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Over the past twenty years there has been a welcome reduction in the noise caused by aircraft taking-off from Gatwick but little improvement for aircraft coming in to land. 
Indeed in recent years the problem of disturbance to people living under the approach path has been getting worse, partly because of the increase (compared to the year 2000) in the number of aircraft movements, partly because aircraft are larger, partly because Air Traffic Control is instructing aircraft to join the straight approach path further out, and partly because improvements in navigational equipment mean that for the final approach all aircraft now follow a narrow track. Thus people living directly under the flight path up to 10 or 12 miles east and west of the airport suffer a continuous stream of aircraft overhead.  

Other areas previously overflown have benefited, but for those people adversely affected the situation has become intolerable.  They feel it is totally unfair that they should be made to suffer the whole burden.   Frequent lower levels of noise are considered worse than the occasional higher noise:  constant noise brings the feeling that there is no escape from it, and for some this leads to desperation.
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Aircraft coming in to land at Gatwick, either from the east or from the west, lock onto the Instrument Landing System (ILS) radar beam.  This beam, called the glideslope, extends straight in line with the runway at an angle of 3º.   Because the prevailing wind is from the west, aircraft approach from the east for about 70% of the time.
At 6 miles from the airport, landing aircraft should be at a height of 1,800 feet above the level of the airport;  at 10 miles 3,000 feet;  and at 15 miles 4,500 feet.  But, of course, on high ground, such as Ashdown Forest, the planes are at a lower height above the ground.
Under the approach path
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The closer to the airport the worse the problem:  aircraft are lower, loom larger, and are more frightening.   The village of Burstow, with its 11th century church of St Bartholomew, for instance, has aircraft immediately overhead, often one a minute, at a height of  600 feet.     For the giant A380 the height over the church spire will be only twice its wing span.
GACC failed to persuade Crawley council to impose a condition of planning permission for the A380 to use Gatwick that total airport noise should be limited but did succeed in getting a condition that a vortex compensation scheme, as at Heathrow, must be introduced.
People living at Newchapel (near the Mormon temple) and Lingfield suffer almost as badly.  A vigorous protest group functioned at Newchapel, in close association with GACC, for a number of years in the 1980’s until its leader became dispirited and moved away.   The same happened in the 1990’s to a group called ‘Plane Facts’, based on Chiddingstone, set up to protest about the increasing impact on Kent.  But many cannot move away without suffering a severe financial loss.  There is no compensation.
Communities close to the airport also, of course, suffer from take-off noise which is still as loud or louder than approach noise.  Some are affected by both landings and take-offs.
In 1992, partly as a result of pressure from GACC, maximum noise limits and penalties were imposed on aircraft causing excessive noise on take-off.  During the 1990’s GACC campaigned hard to persuade the Government to impose similar penalties on arriving aircraft.  The aim was to encourage pilots to fly more quietly, and to persuade airlines to use, and aircraft manufacturers to design, quieter aircraft.  Ten noise monitors were installed between the airport and Tunbridge Wells.  But after much technical debate the proposal was defeated by the airlines on the grounds that variable weather conditions would make penalties on individual aircraft unworkable.

· GACC believes that the Department for Transport (DfT) should re-examine the case for limits on approach noise - on the basis of an annual average for each airline.
Noise affects a new area

Until 1999 aircraft were instructed to join the ILS glideslope at not less than 2,000 feet – about 6 miles from the airport.  Partly in order to reduce night flights over East Grinstead, the regulation was changed in February 1999 so that at night the minimum joining point was 3,000 feet, about 9 miles from the airport.  No consultation took place on this change:  at that time consultation was not required by law.
In the next few years Air Traffic Control changed their procedures so that most aircraft during the day were also instructed to join the ILS further out.   The main aim (although not stated) was to facilitate the maximum use of the runway – getting the aircraft into an orderly queue helped achieve over 50 movements an hour.  Again there was no consultation because - it was said - there was technically no change in the route, merely greater use of an existing route.  This failure to consult has caused much anger.
These changes have had a significant impact by bringing disturbance to new areas.  People living in the Marsh Green and Hever area, and also in the Rudgwick and Alfold area, have found their peace shattered and their houses devalued.  As experience with take-off routes has shown, any change in flight paths creates disproportionate annoyance.
To discuss this situation GACC arranged a meeting with the Aviation Minister, then Gillian Merron MP, and senior DfT officials in December 2006.  After a constructive discussion the Minister asked us to produce a written analysis and to put forward proposals.   We submitted our paper  ‘Disturbance by Incoming Aircraft’ in March 2007.

