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1. Introduction
In February 2016, NATS implemented the transfer of Stansted daytime flights from the southeast departure routes (Detling) to the east departure routes (Clacton) following earlier approval
by the Civil Aviation Authority (‘CAA’) for the NATS airspace change. This change is LAMP
Phase 1A Module A (Stansted SID Switch).
The CAA airspace change process requires that NATS, the change sponsor, undertakes a post
implementation review to determine whether the objectives of the change have been realised
and whether the anticipated impacts and benefits have been delivered.
CAA has advised that the Post Implementation Review (‘PIR’) is not due to commence until 4
May 2017. CAA has also advised that very specific requirements have been placed on NATS in
terms of collating local feedback to the change.
This submission is SSE’s feedback to the change.

2. Background
SSE’s response to the NATS airspace change proposal consultation was submitted in
September 2014.1 SSE opposed the proposal on the basis that:






It offered negligible benefits.
It had adverse noise impacts overall for the local community living within 20
miles of the airport under the flight paths below 7,000ft.
It breached the concept of delivering long term stability for local residents by
introducing a step change of doubling traffic levels on the Clacton route.
It did not strike a fair balance of noise reduction benefits for the local
communities near Stansted Airport.
It could not be assessed in the context of the next LAMP phase which is
expected to involve a significant redesign of the Stansted routes and for which
no information is available.

SSE maintained that the change clearly offered negligible benefits to the aviation industry and at
the same time harmed the local communities with considerable environmental dis-benefits
through intensified overflying and adverse noise impacts. SSE does not intend to re-open the
arguments, but notes that the airspace change was approved by the CAA2 despite more than
82% of the consultation responses who expressed a view objecting to the proposed changes in
Stansted’s flight paths.
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http://stopstanstedexpansion.com/documents/SSE-response-to-NATS-Departure-Route-Proposal-forStansted-Airport-final.pdf.
2 CAA Decision: Part applicable to LAMP Phase 1A Module A, CAP 1366/A.
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3. The CAA Decision
As part of the CAA Decision, CAA was obliged to take account of the Guidance provided by the
Secretary of State for Transport (‘DfT’) to the CAA on Environmental Objectives. In its Decision
document, CAA made a number of statements on environmental issues that underpinned the
CAA’s Decision to approve this change.
SSE has commented on these statements overleaf in the light of the consequences experienced
by local communities living within 20 miles of the airport and flights below 7,000ft.
 In paragraph 44, CAA stated ‘There are unlikely to be any adverse, tranquillity
or visual intrusion impacts as a direct result of these changes’.
 No evidence was produced to support this assertion. The Clacton departure
routes have more than doubled the intensity of overflights. More people have
suffered an increase in daytime overflights compared with the number of people
where daytime overflights have been removed.
 In paragraph 46, CAA stated ‘We have concluded that we do not anticipate
there will be a significant impact on noise emissions’.
 Nevertheless, there has been a significant increase in noise complaints as
illustrated in the table given in our paragraph 4 below.
 In paragraph 50, CAA stated ‘We have also concluded that we anticipate there
will be no net increase in the number of people overflown below 4,000ft AMSL’.
 This ignores the fact that below 4,000ft, while 1,470 fewer people would be
overflown, 2,400 people would be overflown more intensively.
 In paragraph 51, CAA stated ‘In considering the balance between noise and
emissions referred to above, a qualitative approach is needed in the absence of
established methods to objectively quantify and balance these factors’.
 As illustrated in the table given in our paragraph 4 below, we have provided a
quantitative analysis of complaints after implementation which clearly shows
that in the airspace from 4,000ft to 7,000ft the balance between noise and
emissions has not been equitably achieved.
 In paragraph 53, CAA stated ‘…we have concluded that the change will
generate fuel and CO2 savings. We have taken into account that this is
achieved as a consequence of noise being displaced from one SID to another
and therefore the population overflown beneath that SID’.
The environmental consequences are now clearly evident as shown by the very large increase
in complaints shown in the table in paragraph 4 below.

