a person standing by a roaring fire at night in a freezing house with 140C on one side and 0C on the other – result, happiness at an average 70C!
· There is an absolute anomaly in the proposals where the stack is to start at 7000’ yet the whole surrounding area is shown shaded pale green = 4000’.  This gives noise levels up to 70db, well above the 50db given by the DfT as being the onset of significant levels of noise disturbance. 

· Local Councils have strict planning guidelines for new proposals regarding any noise emissions and can veto anything that will cause a nuisance to the local community.   It seems ludicrous that potentially the noisiest area i.e., that which is directly overhead, has no restrictions placed upon it.  It should not be possible for NATS and the government to arbitrarily ruin large areas of this country at the stroke of a pen. 

· Many people choose to live in the countryside to escape the noise, hustle and bustle of urban areas.  In addition many urban dwellers also choose to visit/holiday in the countryside to escape the noise.  This will be totally negated by the  proposed TCN changes.  
Pollution: 

· There will be inherent extra pollution produced by the exhaust emissions from aircraft engines over what is currently some of the cleanest air in the country.
· Steps should be taken to obviate the use of stacks, not increase them from 2 to 3.

Flawed Consultation: 

· No alternatives are given in the document – it is ‘take it or leave it’ with the stack positioning having already been fixed. This is not consultation.
· NATS refuses to talk directly to the first tier of local government.  NATS representatives refused to attend a meeting held in Kirtling even though they were informed (through Green Issues Communications) that ‘about 30 Parishes would be represented by 50 – 60 Parish Councillors’. Final numbers were 32 Parishes and 80 – 90 Councillors.

· The government guidelines state that take-offs should be over less populated areas - NATS appear to have gone against this by placing arrival holding stacks in these areas also. Why? 
Alternatives:  
· The most sensible place to put a stack to avoid the intolerable noise pollution throughout the whole of East Anglia is simply to put them out at sea.  Any suggestions that this is inefficient and uneconomic has to be weighed against the extreme effect these stacks will have on the large population  living under them.

· Stacks could be moved regularly to different areas in order to give respite to those on the ground.
· With the advance of P-RNav, it  should be possible for there to be a series of different ‘Red Routes’ to be set. This could mean that on a daily/weekly basis people would get some days respite from extreme noise disturbance on different days of the week over a period of time.

Finally:

· We agree that CDA would be far preferable on all counts rather than fixed Red Routes – less noise, less pollution, less concentration of aircraft movements over one given place.
· The DfT in its guidance to the CAA on environmental issues relating to airspace, requires the CAA to ‘pursue policies that will help to preserve the tranquillity where this does not increase significantly the environmental burdens on congested areas’.  NATS should follow this directive as well and a lot more vigorously.  
Linda Scott

Vice-Chairman
