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Executive summary

¢KAAd NBLRZNI LINPPARSA F adzYYFENE 2F GKS NBa
Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for ligldmiecisions on the design and use
of airspace. The consultation began on 2 February 2017 and closed on 25 May 2017.

The Government wishes to support airspace modernisation in order to deliver benefits for the
UK economy, as well as for passengers anthiocommunities affected by aircraft noise.

There is a need to modernise the way in which UK airspace is managed in order to increase
capacity to meet rising demand for air travel, and to support sustainable growth in the aviatior
sector. To this end, thproposals put forward in the consultation document are intended to
address the challenge of balancing growth in its use with effective management of the local
impacts of air travel in particular noise.

It was a national public consultation carriedduty | 002 NRI yOS gAGK (K¢
Consultation Principles.

Consultation process

The consultation was owned and managed by the Department for Transport (DfT). OPM Grot
was commissioned to receive, collate and analyse responses to the consultatiorviadle
website, email or the Freepost address set up for this consultation.

A total of 794 responses were received. T&dponses were from organisations [listed in
Appendix A]; the remainder were submitted by members of the public.

Chapters3and4ofthd NB L2 NI 2FFSNI I RSOGFAf SR RS&ONJ
response handling, analysis and reporting.

Consultation responses

CKAA NBLR2NI adzYYINARASA NBalLRyRSyiaQ @ArASga
of the five consultation questianin turn. It also includes a chapter on comments relating to
0KS D2@SNYyYSyiQa O2yadzZ FiA2y 2y (GKS 5NI ¥
capacity and infrastructure at airports in the South East of England.

This executive summary provides averview of some of the key themes and issues that arise
in this report, following the structure of the chapters in the report.

Chapter 5: Changes to Airspace

Callin function for tier 1 changes

Most respondents express caveated support for the intrdaburcof a calin function for tier 1
changes, believing it will improve transparency and accountability to the community. These
caveats usually relate to the criteria for el particularly the need for a defined significant
change in noise distributiobefore a calln can take place. Respondents consider the
RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F WAAIYATFTAOLYy(d OKFy3aSQ (2 o065 |
that the airspace change needs to have an identified impact on health and quality of life is
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see as too subjective and therefore open to abuse. This concern about subjectivity applies tc
GKS 20KSNJ ONRGSNRALFY Ylyeé NBALRYRSYyGa 62 NN
YEGAZ2YLFE AYLERNIFYyOSQ | yR WaA 3yter heCdmy ditheh Y LJ
meaningless or beneficial to industry only. In terms of theioghrocess, some respondents

seek greater community involvement, either directly or via local authorities, and a few ask tha
the scope of the caih function is widenedfor example to include smaller airports, lower level
airspace changes or past planning applications.

Tier 2 changes

Many respondents support the proposals relating to the management of tier 2 airspace
changes, though often noting concerns in relatiorspecific aspects of the proposals. In
particular, many support the proposed requirements for community engagement, though
many feel that these should be stronger. Many respondents express concern about the
proposed trigger point for Air Navigation ServiRmviders (ANSPSs) to engage with
communities, arguing that this is too low or that it needs to be better defined.

Many of the other concerns with regards to the proposals for tier 2 changes relate to the Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA) and its proposedera these changes. Many respondents believe

the proposals put too much faith in the CAA to be able to give sufficient consideration to
community interests, often expressing concern about its independence.

Tier 3 changes

Again, many respondents are suppee of the proposals for managing tier 3 changes, while
some feel they are not robust enough, particularly with respect to community engagement.
alye SELINBaa 02 y-OSMPK | bRONE H&EQ WA & IKE LINE
when setting tier 3 plicy. Some say that in order to fulfil its proposed role in relation to both
tier 2 and tier 3 changes, the CAA must have greater enforcement powers, or at least be give
firmer guidance. While many are supportive of the proposed role for ICCAN in sungytbe:

CAA, some feel that it should have a greater role with regards to enabling community
involvement, or express concerns that this body would lack the powers and the independence
to perform this role effectively.

Many are supportive of the requirememfor community involvement in tier 3 airspace
changes, in some cases highlighting a perceived lack of transparency in these changes
currently. By contrast, some express concern about the resources needed for these
requirements and worry they may impede d@elay airspace changes as a result of being
unnecessarily restrictive.

