
[image: image2.png]



TCN Consultation,
NATS,

Freepost NAT22750

Reading

RG1 4BR

SSATAG response to the TCN Consultation 17th June 2008.
Dear Sir,


     To avoid a needless repetition of arguments and points raised by the 
‘Save our Silence Action Group’ based here in Suffolk we wish to associate with and endorse their document submitted to you on the 16th June. We do have some specific points to make about the proposed Eastern Hold for Stansted and the way associated airspace is described within the TCN document.

The present Abbot hold is 8,000ft -14,000ft. 
    It would appear from the consultation document that at present air traffic to and from Stansted and Luton is being handled with adequate margins of safety but with some operational difficulties relating to the mixing of the two airports traffic in the Abbot hold. If the only solution is to create a new holding area, for which we do not consider you have made a case, then we would make these points.
 The new hold is to be 7,000ft-14,000ft and centred some 13 miles further away from the airport. The surrounding airspace now at 7,500ft and 8,500ft bases is to be lowered by 2,000ft and that beneath the present Abbot hold by 1,000ft.  

None of these changes are necessary to accommodate the new hold. The base of the new hold should be at least 8,000ft as now. Congestion should not be a problem because the Luton traffic will have gone. Being thirteen further miles from the airport the base height should cause no problem. A three degree descent angle means that 3,900ft could be lost before reaching the holds present site. However as traffic is landing safely from the present hold this height loss should be unnecessary. It also means that the base of the new hold could easily be 9,000ft.

In describing the operation of the hold, ‘Part J’ shows traffic heading south in a 
dog-leg around Sudbury increasing the track distance even more. The height given is 
FL 7,000ft. The documents assure the reader that these are worst case heights. This cannot be true. The subsequent explanations provided by yourselves of how aircraft are to exit the 
hold means that they will be as low as 6,000ft and also states that other passing jets may be seen lower than this. This is unacceptable. At present in these areas to the east of Sudbury the base of airspace is 8,500ft descending west of Hadleigh to 7,500ft and at the Abbot hold 5,500ft. If all this extra lower airspace is now needed how have you managed before which you clearly state you have. 
Clearly to minimise noise disturbance aircraft should be kept as high as possible for as long as possible. This proposal is exactly counter to that and will increase many fold the noise disturbance already taking place without any justification in tranquil countryside.


We have now attended numerous meetings with MP’s, councillors and the general public and one major point has been raised time and again. There is insufficient information provided to enable a lay person with no knowledge of the air traffic system to form a meaningful opinion about these airspace proposals which could significantly affect their local environment. This matter was raised with Penny Guy of NATS by us five days after publication. Further many of the diagrams using a colour wash method of displaying airspace levels, glosses over the actual heights and gives a misleading impression of the present situation that is to be changed.

For example: airspace to the east of Sudbury fig ‘E8’ is shown as above 6,000ft rising to 7,000ft. Which is being somewhat economical with the truth? In fact the airspace and traffic in this area is over 8,500ft only descending below this as it approaches the Abbot hold area after passing Hadleigh, Suffolk. A simple block map of airspace base heights is easily understandable and would have shown the real significance of the proposed 2,000ft reduction in airspace base heights. 


It would appear to us that the purpose of all the TCN changes is to accommodate the expected expansion of commercial aviation despite the specific denial of this in the document. At a meeting with Mid Suffolk Council a spokesman for NATS said that you were under instructions not to have to revisit these measures in the near future which an expansion of Stansted would require if the present plans were only to satisfy present traffic needs. At that same meeting it was also stated that the best place for the new hold was Dedham Vale/ Stour valley but again you had been instructed not to further consider this. The TCN document cites the CAA guidance as precluding this option yet a full reading of that guidance shows this only applies below 7,000ft. 
The areas you have chosen are some of the most tranquil in East Anglia, with the highest number of medieval buildings and are just as picturesque and even more unspoilt than those of the ANOB. It is only reasonable that if people have to accept this deterioration of their environment that the load should be spread as wide as possible to minimise its impact irrespective of status.
In summary we consider the explanations and TCN documents to be far from transparent. The unwillingness for NATS to meet with the public to explain the changes is regrettable. There is no mandate for NATS to accept any of the objections or explain why they have not. We think that the outcome will leave most people who have taken time to respond even more disenchanted with the total lack of accountability to the man in the street of the commercial aviation industry.

Yours Faithfully,








Dick Histed

for Alan Line. Chairman.SSATAG.  
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