4. Post implementation
Since the implementation of the airspace change in February 2016, there has been a very large
increase in complaints from residents living under the two Clacton departures routes. It is
abundantly clear that this increase in complaints has come from residents well outside the
airport’s 57dB LAeq.16hr contour area. Furthermore, it is also clear that the majority of
complaints have come from residents in villages where aircraft are flying in airspace between
4,000ft and 7,000ft. This is not surprising given that these locations enjoy tranquil rural
surroundings and their background noise levels are low.
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The table below lists the numbers of separate noise complaint forms submitted to Stansted
Airport via the SSE website in the last six years. It clearly shows a large increase of complaints
from villages under the Clacton departure routes in 2016 that were previously unaffected by
aircraft noise nuisance, particularly those villages further away from the airport. Many of the
complaint forms complained about more than one aircraft. This is not the total number of
complaints, but it is a representative sample. The airport also receives complaints through its
own noise line by email, letter and telephone. However, the airport may have under-recorded the
numbers since its telephone noise line was inoperative most of the time in 2016.
SEPARATE COMPLAINT FORMS SUBMITTED TO STANSTED AIRPORT VIA SSE
2016
CLACTON 04 ROUTE
Tilty
Great Dunmow
Stebbing + Stebbing
Green
Felsted
Rayne
Braintree
Great Notley + Black
Notley
CLACTON 22 ROUTE
Hatfield Heath
Hatfield Broad Oak
The Rodings
Good Easter
High Easter
Pleshey

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

22
32
155
123
20
8
19

1
1
0
0
0
0
0

3
8
2
0
0
1
2

3
9
1
0
0
0
2

0
3
1
0
3
0
1

0
2
3
1
1
0
2

71
78
14
21
388
12

6
7
0
0
1
0

22
2
7
0
2
0

14
11
0
0
0
2

43
5
1
0
1
0

20
4
1
0
2
0

Table shows villages where more than 8 separate complaint forms were submitted

It is also noteworthy that very few residents in villages under the Detling departure routes had
submitted complaints in the previous five years and this number has hardly changed post
implementation.as can be seen below.
DETLING ROUTES
Sheering
Stock

3
2

2
1

2
0

4
4

5
0

0
0

5. Relevant factors post implementation
5.1 Performance Based Navigation
With the introduction of Performance Based Navigation (‘PBN’), it is clear that the resulting
concentration on routes up to 7,000ft has altered the noise impacts for people living under
the centre lines of these routes. This is particularly the case at Stansted where a RNP1
(RF) trial was conducted for two departure routes commencing in May 2013. The graph
below is taken from the Stansted Airport report of trial results dated May 2015. 3 Aircraft
track keeping at about 8 miles from start of roll is shown as vertical and lateral radar plots at

3

http://mag-umbraco-media-live.s3.amazonaws.com/1001/rnp1-trial.pdf.
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a particular radar gate on the replicated Clacton 22 Standard Instrument Departure (‘SID’)
route. This gate is approximately at a point due south of Hatfield Broad Oak, a village on the
northerly edge of the 3km Noise Preferential (‘NPR’) route swathe. These results illustrate
the very accurate and consistent track keeping that is achieved by PBN and those aircraft
participating in the trial showed that in excess of 98% were contained within a swathe of 400
metres wide. This was indeed the objective of the trial to try to tailor a departure route that
avoided overflying the centre of Hatfield Heath and at the same time reducing the numbers
of people overflown in nearby villages under the 3km NPR swathe before 4,000ft.