Proposals for compensation

The majority of those commenting on the compensation proposals are supportive, although
again many add caveats to their support. These include the reqoekivier or more accurate
noise level thresholds, increased compensation amounts and the consideration of a wider
geographical area. Outright opposition arises from the belief that the Government should
focus on noise reduction rather than noise mitigatian that increased compensation levels
could lead to industry prioritising stdptimal airspace change options in order to reduce the
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cost of compensation payments. Some consider the wording of the proposals to be too weak,
putting too much trust in the @ation industry to treat communities fairly. The proposed
provision of insulation as a compensation measure is questioned by some, with concerns thai
it does not mitigate noise impact experienced when outdoors, and that it is not effective or
suitable forsome buildings.

Chapter 6: Making Transparent Airspace Change Decisions

With respect to the proposals set out in Chapéesf the consultation document for making
airspace change decisions more transparent, respondents are broadly in favour of the
comparative appraisal of airspace change options through options analysis. They feel this will
help increase transparency aroundv airspace decisions are made and enable communities
to influence these. Others believe the proposals do not go far enough in this regard and put
forward various suggestions for ensuring that communities are involved in airspace decisions
Many of those a0 comment on options analysis are specifically supportive of the need for
consideration of multiple flight paths, emphasising the harmful impacts of the concentration of
flight paths and criticising a perceived lack of notification and involvement df loca
communities in these changes. Related to this, they also highlight the other equality issues
involved in the appraisal of flightpath options: the relative impact of aircraft noise on urban
and rural areas, as well as on currently affected and unaffecteamunities. Respondents

also put forward suggestions with regards to the methodology of the options analysis process
many of which relate to how this will enable community involvement in the process. These
suggestions cover: the amount and type of datal anformation to be available to

communities; the range and number of options to be considered; and the point at which
communities should be involved.

Respondents also express concerns about the appraisal criteria, in terms of how different
factors willbe prioritised in the options analysis process. For example, some are sceptical
about how noise impacts on local communities will be considered in relation to economic and
commercial priorities. Others argue that other environmental impacts of aviatiaticpéarly

air pollution, also need to be taken into account.

Respondents are similarly supportive of the proposals to refine and improve the assessment ¢
aircraft noise, including taking better account of the impacts of noise on health and quality of
life. Support is expressed for the individual proposals set out in this chapter of the consultatiol
document: replacing the single metric for the onset of significant community annoyance
currently in use; the use of webTAG to assess impacts on health anty qiidife; the

introduction of supplementary metrics measuring the frequency of noise events; and the
/11 Qa RSTFAYAGAZY 2F 2@SNFt AIKG P -padidulgr thdj dzS
threshold values stated in the proposalsvere decided or ask for further information or
clarification on the proposals relating to assessment overall, or specific aspects of them. Man
also express concerns that the proposed metrics still do not accurately reflect the true impact
of noise on communities. Bmain criticisms relate to averaged values not being
representative of noise levels, and the need to better take account of ambient noise and
respite periods.
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Chapter 7: An Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise
(ICCAN)

The need for an Independe@ommission on Civil Aviation Noise as a way to build trust with
communities is supported by most respondents. However, there are strong concerns that the
current proposals will not allow it to meet this aim, particularly due to its perceived lack of
enforOSYSyYy i LR26SNB 2NJ AYRSLISYRSYyOSd® wS3II NRAY
role in commissioning research is particularly wetleived by a wide range of respondents.
However, comments relating to the other proposed functions reflect the disapp@int

about lack of enforcement ability mentioned above. Respondents say that the benefits of
ICCAN carrying out advisory and monitoring functions, and promoting best practice, are
severely limited without a regulatory role to ensure advice is followedtanohpose sanctions

for substandard noise management. Besides an increased regulatory role, respondents
suggest several other additional functions for ICCAN, including an ombudsman or mediation
function.

