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28 October, 2004

Dear Sirs,

Consultation on Night Flying Restrictions at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted, October 2004

I enclose the response of Stop Stansted Expansion (SSE) to Stage 1 of the above consultation. An identical submission is also being made in the name of North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association (NWEEHPA). This approach has been adopted in an attempt to forestall possible confusion in the Department for Transport, as on previous occasions it has been stated that one or other of these two linked organisations did not respond to a consultation. 

NWEEHPA was founded in 1964, with SSE being established in 2002 as a working group of NWEEHPA. Total individual membership is approaching 6000 and NWEEHPA/SSE has the financial support of more than 100 organisations (councils, environmental organisations, residents’ groups, special interest groups).

Our replies to the Department’s nine specific consultation questions are in the attached document. We wish however to make some additional comments to provide a general context for our replies. We appreciate that some of these comments address issues that more properly belong to Stage 2 of the process, but we believe that it is productive to raise them prior to the commencement of Stage Two:

1. With specific reference to Stansted, we are unable to agree with the Department’s claim (p57 of the Consultation Document) that ‘restrictions on movements has constrained growth [in passenger movements] during the night.’  Although there have been quota restrictions at Stansted over the past 10 years, it seems extremely unlikely that they have in practice reduced the quantity of night flights below what they would have been if the restrictions had not been in place, as: 

· the movements quota has not been fully used in any of the 20 periods, and

· the QC quota has only been exceeded in two periods; in both these periods the excess movements required by the airport were ‘allowed’ by virtue of using a balance of unused quota carried over from the preceding period.

We conclude that that there is likely to be little benefit in any quota scheme unless the quotas are set at realistic levels.

2. The practice of permitting the balance of unused quotas to be carried over to the following period is in effect a vehicle for breaching the spirit of the controls and should be discontinued; the cap on noise for any particular period should be an absolute cap and not be relaxable in the light of shortfalls in the quota usage during the previous period(s).

3. SSE believes that in otherwise quiet rural districts such as the area surrounding Stansted, controlling the number of night movements (at whatever decibel level) is as crucial as a cap on total noise. It is essential therefore that both the movements and QC caps are retained.

4. The 2003 White Paper (WP) indicated that it is possible that there could be a considerable increase in traffic at Stansted in the coming years. Doubtless this will be used by the aviation industry as the basis for demands for an increase in the quotas currently in force. We strongly believe that not only should these calls be resisted, but that the current caps should be reduced in the forthcoming regime (R+1), for the following reasons:

· The Department has made it clear in the WP that its intention is to ‘bear down on night noise’. We take this to mean an amelioration of the position in absolute terms ie as considered without regard to increases in aircraft movements at any one airport.

· As noted above, the Stansted quotas have been consistently underused. There can hardly be a more telling comment on this than the fact that BAA has agreed, as part of its recent Section 106 agreement with Uttlesford DC, not to seek for the R+1 period any increase in the current quotas. We do not believe that such an apparently commercially successful and expansionary company would agree to this if it did not believe the current quotas to be already over-generous. 

· The growth in Stansted air traffic implied by the provisions of the WP would result in a considerable increase in daytime disturbance and stress, which correspondingly increases the need for an undisturbed recuperation period at night.

· The WP’s promise to take account of the WHO’s existing guidelines (para 3.32) will, as the current consultation document notes, require strong measures. A considerable reduction in noise levels will be required and it would clearly make sense to start this process sooner rather than later.

5. We believe the Department’s proposed 2030 target date for adopting the WHO guideline values to be totally unacceptable and propose that these values be achieved by the end of the next regime but one (R+2). 

6. In the light of the ever increasing environmental awareness of the public at large, we believe that demands for a complete ban on night flights (as already operated in certain parts of the world, including certain locations in the UK) will continue to increase. Given the long timelag necessary for such a dramatic change, we believe the government should start to plan for this now. We propose that regime R+3 should introduce a ban on night flights (except for emergency flights) at all UK airports (preferably as a result of negotiations as an agreed EU wide position, to protect the country’s competitive position).

