Mark Swan

CAA House

45-59 Kingsway

LONDON
WC2B 6TE
Dear Sir
Developing the UK’s Future Airspace Strategy
This note sets out the views of STACC on the FAS.  STACC has limited its comments to those aspects directly affecting their interests rather than attempting to answer the questions posed in the consultation.  As a Consultative Committee STACC is concerned about the local interests of residents as well as the users of the airport.
General

1. STACC recognises the overall aims of FAS are “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.”  The Committee’s concerns relate to the treatment of the environment and to elements of capacity and on the timing and impacts of changes.
2. The strategy relies on the introduction of new technologies and operational improvements by various bodies including airlines, airports and European airspace providers.  There must be uncertainties as to the timing of improvements which will impact on the potential timing of changes at the local level and therefore on the anticipated environmental benefits.  The environmental benefits of proposed changes need to be assured.

Capacity

3. FAS is a 20 year vision to 2030.  There are existing capacity hotspots that need to be addressed, as recognised in the Terminal Control North (TCN) consultation to which STACC responded, but the level of growth being considered appears excessive.

4. An 80% increase in the number of flights by 2030 appears contrary to the Committee on Climate Change findings in 2009 that demand growth to 2050 cannot exceed 60% (55% more ATMs) if aviation emission levels are not to exceed 2005 levels.  The CCC report states the maximum increase in ATMs compatible with the emissions target is around 3.4m in 2050 (page 10 CCC Exec Summary) while the FAS figure would be about 4m ATMs in 2030, with 14,000 flights at the peak of the season.
5. The figures in the CCC report are being reconsidered but it is essential the FAS demand levels are clarified and justified, particularly as they relate to the crowded South East.
6. While regional forecasts are not provided it would seem the level of movements being planned for in the South East is in excess of the number of air traffic movements currently permitted.  The FAS seems to recognise the problems of planning airspace to provide for airport development that has no policy support but it needs to make clear how the ongoing redesign of the London TMA is taking this into account.
7. The FAS does recognise that even with planned improvements in aircraft management ‘significant overall increases in capacity cannot be achieved without complementary increases in airport capacity’ (para 21 of Executive Summary).  It is not clear from the main report what is meant by this is and what level of infrastructure is anticipated.

8. If increases in permitted ATMs are anticipated at the major airports this would require planning permissions and would initially be dependent on any new national aviation policy which is unlikely to be in place before 2013.  If it is small scale improvements to taxiways etc to increase groundside efficiency that are being referred to this should be made clear.
Environment

9. Environment is rightly seen as one the three main strategic drivers for FAS.  STACC endorse the FAS view that air traffic management improvements should both ‘reduce greenhouse gas emissions from aircraft and contribute to minimising aviation’s environmental impact.’  However it is unclear to STACC how the strategy intends to treat environment in relation to safety and capacity (consultation question 6.5.1).
10. The FAS states that existing capacity hotspots are to be addressed (presumably as part of the redesign of the LTMA) but does not say that existing environmental hotspots are to be addressed.  One such would be the Stansted Runway 4 arrival route which turns directly over the Ware, a town of 18,000 residents, without the benefit of CDAs, and which also passes over Harlow, Roydon and Nazeing.

11. The problem was recognised in the TCN consultation.  If environment is to be treated equally with capacity, as it should be, a statement in FAS recognising that such environmental hotspots need to be addressed (even if they can not always be solved) is necessary just as there is for capacity hotspots.  Changes to routes should be made to achieve environmental benefit even where there is no capacity benefit.