Many respondents believe that the Civil Aviationid 2 NA G Qa o6/ ! ! 0 LINBJ.
fact that it is funded by airlines means that it is inappropriate for ICCAN to be sited within this
organisation. There is concern from a broad range of stakeholders that situating ICCAN withir
the CAA will prevent being perceived as sufficiently independent from the CAA, and
GKSNEFT2NE 2S2L) NRA&AS GKS FAY aid2 o0daAft R N
express preference for an ICCAN that is completely separate from the CAA, or suggest ways
mitigate potential CAA bias. In terms of governance, most respondents express support for
ICCAN being publicly funded, and others stress the importance of a visibly independent head
commissioner and a Board comprising a broad range of expertise. Most respondents who
comment on the proposed fivgear sunset review believe that ICCAN should be-terg or
permanent and therefore object to this timescale.

Chapter 8: Ongoing noise management

The competent authority to assure application of the balanced approach
wSaLRyRSyiaQ @GASga @FNEB Ay NBflIGA2y (2 (K
7 of the consultation document. Many are supportive of the proposals for the competent
authority to apply the balanced approach to the adoption of operating retsbris at airports

in England. However, others question the overall approach or express concern about one or
more of the bodies proposed as the competent authority in different scenarios. Some are
supportive of the localised approach to noise managemeappsed, which would involve
devolving some areas of responsibility to local authorities and designated airports. Others
express concerns about such an approach. Many of these argue that central Government
should retain the areas of responsibility in questior raise various concerns around the
appropriateness of both local authorities and designated airports respectively taking these on
With regards to local authorities, they note that the issue of noise transcends local authority
boundaries, and theref® view it as unfeasible and unfair for one authority to make decisions
that will affect communities outside of their jurisdiction. They also believe there is a lack of
resources and expertise in councils to perform this role, and question their abibigt to
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independently in these decisions, alleging conflicts of interest in some cases. Others question
the suitability of the planning process as a means of addressing noise management issues,
generally arguing that very few applications would meet the getset out in the consultation
document.

Many respondents support the proposal that the Secretary of State should be the competent
authority for operating restrictions brought forward with Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Projects (NSIPs) or calledplanning applications. However, some question the ability or the
appropriateness of the Secretary of State to decide on these matters. Respondents are also
critical of the proposal that noiseslated operating restrictions arising outside of the plamnin
system will be decided by the CAA, with many questioning the independence of this body.
Some believe that ICCAN has an important role to play in ongoing noise management both in
terms of developing best practice and in providing independent oversiggrierally and more
ALISOATAOLtEEE® Ay NBflLlAz2zy G2 G4KS /11 Q& RSO.
body to perform such a role, expressing concern that, as proposed, it lacks the enforcement
powers it would need to do so effectively. Resdents suggest various amendments or
alternatives to the competent authority proposals, many of which fall within three key themes:
maintaining central Government control of noise management; having a single competent
authority (whether central Governmenipcal authorities, or another body); and greater
community influence.

Responsibility for noise controls at the designated airports

Many respondents oppose the proposal for airports to take responsibility for responsibility for
noise controls (other thanaiserelated operating restrictions). Many of these respondents
highlight a perceived conflict of interest arising from the fact that these are commercial
entities. As such they do not believe that airports can be trusted to act in the interest of local
communities in terms of managing and reducing noise. Some respondents express particular
concern about night flights and Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs) being transferred to local
authorities.

Many of those who oppose the proposal argue that the Governrsbotild retain the role of
managing noise controls at the designated airports, or at least that there is a need for
coordination at the national level. For example, respondents express concern about the
potential for inconsistency in the approach taken #tetent airports, or argue that noise and

air pollution limits should be enforced nationally. Some respondents suggest that ICCAN
should play a role in monitoring noise management and ensuring local communities can
effectively hold airports to account. 8@ also comment on existing arrangements in place at
various airports for engaging local communities (particularly Airport Consultative Committees)
often arguing that these need to be improved.

Publishing of aircraft tracks and performance data at desa¢gd airports

Respondents are supportive of the proposal that designated airports should publish details of
aircraft tracks and performance. Many agree that this will help to increase transparency, build
trust between airports and local communities, antbal communities to hold airportgo

account. However, a small number express concern that the publishing of data alone will not
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reduce or address the problem of aviation noise adequately, arguing that these measures nee
to be accompanied by effective em@ment measures. Respondents also differ in opinion

over the proposal that, beyond the minimum level of requirements, the content and format of
the published data should be at the discretion of the airports. Some agree that airports, in
consultation withlocal communities, should be able to make these decisions. They believe this
will help to ensure that the resource requirements are minimised and that the data published
is proportionate to the size of the airport and the impacts on local communities.o0Rdspts

put forward a number of suggestions around the type of data they believe needs to be
published, where and how it should be made available (including the format of data and the
frequency with which it is published), as well as how data will beateliieand its quality and
accuracy verified.

