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Dear Sirs

TCN Consultation

As a resident of North-West Essex, this consultation paper causes me considerable concern and I wish to object to the way in which the consultation has been handled and to the proposals it contains. My specific concerns are summarised below.

1. The consultation paper has not followed the requirements of CAP 725.

The Cabinet Office Code of Practice on consultation exercises (set out in CAP 725, Stage 3, paragraph 18) requires them to be ‘clear, concise and widely accessible’. Paragraph 20 of the same Appendix sets out fuller guidelines from the CAA. The NATS paper does not comply with these requirements.

· Making this lengthy and complex document available only on the website, with one sole paper copy in the local library at Saffron Walden, is not an adequate response to the requirement of wide accessibility (paragraphs 18(c) and 20 (c) –(e). It severely disadvantages those without computers; without access to broadband; and those many residents of rural areas without independent transport. Even for those with state of the art computers, the time involved in accessing and downloading the document – before even beginning to read it! – is a discouragement to participation. For those with older software, it is a major undertaking. It is not realistic to expect people who are working, studying, or who have family responsibilities to access the proposals in this way.
· The paper is not ‘clear and concise’ (paragraphs 18 (c) and 20 (a) ). The argument is split between many different sections, with no clear thread. The interrelationship between the different sections is not made clear. For example, readers immediately affected by flights to/from Stansted are given no indication in the section relating to Stansted that flights from/to Luton or other airports may also have implications for their area.
· NATS have not been prepared to engage with the public, as encouraged by paragraph 20 (e). The only information provided by NATS itself and received via our parish council has been an A5 leaflet with an extremely brief summary of the proposals. No public meetings have been arranged by, or to the best of my knowledge attended by, NATS. On the contrary, a NATS representative speaking on BBC ‘Look East’ on 3 June 2008, late even in the extended consultation period, made it quite apparent that their strategy was to engage with ‘elected representatives’ – not with the public. For what NATS themselves recognise is a major exercise directly affecting some 12 million people – nearly 25% of the population of England
 - this is far from adequate.
2. The consultation paper itself is misleading
To take only two examples here:

· The figures purporting to compare the numbers affected by the proposed BUZAD 05 flightpath as against the current arrangements do not compare like with like. Figure 3 of the Addendum to the consultation document shows the current flight path extending to 7000 feet and the proposed flight path only in relation to the NPR extending to 4000 feet. The visual impression given is that the proposed flight path will be less intrusive (and fewer people affected, as shown in the Table in Figure 3). This is not an accurate comparison.

· The consultation paper itself gives only one reason for realigning BUZAD 05: ie, that some planes are not able to make the required height of 6000 feet by Point 2 (near Baldock). No quantification is given of this, nor any analysis of how the planes on BUZAD 05 interrelate with planes arriving or departing from Luton or elsewhere. The public are given no information about the scale (large or small) of the real problem and thus have no basis on which to form a view as to whether the proposed changes (which may involve major disbenefits to them personally) are reasonable and justified – or not.
3. The consultation is premature and unco-ordinated with other current proposals affecting Stansted Airport

At present:

· The Secretary of State’s decision on the intensified use of Stansted Airport (the Generation 1 application) is awaited, but understood to be imminent. If it were approved, it would have immediate and major implications for controlling the airspace in the vicinity of Stansted and by extension the airspace near Luton and Heathrow.

· BAA have submitted their planning application for a second runway at Stansted (Generation 2). While a decision on this may well be 2 years off, it will (whatever it is) have major implications for the airspace arrangements. 

