Luton and District Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise (LADACAN)

Response to NATS consultation on its proposed changes to Airspace within Terminal Control North (TCN)
1. Summary
LADACAN opposes NATS’ proposed changes to departure routes from Luton Airport on the following grounds:
· Unnecessarily extensive change

· Significant increase in noise impact

· Absence of noise mitigation measures

· Inadequate consultation process

· Growth in air traffic resulting in further noise nuisance

It provides details of particular points of objection to the planned routes and makes counter proposals to avoid or reduce the worst impacts.

LADACAN supports the continuing use of direct routing of arriving aircraft.
2. Introduction

LADACAN is a residents’ group set up in 1968 to represent the interests of communities around Luton Airport in respect of aircraft noise and safety. It is an active member of the Airport Consultative Committee and, among its most recent activities, it has participated in the inquiries into the East of England Plan and the Luton Local Plan on airport-related matters.

LADACAN is disappointed that it is not a recognised consultee in this matter and believes that, given its experience, it could have contributed to a more successful outcome if it had been consulted during the planning of these changes.

Our views, which are mainly focused on NATS’ proposals for air traffic at Luton Airport, are set out under four headings: Overall Response – Luton Departure Routes, Overall Response - Arrivals, Specific Issues and Counter Proposals.

3. Overall Response to NATS’ proposals for Luton departure routes
LADACAN is opposed to the whole package of proposals for changes to departure routes from Luton Airport for the following reasons:
a) The proposed changes are extensive in terms of the numbers of people overflown. The figures in NATS’ Addendum to the consultation show that the population to be newly overflown by the proposed Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs) is equivalent to 66 per cent of the current population overflown. The comparable figures for Heathrow and Stansted are 4 and 5 per cent.
Such extensive changes contravene Government guidance to the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA)
 which states that it “should recognise the importance of the long-term stability of the route structure in the vicinity of airports, since people need to know where significant aircraft noise will be experienced.”

b) The proposed changes would cause a significant deterioration in the overall noise environment experienced by communities around the airport. The number of people living within the 57 Leq daytime noise contour is predicted by NATS to increase to over 10,000, more than double the number reported by the Airport for 2007
.

The number of people overflown within ten route miles of the Airport would increase on all five departure routes which NATS seeks to change and, overall, more than double. The reduction of the population beneath the NPRs claimed by NATS arises from the inclusion of those living further from the Airport where a large majority of aircraft would be expected to be at 5,000 feet or higher. See our analysis in Appendix A.
NATS’ claims for a reduction of the population living beneath the NPRs are also undermined by its failure to include populations which will occupy homes shortly to be built. In particular, we note that the new routes to the east and south east which NATS propose for easterly departures (runway 08) will pass over the site for 3,600 homes to the west of Stevenage which has been earmarked for development for over 10 years and approved after public inquiry by the Secretary of State. The population of this site alone can be expected to negate the reduction in population overflown of 7,615 claimed by NATS in the Addendum to the consultation documents. Other locations for planned housing development around Stevenage and to the north of the Luton/Dunstable conurbation also lie beneath new routes proposed by NATS. We understand that NATS were informed of all of these expected developments by the planning authorities.
The Government guidance to the CAA
 states that “changes to airspace arrangements should . . . be made after consultation, only where it is clear that an overall environmental benefit will accrue or where airspace management considerations and the overriding need for safety allow for no practical alternative.” NATS’ proposals would produce significant environmental disbenefits to those living beneath the proposed departure routes from Luton which would not be fully compensated by benefits elsewhere and, as we show in subsequent comments, there are practical and safe alternatives available.
c) NATS has made no proposals to mitigate the impact of its proposals on communities around the Airport. We are particularly concerned that the population of south Luton will be severely affected by a substantial increase in aircraft noise. Our calculations suggest that the numbers of homes falling within the noise footprints of both the noisiest and the most common aircraft operating from Luton will exceed the equivalent measures at London City Airport where noise mitigation measures include closure of the Airport at night and during a “respite” period at weekends. Placing limits on the hours of operation of the routes will, we believe, be essential if communities which do not currently experience excessive departure noise or which are to be newly overflown are to be expected to tolerate the imposition of this nuisance.
d) The conduct of the consultation has been wholly inadequate. In particular, NATS
· failed to provide an address for questions on its proposals as required by the CAA guidelines
.
· launched the consultation with a claim for a 20 per cent reduction in the numbers to be affected by aircraft noise when the true figure, as in their Addendum, was 14 per cent. This did not encourage public interest which was particularly important at Luton where 50,214 (NATS’ figure in the Addendum) people will find themselves newly overflown and many others will be close to new flight paths.

