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Dear Sirs,

Terminal Control North – Airspace Change Proposal
At an Open Public Meeting arranged by the Monks Eleigh Parish Council on Tuesday 15th April 2008 a significant number of members of the Parish, and surrounding district, discussed at length the NATS proposal as it relates to the environment in which they live and work.  The major aspect of the proposals which would affect this area would be those associated with the routeing of aircraft flying into and out of Stansted.  The proposals for Luton Airport would have some minor effect on this area.

As a result of these deliberations and other discussions within the wider area the Parish Council, on behalf of the people we represent, have resolved to strongly object to the proposals contained in the consultative document.

Our objections are based on a number of factors, namely:-

1.
The degree of confidence in the arguments forwarded by the consultation document.


The height contours given in Part E have now been conceded to represent the lowest potential heights for flights both now and in the future and not that which are currently experienced in the area.   This gives the impression, wrongly, that there would be no change in the heights of the majority of aircraft overflying this area on their approach to Stansted.


At many instances in the document reference is made to Leq noise contours in Parts E to I.  These do not exist.  The only source of noise information contained in these sections are in terms of a Table of Lmax noise levels for a single aircraft at various heights.  This does not indicate the effect on the existing noise climate a number of aircraft would create nor the effect of the increase in the number of aircraft overflying a particular area.  The information presented is therefore misleading and misrepresents the true effect of the proposals.


The document purports to follow the guidance contained in Government documents.  This guidance, however, particularly with regard to the number of people overflown, relates to aircraft activity close to airports and not at distances represented by the proposed Stansted Eastern Hold.


There is therefore extreme concern that there may be other omissions or errors, unintentional or not, such that full and unbiased information has not been presented in the proposal document to enable Shareholders to arrive at an informed view of the proposals and for the CAA to be seen to come to a decision based on all the appropriate evidence.

2.
The proposal document does not adequately indicate the likely noise effect in our area.


No account has been taken of the overall effect of height, flight path, and frequency of aircraft both now and in the period under consideration.  No values are indicated of the likely noise climate below the hold when in full use, i.e. 8 aircraft.  There is the potential either for 8 aircraft to be directly one above the other separated by 1000ft or one after the other.  In the former case this would add some 8dB, almost a doubling of the perceived sound loudness to the noise level of a single aircraft at 7000ft.  In the latter, assuming a 4 minute circuit, the peak sound of an aircraft would be heard every 30 seconds, with a duration of the same order.  This would result in the sound of circling aircraft being heard continuously.  At this height the sound of the aircraft would vary in frequency and time making it extremely noticeable.


The use of P-RNAV it is recognised would concentrate the flight of aircraft within a smaller path width resulting in those properties immediately  under the flight path being subject to increased activity rather than it being spread over a wider area as now.


Mention is made within the document of the assessment of Tranquillity.  This appears to be dismissed summarily on the basis of the various diverse methods of assessing Tranquillity.  With regard to noise climate it is an acceptable methodology to compare the noise level generated over a time period, normally one hour during the day, and less during the night, normally five minutes, with the prevailing background noise climate expressed as L90.   This methodology is used in various British Standards and is also commented upon within the World Health Organisations (WHO) document “Guidelines for Community Noise”, referred to in the proposal document.  A wider time limit during a certain period of the year is normally used for the assessment of proposals close to Airports, normally within 25nm.  The area in the vicinity of the proposed Stansted Eastern Hold is mostly over very quiet and tranquil countryside such that the background noise climate is also comparatively low.  Daytime readings in the order of L90 = 30dBA and L90 = 20 dBA at night have been recorded.  Without the presentation of Leq values indicated but not appearing in the report it is not possible to make a reasonable assessment of the effect of the proposals in this area.

3.
The methodology of population counting is flawed.


The proposal document references the CAA Guidance – CAP725.  This document comments that Population Counts are “…. course tools and so caution should be applied.”  It also comments that Population Counts are only suitable for “affected” airspace and “… take no account of usage patterns of particular routes.”  Population Counts are normally applied close to Airports, within 25nm, for arriving, and in particular departing aircraft which normally have the higher noise signature.  The use of Population Counts for areas in the vicinity of the Stansted Eastern Hold is not a robust assessment method given the recommendations of the CAA document and the low background noise climate experienced in these areas as mentioned in 2. above.  Where there is a higher population count the background noise climate is normally higher and therefore the effect of aircraft noise would be subjectively less.

4.
Need.


Given the relatively small increase in aircraft numbers considered by the proposals, 3.5% per annum up to 2014, over 4% is mentioned in Part B,  and the current Average Hourly Usage Rates shown in the document,.  There are no figures given on total aircraft numbers to justify the change in the current hold requirements.  



Aircraft numbers for the peak hour, indicated at Figure E9 and E11, do not change from 2006 to 2014 and during other hours of the average day only increase by 4.7 aircraft.  If the current stack can accommodate 33 aircraft per hour during peak times it is difficult to understand why it cannot cope with an increase of only around 5 aircraft an hour, to 20, at other times.  There is therefore no justification on projected numbers of aircraft based on NATS own predicted numbers for a second hold for Stansted or indeed a change from that currently operated.

5.
Alternative locations for a second Stansted hold.


Scant information is given within the proposal document as to the locations of the alternative holds considered, and more importantly the reasons for their rejection, in order that the proposed hold location can be adequately assessed.  The London Area Departures to the East shown as not overflying our area are often seen, albeit at a greater height than that proposed for the stack.  These, whilst not significantly loud in themselves, add to the disturbance of this quiet and tranquil area.  



It would seem that no consideration has been given to locating a hold, if one were necessary which we dispute above, over areas of higher background noise, such as towns or the A14 Trunk road, or over the North Sea where again the background noise climate is often high and there is no population to consider.  Given modern navigational aids and flight control it should not be beyond the use of such a stack location being considered.   Similarly it is questionable why the proposal, which is further from the end of the Stansted runway than the current Abbot hold, needs to have a base hold circuit 1000ft lower than the Abbot hold, with aircraft leaving the hold pattern at any point to fly at even lower levels over our area. 



The proposal document only refers to the consideration of ANOB’s. However, CAP725 refers to the potential adverse effect on ANOB’s, SSSI’s, and Conservation areas.  There are a number of Conservation areas which would be affected by the proposed Stansted Eastern Hold.  It would also affect some 320 Grade 1 and Grade 2 listed properties where no noise mitigation measures would be possible.


The Proposed Stansted Eastern Hold would have the potential to seriously affect the economic viability of significant areas which rely considerably on tourism. 

To indicate our concern and strong opposition on this proposal we are sending a copy of this letter directly to the CAA, Suffolk County Council, Babergh District Council, our MP Mr Tim Yeo, and other interested parties.  We are prepared to make personal representations to any further investigation.

Yours faithfully,

Victoria S Waples BA (Hons)

Clerk to the Council

Email: monkseleighpc@btconnect.com
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