Graham Stocks

From: Graham Stocks [graham_stocks@ntiworid.com]
Sent: 01 July 2004 15:37
To: GBLCH@aol.com
Subject: FW: NEMA Airspace Change Proposal
14
Environmentai
factsheet 14 pd...

————— Original Megsage——

From: Butcher David [mailtto:David.Butcher@dap.caa.co.uk]
Sent: 01 July 2004 15:05

To: "Graham Stocks'

Subject: RE: NEMA Airspace Change Proposal

Dear Mr Stocks,

DAVENTRY 2 is a departure route; inbound procedures consist of Standard
Terminal Arrival Routes (5TARs), which terminate at Holds. It is not
possible to show on maps where aircraft will be flying precisely,

particularly after they leave a Hold to go to final approach to the runway
concerned, or when they reach an altitude on a departure route that enables
them to be vectored by an air traffic controllar. This latter altitude is
normally approximately 3,000 feet, depending on the aerodrome concerned.
Controllers may require to take aircraft off the designated departure route
for the purpose of integrating them safely into the prevailing traffic

flows. If there is no requirement to instruct an alrcraft to depart the

route in this way, it will proceed in accordance with its 'flight plan' to

the end of the route or next turning point, in this case the Brookmans Park
Beacon.

It is important to understand, therefore, that routes in controlled airspace
are publishad as a template for flight planning purposes. However, air
traffic controllers may use the full lataral and vertical extent of

available controlled airspace according to the prevailing operational
circumstances. On that basis, aircraft will be seen or heard at various
places and at different altitudes depending on such factors as the amount of
traffic, the landing and take-off direction at airporis, and the weather.

In other words, air traffic controllers are able to make tactical judgements
about the way in which they will position aircraft in controlled airspace;
the precise posttioning of aircraft will change by the minute, hour and day.
For example, it may not be necessary in certain circumstances 1o place
aircraft into a Holding Pattern, even though the initial part of the inbound
procedure, as published for flight planning purposes, assumes otherwise. In
those circumstances, controllers would turn the aircraft off the planned
route fo the Hold and instead take the aircraft on a more direct track,
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perhaps to the relevant final approach point to the runway in use, but in

any event safely separating that aircraft from others in the landing

sequance, as required; everything depends on the circumstances at the time.
In addition to being safe, air traffic controllars are required to be

axpeditious. That said, it is more likely that, during the day when itis

busy, aircraft will fly the published inbound procedures.

Overall, | hope that the foregoing has explained how controlled airspace is
operated. {suggest that your questions about DAVENTRY 2 and other aspects
of the airspace change proposal should have been directed to NEMA as the
change sponsor; ideally, this should have been done during the period of the
initial consultation, perhaps through the Independent Consuitative

Committee, but could have been done at any time, consultation being a
two-way process. It would certainly be better than reliance on newspaper
reports, which in my experience are sometimes hi-informed, incomplete or
inaccurate. Sorry to be $0 blunt but it is up to consultees to communicate

with those who consult with them o the extent that they consider

appropriate.

For example, such communication would have dealt with any misunderstanding
about "fuel jettison areas’, but | hope that the attached Environmental
Information Sheet (Fuel Dumping and Contraile) will be of help.

Yours sincaraly,

David Butcher
Consuliation Secretary
Directorate of Airspace Policy

—-~QOriginal Massage---—

From: Graham Stocks [mailto:graham_stocks@ntiworld.com]
Sent: 24 June 2004 16:22

To: Butcher David

Subject: RE: NEMA Airspace Change Proposal

Importanca: High

Daar Mr. Butcher,

When we were informed of the proposed
airspace changes in 2002 we leamed about DAVENTRY 2. Nothing was said or
indicated that the retumn flow from the south would be over the eastern half
of the county - it was therefore assumed that the status quo would be
maintained via SAPCO. Thera is so much that we have not been informed about
as to make our comments, as a process of consultation, meaningless. No maps
showing exactly where aircraft will be flying, or the hoiding stacks, have
been published in our local county newspaper. All the newspaper has
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published, to my knowledge, is a graphic illustrating DAVENTRY 2. This i$
very unsatisfactory. Details regarding fuel jettison areas, for example,

ought to be publicly acknowledged. This is a fairly rare event, though NEMA
does take quite a few diversions when weather elsewhere is poor and no doubt
a number of a/c amive slightly above their MLW and need to dump. We simply
do not have, or ever have had, the full picture.