The map below shows the radar flight tracks of those aircraft that participated in the trial fitted
with RNP1 encoding.
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It can be seen from the map that concentration on the replicated Clacton 22 SID has
avoided overflying the centre of Hatfield Heath and Little Hallingbury together with avoiding
the centre of Hatfield Broad Oak – the original objective of the trial. However the
consequence of these results also affects villages further away from the airport under the
Clacton route.
Some aircraft are starting to vector away towards the north east after passing Hatfield Broad
Oak but those that continue to follow the Clacton SID are closely aligned to the SID
centreline.
The resultant impact upon residents further away from the airport is clearly evident in the
table of complaints shown above.
5.2 Noise and flight track monitoring
Noise and flight track monitoring was carried out during the latter half of 2016 over a three
month period on behalf of Stansted Airport at two villages under the Clacton 22 and Clacton
04 departure routes; namely High Easter and Bartholomew Green. High Easter is
approximately 12 surface track miles from start of roll for departures from runway 22 and
Bartholomew Green is about 13 surface track miles from start of roll for departures from
runway 04. At both monitoring sites, radar gates were used to plot lateral and vertical gate
penetration and these results were presented as an appendix at the end of both noise
monitoring reports.4
In both cases the radar gate dimensions of 6km wide up to a height of 10,000ft were
appropriate relative to the flight paths and locations of High Easter and Bartholomew Green.
In the case of High Easter, both the mean and median values of aircraft height above
ground level through the gate were about 5,000ft. The majority of departing aircraft were in
a swathe of about 1,500 metres wide.5 This is half the width of a NPR swathe.
For Bartholomew Green, both the mean and median values of aircraft height above ground
level through the gate were about 6,000ft. The majority of departing aircraft were in a
swathe of about 5,000 metres wide. However there was a pronounced 1,500 metres wide
concentration within this 5,000 metre swathe.6 This is half the width of a NPR swathe.
It is clear from these results that both locations are affected by concentration of departing
aircraft between 4,000ft and 7,000ft. Furthermore due to the lack of Continuous Descent
Approach (‘CDA’) procedures to runway 04 there is a considerable number of arriving
aircraft which are flying at a much lower level than would be the case if CDA were
implemented. This exacerbates the noise nuisance at both locations.
The major flaw of the noise monitoring carried out at both locations was the lack of L90
background noise measurements. This is a serious defect since Stansted Airport is situated
in rural surroundings with a large number of small villages characterised by low ambient
4

High Easter Noise Monitoring Report 16/0321/R1-4 http://mag-umbraco-medialive.s3.amazonaws.com/4422495/community-noise-monitoring-report-high-easter-november-2016.pdf and
Bartholomew Green Noise Monitoring Report 16/0321/R2-3 http://mag-umbraco-medialive.s3.amazonaws.com/4526384/community-noise-monitoring-report-bartholemew-green-november2016.pdf.
5 High Easter Noise Monitoring Report 16/0321/R1-4, page 26, Appendix A.
6 Bartholomew Green Monitoring Report 16/0321/R2-3, page 26, Appendix A.
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noise. Each aircraft overflight will be clearly heard against low background noise levels. The
lack of background noise measurements for noise impact assessment is all the more
serious since it was recognised by the Secretary of State for Transport when he said ‘...that
the value of the LAeq indicator does not necessarily reflect all aspects of the perception of
aircraft noise. This may be especially true for rural airports such as Stansted where the
ambient or background noise levels are relatively low. We would encourage the Manchester
Airport Group, the operator of Stansted Airport working alongside the Airport Consultative
Committee, to consider alternative methods which better reflect the airport’s position’. 7
In addition, a recent research study carried out by the Dutch research agency To70 found
that: ‘The percentage of annoyed residents is likely to be higher in areas with low ambient
noise than in high ambient noise areas. It can be misleading to compare noise annoyance
between different airports, when these local differences are not taken into account. Hence,
the local difference between ambient noise levels should always be taken into account when
calculating the annoyance’.8
This guidance has been conspicuously ignored in the monitoring at these two locations.
5.3 Government Airspace Policy
The Government has recently published for consultation its proposed revised UK Airspace
Policy.9 In addition, the CAA has launched a consultation to seek views on new guidance
that it has drafted to support the new airspace change decision-making process. The
results of these two consultations will have a material bearing on the way that airspace
changes are designed and processed, particularly with respect to types of route structures,
including concentration, dispersion, single and multiple routes and methods of noise
assessments.
It is particularly pertinent that when addressing the adverse effects of noise, the proposed
UK Airspace Policy says ‘The increased accuracy of PBN means that it is easier to avoid
overflying certain areas and ‘thread’ routes between populated areas. While this can bring
noise benefits, it can also have negative effects for some communities – particularly those
closest to PBN flight paths who can experience increased concentration of aircraft. PBN
also allows for multiple flight paths to be created that share noise’.10

6. Conclusions
Since the implementation of the airspace change a number of consequences and developments
have arisen:
 A vast increase in noise complaints and community annoyance;
 A concentration of aircraft on the SID routes out to 15 surface track miles;
 The publication of the Government’s proposed airspace policy; and
 The whole airspace policy and change procedure is under review.
7