7. We note that although the Consultation Document contains a half page section discussing the length of the next regime and proposing a six year period, consultees are not specifically asked their opinion on this point. It may be that this will be included in Stage 2, which is when we would expect to comment, as it is hardly practicable to comment on the length of the regime without having some idea of the levels of the quotas proposed for that regime. However the definiteness of the wording of para 5.3 (‘the Government intends … to set the next regime for six years’) does not encourage optimism on this point. We reserve the right to comment on this issue in Stage 2.

8. The hours between 2300-2330 and 0600-0700 (the ‘shoulder’ periods) are an important part of the sleep period for many people. We consider it essential that the shoulder period should also be brought within the QC and movement controls, particularly in the light of the noticeable imbalance between average movements during (a) the 2 uncapped shoulder periods and (b) the actual capped night period itself:

· 2 shoulder periods (from 2003 figures)


average 22.4 movements per hour

· capped night period (2330-0600, from 2003 figures) 

average 3.8 movements per hour

Yours faithfully,

Peter Sanders

Chairman  

Department for Transport

Stage 1 Consultation
Night Flying Restrictions at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted

 Stop Stansted Expansion
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Our Community - Our Responsibility! 

Q1.  Are there any other matters that you think we should cover in consultation in addition to those set out in para 2.4 of this paper?

· There is no inclusion of any details as to how the balance of interests between the aviation industry and the general public will be assessed, nor how financial benefits and environmental disbenefits will be quantified, nor how the 'polluter must pay' principle will be applied – and whether that payment will be at a higher rate for night flights. It should go without saying that these assessments need to be carried out methodically and independently, rather than relying on industry figures (as para 8.11 of the Consultation Document seems to suggest is the intention). 

· No evidence is provided for the claim (para 3.12) that compliance with WHO guidelines would require ‘draconian’ measures. The absence of this evidence hampers productive dialogue on this issue. 

· Stage Two must contain concrete proposals which will definitively produce a reduction in aircraft night noise. Regrettably the whole slant of Stage One appears to be in the aviation industry’s favour. To take but one example, page 17 lists one of the aims as: to "bear down on night noise" (not 'reduce’ or ‘halt’) ... "by encouraging the use of quieter aircraft at night" (rather than ‘discouraging' or 'banning' the use of noisier aircraft).  In our view, the DfT should not be ‘encouraging’ any aircraft at night.


· In Stage 2 of the Consultation every effort should be made to set out the key issues in terms that can be more readily understood by lay readers unaccustomed to dealing with the technical language of the aviation industry and the complexities of noise measurement.  The mass of technical data/language in the Stage 1 Consultation Document often obscures the key issues and effectively disenfranchises many local people and their representatives.  


·  What would be the consequences (costs and benefits) of a total ban on night flights?  The Consultation provides an important opportunity for the Government to review the costs and benefits of night flights; their alleged necessity; the demand for them; and the sensitivity of that demand to economic measures such as changes in air passenger duty. This opportunity should not be missed.

·  What about the impact of ground noise at the airport?  This affects many communities located near to Stansted and needs to be included within the scope of the night restrictions for the next regime.  


·  The option of an independent 'watchdog' to monitor noise impacts should be considered as a means of giving local communities greater confidence in the noise regulatory system.

· It would clearly be against the entire spirit of the exercise if the DfT’s efforts to ‘bear down on night noise’ at BAA’s three ‘London’ airports were to have the effect of merely relocating the problems to other airports. It seems odd therefore that there is no discussion about this potential side-effect, and the list of consultees is noticeably deficient in terms of (non-London airport) local environmental or community groups who could be more or less directly affected. It is to be hoped that this will be rectified, as required by Para 3.3 of Annex 2 of EC/2002/30.

Q2.  Do you have any comments on the assessments described in Annex B of the Consultation Document? (see para 4.1)

· It would have been helpful on pages 38 and 57 to have a much more detailed quantification of the projected rate of growth of Stansted airport, as this is relevant to several of the issues in this consultation.  In this connection, considering that Stansted achieved the 20 million mark for annual passenger throughput the month before publication of the Consultation Document, 20 million rather than 19 million ought to be the figure shown on page 38; and it follows of course that this should be the figure to be used for the baseline figures discussed in para 2.8 of the Consultation Document.