Yours sincerely,

Graham Stocks,

Chaiman, Leics. CPRE.

-—-Qriginal Message--——

From: Butcher David [maitto:David .Butcher@dap.caa.co.uk]
Sent: 21 June 2004 11:21

To: 'Graham Stocks'

Subject: RE: NEMA Airspace Change Proposal

Dear Mr Stocks,

The NEMA proposal was sent out in a letter dated 19 September 2002. Our
racords show that you responded with an undated letter sent either later
that month or in earty October 2002. In fact, you sent an e-mail on 10
Qctober 2002 to ask for confirnation that the Airport had received your
letter as you were concerned because you had not received an
acknowledgement.

Your letter posed 7 questions and, amongst other things, asked for
information about flights to particular destinations that you listed in a

table. The reply you were sent from NEMA (Neil Robinson, | think) was dated
3 December 2002; the letter included an apology for responding late.

i hope that this helps.
Yours sincarely,

David Butcher

Consultation Secretary
Directorate of Airspace Policy
0207 453 6524

—--Original Message--—

From: Graham Stocks {maitto:graham_stocks@ntiworld.com]
Sent; 19 June 2004 16:40

To: Butcher David

Subject: RE: NEMA Airspace Change Proposal

Importance:; High



Daar Mr, Butcher,
The staternent in your letier below (fifth

paragraph) that CPRE had been consulted has troubled me for some time.
Members of the Nottingham East Midland Airport's Independent Consultative
Committee wera certainly toid of the proposal, though | cannot recall being
invited to comment on a formal consultative basis, neither can | locate any
documentary avidence to confirm this. | have asked both of my CPRE
colleagues who represent their raspective counties on NEMA's ICC
(Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire) if they can provide any evidence to support
the view that a process of consultation had taken place via the airport's
ICC for NGOs and other community stakeholders. There appears to be no
evidence of this having taken place. Can you therefore please let us know
the basis for your assertion that we had been in fact consulted? I | am
mistaken please accept my apology.

Yours sinceraly,

Graham Stocks,

Leics. CPRE Branch.

-----Qriginal Message-——--

From: Butcher David [maito:David.Butcher@dap.caa.co.uk]
Sent: 21 April 2004 14:40

To: 'graham_stocks@ntiworid.com'

Subject: NEMA Airspace Change Proposal

Dear Mr Stocks,

Mr Arscott, Director of Airspace Policy, has asked me to thank you for your
Iatter of 10 April regarding the title subject and for your e-mail of the

19th that posed an additionat question. He has requested me to raspond on
his behalf to both communications in my role as Consultation Secretary.

In response to your letter, it is apparent that the quastions relate to
operational factors. However, the purpose of any initial consultation on an
airspace change proposal is to address, mainly, issues conceming any
environmental impact on the local communities affected by the proposed
change. Then, it would be for the DAP, when analysing a change proposal, to
ansure that, amongst many other things, the inltial consuitation had been
completed satisfactorily. We would also be required to examine the
operational aspects, as covered by questions 1 to 6 inclusive, in accordance
with our responsibllities as the airspace approval and regulatory authority
and in the context of the Directions given to us by the Secretary of State -
you will recall that thesa are listed in the Environmental Guidance that has
aiso been provided to us by the S50S under Section 70 of the Transport Act

2000.

In respect of question 7, it would not ba appropriate to comment on any

restrictions that may be placed on new departure or arrival routes since

operational constraints, if any, have yat to be determined. In summary, we

cannot provide you with the answers to questions 1 to 7 because they concern
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operational considerations that are technical in nature and are for us to
deal with. Furthermore, they are outside the intended purpose of the
initial consultation that the CPRE has already participated in.