Incentives for industry best practice in noise management

Chapter 7 also considers measures to incentivise good practice by the aviation industry. Som
respondents consider that industry is currently sufficigriticentivised, citing examples of

good practice by airports and airlines in terms of controlling and reducing the impacts of noise
and engaging local communities. Some feel that existing regulations and guidance are
sufficient and express concern abouttpotential for excessive regulation to slow or impede
airspace modernisation. Conversely, many respondents disagree that existing incentives are
sufficient, often referring to examples of bad practice, alleging breaches of various regulations
at specificairports. Many express the view that the priorities of the aviation industoy

maximise profits and reducing cosisre inherently incompatible with the aims of reducing
impacts on local communities. Some argue specifically that the proposals sattbet i
consultation document will not improve the current situation, and that stricter enforcement
and regulation is needed. Some also argue that other environmental impacts should be taken
into account in the proposals as well as noise. Respondents swugygastber of incentive
mechanisms they believe should be employed, including: fines and charges; sanctions; rewar
and banning higipolluting aircraft (or encouraging quieter aircraft). Respondents also
comment on the proposed role of ICCAN in drivingiamdards in noise management across

the aviation sector. Again, they emphasise the potential of this body to provide independent
oversight and build trust between the industry and communities, while expressing concern
that it may lack the power and indepdence to do so as proposed.

Chapter 9: Draft Air Navigation Guidance

The draft Air Navigation Guidance was included in this consultation to illustrate how the
proposals set out in the Consultation would be implemented in guidance to the CAA and the
avidion industry. Some respondents support what they see as improved, clearer Guidance,
although there are many requests for clarity in different sections of the document. There is a
O2yOSNY GKIG GKS DA RIFYyOS gAft cenentabifitgad SO
the increased responsibility given to the aviation industry for aviation noise management.
Many comments relating to the Guidance raise issues which are covered in more detail
elsewhere in the consultation and indeed many respondentplsirask that their responses to
other consultation questions are taken into account when revising the draft Guidance. Other
comments focus on a wide range of specific elements in the Guidance, such as the sections

Page 13 of 229

Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

covering replication of flightpaths withenv procedures, National Parks and AONBs, and noise
sensitive buildings.

Chapter 10: Additional comments on airspace policy

Some respondents make comments relating to the proposals as a whole. Many respondents
draw attention to the various impacts of aviati on noise and air quality, citing their own
experience of negative effects on health, quality of sleep and property values. Respondents
are supportive of potential mitigation measures such as quieter aircraft, night flight restrictions
and improved arnal and departure techniques (including the angi¢ake-off and landing

and continuous climb and descent) although not everyone believes the benefits these
measures can bring will be sufficient. There is an overarching concern that the proposals are
not strict enough, or sufficiently different from previous policies, to bring about the
improvements some respondents believe are necessary.

Some respondents are supportive of the case for airspace modernisation more generally. The
argue that the current sysin is outdated and holding back the use of more joHupd

efficient practices. They add that modernisation will lead to a reduction of noise impact, for
example through reduced need for stacking thanks to streamlining of airspace use. These
claims are regcted by some respondents who predict that any efficiency gains arising from
airspace modernisation will lead to increased frequency of flights rather than any reduction in
noise impact for communities.

Chapter 11: Consultation process

Some respondents @peciate the opportunity to input through this consultation and request
to be kept updated with future developments. However, others raise concerns about the
consultation process and materials. In particular, the timing of the consultation is criticised,
with some suspecting it has been rushed to link with the timeline for the proposed Heathrow
expansion. Others do not think the consultation or its events were sufficientlyasge#rtised

or accessible. Some describe the consultation materials as too tahteahnical although

some of the diagrams were highlighted as being useful. In terms of the scope of the
consultation, respondents point out a few perceived omissions including coverage of the
General Aviation sector and the use of drones.
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Glossary of terms

Acronym Term Meaning
Airspace change Changes to the design of UK airspace are proposed by an airspat
change sponsor

1A Regulatory Impact A systemic approach to critically assessing the positive and negai

Assessment effects ofa proposed government regulation

AMSL Above mean sea level Altitude above the mean sea level (as opposed to above ground
level).