· Given the importance of the difference between the level of an aircraft noise event and the background noise level (also discussed by the WHO in the page 79 extract), background noise levels should also be provided in the Stage 2 assessments. 

· An Appendix containing the QC classifications of the aircraft currently in use at the three airports should be provided.

· A number of the required items specified in Annex II of Directive 2002/30/EC are not included in Annexes B/C; for instance projected future traffic mixes; estimated growth; assessment of cost/benefits of suggested measures; assessment of effects on other airports. We assume that all these omissions will be made good in Stage Two.

Q3.  Do you have any comments on the presentation of the noise contours and other information in Annex C? (see paras 4.2 - 4.13)

· The new photographic style of maps is welcomed. They would be further improved by:

· inclusion of more place names

· outlining the boundaries of medium and large settlements

· The contours in Figs 7-12 are difficult to compare with each other because they use different contour intervals and relate to different date periods (e.g. some are for calendar years, some not). This is presumably because of the changeover to the requirements of the new EC-inspired regulations; however this would more conveniently be addressed by providing two sets of figures during the changeover period (and for some time afterwards, too, for backwards compatibility).

· Annex 6, para 2.6 of the EC Directive states that figures for the 45-49 dBA (night) band may also be included. This should be done in the current consultation, given the importance of working towards the WHO Guidelines.  

· With regard to other data to be used for monitoring the effect of future noise controls, there should also be contour maps showing the number of noise events above a particular dBA level during the 8 hour night period (i.e. the so-called N70 maps pioneered in Australia): 60 Lmax (outdoors) would seem to be the obvious level to pick, given the WHO’s recommendations (Table 4.1 of their Guidelines).  Many consider the number of noise events (and therefore potential awakenings) to be much more important than the ‘averaged’ noise over the period (i.e. as shown by Leq maps, which are misunderstood and mistrusted by the public); and the importance of the number of noise events is corroborated by the extract from the WHO document quoted on page 79 of the Consultation Document.

· Local community respondents, and presumably at least a proportion from the industry as well, would find it more convenient if the maps and tables in Annex C were grouped by airport rather than by topic.

· The 90dBA SEL section (pages 55-56) is likely to be incomprehensible to most readers. The accompanying text should provide a context with such information as:

· the percentage of movements during the 8 hour night period (in each of the last 2 QC seasons) made by aircraft with an SEL of 90dBA or more

· consensus research opinions on the probabilities of being woken at 90dBA SEL 

· given that the WHO guideline is 60 Lmax (about 72 to 75 dBA SEL), we feel that data for lower levels than 90 dBA SEL should also be included.

· The data included on pages 58-60 should also include details of movements just outside the current NQP, given that one of the changes mooted in the Consultation is the possible extension of the NQP.

Q4. (a) Do you have any comments or suggestions for environmental objectives and specific noise abatement objectives for each airport? (see para 6.6)

· These should be addressed by the adoption of a detailed timetable with interim targets for the achievement of the WHO guidelines values as set out in para 3.10, incorporating the appropriate adjustment to take account of low ambient noise levels in rural areas. A 30-year timescale for adoption of the WHO Guidelines is wholly unacceptable. The Government should give a commitment now to full adoption of the WHO Guidelines during the regime after next, followed by a total ban on night flights (except emergencies), to be fully implemented during the regime after that. Between now and then, there should be progressive and significant annual reductions in the summer and winter night movement quotas.   


· The Consultation Document regrettably shows no signs of a serious commitment to setting any short or medium term objectives for reducing noise levels as recommended by the WHO in Guidelines for Community Noise, para 6.1.b.  If this necessitates ‘draconian measures’, then so be it.  It is high time that the problem shifted from the shoulders of long suffering local communities around airports back to the perpetrators of the problem.

(b) If so, please state for each objective the base case indicator against which it should be assessed

· The baseline would be the current situation. The target populations/land areas for the eventual 45 dBA (outdoors, night) period and the intermediate milestone dates and values for achieving the targets should be the subject of consultation - preferably as part of Stage Two of this Consultation. 