· has refused to engage with the public, apparently expecting local authorities to consult on its behalf. A number of authorities were constrained in their activities as the local elections fell in the middle of the original consultation period, a weakness which has been partially overcome by the 4 week extension.
· failed to check its claimed distribution of the consultation documents to public libraries so effectively limiting participation in the consultation to those with broadband internet access.
A copy of our detailed complaint to the CAA is appended as Appendix B.

e) The proposal is predicated on a continuing and quite rapid increase in air traffic from Luton which is totally inconsistent with Government’s stated climate change concerns and inevitably will cause more noise including night noise.
4. Response to NATS’ proposals for revised arrival routes in TCN
NATS requests that respondents indicate whether they have a preference for arriving aircraft to be routed as now on direct flight paths to the airports or for arrivals to be directed to specified routes where they would be concentrated.
LADACAN has visited a large number of rural areas to explain NATS’ proposals and the overwhelming view from these groups is that residents are happy to tolerate their “fair shares” of arriving aircraft overhead but would not be happy to have them all or for anyone else to be expected to. They, therefore, support the status quo.

In the towns visited, this was not a relevant issue except in Stevenage which is overflown by aircraft on a direct heading to the Luton runway (26). There residents complained that aircraft turning over the Town onto the approach often cause noise which disturbs them and they would prefer that turns onto the approach were made before aircraft pass over the Town.
On balance, we support the use of direct flight paths for arrivals. However, we note the concerns about the elevated noise levels produced by manoeuvring aircraft and recommend that aircraft join the direct approach to the runway at the highest possible altitude.

5. Specific Issues

a) All westerly departure routes: LADACAN regards the noise impacts of the proposed P-RNAV route on the communities of South Luton, Slip End, Caddington, Markyate and other settlements in the area as unacceptable without mitigation measures such as a night movement ban, a 24-hour respite period at weekends, a limit on the noise classification of aircraft operating from the Airport (eg QC/1 in the noise quota scheme operated at the main London airports) and comprehensive home insulation and compensation schemes for householders. We note that the majority of homes in South Luton were built before the second world war and do not comply with modern noise insulation standards (eg British Standard BS8233) which are now specified by planning authorities for new build and conversions in high noise locations.
b) Easterly departure routes to the east and south east: The proposed P-RNAV route passes over a large population in the northern half of Stevenage together with the Lister Hospital, the main hospital in north and east Hertfordshire, and several large schools. The residential areas of Symmonds Green and Fishers Green fall within the 1,000 to 2,000 feet altitude band (figures F3 and F5) at about 6 track miles from the runway while the remainder is just in the 2,000 feet to 3,000 feet band. 
These populations are not currently overflown by departures and only those in the far north east corner of the Town currently experience arrivals overhead regularly. In addition, a new development of around 3,600 dwellings west of the A1(M) is at an advanced stage of planning while locations for up to a further 6,700 homes, as required by the recently finalised East of England Plan (RSS), are being sought to the west and north of the town beneath the route.
Based on the noise levels reported by the Airport Operator at the eastern monitoring points, we expect typical aircraft operating from Luton to generate LAmax noise levels in the range 65 to 70 dBA in this location and noisier aircraft higher levels. According to World Health Organisation (WHO) guidelines, this can be expected to disturb the sleep of the more sensitive members of the population. We cannot, therefore, condone the use of this route, particularly at night, over individuals who have not already demonstrated a tolerance of such noise.
c) Easterly departure route to the south west: We note that NATS has not acknowledged the position of Harpenden beneath the current route but beyond the end of the NPR. However, as it has also failed to include Hemel Hempstead in its calculation of the population beneath its proposed route, we do not believe these omissions disguise any net benefit arising from NATS’ proposal.