Meanwhile a barrage of complaints was submitted from the village of Hever, mainly by Mr David Baron who formed his own protest group, the Gatwick Anti Noise Group (GANG).  In response the Department for Transport asked EUROCONTROL to study arrivals practice at Gatwick, especially in relation to Hever.  
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Hever castle, birthplace of Ann Boleyn, is close to the ILS approach path, about 12 miles from Gatwick.  Aircraft noise is a serious detriment to its role as a major tourist attraction, conference centre and open air theatre. 
The EUROCONTROL report found that the arrivals procedure operated at Gatwick represented the best practice for minimising disturbance in comparison with other international airports in Europe.     It was presented to the airport consultative committee in September 2009 headed ‘Private and Confidential’ but has belatedly appeared on the committee’s website.

GACC criticised the EUROCONTROL report as concentrating only on Hever, with no reference to areas closer to the airport which suffer worse disturbance, and no reference to areas to the west of the runway.  It was written entirely from an air traffic control viewpoint with no sympathy for those living under the flight paths, and virtually no proposals for positive action.   The fact that the procedures may be the best in Europe is no excuse for not seeking further improvement.
Meanwhile frustration at the lack of action led to the formation of a new protest group, called ‘Gatwick Can Be Quieter’ (GCBQ) based in the area newly affected by arrivals from the east.  GACC organised a joint seminar with GCBQ in September 2010, with advice from an expert on air traffic control and a professional pilot:   a number of points which emerged as a result of that discussion are included in this paper.
As required under the EU Environmental Noise Directive, Gatwick Airport Ltd (GAL) produced a draft noise action plan in June 2009.  GACC and GCBQ both submitted detailed responses which included a number of measures to reduce disturbance by arriving aircraft.
  The final noise action plan is due to be published after much delay this Spring.  A Freedom of Information request by GACC revealed that very few changes were made by Gatwick Airport as a result of the consultation.
The DfT had promised that the proposals in the GACC paper ‘Disturbance by Incoming Aircraft’ would be considered in conjunction with the EUROCONTROL study and we were annoyed that this was not done.  We therefore arranged a meeting with senior DfT officials which, after some delay, took place in January 2010.  The DfT promised action on various issues but with no visible result to date.
In March 2010 the Aviation Environment Federation produced a report, commissioned by HACAN, on ‘Approach Noise at Heathrow:  concentrating the problem’.
   This study is valuable in drawing attention to the problems caused by the concentration of flight paths.  The problems identified for a wide area of south London – Battersea, Vauxhall, Lambeth, Dulwich, Blackheath and Greenwich – are identical to those we have been battling with for the past ten years at Gatwick.
Measurement –bringing worst up to best
One of the main points to emerge from the seminar was that there is a good deal of variation between airlines in the training they give to their pilots in noise reduction techniques, and consequently a considerable variation in the performance of different airlines.
Yet no regular measurements are taken of the noise of aircraft on approach.  Only by regular and reliable measurements, averaged over a year, can the best and worst airlines be identified, and pressure put on the worst to emulate the best.
For aircraft on take-off there are three fixed noise monitors at the west end of the runway, and two fixed monitors to the east.  These are located at about 6.5 km from the ‘start of roll’ - where aircraft start their take-off.  These monitors are linked to the airport     computer system, enabling each aircraft to be identified, and are used to impose fines on aircraft which make excessive noise.  
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There is no similar system to measure noise on approach, despite the fact that it has emerged as the most pressing problem.  A number of mobile monitors are deployed from time to time but in a haphazard fashion to deal with particular complaints (and one is at present impounded by an irate resident at Hever!).

The fixed monitors do record the noise of each aircraft as it comes in to land but, surprisingly, this information is not used or analysed, or made public in any way.  Since the runway is 3.3 km long, these monitors at 6.5 km from start of roll are close to the point at which aircraft come into land, with aircraft at under 1,000 feet.
GACC believes that there should in future be regular monitoring of approach noise in order a) to identify which types of aircraft cause the most noise, and thus to inform the system of differential airport charges, b) to put pressure on aircraft manufacturers to design quieter aircraft – on approach as well as on take-off;  and c) to identify which airlines perform best and worst.  This should be achieved by

· as a start, the information from the existing fixed monitors should be analysed to identify the noisiest types of aircraft close to the airport, and the results published.

· a new fixed monitor should be placed under the glide slope about 7-8 miles from touch-down point.  At that distance almost all aircraft are on the precise glide slope so one monitor should suffice.  Since around 70% of approaches are from the east, it would probably not be necessary to install a similar monitor to the west of the airport.  Over a period of years the information from this monitor should be used to identify the noisiest aircraft types, and the noisiest airlines.  