AIP Aeronautical Information ! R2 OdzYSyd 6KAOK aSiéa 2dzi GKS

Publication airspace and which mso intended to satisfy international
requirements for the exchange of aeronautical information.

ANSP Air Navigation Service A public or private entity providing air navigation @ees for general

Provider air traffic.

ATM Air Traffic Movements Thelandings or take offs of aircraft engaged in the transport of
passengers or freight on commercial terms.

ACC Airport Consultative Airport Consultative Committees (ACCs) provide a forum where

Committee airports can engage with key stakeholders in the lacah and
beyond

AC Airports Commission Set up in 2012 by the Coalition Government as an independent b
to identify and evaluate how any need for additional aviation
capacity should be met in the short, medium and long term.

ACP Airspace Change Proses ¢ KS / A@Af | GALF GA2Yy ! dziK2NR(G&Q
out in its Civil Aviation Publication 725 (CAP 725).

Airspace Change Sponsor ¢ K2 4S ¢gK2 RS@St2L) LINPLRalFta ¥
structure.

ABP Altitude Based Priorities ~ Guidance issued by DfT to CAA to assist irddtermination to what
extent noise and otheenvironmentalfactors are prioritised at
different altitudes wherit considesairspace changes.

Ambient noise Background noise or any sound other than the sohaihg
monitored (primary noise)
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RNAV

AONB

ANASE

APF

CAA

Angle of elevation

Area Navigation

Area of Outstandtig
Natural Beauty

Attitudes to Noise from
Aviation Sources in
England

Aviation Policy Framework

A-Weighted Scale

Balanced Approach

CAP 1498
Carbon emissions

Civil AviatiorAuthority

Competent authority

The angle of elevation of an object as seen by an observer is the
angle between the horizontal and the line from the object to the
observer's eye (the line of sight).

An accuratenavigation system, similar to PBRis a method of
instrument flight rules (IFR) navigation that allows an aircraft to
choose any course within a network of navigation beacons, rathet
than navigate directly to and from the beacons.

An area of countryside designated by a government agency as he
natural features of exceptional beauty and therefore given a
protected status.

PreviousDfT report on attitude$o noisepublished in 2007.

Government framework (2013)th@ S a 2dzi GKS &
and policies and its role in driving growth, creating jobs and
facilitating trade, while addressing a range of environmeirtgdacts.

A sound measurement.he Aweighted scale incorporates a
frequency weighting approximating the characteristics of human
hearing

¢KS D2@SNYYSyidQa | LILINRI OK (2
the principles oftheL Y SNy F G A2yl f / AGAE |
Balanced Approach. The goal of the Balanced Approach is to adc
noise problems on an individual airport basis and to identify the
noiserelated measures that achieve maximum environmental
beneft most costeffectively using objective and measurable criteri

CAA document containing a proposed new definition of overflight.
Emissions of Carbon Dioxide from aircraft and airport infrastructui

The statutory body which oversees and regulates all aspects of ci
aviation in the United Kingdom.

The competent authority is the body responsible &mprovingnoise
related operating restrictions at an airport. Curreniiyk S w02
I dzG K2NRARG@Q Aa GKS | ANLIR2NI 2LIS
designated under section 78 of the 1982 Civil Aviation Act. In sucl
cases the competent authority is the Secretary of State.
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CNF

CCO

CDO

dB/dBA

DfT

DCO

DALY

CAP 1520

Computer Navigation Fix

Concentration

Continuous Climb
Operations

Continuous Descent
Operations

Decibel

Department for Transport

Designated airports

Development Consent
Order

Disability Adjusted Life
Year

Dispesal/dispersion

Draftairspace design
guidance

A Computer NavigatioRix (CNF) is also a point defined by a
latitude/longitude coordinate and is required to support area
navigation (RNAV) system operations. The GPS receiver uses CI
conjunction with waypoints to navigate from point to point.