12. STACC is concerned that in designing for a desired level of new capacity local environmental issues, such as noise, may have to be overridden to achieve the wider goal.  This would be of particular concern if the capacity level being planned for were actually in excess of what might be required. 
13. The environmental benefits will come from the new technologies for aircraft navigation.  Continuous climbs and descents will bring noise benefits to many local residents which are welcomed but it is unclear whether it is expected that this would apply to all movements and when a busy south east airport such as Stansted could expect to see them on all its routes.
14. The big issue for STACC will be moving existing routes, affecting new people or affecting those already affected more seriously, and the concentration of aircraft on those closely defined routes.  FAS is right to point out these issues of legacy (the existing routes are known and people have made decisions in the light of that) and concentration/ dispersion (whether it is better to affect fewer people more or a greater number of people less).  In STACC’s view there are no simple principles that would determine these issues and it is unlikely that any one solution would suit all airports or even all routes at one airport.  STACC would welcome further discussion with the CAA/DfT on these issues.
15. STACC’s initial view is that there is no individual metric (Appendix 4) which adequately represents nuisance from aircraft noise.  Leq contours and population counts within them can provide comparisons between routes but this cannot be limited to comparisons of 57 Leq (16 hour day) contours.  First it could underestimate the number of people affected at higher noise levels and second, equally important, it ignores all those affected at lower contour levels.  It is now quite clear both from the ANASE report and airport noise complaint data that people are seriously affected by aircraft noise at contours below 57 Leq.
16. To compare nuisance from alternative routes a range of metrics should be used including, it is suggested, the European Noise Directive Lden metric and a maximum noise Lmax metric taken together with the number of flights (Nx). The method for assessing noise should not be based solely on the number of people overflown but should have regard to the levels of noise exposure on the ground and the respective background noise levels.
17. Assessment also needs to take account of ‘legacy’ and the additional impact of introducing aircraft noise to people who previously were only marginally affected and had reasonably expected to remain so. 
18. Direct routing is seen in FAS as reducing flight mileage and therefore fuel costs and greenhouse gas emissions.  This is to be welcomed once aircraft are at height where noise on the ground is no longer an issue. 
19. However STACC are strongly of the view that there can be no straight trade off between noise and the impact on residents and savings in green house gas emissions and fuel costs.  Where aircraft noise is an issue, certainly where aircraft are below 4-5,000 feet, noise minimisation must be the most important criteria and GHG emissions and fuel savings secondary.  In determining routings close to an airport any additional mileage should be a relatively small proportion of total mileage and the potential savings elsewhere on the flight.
20. The introduction of new navigational technology will result in aircraft keeping to a much tighter line than at present.  This can be beneficial where aircraft no longer spread out over residents who could be avoided but it will mean those who are under the route being more seriously affected by the added concentration.  The issue of concentration and dispersion needs further consideration but one solution which should be investigated is to have more than one route for individual departure routes so aircraft can be properly dispersed with for instance one route used in the morning and another in the evening.
21. Trade-offs may be made between noise and local air quality as both directly affect local residents but at present resident’s air quality is not a major issue at Stansted so STACC will not comment on this at this stage.  Tranquility is also of direct relevance to residents and it is hoped that there will be further consultation on these issues and how they are to be dealt with.

22. STACC welcomes the intention to reduce stacking and the potential to move stacks further from the airport and to higher levels.  It would like further details on this potential, and the timescale, as the proposed new stacks for Stansted in the TCN consultation created much controversy.  The relocation of stacks would seem to be a basic starting point for any LTMA redesign both to increase capacity and to provide the flexibility to move routes and bring much needed environmental benefits.
23. All these issues lead to the question of what work is presently being done on redesigning the LTMA and what is the timetable for making the early options available for pre-consultation.  The FAS strategy is due to be published in mid 2011 for consultation and an airports policy in 2012 for consultation.  The LTMA presumably cannot be finalised before 2013 but some consultation, such as on the location of stacks, is required prior to that.
24. Local residents at Stansted are anxious to see resolution to existing problems, such as that at Ware, and some certainty as to where flight paths will be in the future on the basis of a one runway airport.  We do not wish to see a long period of national and strategic consultation with no local improvements being put in place.  Our concern is that this would be followed by the presentation of a new LTMA design with a whole new routing pattern produced for consultation but where the inevitable complications mean to change any local route would have such ramifications across the region no real alteration can be made.  
25. Consultation on this basis would inevitably lead to delay as we saw with TC North so STACC would ask that the CCA continue with the consultation process throughout both formulating the strategy and determining the principles for airspace change and in the design of future routes at Stansted.  Ideally there would be a simple formula which would show the comparative environmental benefits in terms of aircraft noise for any routes but it is unlikely that one can be devised and there will always be a decision to be made.  Noise and its impact however must remain the most important issue in the areas near to airports where aircraft are below about 5000 feet.
26. STACC hopes these comments are of value and looks forward to further opportunities to input into the formulation of airspace management principles and proposals.

Yours sincerely

Graham Redgwell

Secretary to STACC