· a number of noise monitors should be deployed under the area where aircraft join the glide slope – see below, page 9.
Steeper approaches

The AEF report contains useful information on the progress of international discussions on the possibility of introducing a steeper approach path in order to keep aircraft higher for longer.   It emerged from our seminar that the steepest approach that is possible with existing aircraft would be around 4º instead of the current 3º  - anything steeper would require major structural changes to existing aircraft.   Steeper approaches might also prevent low visibility operations with automatic landings and consequently increase the number of go-arounds in poor weather.   But even 4º would mean that at 10 miles from the airport aircraft would be nearly 1,000 feet higher.
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This was an issue which GACC discussed with the DfT officials in January 2010.  They gave us the impression that the UK representatives on the UN Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection (CAEP), were arguing in favour of steeper approaches but meeting resistance from other European countries.

·   GACC will be working with UK environmental groups to put pressure on our opposite numbers in Europe to persuade their Governments to support steeper approaches.

City Airport has a 5.5º approach instead of the normal 3º.
Continuous Descent Approach
The failure of the efforts to impose noise limits on arriving aircraft led to a search for an alternative policy.  Continuous descent approach (CDA) was introduced as the preferred procedure at Gatwick in 2002.  It only applies to the descent from 6,000 feet to the point at which an aircraft joins the glideslope, usually at around 3,000 feet.  It brings a significant reduction in noise but only for communities between about 10 and 25 miles from Gatwick.  

The CDA code of practice, produced by DfT, NATS and the airlines, states that:  ‘The ideal is a descent at 3º from 6,000 ft..’
   In fact, however, many aircraft descend at a shallower slope than 3º, and are therefore lower than expected, but are still recorded as achieving CDA - a point which has caused much misunderstanding and anger at Hever. 

GACC has strongly supported CDA, and welcomes the fact that around 90% of aircraft at Gatwick now achieve CDA.   But that still leaves some 12,000 flights a year not achieving CDA – and creating unnecessary noise.  GACC has put forward a number of proposals for improving the procedure.

· naming and shaming airlines which consistently fail to achieve CDA;

· making a 3º descent the norm rather than the ideal;

· identifying which, if any, types of aircraft are quieter if descending at less than 3º;

· amending the literature to indicate that aircraft may be lower than indicated by a 3º slope;
· ultimately, penalties on airlines which fail to achieve CDA.

Concentration or dispersal
Almost all approaches to Gatwick from east or west are curved, with aircraft descending in wide arcs over East and West Sussex, before joining the straight glide slope at 8 to 12 miles from touchdown (see illustration on page 10).  These tracks are mainly dispersed, although there are complaints of concentration at some points.  It is sometimes suggested that curved final approach paths would enable aircraft to join the glide slope nearer the airport and thus reduce the problem of concentration.  
The AEF report shows that the technology for curved final approaches is available and has undergone trials at various airports.  The UK Government and the EUROCONTROL report state, however, that the introduction of such technology is many years away.   A view given to the GACC/GCBQ seminar by a senior pilot was that – with the existing technology - if aircraft joined the glide slope at less than 9 miles (three minutes) from touchdown, in a significant number of cases there would be insufficient time to get the aircraft into appropriate trim for landing, and that the result would be either a risk to safety or more go-arounds.   
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Under the new rules introduced since the 2006 Dedham Vale judicial review, the CAA would be bound to consult on any changes in flight paths as a result of the introduction of curved final approaches.
   While a strong case can be made that it would be fair to share the misery, a great deal of persuasion would be needed to induce people living under the proposed new flight paths, such as those living in south London, or in the areas to the south of the Gatwick flight paths, for example in East Grinstead or Horsham, to accept an increase in the number of aircraft overhead. 








East Grinstead

In our recent response to the CAA consultation on Future Air Space Strategy we emphasised the above points and suggested that:
As the response to the CAA consultation on Thames Control North showed, basing the air space strategy on the principle of routing aircraft over the fewest number of people needs to be reviewed.  The fallacy in the principle is that it takes no account of the magnitude of the disturbance caused.  Research is required to assess the total amount of disturbance caused by dispersed flight paths compared to concentrated paths.   

Research is also needed to assess the disturbance caused to people in towns as compared to the disturbance caused in the countryside where ambient noise levels are lower and where expectations of peace and quiet are higher.   
Research is also needed into the measurement of aircraft noise.  Leq is outdated:  to provide uniformity within the EU, it should be replaced by Lden.  There was much good sense in the ANASE report and it was unfortunate that the former Government chose to rubbish this report because it reflected poorly on their decision to provide a third runway at Heathrow.  We believe that low frequency noise is increasing especially on some newer aircraft.  Since a sizeable proportion of noise of landing aircraft is caused by the airframe, low pitch noise may be a significant, but under-recorded, element in noise complaints.
Joining point