Secretary of State for Transport letter of 10 December 2013 to Sir Alan Haselhurst MP.
http://www.gacc.org.uk/resources/Ambient%20Noise.pdf.
9 ‘UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions: on the design and use of airspace’, DfT, Feb
2017.
10 Ibid.
8
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SSE calls upon NATS to reverse the February 2016 airspace change and restore the
status quo ante of the Detling and Clacton departure routes until these adverse
consequences are resolved and the wider consultation outcomes become known.
If, despite the severity of the noise impacts upon the many local communities who have
been so badly impacted by the doubling of Stansted departures on the Clacton route,
NATS, the CAA and the DfT are not prepared to undo the damaging and unwelcome
airspace changes introduced last year, then as an absolute minimum, earlier vectoring,
dispersion and alternative/multiple departure routes for respite should be introduced as a
matter of urgency to provide some mitigation. This is addressed in more detail below:

7. Proposed mitigation measures
7.1 Alternate use of runway direction
In light crosswind conditions, a ‘runway preference’ could be established subject to the
predominant traffic flow in the London TMA. At Heathrow for instance, a ‘westerly
preference’ is operated. It means that during periods of light easterly winds (up to 5 knots),
aircraft will continue to land in a westerly direction making their final approach over London.
The westerly preference was introduced in the 1960s to reduce the numbers of aircraft
taking off in an easterly direction over London. Generally speaking, aircraft are noisier
during take-off than landing. The wind direction at Stansted is such that runway 04 is
normally used 30% of the time as a long term average. SSE calls on NATS to investigate
alternate use of runway direction to establish what respite could be achieved by greater use
of runway 04, provided it does not lead to significant numbers of people newly affected by
noise.
7.2 Earlier vectoring and dispersion after 4,000ft
Observations of aircraft radar tracks on flight trackers over the last 12 months suggests that
some aircraft with a final southerly destination appear to be able to vector away early from
the Clacton SID thus providing a degree of dispersion. SSE calls on NATS to investigate
how much respite can be given to residents under the Clacton routes above 4,000ft by
earlier vectoring.
7.3 Amendment to or re-routing of the existing Clacton SIDs
This mitigation measure is fully described in the Appendix to this submission and outlines
amendment/re-routing of the Clacton SIDs that could bring a degree of respite through
alternative routes. SSE calls on NATS to investigate the proposal outlined in the Appendix
or similar solutions to reduce the noise disturbance.
7.4 Implementation of CDA for runway 04
Stansted is the only designated London airport without CDA implemented for both runway
directions. CDA has the potential to reduce the noise, by up to 5 decibels, of arriving aircraft
destined for runway 04 from about 25 to 10 surface track miles from touchdown over a large
area in Essex and Herts. This would have a significant benefit in noise reduction for local
residents around Stansted Airport. It would also result in fuel savings and reduced CO2
emissions. SSE calls on NATS to implement CDA as a matter of urgency.
_______
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APPENDIX
A proposal for amendment to, or re-routing of, the existing Clacton SIDs
1. Introduction
Relief provided by dispersion or multiple routes is where there is planned variation in areas
impacted. For example, this could be achieved by alternating or changing between different
SIDs heading to the same UK exit point. Relief can be designed into airspace structures more
easily once aircraft tracks are predictably concentrated on to safely separated routings, enabling
their alternate or varied use.
An essential component supporting PBN is the definition of route spacing between proximate
departure and/or arrival routes and approach transitions. A route system using PBN standards
allows more flexible positioning of routes and enables aircraft to fly them more accurately. It
provides more flexibility to design routes to mitigate the environmental impact.
The following proposal outlines a method of providing alternative surface tracks for aircraft while
still using the existing established departure routes. By alternation between the current
departure routes and the proposed alternative routes, a measure of respite can be achieved.
The proposed alternative routes indicate the principle of employment of a multiple route solution
to reduce noise nuisance. The distances are indicative.