· It is important that the noise abatement is not achieved at the expense of any deterioration in air quality measures, so these would need to be monitored alongside the noise improvements.

Q5.  Are you content that we should retain the QC system for classifying aircraft? (see para 7.4)

· Yes, assuming that a timetable is put in place for a move to early conformance with the WHO Guidelines. The QC system would allow each airport flexibility in the measures to be adopted for achieving the mix of night movements consistent with the target milestones mentioned above. 

· It is vitally important that the caps on movements are retained alongside the QC system: in quiet rural areas the number of movements at night is in many areas more important than the actual level of noise, given that background levels are so quiet that almost all aircraft noise at night causes disturbance. Furthermore, the movement caps must be set at levels which ensure that they actually serve their purpose: in the current regime the usage has never risen above about 75% of the cap. 

Q6.  Do you have any comments on the proposals to:  

(a) remove the weight limit for jet aircraft able to qualify as exempt but, at the same time,  to extend the QC system downwards by a further band to QC/0.25 (84 - 86.9 EPNdB)?

· Provisionally and cautiously in favour but it seems unreasonable to expect definitive comments from consultees in the absence of details of the current, and predicted future, numbers of aircraft movements concerned. These should be provided in Stage Two, as without this information it is impossible to judge what, if any, is a reasonable adjustment to the quotas and movement caps. This is particularly relevant to Stansted, as page 64 of the Consultation Document shows that currently exempt aircraft represent a much larger proportion of the total than at the other two airports.

· Para 52 of Annex F makes it clear that there would still be a growing number of aircraft which would be exempt if only one new QC band were to be added, and suggests the possibility of a weight limit to at least protect against the possibility of proliferation of movements by these aircraft. Para 53 suggests this weight limit option (and indeed a second, even lower, new QC band) could be consulted on. We are concerned that this option has not been put forward and request that it be included in Stage Two.

(b) retain the minus 9EPNdB adjustment for arrivals?

· Point 7 of para 7.20 notes that the latest ERCD study confirms that the difference between the impact of arrivals and departures is now calculated to be equivalent to 9EPNdB as opposed to the 11 dB calculated in the 1991 analysis. However, para 7.20 omits to point out that the differential of 11 in 1991 was reduced to 9 when the QC system was implemented, in order to err on the side of caution.


· Furthermore, the ERCD calculations for the adjustment figure concern issues which only relate to areas close to an airport. Only levels greater than 90 SEL were considered by ERCD and we do not agree that 90 is the level below which there are no noise effects. Arrival noise at night, in a quiet rural environment such as Stansted, is an issue at distances at least up to 12 miles. At such distances, the ERCD calculations become increasingly academic.  We conclude that studies need to be undertaken into what the adjustment should be when also considering the effects in areas well away from the airport.  Meanwhile, erring on the side of caution once again, an adjustment should be made to reduce the differential below the newly calculated 9EPNdB.

· We believe that the studies mentioned in the previous point should also investigate the overall practical consequences of the 9EPNdB adjustment. As a result of the adjustment nearly 80% of the aircraft types with non-zero QC counts operating at Stansted are in lower QC bands for arrivals than for departures; in some cases the arrivals rating is two bands lower. The practical effect of this is that any one of these aircraft types is ‘allowed’ twice (or in a few cases four times as many) arrival movements as departure movements. Whilst it is true that, at any given point under a flightpath, arrivals’ noise is in general less intrusive than departures’ noise (although this effect is less marked further out from the runway), we are concerned that this difference is insufficient to justify a doubling or quadrupling of the relative quota for arrivals.

· If the 9EPNdB difference is reduced, the total quotas must not be manipulated in order to compensate. This should go without saying, but the last sentence of para 7.7 unfortunately indicates that this is precisely what might happen.

(c) prohibit QC/4 aircraft from operating between 2330 - 0600 hours (see paras 7.5 - 7.23)?

· We support a total ban (i.e. all operations, whether scheduled or non-scheduled) on QC/4 aircraft over the Night Quota Period (NQP).  In answer to para 7.23 (c), if the NQP is extended, then this QC/4 ban should apply to the entire new period, both for simplicity and to protect the public from excess noise.