· Unless NATS intend  to carry out a further major review after the G1 / G2 decisions have been announced (with all the associated administrative costs, for both NATS and consultees, of doing so), any decision on the TCN consultation which is taken now risks being quickly overtaken by events.
· There is a glaring discrepancy between the proposals in the TCN consultation and the BAA G2 application. G2 proposes, for easterly departures from Stansted, a route virtually identical to that described as Option B in the NATS paper which, we are told (but without any supporting information) has been dismissed on design and safety grounds. That two responsible bodies both dealing with aircraft can come to such diametrically opposed points of view on two proposals submitted for public scrutiny within a few weeks of each other beggars belief. Either the route is safe (and should not therefore have been dismissed by NATS without full justification being given) or it is not (and should not therefore have been put forward even for illustrative purposes by BAA, with the apparent endorsement of CAA, in the Environmental Statement (Volume 3- Air Noise: Appendix 1 Figure 2) of the G2 application. What are the public – or indeed the Secretary of State – to make of this anomaly?
4. The proposal for the easterly BUZAD 05 flight path is flawed and conflicts seriously with NATS’ own stated objectives as well as wider Government objectives
I concentrate here on the easterly BUZAD 05 flight path as being most pertinent to my own locality: I have not sought to analyse other parts of the proposals in the same detail, but I urge the CAA to consider them equally critically. For BUZAD 05:
· The new route increases both easterly and westerly departure routes by 6 nautical miles – for each and every flight. It thereby increases fuel consumption. At a time when the enormity of climate change and the danger of CO2 emissions is being daily more evident, reducing such emissions must be a major priority, as the UK Climate Change Programme document states
. Any argument that these increases may be offset by reductions in other emissions, eg savings from adopting of CDA, is spurious in itself and in any event unconvincing without a comprehensive assessment of the increases and decreases. The consultation paper gives no indication that this has been done, still less of any results.
· The consultation paper itself emphasises the need to reduce overflying of populated areas (see Paragraph A1.13). Given this, it is extremely illogical, and will be severely damaging, to extend the flight path to skirt the east and north of Saffron Walden. The town is particularly precious as the economic and population centre of Uttlesford District Council, a beautiful historic market town of national importance whose centre comprises a conservation area with many highly-graded listed buildings, and which is the magnet to which many local people come regularly for schooling, shops, doctors or dentists, work and leisure. Its attractive historic character, delightful buildings and tranquillity also make it a centre for tourism for people from this country and abroad, together with the nearby C17 mansion of Audley End, in the care of English Heritage. Diverting flight paths around the town will seriously detract from its charm and attractions and will threaten the economic viability of this part of North-West Essex. This is in direct conflict with Government policies for the preservation of the historic environment, as set out in the document The Historic Environment – A Force for our Future issued in 2002
.

· But the effect of the proposals is also to increase overflying of rural villages. The consultation paper fails to recognise the major effect on tranquillity which aircraft noise produces in a small quiet village where background noise is normally low. The effect of aircraft noise in such areas is much more intrusive than in a city, where a constant background of mechanical noise, however unpleasant, becomes taken for granted and hardly noticed as a fact of urban life (I speak from direct knowledge as an ex-Londoner!). Although the consultation paper finds it difficult to assess tranquillity objectively, it is a fact that increasing overflying of such villages will lead to a major and discernable reduction in the quality of life for the residents and visitors, as well as to an increase in air pollution with consequent likely adverse effects on health.
I recognise that NATS is faced with a difficult task and I do not underestimate the complexity of dealing with existing aircraft, let alone the possibility of increasing numbers. Nevertheless it appears that the objections I have set out above could all be mitigated by aligning the BUZAD 05 flight path along the route set out in Option B. No sufficient explanation has been given as to why this has been rejected and, given its inclusion in the G2 planning application, there is a strong case for it to be seriously and positively investigated.
I therefore urge CAA to:
· Reject the current proposals relating to BUZAD 05; and 

· Require further investigation of the Option B route, with further consultation if necessary

or at the very least to:

· Postpone the decision on BUZAD 05 until after the evidence has been thoroughly tested at inquiry and a decision made on the G2 proposal, with further consultation being carried out at that stage.

The current BUZAD 05 flight paths should be retained until these steps have been taken.

By copy of this letter I also urge the Secretaries of State at DEFRA and DMCS to enter into discussions with NATS and CAA to emphasise the importance of Government policies relating to climate change and the protection of the historic environment.

Yours faithfully

Paula Griffiths

Cc
 The Rt Hon Ruth Kelly MP, Secretary of State for Transport

The Rt Hon Hilary Benn MP, Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

The Rt Hon Andy Burnham MP, Secretary of State for Culture Media and Sport

John Arscott, Director of Airspace Policy, CAA

The Rt Hon Sir Alan Haselhurst MP

John Mitchell, Interim Chief Executive, Uttlesford District Council

Joanna Killian, Chief Executive, Essex County Council

Carol Barbone, Campaign Director, Stop Stansted Expansion
� England’s population was 49.1 million in the 2001 census – see www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001


� See Chapter 5, Transport: 


“The Government is committed to reducing the impact of travel on the environment..... P.61


 Carbon dioxide emissions from transport depend on three key variables:


I) the fossil carbon content of fuel consumed;


II) the fuel efficiency of vehicles; and


III) the distance travelled and the means of transport chosen. 


It is essential that we address all three of these in the most cost-effective and practical way possible.” P.64


In The UK Climate Change Programme, 2006 � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/climatechange/uk/ukccp" �www.defra.gov.uk/climatechange/uk/ukccp�








� “.... more attractive towns and cities; a prosperous and sustainable countryside;


world-class tourist attractions; new jobs; and learning, vibrant and self-confident communities. This is what we believe the historic environment can contribute to contemporary life. This is why we must continue to protect and sustain it, both for our own benefit and that of future generations.” The Historic Environment – A Force for our Future 2002 Introduction, P.5.  www.culture.gov.uk








