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    4 February 2011
Mr Tony Rapson

Policy Coordinator

Directorate of Airspace Policy

CAA House

45-59 Kingsway

London WC2B 6TE
Dear Mr Rapson

Developing the United Kingdom’s Future Airspace Strategy

I am writing on behalf of Stop Stansted Expansion (‘SSE’) in response to the Civil Aviation Authority consultation for developing the United Kingdom’s Future Airspace Strategy (‘FAS’).

SSE represents some 7,500 members and registered supporters including over 150 parish and town councils, residents’ groups, national and local environmental groups and other organisations.
We welcome the opportunity to respond to the draft FAS and support its aims “to provide a policy structure to enable a modernised air traffic management system that provides safe, efficient airspace, that has the capacity to meet reasonable demand, balances the needs of all users and mitigates the impact of aviation on the environment.” 
SSE also supports the three broad strategic drivers of the FAS, namely Safety, Capacity and the Environment.  However SSE is firmly of the belief that Safety and Environment should carry considerably more weight than Capacity.
In paragraph 7 of the FAS Executive Summary under Environment it states that “the utilisation of airspace causes costs to be incurred by others in the form of noise, climate change, local air quality, tranquillity, visual intrusion etc.”  SSE welcomes this statement and believes that the principle of “the polluter pays” should firmly apply to aviation.

SSE believes that the consultation should have been extended to more than the aviation stakeholders for which the main consultation body is the National Air Traffic Management Advisory Committee.  Views should have been sought from representative local government and environmental organisations.

Our response below follows the six sets of questions in paragraph 6 of the draft FAS document.

6.2 General

6.2.1 The main drivers and priorities to be considered for the modernisation of the National Air Traffic Management System (‘ATM’) should be a combination of operational and technological improvements.  Advances in satellite based technology should be brought into service at a faster rate than currently being achieved.  The capability of existing ATM ground systems seems to lag behind that of aircraft airborne avionics and priority should be given to resolving this shortfall to increase operational efficiencies.

6.3 Policy and Regulation 

6.3.1 The management of airspace in the rest of Europe affects flights into the UK and ideally this continuum of airspace should be seamless.  Upper airspace is managed in large functional blocks and SSE supports the intention to extend this principle as widely as possible.  It is operationally and technically possible to control air traffic safely and efficiently throughout Europe both for en-route traffic and traffic in the terminal marshaling area without the current plethora of Air Traffic Control centres in every country.  A smaller number of pan-European centres should undertake the task and this would also bring cost savings such that airlines would pay lower user charges.  

6.3.2 An example of good European integration is the Eurocontrol Central Flow Management Unit in Brussels which, through co-ordinated management of the air traffic throughout Europe, seeks to minimise congestion in the air and make the most efficient and effective use of available capacity.  A small number of similar Air Traffic Control centres each having control over a larger volume of airspace throughout Europe would provide a more integrated approach to air traffic management, including the development of UK plans for airspace changes improving efficiency and reducing costs.  

6.4 Technical and Operations

6.4.1 A considerable amount of research and development effort is underway in Europe on new techniques and technologies to improve the efficiency of air traffic management.  In addition there have been considerable advances in aircraft avionics using satellite technology for improved communication, navigation and surveillance.  As commented earlier, the capability of ground systems and operations seems to lag behind that of the avionics used in modern aircraft flying today.  This discrepancy needs to be rectified and the timescales from initial design to introduction into service of ground based ATM equipment need to be accelerated.  The realisation of these potential improvements will require a more collaborative approach throughout Europe and a greater willingness to standardize on system architecture and solutions.

6.4.2 One of the FAS objectives should be to make holding stacks redundant or to position them off-shore.  

6.4.3 The introduction of continuous climb and descent operations is welcomed since this will reduce noise disturbance close to airports and greenhouse gas emissions overall.  In the case of Continuous Descent Approach (‘CDA’) operation, the introduction of CDA to Stansted Airport runway 04 should be made a priority task to reduce unnecessary noise disturbance for the many residents living under the approach route some 10 to 25 miles out.