The proposed P-RNAV route passes over Whitwell at about 3 miles from the runway end and then over the southern part of Wheathampstead at about 10 miles. Although neither of these large villages is currently beneath NPRs, Wheathampstead experiences some overflights at above the vectoring altitude on both the current departure route and the westerly routes to the east and south east.
The typical aircraft operating from Luton will generate noise levels in the range 70 to 75 dBA LAmax in Whitwell which will cause a very serious deterioration in the quality of life in this village. Noise levels in Wheathampstead are likely to be somewhat lower but the noisier aircraft are likely to disturb the sleep of the most sensitive individuals. LADACAN, therefore, opposes the adoption of this new route.
6. Counter Proposals for Departure Routes from Luton

As stated in section 3 above, LADACAN is most concerned that NATS proposes extensive change around Luton and that the result will be a very serious increase in the degree of noise disturbance from aircraft departing Luton and a huge increase in the numbers of people disturbed. We, therefore, propose that NATS re-examine its proposals to minimise the changes to departure routes, particularly in the initial phases where aircraft are at the lowest altitudes. We note that NATS has stated that the main bottleneck in the TCN area is at Brookmans Park and suggest, therefore, that only the two NPRs in that direction need to be changed. Where it is not possible to replicate the initial phases of the existing route, the new route should follow an existing route to avoid oveflying new populations at low altitude.
We are informed that, in meetings with MPs and local authority representatives, NATS have indicated that it should be possible to employ “hybrid” routes in which the initial phases of departure are flown using current flight management methods and changing to the new P-RNAV system further down track. We believe this approach can avoid the very serious detrimental results for local communities which are inherent in NATS’ proposals while retaining the advantages of P-RNAV for overall airspace management which principally accrue at greater distances from the Airport.
a) All westerly departure routes: The existing route with its initial left turn from the runway should be retained to avoid overflying South Luton and the villages beyond with NATS’ proposed P-RNAV routes being picked up later once aircraft have passed between Markyate and Flamstead. We note that there has been a drift toward starting the initial turn later in the last few years and would recommend that this be corrected by modifying the Aeronautical Information Publication (AIP) to emphasise that noise abatement procedure requires that the turn start “as soon as practicable after passing the end of the runway but not below 500 ft aal”.
b) Easterly departure routes to the east and south east: This NPR should continue to turn right to pass to the south of Stevenage but then turn left to pick up the proposed P-RNAV routes to the east of Stevenage. The turn should not commence before Lilley Bottom (approximately 6.5 km from start of roll) to avoid passing closer to the village of Whitwell.

c) Easterly departure route to the south west: Our preferred option for this route is to retain the existing departure route to the point where it returns south of Kimpton village. This initial phase is not compatible with P-RNAV. However, the subsequent route is suitable for P-RNAV and it should be possible to ensure that aircraft can pass north of Harpenden rather than over the Town as the route does now. The proposed P-RNAV route for westerly departures to the south west can be picked up after passing between Flamstead and Markyate.
An alternative would be to adjust the NATS proposed route to avoid the problems of new overflying which it creates at Whitwell and Wheathampstead. We note that, while it is desirable to also avoid Codicote, this large village is already overflown by aircraft on the existing route so this should not be a priority. It appears to be a fundamental feature of Luton’s location that attempts to change routes create more problems than they solve and we are not optimistic that a satisfactory P-RNAV alternative can be found for the proposed route.
7. Conclusion