As regards question B, controlied airspace is made available for all users,
The latter would of course include the main users such as those aircraft
that, in accordance with the proposal, would fly on the routes that have
been designed to accommaodate amiving and departing aircraft operating at
the Alrport. In addition, any transit alrcraft requiring to overfly the

area woulkd be accommodated in the airspace subject to appropriate
instructions from air traffic control. This is the same situation that

applies throughout the UK airspace structure and is based entirely on the
operational requirements of aircraft operators for the safe and afficient
conduct of flight. For their part, air traffic controliers can use the

entirety of controlled airspace available to them according to the

prevailing operational circumstances and to meet the requirament to safely
separate and sequence aircraft in the various phases of flight. Thatis why
alrcraft will fly in controlied airspace at places other than just on the
designated arrival and departure routes. As regards question 9, | recommend
that you ask NEMA if you can inspact its formal airspace change proposal.
In that respact it is worth noting that an airspace change proposer 'owns’
the proposal throughout administration of the airspace change process.

Turming now fo your e-mail, you have pointed out that the CPRE is a member
of the NEMA Independent Consuliative Forurn and the proposal document
indicates that the CPRE has been consulted accordingly. Records also show
that the NEMA consultation with affected local communities commenced on 19
September 2002. #t would have terminated in September 2003 when the
proposal was produced in final form for subsequent submission to DAP. In
the event that DAP intiated Formal Consultation, we would consult with the
rapresentative organisations of the National Alr Traffic Management Advisory
Commitiee; as you know, CPRE is not 2 member organisation. In this
particular case we have excaptionally agreed to consult with Leicestershire
County Councit, Harborough District Council and Melton Borough Council.
Although, from our perspective, CPRE has already been consulted by NEMA
through the ICF during the initial consultation phase, there is of course
nothing to stop you now passing your comments to any of those councils.

Finally, the proposal continues to be considered in accordance with the
Airspace Change Process. In your letter you cite your acquaintance with CAP
725, Guidance on the Airspace Change Process but, if you have not aiready
done 50, you may also wish to examine the Airspace Change Process itself.
This is at Annex F of the Airspace Charter, CAP 724, which can be viewed at.
hitp:/fwww.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP724.pdf

Yours sincarely,

David Butcher

Consultation Secretary
Directorate of Airspace Policy
0207 453 65624
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Thie e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, are confidential.

If you are not the infended recipient, please notify our Help Desk

(e-mali: intemnet.postmaster@srg.caa.co.uk or phone: +44-1283-573333)
immediately.

You should not copy or use this @-mall or attachments for any purpose
nor disclose their contents to any other person.

Please note that all e-mail messages sent to the Civil Aviation Authority
ara subjoct to monttorlng / intercaption for Iawful business purpoaas
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This e-mall, and any files transmitted with &, are confidential.

If you are not the intended recipient, pleasa notify our Help Desk

(e-mail: internet. postmastergdsrg.caa.co.uk or phone: +44-1293-573333)
immediately.

You should not copy or use this a-mail or attachments for any purpose
nor disclose thelr contents to any other person.

Pleasa note that ail e-mail messages sent to the Civit Aviation Authority
are subject to monltorlng / intarceptlon for lawful business purposas
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This e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, are confidential.

If you are not the Intended recipient, please notify our Help Deask

(e-mail; internet. postmaster@sryg.caa.co.uk or phone: +44-1293-573333)
immediately.

You should not copy or use this e-mail or attachments for any purpose
nor disclose their contents to any other person.

Please nota that all e-mail maessages sent to the Civil Aviation Authority
are subject to mnnitoﬂng ! intaroapﬁon for Iawh:l businass PUIpOSES.