Q7.  Do you have any comments on:

        (a) the value of there being common arrangements at the three airports?
· We do not accept that the suggested advantage of common arrangements (i.e. their transparency and ease of understanding for airlines) should outweigh the obvious intention of Directive 2002/30/EC that environmental and noise abatement objectives should be formulated at the individual airport level.  Therefore if noise abatement measures, for instance, required separate quotas or measures to take account of different background levels at different airports, then we consider that this should outweigh the arguments for commonality.  We believe in any case that the need for transparency and ease of understanding can be overstated, given that the three airports already apply different operational conditions, as outlined on pages 42 - 43 of the Consultation Document. 

(b) retaining the same night quota period at the three airports (see paras 8.1 - 8.11)

· Para 8.6 reports a consensus from an earlier consultation that the NQP at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted should be the same ‘to ensure fair treatment’ and to ensure that airlines don’t gravitate to airports with less restrictive NQPs. This must be counterbalanced by the consideration that there may well be good local reasons for differential starting/finishing times for the NQP: for instance, rural inhabitants tend, on the whole, to go to bed earlier and on this basis it may well be appropriate for Stansted to have an earlier start to its NQP.  

The potential side-effects (as between the three ‘London’ airports) could be forestalled by setting the relevant quota figures at sufficiently protective levels to deter transfers of operations to airports with longer NQPs. Potential side-effects affecting other (non-London) airports also need to be considered. 

Q8.  (a) Points relating to density of population and ambient noise seem more germane to issues concerning the size of the noise quotas and the number of movements permitted rather than to the length of the night quota period: do you disagree?

We disagree:

· The number of people affected around Heathrow is very high and it is therefore likely that there is a wide range of preferred sleeping-hours periods.  Each period will have a significant number of people requiring uninterrupted sleep. Therefore that the length of the NQP is important – ie it must be long enough to cover all the preferred periods of sleep of significant portions of the population.  

· The ambient noise in a rural area such as Stansted will be at a lower level, and for a longer period of time than at Heathrow, and therefore once again the length of the NQP is significant.

(b) Are you aware of any reason why we should not take account of the comment in the WHO Guidelines that responses to aircraft noise are less likely to be influenced by ambient noise than are some other types of noise? (see paras 8.12 - 8.13)
· We are adamant that a factor should be included in the control regime to take account of areas with lower background levels: 

(i) 
Question 8(b) as phrased above does not properly convey what the WHO actually says. This is that the difference between the background level and the intrusive noise may affect annoyance responses less for aircraft noise than for other types of noise. This in turn means that the implication of the passage quoted at the top of page 30 of the Consultation Document is that the degree of exceedance (of the aircraft noise above the background noise level) is relatively immaterial; what is important is the fact of the exceedance, and this ‘almost always’ happens.


(ii) 

In a rural area, background noise levels are generally lower and, all other things being equal, there will therefore be a greater number of exceedances. This is clearly the most important factor when considering the relevance of background levels: in the context of this Consultation, the degree of exceedance or the nature of the noise pattern are less significant when placed beside the fact that the disturbances occur, and occur proportionately more frequently, in a rural area.


(iii)

Peace and quiet is an important criterion for many people in choosing where to live and so areas of low ambient noise can be expected to contain significant numbers of people who are noise sensitive. Such people are more likely to be annoyed (often highly annoyed) by the disturbances. 

Q9.   Do you have any suggestions for further controls on movements during the night quota period if it is extended? (see paras 8.14 - 8.17)

We strongly support:

· the extension of the NQP from 6½ to 8 hours in the first instance with flexibility for the NQP start time
 to differ from airport to airport

· a further extension in the NQP beyond 8 hours to accommodate the differences in sleeping hours of
 significant groups of people

· the introduction of hourly caps (using movements, not QC’s) as a supplement to the total seasonal
 limits, in order to forestall bunching within the NQP

· measures to control the bunching that occurs just outside the NQP (whether NQPs are extended or
 not).
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