LADACAN believes that the stability of flight paths should be a primary consideration in the determination of airspace changes. By proposing to change five of the six Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs) from Luton Airport, NATS has failed to meet this requirement. This is especially to be deplored given the inadequacy of attempts to inform the large numbers of people whose quality of life is threatened by the proposed changes.
We are also concerned that the plans for Luton departure routes will cause an unacceptable deterioration of the already poor noise environment in the vicinity of the Airport. The absence of mitigation measures in NATS’ proposals renders them doubly unacceptable.
Appendix A: Analysis of populations overflown by departure routes from Luton

A 1. Concerns about NATS’ population count data

As a component of its environmental assessment of its proposed changes (ref 1), National Air Traffic Services (NATS) elected to present estimates of the populations overflown by aircraft below 4,000 feet on the Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs) from each Airport. These figures are summarised in table C2 of the consultation document (ref 1).

The publicity surrounding the launch of the consultation featured a claim that NATS’ proposals would reduce the population overflown by 20 per cent, a figure which is reflected in the overall reduction of 20.4 per cent reported in table C2.

Soon after the launch of the consultation, NATS published an Addendum (ref 2) which provided alternative figures using a “different methodology”. This showed that the reduction in population overflown would be only 14 per cent. It also provided further information about the derivation of the original figures but did not clarify the “common definition” (para 4.6 of Part C, ref 1) used for NPRs at each airport. 

In an attempt to identify the method used to derive the original figures in table C2, LADACAN submitted a question to NATS through the London Luton Airport Consultative Committee (LLACC):

“How are the reductions in populations overflown at below 4,000 feet, which featured in NATS’ press releases about the consultation, calculated? These calculations are not referred to in Appendix C where, it is claimed, the environmental methods are explained. The calculations in the Addendum are clearly described but are different from the originals and the NPRs applied to the calculation do not correspond to those published in the Luton Annual Monitoring Report (AMR).”

NATS’ response was as follows:

“An addendum to the NPR calculation has been published on the web site. This provides the detail requested.”

We concluded from this that the NPRs used as the basis for the population overflown data in table C2 (ref 1) were the same as those shown in the Addendum (ref 2). The only difference was that the populations within the 57 Leq contours had been removed from the original estimates in table C2 (ref 1) to avoid double counting, as described in Appendix A of the Addendum (ref 2).

However, NATS failed to answer that part of our question which queried the basis on which NATS selected the NPRs for the analysis which, for Luton, are shown in figure F20 of the main consultation (ref 1) and figure 2 of the Addendum (ref 2). This was particularly important as the existing NPRs at Luton are mandatory only to 3,000 feet during daytime hours (para 4.7, ref 3). Additionally, the selection of NPRs is complicated by the fact that the majority of the fleet flying from Luton comprises aircraft which climb at a rate which is at least twice that of the worst-performing aircraft on which NATS based their route information maps (figures F2 to F19 of ref 1).

We are also particularly concerned that the westerly (runway 26) route towards Brookmans Park is shown to extend beyond Hatfield giving it almost double the length of the easterly (runway 08) Compton route. Typical radar tracks published by the Airport operator (for example, ref 3, figures 4.12 and 4.13) suggest that Luton departures on the former route are, in general, considerably higher over Hatfield than those on the latter are over Harpenden which is not included in the NATS analysis. Neither is the population of Hemel Hempstead which, according to fig F9 (ref 1), will be overflown by aircraft below 4,000 feet on the replacement for the easterly Compton route.

In the absence of any clarification from NATS, we have based our analysis on their NPRs.

However, we are further concerned, as was the Noise and Track Sub Committee (NTSC) of the Airport Consultative Committee (LLACC) at its special meeting to discuss the NATS proposals on 12 May, that the simple population count method used by NATS fails to reflect the varying noise levels experienced by people on the ground arising from differences in aircraft height above ground.

