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16 June 2008
TCN Consultation

NATS

Freepost NAT22750

Reading RG1 4BR

Dear Sirs 

Consultation for Terminal Control North (TCN) Airspace Change Proposal

I am responding to this consultation based on the impacts associated with the operations of Stansted Airport and the other proposed changes to flightpaths in the East Herts and West Essex region.

In the first instance, NATS does not appear to have adequately followed the requirements of CAP725 CAA Guidance on the Application of the Airspace Change Process.  The impacts and size of the proposed changes are very large and widespread throughout the region.  The shortcomings of this consultation include the following (CAP 725 references given in brackets)
· NATS has not ensured that the consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible (18c)
· NATS has proposed a single design option and has not stated what other options have been considered and has not given the reasons why these options have been discarded (19)
· NATS has not undertaken sufficient public engagement through open/public meetings (20e)
· NATS has relied solely on the ‘population count’ methodology to claim environmental benefits for the proposed changes without applying the necessary caution in their interpretation for environmental assessment (94)
· NATS has inadequately preserved the tranquility of the many areas of low background noise (119)
Furthermore, the Government guidance to the CAA
 on stability of routes has not been followed.  Paragraph 35 of this guidance states ‘When considering changes to airspace arrangements, the DAP should place a high value on the legacy of planning decisions and the location of noise-sensitive development, and generally 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.’
With regard to the proposed airspace changes, the following comments are made.

1. The need for the changes has not been justified.  The airspace is not full, nor is it unsafe.  ATC delays, where they exist, are very small.  No airport has planning approval for any expansion.

2. While there may be some efficiency benefits for the airspace users, the proposed changes will not reduce the amount of noise and emissions generated.  In fact, in this region these will increase.  And these environmental harms would increase further if the number of aircraft movements increase (as assumed in the NATS proposal).

3. Those airspace routes that are not proposed to be changed are not described.  This means that no assessment is possible for the total picture of all aircraft flying in the region and the cumulative impacts of the result of the proposed changes.
4. Only one solution is proposed without describing alternatives and discarded options.  There is no explanation provided for the methods used for assessing alternatives and discarded options or the scoring system used for trade-offs.  This means that no comparative judgements can be made on the one solution proposed.
5. Environmental benefits are claimed by moving routes to less densely populated areas.  This is not considered a true reflection of the actual noise annoyance that would be caused by the proposed new routes in this region for the following reasons.
· The population count within the 57 dBA 16-hour contour for Stansted Airport is predicted to increase by 220 (8.6%).  
· Aircraft would fly more miles arriving and departing from Stansted Airport (see paragraph 6 below) 
· Noise impact is solely defined by the number of people affected rather than the amount of noise that communities would suffer.

· This takes no account of background noise levels in the region which, for low noise environments in rural areas, would result in loss of tranquillity. Overall there will be more losers than winners in the region as a result of the proposed changes.
6. For Stansted Airport operations, the route lengths for both arrivals and    departures would increase overall by an average of some 2,500 miles every day with a corresponding increase of noise, emissions and visual intrusion.  While there will be some locations which will suffer less noise, others will suffer more and it is considered that an extra 2,500 route miles every day will have an adverse impact on the local community.
7. The proposal to create three new holds is not supported.  There is no justification which demonstrates that the existing two holds shared by Stansted and Luton are not adequate for the arrival demand for almost all the time.  Certainly there is no justification to completely ignore the guidance for long term stability of routes.  NATS should be working to reduce the number of holds over the land and, in conjunction with European partners, should be implementing operational and technical measures to ensure this happens.  

8. It is not clear why the proposed two new Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs) for departing aircraft from Stansted Airport are needed.  Currently, all departing aircraft leave the airport and soon head towards their ultimate destinations within one of the six existing NPRs.  It is perverse that these two new proposed routes would mean that aircraft take off and initially fly an NPR in almost the opposite direction.  This change would adversely affect new communities around the airport in currently relatively tranquil areas and it is also contrary to the route stability guidance earlier referred to. These NPRs should not be changed.
9. The use of P-RNAV is welcomed in helping to ensure consistent good track keeping performance.  Consideration should be given to reducing the width of NPR swathes and also increasing the vectoring height from 4,000ft to 5,000ft. 
10. The introduction of Continuous Descent Approach (CDA) for Stansted airport easterly runway is welcomed.

11. With regard to direct flights versus specified routes, I believe that above 4,000ft a degree of dispersal is a better compromise. 

Overall, the NATS’ proposal is not supported for the reasons given above.  Additionally I am also opposed to any further expansion of Stansted airport and therefore opposed to any changes that are designed to accommodate unsustainable expansion.  Except possibly for CDA, the airspace changes proposed by NATS will increase the environmental harms for those of us living close to the airport.  
Yours faithfully
Martin Peachey
cc 
Sir Alan Haselhurst MP

� Guidance to the Civil Aviation Authority on Environmental Objectives relating to the exercise of its air navigation functions January 2002 Department for Transport, Local Government and the Regions  