This isvhere aircraft fly the same route conssitly with minimal
lateral dispersion.

An aircraft operating technique enabled by airspace design,
instrument procedure design and facilitated by Air Traffic Control
(ATC). It alvs departing aircraft to climb continuously, to the
greatest extent possible. Aircraft applying CCO use optimum clim
engine thrust and climb speeds until they reach their cruising leve

An aircraft operating technigeienabled by airspace design,
instrument procedure design and facilitated by Air Traffic Control
(ATC). It allows arriving aircraft to descend continuously, to the
greatest extent possible. With CDO, aircraft use minimum engine
thrust, ideally in a low drg configuration, prior to the final approact
fix.

Units describing sound level or changes of sound level. Expresse
dBA when it relates to the-tveighted scale.

The UK government department dealing withtedinsport policy

Airports designated for noise control purposes under section 80 o
the Civil Aviation Act 1982. Currently these Bieathrow, Gatwick
and Stansted airports.

A consent by a Minister fa Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP)

One DALY can be thought of as one lost year of "healthy" life. The
sum of these DALYSs across the population, or the burden of disee
can be thought of as measurement of the gap between current
health status and an ideal health situation where the entire
population lives to an advanced age, free of disease and disability

Dispersal is the consequence of either natural variation frdiight
path as a result of navigationkmitations, or tactical vectoring of
individual aircraft by ATC.

This is a draft of th€ AAguidance document that supports the new
process for assessing airspace changes.
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Envelope (Noise)

Leq/ LAeq Equivalent sound level
Eurocontrd

EASA European Aviation Safety
Agency

Flightpath 2050

Freqguency of noise events

GA General Aviation
Hub airport
ICCAN Independent Commission

on Civil Aviation Noise

A concept that creates balance between aviation growth and nois
reduction and incentivises the reduction of noise at source. A nois
envelope should be agreed among stakeholders, take account of
technology and be appropriate for therport in question. Noise
envelopes can give local communities more certainty about the le
of noise they may expect in the future and could take the form of
movement cap, a maximum contour size, a quota count system o
limit on passenger numbersyeong others.

The measure used to describe the average level of sound
experienced over a period of time (usually 16 hours for a day and
hours for a night) resulting in a single decibel value. Leq is expres
as LAeqvhen it refers to the Aveighted scale.

The European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation.
Membership is drawn from across Europe. It carries out a range ¢
service provision and other operational and research activities linl
to air traffic control.

EU body dealing with safety of civilian aviation

European Union's research agenda for the aeronautics industry

The number of instances of noise, oweespecified volume (e.g. 60
dB), in a specified amount of time (e.g. 1 hour).

General aviation (GA) is the term for all civil aviation operations ot
than scheduled air services and nscheduled air transport
operations for remuneation or hire.

Serves as a transfer (or stoper) point, where people can arrive
from one airport and get to their final destination. Part of the hub
and-spoke system.

[One of theproposals in the Airspace consultatiqiyet to be set up
A proposed UK body responsible for providing independent and
expert advice on civil aviation noise.

ILS Instrument Landing The standard system for navigation of aircraft upon the final
System approach for landing.
IATA International Air Transport ¢ KS GNI RS aa20Al GA2y F2NJ G4KS
Association
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ICAO

KPI

LAMP

LAMPL

LOAEL

Lnight

NAPDM

NATS

NSIP

NPR

International Civil Aviation
Organisation

Key Performance Indicatol

Lmax

London Airspace
Management Programme

London Airspace
Management Programme
phase 1

Lowest Observed Adverse
Effect Level

Night equivalent level

Mitigation

Mixed mode

N-above metric (e.g. N60)

National Air Passenger
Demand Model

National Air Traffic Service

Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects

Noise Preferential Route

The international aviation body established by the 1944 Chicago
Convention on InternationaCivil Aviation.

Project management term used to measure the effectiveness of a
project aim or goal

A measure of the loudest part ofsaund event.

The NATS led project modernise the airspace structure across
southern England.

Major airspace change proposal affecting airspace arrangements
south-east England, from Stansted to the Isle of Wigbdmpleted in
February 206.