A 2. Further analysis – new data

In its answer to another question posed by LLACC, NATS provided a breakdown by route of the figures for populations overflown used to produce the aggregate data in figure 2 of the Addendum (ref 2). For the purpose of this analysis there are six departure routes from Luton, three to the east from the runway and three to the west. Those which NATS designates “to the East” and “to the South East” in Part F of the main consultation share a common initial track which extends beyond the NPR, hence the reduction from eight to six.

For ease of reference, we have designated the three routes from each end of the runway “Compton”, “Brookmans Park” and “Olney”. Although the proposed new departure routes are unlikely to retain this designation, we refer to them as the “new” routes with these designations for comparison purposes.

The data provided by NATS for populations overflown by the existing and new routes is shown in the following table:

	
	Existing route
	New Route

	LADACAN designation
	NATS designation

(Figure F20)+
	NATS population estimate
	NATS designation

(Figure F20)
	NATS population estimate

	Easterly (runway 08)
	Compton
	G
	3,752
	B
	11,508

	
	Brookmans Park
	F
	17,087
	A
	34,385

	
	Olney*
	E
	10,959
	E
	10,959

	Westerly (runway 26)
	Compton
	Not shown
	Not given
	C
	10,614

	
	Brookmans Park
	H
	43,461
	D
	9,876

	
	Olney
	I
	5,176
	D
	9,876

	Notes:
	* NATS propose no change to the easterly Olney route.

+ In the map accompanying the data in this table, the labels on routes F and G were reversed from those on the otherwise identical map in figure F20 of the main consultation. We have retained the labels used in the published document.


The table shows clearly that the populations overflown by the new routes will be greater than for the existing routes in three of the four to be changed for which NATS has provided data.

A 3. Banding by aircraft altitude
To provide a banding by noise impact as suggested in the Civil Aviation Authority’s guidance on the airspace change process (ref 4), we divided the Noise Preferential Routes used by NATS into height bands corresponding to those shown in the route diagrams published in figures F2 to F19 of the consultation document (ref 1). This exercise could not be completed for the easterly Olney departure route because, as no change to this route is proposed by NATS, no route diagrams are provided by them. The route is excluded from the following analysis for this reason although the NATS total population count for this route (10,959) is included in calculations in which populations are aggregated across all routes and aircraft altitudes so as to provide verification of the LADACAN figures against those reported by NATS in the Addendum (ref 2).

NATS used commercial population data from CACI International Inc. LADACAN does not have access to this data so instead used settlement populations from Hertfordshire County Council’s web site. These are based on the 2001 Census. For the few Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire settlements overflown at under 4,000 feet, population data was obtained from the world wide web. The following table compares the total populations under the routes produced by LADACAN with those from NATS.

	
	Existing Route
	New Route

	Route
	LADACAN population estimate
	NATS population estimate
	LADACAN population estimate
	NATS population estimate

	Easterly (runway 08)
	Compton
	3,264
	3,752
	11,775
	11,508

	
	Brookmans Park
	16,680
	17,087
	34,259
	34,385

	Westerly (runway 26)
	Compton
	2,957
	Not given
	10,657
	10,614

	
	Brookmans Park
	43,381
	43,461
	9,832
	9,876

	
	Olney
	5,247
	5,176
	9,832
	9,876


The following table divides our estimates for the predicted populations overflown by the five routes to be changed into the four bands to 4,000 feet used by NATS in their presentation of routes (figs F2 to F9 of ref 1):

	
	Existing Route
	New Route

	
	Easterly
	Westerly
	Easterly
	Westerly

	
	Compton
	Brookmans Park
	Compton
	Brookmans Park
	Olney
	Compton
	Brookmans Park
	Compton
	Brookmans Park
	Olney