2. Proposed alternative route by amendment to Clacton 22 SID
This proposed amendment has two components requiring only a minor change to the outbound
track immediately after take-off:



Extend the departure track by 1nm beyond the first waypoint I-SX D1.2 to a new
waypoint I-SX D2.2.
Establish an alternative second waypoint XIGAR in a new position (51 47 50N,
000 15 47E), 1nm south of the existing XIGAR position

Adhering to the new SID, aircraft climb straight ahead. At waypoint I-SX D2.2, turn left onto CLN
VOR R265 by the new XIGAR waypoint (CLN D33) to CLN VOR.
This is illustrated in the map overleaf where the existing SID is shown as the northerly track and
the proposed alternative SID is the southerly track.
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The consequences of this change for the alternative route are:




Aircraft will achieve a higher altitude prior to commencing the left turn
towards the new XIGAR waypoint having flown an additional 1nm upwind.
Increased distance flown and increased height throughout the left turn before
reaching the new XIGAR waypoint on a new CLN Radial 265/D33
Aircraft will pass approximately 1nm south of Hatfield Heath and further
exceed a height of 4,000ft before passing the new XIGAR waypoint.

The benefit realised in noise reduction in the vicinity of Hatfield Heath is achieved by aircraft
delaying the left-hand turn toward Clacton, directing aircraft to a new NPR track passing south of
both Hatfield Heath and Aythorpe Roding, before setting course towards Clacton.
Further east, down route, villages under the route will be overflown at heights estimated in
excess of 5,000ft. Previously affected villages will be avoided or overflown at increased heights
and benefit from reduced noise disturbance.
Alternating between these two Clacton 22 SIDs will provide respite.

3. Proposed alternative route by amendment to Clacton 04 SID
Whilst not included in the RNP (RF) trial and until such time as RNP1 (RF) procedures are
designed and implemented for this SID, the impact of track deviations under this route needs to
be studied. However, by adopting the principles given in paragraph 2 above, it is considered
possible to mitigate the noise impact on affected locations by application of a very minor
alteration to the initial climb to the first waypoint and the surface track flown on completion of the
right-hand turn.
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The proposed amendment has two components:



Extend the departure track by 1nm beyond the first waypoint I-SED D1 to a new
waypoint I-SED D2
At waypoint I-SED D2, aircraft turn right with increased rate of turn onto new
BKY VOR R118 to intercept CLN VOR R267

This is illustrated in the map below. After passing south of Broxted, the existing SID is shown
as the more northerly track and the proposed alternative SID is the southerly track.

The benefit of this change is that noise mitigation in the vicinity of both Great Easton and Little
Easton is realised by aircraft delaying the right-hand turn after take-off, increasing the distance
flown and reaching a slightly higher altitude before commencing the turn. A new and more
southerly surface track would be flown between the Eastons, north and east of Great Dunmow,
south of Stebbing and north of Felsted. Previously affected villages will be avoided or overflown
at increased heights and benefit from reduced noise disturbance.
Alternating between these two Clacton 04 SIDs could also provide a degree of respite.

4. Conclusions
The Government’s 2013 Aviation Policy Framework states: ‘We want to strike a fair balance
between the negative impacts of noise (on health, amenity (quality of life) and productivity) and
the positive economic impacts of flights. As a general principle, the Government therefore
expects that future growth in aviation should ensure that benefits are shared between the
aviation industry and local communities. This means that the industry must continue to reduce
and mitigate noise as airport capacity grows. As noise levels fall with technology improvements
iii
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the aviation industry should be expected to share the benefits from these improvements’.11 The
combination of advanced FMS, airframe and engine technologies, and air traffic management,
supported by satellite navigation techniques has the undoubted potential to deliver measurable
improvements to aircraft routing and future airspace management. The benefits of introducing
new technology must be shared with local communities to reduce the adverse environmental
impacts.
It is evident from the large increase in noise complaints from locations under the Clacton SIDs
and from the analysis of RNP (RF) trial results that the airspace change has not achieved the
anticipated benefits for local residents. The CAA’s decision statement that ‘We have concluded
that we do not anticipate there will be a significant impact on noise emissions’ has not been
borne out. This is particularly due to the intensification of traffic (doubling of movements)
coupled to the concentration of aircraft tracks
This proposal provides suggested mitigation remedies in the form of minor changes to the
Clacton departure route SIDs. Such changes can be expected to deliver measurable reductions
in current noise levels and bring much needed relief to local residents.

Stop Stansted Expansion
May 2017

11

Aviation Policy Framework, DfT, March 2013, para 3.3.
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