Above this level, an average person will begin to experience
observable, or measurable, adverse effects on health and quality
life as a result of noise exposure.

The equivalat sound level between 2300 and 0700 over the cours
of a year.

Measures to reduce impact

A mode of runway operation where runways are used for both tak
off and landingat the same timeCan be used to increase capacity.

Frequency of noisevents over a specified decibel level

Measurement of the passenger demand for airport capacity.

¢ KS | -Yo(dair Sayigatiorservice provider which also provide
services at many UK airports.

Large scale developments (relating to energy, transport, water, or
waste) which regire a type of consent known as development
consent.For airportprojects the Planning Act 2008 sets the
threshold as anglevelopment that adds 10m passenger movemen
or 10k cargo flights

Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs) set the overall framework withir
which the flightpathsat a number of airports, including Heathrow,
Gatwick and Stansted, were originally designed to mitigate noise
impacts.
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Operating restrictions

PBN Performance Based
Navigation
PPR Permanent and planned

redistribution

PPG24 Planning Policy Guidance
24: Planning and Noise

Point to point

Property blight

RNP Required Navigation

Performance

Respite

Section 106 agreements

SOAEL Significant Observed
Adverse Effect Level

SES Single European Sky

Restrictions on operation at an airport, such as those that might b
put in place to reduce nois&loise related restrictionwill be
approvedby the ‘competent authority', which must operate in
accordance with the 'balanced approach'.

A concept developed by ICAO that moves aviation away from the
traditional use of aicraft navigating by ground based beacons to a
system more reliant on airborne technologies, utilising area
navigation and global navigation satellite systems.

This is where an Air Navigation Service Provider malksesscious
decision to amend an air traffic control procedure which results in
the permanent shift of some air traffic.

A former government documerguiding local authorities in England
on the use otheir planning powers to minimise the adverse impac
of noise. Replaced by the National Policy Planning Framework in
2012.

The direct opposite of a hub, the idea that people are seeking anc
airlines are increasingly favouring providisigect services

This is the reduction in marketability and value of land as a result
publicsector decision.

This is a type of performandmsed navigation (PBN) that allows ar
aircraft to fly aspecific path witha degree ohigh accuracy

Time when an area is not overflown, which can be achieved eithe
through runway alternation or route variation resulting from Optior
AnalysisThe principle of noise respite is to provide planned and
defined periods of perceptible noise relief to people living directly
under a flight path.

Legal agreements between Local Authorities and developedgr
the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act for England and Wales
these are drafted when it is considered that a development will ha
significant impacts on the local area that can be moderated by me
of conditions attached to a planning decision.

This is the levell@ove which significant adverse effects on health a
quality of life occur.

The Single European Sky (SES) is a European initiative to improv
gl & 9dz2NRPLISQa |ANRBLI OS Aa YIyl
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SEL

SAC

SIDs

STARSs

SoNA

Ofcom

Ofwat

Sound Exposure Level

Special Area of
Conservation

Stacking

Standard Instrument
Departure routes

Standard Terminal Arrival
Routes

Statutory authority

Sunset review

Survey of Noise Attitudes

The Office of
Communications

The Water Services
Regulation Authority

Transport Act 2000

9 dzNP LIS Q& [tureNahdldlr téafic ndadiatydizént technologies
S0 as to ensure forecast growth in air traffic can be met, safely an
sustainably, whilst reducing costs and improving environmental
LISNF2NXI yOST SyadzNAy3I 9 dzNRBLISQ
competitive.

The steady noise level, which over a period of one second contait
the same sound energy as the whole event. It is equivalent to the
of the noise event normalised to one second.

Special Areasf Conservation (SACs) are strictly protected sites
designated under the Habitats Directive.

When aircraftdeliberately delay their arrival bgircling near an
airport whilst waiting for an opportunity to land safely.

These are the established departure routes which are published ii
the AIP and which must be flown by aircraft when departing airpol
which have SIDs.

These are the established arrival routes foceaft which are
published in the AIP. They end at holding stacks.

A statutory authority is a body set up by law which is authorised tc
enact legislation on behalf of the relevant country or state.

