Protect Aylesbury Vale Against Noise

c/o Rachel Webb

Phone: 01525 240 950    Email: Rachel@pavan.me.uk
7th December 2002

Western Airspace Development Team, London-Luton Airport

Dear Sir

Proposed Western Extension of Airspace for London Luton AIRPORT (LLA)

As official consultees (deadline 10th December), PAVAN objects to any extension of airspace owing to:
1) Lack of safety increments

2) Net adverse environmental impact

3) Safety concerns for other airspace users

Further, the consultation is invalid owing to inaccurate and inadequate information. Letters received by PAVAN show that residents of quiet villages and their elected representatives are unwilling to compromise their quality of life, when residents of an urban conurbation are set to gain. This correspondence, plus earlier correspondence between PAVAN and LLA, forms part of this submission.

1) Safety

a) The request for additional airspace has nothing to do with safety, but everything to do with business expansion and cost control. Option 3 would allow NATS, co-sponsors of the proposal, to handle more planes more easily. NATS told PAVAN (Sept 2002) that the current route is “extremely safe.” LLA told the Bucks Herald (Aug 2002) that the current approach is “not risky” but that it needed constant attention from air traffic controllers to keep planes apart. As such, until the staffing and financial crisis at NATS has been resolved and there is no conflict of interest between safety and cost control, no extension of airspace should be considered.
b) The DAP has tacitly acknowledged this is not a safety issue. In 2000, when LLA applied for what is now Option 4, the DAP was prepared to postpone an airspace change and continue with the route over Luton pending an additional protracted process for Option 3. Had safety been the real issue, then the route would have changed immediately pending consideration of Option 3. In addition, LLA could have followed the FastTrack Approach as outlined in the Airspace Charter.

c) Because the issue is about growth, LLA has not even attempted to present a prima facie safety case. Before submitting any application to the DAP, consultees need to see and discuss with LLA a thorough safety review to include, but not limited to, the following considerations:

i) One of the stated benefits of Option 3 – that it is shorter than the current route – is wrong. LLA acknowledged this error during a telephone conversation in August, yet failed to correct the documents when they were redistributed in September 2002. When PAVAN challenged this in writing on October 24th, LLA contradicted their earlier admissions of inaccuracy and attempted to explain that Option 3 was about 0.5nm shorter than the current route and still a major benefit. PAVAN did in fact take into account the variables discussed in LLA’s response and also maintains that the centre line is the fairest line of measurement as evidenced by radar tracks. The “use of string” referred to by LLA was for demonstration purposes at community and council meetings, and has proved to be an effective and transparent indicator of LLA’s basic and repeated error.
This issue and CDA (see below) is crucial to the consultation. PAVAN has written to the Secretary of State for Transport requesting his intervention to ensure that fair and accurate documents are made available to consultees.

ii) While Option 3 is said to de-conflict Compton departures with easterly arrivals from the stack, there is no mention of confliction between Option 3 and other take-off routes.

iii) The onset of very similar confliction issues with Heathrow and Stansted traffic has not been addressed. Further, LLA admitted to the Bucks Herald (Aug 2002) that to use Option 3 for take-offs would require changes at Heathrow and Stansted – so why not for landings? 

iv) Confliction issues for Options 1, 2 and 4 have not been examined thoroughly or compared with supposed safety benefits of Option 3. LLA has admitted that their planes have recently flown Options 1 and 4, and the confliction issues identified in Option 2 are inconsistent with the height data provided on the Option 2 map and with current flight patterns.

v) The safety of smaller aircraft – and therefore people on the ground – would be compromised by Option 3. These craft would be forced lower or to a more tortuous route, thus compromising safety and fuel consumption. We are particularly concerned about pilots in training who use the Vale at 3500 feet minimum to practise their stalls and other crucial manoeuvres. Smaller craft pilots are still smarting from the abandonment of LARS by LLA; this further attempt to undermine their operations would not be welcome.

vi) The safety review should include an examination of any safety increments stemming from an increase in the number of controllers on duty, a procedural review, and all available technology updates.

vii) LLA eventually cited two AirProx incidents that prompted the request for new airspace:

· Ref 188/99 is irrelevant because it involved an Olney not a Compton departure and could have occurred (and still could!) if Option 3 were in place. Further, the CAA concluded that the controller did not apply fundamental ATC practices.

· Ref 152/99 occurred because the controller was distracted by a telephone call.