       
An important issue at Gatwick has been the extra noise caused at the point at which aircraft join the glideslope.  In order to lock onto the ILS radar beam, aircraft have to approach it from below, and at the same time most aircraft need to alter direction, both involving extra engine use.  These manoeuvres add to the disturbance caused to people affected by the concentration of flights at these areas.
The AEF report suggested that the disturbance could be spread more fairly if aircraft were to join the glideslope in a herring bone pattern.  At Gatwick, however, all aircraft join from the south so it could only be half a herring bone.  Moreover, as the following table shows, aircraft do not join the glideslope at a single point.
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A point made by the pilot at the seminar was that the technique of joining the glideslope varied between airlines, with some airlines adopting a significantly noisier procedure.  In order, again, to be able to exert pressure to bring the worst up to the best –

· GACC requests that a number of monitors should be deployed below the points where aircraft join the glide slope, at say 9 miles, 10 miles, 11 miles and 12 miles from the airport.  These monitors would need to remain in position for several years in order to establish whether, taking year on year, there is any improvement.
Low flying
The occasional aircraft which flies significantly below the normal heights creates disproportionate disturbance because it creates extra noise and also causes alarm.  GACC has suggested to the DfT that
· all low flying aircraft should be reported to the airport consultative committee, with an explanation and if appropriate a suitable reprimand;

· if one airline is found to be consistently at fault, it should be liable to penalties or loss of slots.
Tranquil areas
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Gatwick westerly operations - typical day

Figure C2

Gatwick easterly operations - ty




       



AONBs in the South East (darker green)

Gatwick
Most aircraft landing at Gatwick from the east fly over Ashdown Forest, high land designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty;  and aircraft approaching from the west fly close to the Surrey Hills AONB.  These areas should be places of peace and quiet.  

Since Gatwick is surrounded on all sides by AONBs it is impossible to avoid flying over them, but it is important to do everything possible to reduce noise and disturbance.  This was recognised in a recent report by the Transport Select Committee.
    Official Government policy on the over-flight of National Parks and AONBs, laid down 
in Guidance to the Civil Aviation Authority on Environmental Objectives issued in 2002, states that:  
The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 (which established AONBs and extends to England and Wales only) and planning policy guidance PPG 7 “The Countryside and the Economy” and PPG 24 “Planning and Noise” do not preclude over-flight of National Parks or AONBs, as it is often impractical to do so.  Government policy will continue to focus on minimising over-flight of more densely populated areas below 7000ft.   However, where it is possible to avoid over-flight of National Parks and AONBs below this altitude without adding to environ-mental burdens on more densely populated areas, it clearly makes sense to do so. 

As will be seen from the illustration (based on CAA radar tracking), on a typical day with a westerly wind, approaches (in red) cover much of the High Weald AONB.

In our response to the CAA consultation on Future Air Space Strategy we stated:

One improvement from the new technology outlined in the Strategy will be in relation to the Gatwick stacks.  Willo, north of Brighton, and Timba, north of Hastings, are both located over the South Downs National Park.  We trust that as a result of the Strategy these stacks can be moved further out, over the sea, and also be less used.  

Other changes indicated in the Strategy need very careful consideration.  More direct routing plus the introduction of P-RNAV will enable aircraft approaching Gatwick from the south to be directed onto a small number of specific and precise routes.  Instead of the widely dispersed flights (as shown in  red in the illustration of the cover of this response) there may be two or three flight paths.  This may benefit some tranquil areas at present overflown.  On the other hand it may well replicate over a much greater distance the problems of concentration which have caused so much annoyance and injustice to people living under the ILS glidepath.


We suggest that before any new P-RNAV routes are proposed over tranquil areas discussions should be held with the AONB and National Park authorities.

Double disturbance defeated
The greatest threat to areas under the Gatwick approach paths has been the possibility of additional runways.   One of the plans in the 2003 consultation leading to the Air Transport White Paper was for two new runways, designed to treble the number of aircraft using Gatwick.    And treble the number of aircraft on approach.
The plan in the 2003 Air Transport White Paper showed one new runway 1 km to the south of the existing runway.  The aim was to double the number of flights, and the topography of the airport dictated that both runways were to operate in mixed mode, ie both used for landing and take-off.   Alternation between mornings and afternoons, as at Heathrow (or at Sydney which is frequently quoted as a model of how noise could be alleviated), would not have been feasible.  The 2003 plan would have meant two parallel streams of aircraft approaching the airport, with double the present disturbance.
Thanks to major campaigns organised by GACC those threats have receded.  
GAL has, however, stated that it hopes to increase the number of passengers from 32 million a year to 45 million with the use of more and bigger aircraft.
  
· GACC is opposed to any such increase unless matched by reduced noise and pollution, including a reduction in approach noise.
Percentage of westerly arrivals joining the ILS at various points.
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Under 6 miles		  1.7 %


6-7 miles		 7.4%


7-8 miles		13.2%


8-9 miles		16.4%


9-10 miles		17.0%


10-11 miles		16.6%


11-12 miles		12.0%


12-13 miles		 6.7%


Over 13 miles		 9.0%
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