6.4.5 The introduction of more accurate navigation and more direct routing is generally welcomed since this will reduce noise and emissions overall.  However this raises the issue of route ‘dispersion’ versus ‘concentration’ and the principal objective should be to ensure that noise levels are not increased under routes that become ‘concentrated’.  More work should be carried out into the relative merits of ‘dispersion’ versus ‘concentration’ and which approach would be better in which situation.
6.5 Environment

6.5.1 As commented earlier, SSE believes Safety and Environment must carry greater weight than Capacity as the broad strategic drivers of the FAS.  When comparing options, the bases for evaluating and weighting these three elements must be sound, consistent and visible.  
6.5.2 The FAS should also enable airspace changes to be introduced that achieve environmental benefits even when there would be no significant safety improvements or any capacity benefits.

6.5.3 SSE supports the proposal for establishing four primary environmental metrics, namely noise, climate change, local air quality and tranquillity.  Where secondary effects arise such as health and social effects, including the impact on children’s learning in schools – shown to be slowed amongst those subject to greater noise exposure – usually close to airports, these should be assessed on a case-by-case basis for which fully independent health impact assessments should be conducted to the highest possible standards, employing a multidisciplinary approach.  SSE strongly endorses the proposal for environmental impacts to be considered together, since it is the cumulative effect that people are exposed to.  

6.5.3 The FAS does not provide methods for assessing noise impacts, it merely describes some noise exposure metrics.  Up-to-date methods of assessing noise annoyance must be included.  These methods should be based upon, inter alia:  

· the European Directive 2002/49/EC relating to the Assessment and Management of Environmental Noise
· the World Heath Organisation Guidelines for Community Noise 

· the 2009 World Health Organisation Night Noise Guidelines for Europe

· the 2007 Attitudes to Noise from Aviation Sources in England study (ANASE)

The metrics to be used must at least include the European Lden metric, the maximum noise Lmax metric, the background noise L90 metric as well as the number of noise events (flights).  The current over-reliance on the 16-hour 57dBA Leq metric and population count is wholly unacceptable, being based on the out-of-date 1984 UK Aircraft Noise Index Study (ANIS Report) on dose/response.  The Secretary of State for Transport said when publishing the ANASE study report in November 2007 “people are more annoyed by all levels of aircraft noise than they were in 1985.”
6.5.4 The method for assessing the impact of noise should not be based solely on the number of people overflown as was the case in the 2008 NATS TCN airspace change proposal.  It should also be based on the levels of noise exposure on the ground and compared with the background noise levels.  It is worth noting that as UK airport capacity has grown, the number of noise complaints has increased, even when the overall average noise picture (based on the 16-hour 57dBA Leq metric) has not shown a corresponding increase.  
6.5.5 Every effort should be made to avoid trade-offs between noise and greenhouse gas emissions.  The FAS objective should be to reduce both and the Government is already committed to reducing carbon emissions from UK aviation to below the 2005 level of 37.5 million tonnes of CO2 by 2050.  This however should not be at the expense of reducing noise close to airports.  Minimisation of nitrogen oxides must also be given careful consideration, including arrangements for their proper monitoring close to airports to limit hazards to health.
6.6 Safety

6.6.1 SSE supports the continued maintenance of the highest levels of safety.

6.7 Capacity and Demand

6.7.1 The Committee on Climate Change (‘CCC’) stated in December 2009 that aviation policy should be based on the assumption that demand growth between now and 2050 cannot exceed 60% if aviation emissions in 2050 are not to exceed 2005 levels (37.5 million tonnes of CO2) which is equivalent to a 55% increase in the number of flights.  It is therefore wholly inconsistent for the FAS to be based on an 80% growth in flights by 2030.  The predicted demand should be revised to take account of the CCC findings. 

Yours sincerely
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Peter Sanders

Chairman
Patron: Terry Waite CBE

Stop Stansted Expansion is a working group of the North West Essex and East Herts Preservation Association
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