	Total up to 1,000 ft
	424
	424
	1077
	1077
	1077
	424
	424
	3960
	3960
	3960

	Total 1,000ft to 2,000 ft
	161
	161
	1417
	1165
	1417
	2851
	6654
	3339
	3339
	3339

	Total 2,000ft to 3,000 ft
	2679
	9098
	463
	4601
	1319
	147
	26490
	1423
	1180
	1180

	Total 3,000ft to 4,000 ft
	0
	6997
	0
	36538
	1434
	8353
	691
	1935
	1353
	1353


Based on these figures, the predicted changes in populations overflown by route and by aircraft height are as follows:

	
	Easterly
	Westerly

	
	Compton
	Brookmans Park
	Compton
	Brookmans Park
	Olney

	Change up to 1,000 ft
	0
	0
	2,883
	2,883
	2,883

	Change 1,000ft to 2,000 ft
	2,690
	6,493
	1,922
	2,174
	1,922

	Change 2,000ft to 3,000 ft
	-2,532
	17,392
	960
	-3,421
	-139

	Change 3,000ft to 4,000 ft
	8,353
	-6,306
	1,935
	-35,185
	-81

	Total
	8,511
	17,579
	7,700
	-33,549
	4,585


Note that the figures are either zero or significantly positive in the two lowest bands on all routes. The aggregate figures for the 3 lower bands, which represent approximately the first ten route miles, also show an increase for all routes.

These figures can be summarised by aggregating the changes on all routes avoiding double-counting of populations as follows:

	
	Existing Routes
	New Routes
	Difference
	Difference as proportion of current %

	Change up to 1,000 ft
	1,501
	4,384
	2,883
	192

	Change 1,000ft to 2,000 ft
	1,578
	12,784
	11,206
	710

	Change 2,000ft to 3,000 ft
	17,742
	28,650
	10,908
	61

	Change 3,000ft to 4,000 ft
	44,969
	12,331
	-32,638
	-73

	
	
	
	
	

	Change up to 3,000 feet
	20,821
	45,818
	24,997
	120

	Change up to 4,000 feet
	65,790
	58,149
	-7,641
	-12

	
	
	
	
	

	NATS population count for easterly Olney route
	10,959
	10,959
	
	

	LADACAN predicted change to 4,000 feet
	76,749
	69,108
	-7,641
	-10

	NATS predicted change to 4,000 feet
	75,858
	68,243
	-7,615
	-10


A 4. Aircraft height as an indicator of noise impact

To give some indication of the likely variation of noise impact along the routes, we have applied the following rules of thumb:

· The sound level associated with a particular sound source is reduced by 8 dBA (decibels A-weighted) for each doubling of the distance from the noise source (height of aircraft). This is the rule applied in the computer models used for predicting aircraft noise, ANCON and INM.

· The loudness of a sound is perceived to halve with each reduction of 10 dBA in the sound level.

These produce the following estimates of the “loudness factor” with the lowest altitude band arbitrarily assigned the factor 1.
	Aircraft height band
	Mean height

(feet)
	8 dBA per doubling
	loudness

factor

	Up to 1,000 ft
	500
	0.00
	1.00

	1,000ft to 2,000 ft
	1500
	-12.68
	0.42

	2,000ft to 3,000 ft
	2500
	-18.58
	0.28

	3,000ft to 4,000 ft
	3500
	-22.46
	0.21


It should be noted that, as they are based on the logarithmic sound level scale, the weight factors do not reflect the absolute heights of aircraft and, hence, their loudness, but their relative heights along the routes. The weight factors are themselves, therefore, relative and do not just reflect the performance of the worst-performing aircraft which is the basis of the height bands in the NATS route diagrams.