LLA just recently referred to a third incident in 1998. PAVAN asked for details and is still waiting for them. Surely this is proof that a thorough safety review needs to be undertaken with all cards on the table at the outset of consultation, not inserted as an afterthought. Any safety review should include a review of improvements undertaken at LLA since these incidents, including training, procedures and technology updates.

viii) Terrain issues should also be taken into consideration: an experienced pilot has advised us that the Option 3 approach is towards rising ground.

ix) The increased risk associated with a changeover to a new route should be factored in.

d) SERAS demonstrates that a comprehensive review of all airspace is required in preference to the piecemeal changes currently being instigated. LLA’s request for more airspace at this time is premature and cynical, and should be put on hold pending progress with SERAS and the airspace review that must accompany it.

2) Environmental Impact

a) The definition of CDA is from 6000 feet at a 3-degree glide slope – an impossible track given Option 3’s parameters of 4000 feet at 15nm out. The enclosed chart illustrates this. 

This issue, and the length of the route (see above)  is crucial to the consultation, and PAVAN has written to the Secretary of State for Transport requesting his intervention to ensure that fair and accurate documents are made available to consultees.

b) In any event, the application of “CDA” for less than half the route – as LLA states – is a woefully inadequate environmental benefit for a dubious airspace change. ANMAC Technical Working Group Report makes it clear that the benefits of CDA are "up to 5dBA in the region 25 to 10nm from touchdown", which is before Luton's so-called 'CDAs' will have started.

c) The “avoid densely populated areas” argument is flawed: firstly because it means that every flightpath, busy road and noxious industry would be sited in rural areas, and they would not be rural anymore; secondly because LLA has no idea what population would be affected by Option 3, as they admitted to an Aylesbury Vale DC Scrutiny Committee meeting on 20th November.
d) It is also crucial that:
i) Cranfield Airfield would be forced to review its own airspace and overfly currently densely populated areas of Milton Keynes at lower altitudes. More details in Milton Keynes’ submission (attached).

ii) Option 3 would overfly areas of Milton Keynes and Aylesbury that are scheduled for major expansion. 
iii) Option 3 would overlfy Leighton Buzzard during shortcut manoeuvres, which occur now, e.g. on the Olney 1B take-off route. 

iv) Aylesbury airspace is getting busier as Luton expands. Either LLA does not care as much for the people of Aylesbury as it does for Leighton Buzzard, or LLA intends to redirect planes away from Aylesbury without revealing this to the newly affected communities.

v) The only densely populated area that would gain from Option 3 is Luton borough, an area that receives substantial income from the airport and has a high level of ambient noise. The noise and pollution should stay with the benefit, not be exported for political gain.
e) In contrast with the Luton urban conurbation, many hitherto tranquil rural areas would be severely compromised by the noise and pollution from Option 3, such as Woburn Estate, Stockgrove Country Park, Kingsridge Valley, Cross Bucks Way, Aylesbury Ring, Grand Union Canal, and many more.

f) No environmental information – such as anticipated noise and pollution levels – has been provided. LLA’s insistence that no pollution studies would be carried out owing to background industrial pollution is misguided at least, given the comparatively little industrial pollution in Aylesbury Vale compared to the Luton conurbation.

g) The consultation document states that runway 08 is used on average 25 – 35% of the time. In more recent correspondence with villagers complaining about noise, only the figure of 25% is mentioned. This is deliberately misleading: figures available for the most recent consultative committee meeting reveal that runway 08 was used 67% of the time in September.
h) Many people move to Luton knowing that aircraft noise is a common phenomenon, and because they want to be close to conveniences such as post offices, health facilities, a variety of shops, pubs and restaurants. Many people live in Aylesbury Vale for the peace and quiet and because there is little aircraft noise. They sacrifice the conveniences for the clear air and tranquillity. The villagers were there first, just as the London Gliding Club existed first, whose views must be taken into account by LLA when planning changes to its operations.
i) PAVAN is concerned that not every consultee was consulted. LLA claims that there is no industry standard to include all possible consultees, yet to omit clearly affected areas, such as Milton Keynes and Mursley parish, from the list is negligent and cannot be excused. A thorough review should be undertaken to ensure no other deserving consultees have been omitted. Further, LLA insists that those communities bordering the airspace would not be consulted, regardless of the fact that noise and air pollution travels diagonally as well as vertically and would impact more villagers than LLA would care to admit.

3) Other Airspace Users

The Option 3 issues that affect other airspace users have been covered under 1ciii), 1cv) and 2di).

LLA has failed to justify its airspace grab based on the three main criteria laid down by the DAP – safety, environmental impact and other airspace users. PAVAN therefore objects unequivocally to any Western Extension of Airspace.

Yours faithfully

Rachel L Webb (Mrs)

for and behalf of PAVAN
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