_______________________________________________

FakE BbE



Ja iy

mRlac

plict e Lo T e ) L ]

Taag—lada—glalob

1a.1ly

dlLsdeds G

R 0I"BRI MMM

“gpydanLule B} UD SARY ASYL 510048

JeYM PUR PRLLIOL 8I% AN MOY Y108 PUBISISpUN Jepjeq
dEei 0) YoUgeseU Jo elans eyl 4G 0] GNUITUDS BHRIIMOY
(suonduwnses eBug BPPIW VO] DSIT A %50 01 Mol
PInom JaAca sty3 pelasioid pur 2861 UI B0RLINE 8, YLie]
81 0 % L0 NOQE PRIGAGS S{IRIOD JBY] pEIEW|ISe

% "0S0Z O3 SN YORNGEE0D S ISeIED] ‘SuclIdLNSEe

LATRELES L
UOIeIAYy A

pus 30LRUeas 4o pBuR & uo peseq ‘pus ebueyd elELE|D
O} UOIELAR O U0IINGIIIO0S JUGIENT SY] pessesse podey
ay] -ebBugyn oD UD |BURY RIS UIeAOdI8)u]

ayl Aq BE5L I paysijand sem ‘aiaydsowly

RGOS 8y pug uopEIAY ‘Wodey Jyluustds Jofew

“Hjges) HE PISRSIIU] JO JNSIL
& s Apchwrs ‘ofie siesk gz-5i Aus uey) seydiy 1 syieuog
Juessiad Jo SIUBPIIU] By Jey) eqiasod aunb s)

3} 48A0D 8YI|-PROJY BNLD B 4wEI0) OF IN0 peesds Agw Aeyl
‘SPRAUOD UG Sied WIRISNS D] GAIDNPUDD QLB SUCLIPJICD
841 "YBNOUS DILNY JOU JO LIS 00) JSUII 3] JIT o4y}
g ‘Apnd ejeiodeas sflelod Auepy “yBaous prwny
pue pO2 Y10g 91 paiue S| Jnodes JB1eM 8] YDy

O STEW JIe SY] Uaum S SIYL ‘A[EIOUST) "BAIINPUDD
Bue SUOILPUas |emBopoloelew UsEA AJUC WL SHEILOD

"Gl 843

ST PRATUSLLNICP USIG SARY BjleJIU02 ‘uouewouayd
MBU ¥ JOU 81 S| "UOlIRAR AQ Pasn [an) ] ‘aUaT0IaY
JO GONISACELLIOD #31 Wouy Builnsses suaydsowse reddn
ay3y o] Jnodes Jejess JWE 3Ei3NE 18l vaym paulD 8g
ARLU SPNOJD [RIDYHIE 10 [S]1R1]1 UDIISSUSPUCD]) §]1RIUDY

S{Rnual)

swaysg Bupuoday aoualinaag ALORPURY

83 JEPUn SEIUBISWNTID 84] Wodes ABWIoU plRoss
JRJOIINOD 3001 S oY) pue o)id eyl AsueBiaws Aug W
*Y () ZZL 01234 u) 50} PeAcId S€ DOY'ZTI CF AN JO By
¥ 0] UDIIHAUOSD AIRIGLWINS UO a10es] S3UIH0 UR SINPSUOD
pintos ten} fivivosad ‘Buipue| 2)89 B 13846 03 Apxnb
yeaode eyl Jo wyBlesm ey eonpe) 9 uleaten eyl Joy
Asprsasau aq Aew i uaym ‘Asuaiisuid ue up ueyl 18H0)

‘punctS ay) seyoswed 3] 81040q alriodeAR

01 31 MmO |8 C] 1ea) 000'0L eA0qe ‘B|gIasod 30U Bl S I 1D
‘ess ay] JOAC N0 PalLed 9G pinoys |en) Busuosinel eyl
pepusLIwoosd i} AnieBiswse uw ul |on) jo Buidunp
ey sliwsed OOZ J9pIQ uoieBiARN Ay uolIRIAY

J1a:] SUY3 Jo Q) (E) 99 SINMY "N SISEM OF JUBM J04E 3|IA
SOUIIE Pue ‘AL POUIWOS J|FEN[BA £ 51 GUISOISN UDIIBEAY
WISAR QUR Ajowaulxe ug 81 [On) uslelae Jo Buidwnp ey |

Bupdusng peny

S|IeJIUOT) pue bulawng |an4

pL 1SqQUINY - 199YG UOIJRLLICH| [EIUSWIUOIIAUT

Asljo4 ededsiny Jo I1BI01IRiL]