It is clear that perceived noise levels produced by overflying aircraft decline significantly as altitude increases. It follows that populations in the lowest altitude bands should be assigned higher priority in the route design process than those in the higher bands.
A 5. Conclusion

Simple population count data produced by NATS predicts that the number of people overflown by aircraft departing Luton would overfly 10 per cent fewer people at less than 4,000 feet if its proposals for replacing five of the six departure routes are adopted. However, the cost of this net reduction is both 

· a massive displacement of aircraft noise from many areas now overflown to locations which are not currently overflown; and

· very significant increases in the numbers of people overflown at lower altitudes

Overall, the result would be a serious deterioration in the noise environment around Luton.
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Appendix B: Letter to CAA on NATS consultation process
30 April 2008
Head of Business Management

Directorate of Airspace Policy

Civil Aviation Authority

CAA House

45-59 Kingsway

London

WC2B 6TE

Dear Sir,

NATS consultation on airspace change proposals – Terminal Control North

I write to complain that National Air Traffic Services, in its conduct of this consultation, has failed to comply with the guidance set out in CAP 725 in several respects:

a) It has provided no address or contact for queries from consultees (CAP 725, Stage 3, Page 9, para 22) in the consultation documents or on the supporting web site. The only mention of questions I have encountered is on the online response form and in the message which the respondent receives after successfully completing this form. These direct the respondent to the FAQ page where there is no contact provided. I have twice sent messages pointing out this omission to NATS through their main web site but have received no response after four weeks.

The many Councils, organisations and individuals who have sent questions to the address for responses to the consultation have, after a period of many weeks, yet to receive any response from NATS.

b) NATS appears to expect local authorities to conduct its consultation with the public by proxy. Among the main stakeholders in this proposal are residents, homeowners and landowners. Local Councils are ill-equipped to publicise and interpret the consultation especially as the timing of the consultation coincides with the local election period when Councils and Councillors have difficulty dealing with such controversial matters and local media are hampered by the requirements of political balance.

c) It has failed to exhibit both realism and flexibility in engaging with the public. It has refused to distribute the material to interested parties, relying instead on their having the broadband Internet access necessary for the voluminous documents. The only alternative provision, through public libraries, has failed: the first three local libraries on NATS’ list (only found on the web site) which I approached had not heard of the consultation. In the fourth, there were very few copies of the paper response form.

d) NATS has failed to publicise the consultation adequately to encourage people to participate. The initial media release was accompanied by a claim that the number of people overflown was to be reduced by 20 per cent, not a message designed to engage the public. This was especially unhelpful at Luton where, on one set of estimates from NATS, the real story is that over three quarters of the population currently overflown will cease to be overflown while an almost equivalent number will be newly overflown. It is especially important that this latter group be informed.

The distribution of leaflets through Councils has been patchy especially as we understand that leaflets for the wrong area were often supplied. I witnessed this for myself at the main offices of North Hertfordshire District Council where I found leaflets for the Cambridge and Suffolk area on display to the public.

e) NATS has refused to engage with the public directly to explain the proposals even where Councils have offered to provide a forum for this.
f) NATS failed to include long-established local aviation residents groups such as Stop Stansted Expansion, HACAN Clearskies and LADACAN in the formal stakeholder list. These organisations have much more experience than most District and Borough Councils in local aviation matters and are now busy trying to advise these and the third-tier Councils on the implications of the proposals, an unreasonable burden for voluntary groups, especially for SSE which, as you know, is currently having to deal with the second runway planning application for Stansted. 

NATS would have been well advised to involve these organisations in the focus groups which, we assume, were run during the development of the proposals.

g) The online response form, which is the method preferred by NATS, has an in-built bias: the respondent is not permitted to remain neutral on the specific question about whether arrivals should be routed by "direct flight path" or "specified routes".

LADACAN believes that the consultation process has been totally inadequate to deal with a proposal which has such important implications for the quality of life of hundreds of thousands of people.

Yours faithfully,

Dr Roger Wood

for LADACAN
cc 
Barbara Follett, MP

Rt Hon Peter Lilley MP

Margaret Moran MP
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