An evaluation ofhe need for the continued existence of a program
or an agency

In 2014 the Government commissioned a Survey of Noise Attitud
(SoNA) to investigate attitudes towards aviation noise and whethe
these have changed over thears. The results of this study have
been published by the CAA.

The Government approved communications regulator in the UK

The economic regulator of the water sectoriEngland and Wales

This is an Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom. It providet
for a number of measures regarding transport in the luding
the public, private, partnership of NATS.
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Vectoring This is where an air traffontroller directs the pilot of an aircraft to
fly a specific compass heading which can be off the normal airspe
route structure.

WebTAG 2S0¢!D A& GKS 5SLINIGYSYd F2N
transport schemes. TAG Unit A3 includespproach to analysing
the possible health effects associated with aviation noise, based ¢
WHO guidance and research reports from Defra and the
Interdepartmental Group on Costs and Benefits (Noise).

WHO World Health Organisation The World Health @anizaton (WHO) is a speciais agency of the
United Nations that is concerned with international public health.
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Chapter 1: About the consultation

1.1.

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

1.1.3.

1.1.4.

1.1.5.

Background

Current airspace arrangements are outdated andasiructure around airspace has
remained largely unchanged for around 50 years.

In late 2012 theridependent Airports Commission was set up to examine the scale
FYR GAYAYy3 2F |yed NBIAdANBYSY(d F2NJ I RRA
9dzNRB LISQa Y2al A YinPaeddmbef #013thEypullisher] yheirkntzond
report followed by a final report in July 2015, within both reports there were
recommendations relevant to airspace modernisation and noise management.

Since 2014, high profile changes and trials at Gatwieathitiow, Birmingham, and
Edinburgh have caused a rise in public complaints. Policy changes are required to
address these issuet® support airspace modaisationwhich will improve efficiency
and provide additionatapacity

In February 2017 the Secreta&@y¥ { G GS o{2F{o0oX f I dzyOKSR
FNFYSG2N] F2NI olftlFyOSR RSOAaA2Yya 2y (K
¢tKS {2F{ O2yFTANNXSR (KS D2@gSNyyvySyia O2
continuing support to aviation growth llst supporting economic growth for the UK.
The followingsupporting documentsvere alsopublished on 2nd February 2017:

1 Reviseddraft air navigation guidance;
9 Survey of Noise Attitudesind
1 Upgrading UK Airspace: Strategic Rationale.

Aviation andairspace are reserved matters therefore the proposals are applicable to
the whole ofthe UK. The key proposals are:

1 the governmentto set the overarching framework for governing airspace
decisions, with the CAA determining individual airspace arrangemehis
framework will provide balance and trgperency along with consistency;

91 the Airspace Change Process (ACP) will now include options analysis, a new
tiered system, and it will also provide criteria focatin function for the SofS;

1 the establishmenof an Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise to
assure noise data and ensure noise is properly considered in change proposal
building on the recommendain from the Airports Commission;

9 non-strategic decisions on noise management will be deksdjéo airports and
local authorities; and

9 clearer policy to ensure compensation is considered for airspace changes to
bring it in line with policy on infrastructure changes.
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1.1.6.

In parallel to this consultation, the Government published its consultation dnafa
Airports National Policy Statement which sets out the proposed framework against
which a planmg application for a NorthwestuRway at Heathrow Airport can be
brought. The Governmenbroughtforward the two consultations at the same time
because ofhe relationship between them. The policy principles set out in this
airspace consultation will influence decisions taken later in thamhg process for a
Northwest Rinway at Heathrow, including how local communities can have their say
on airspace matrs and how impacts on them are taken into account.

1.2. The consultation process

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

1.2.4.

The consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the
design and use of airspawas launched by the Sectaey of State for Transport on 2
February 20T. The consultation was open for 16 weeks, closing on 25 May.2017

The purpose ofhis consultation was tgeek views on an update to UK airspace policy
to meet the needs of passengers, communities, the aviation sector and the wider
economy.

It was anational, public consultation urttaken in accordance with the government
consultation pinciples.

Theconsultation questions are listad Tablel: List of consultation questioiigblel.

Table 1: List of consultation questions

CHAPTER 4 Qla:Please provide your views on the proposed-gafunction for the

Secreary of State in tier 1 airspace changes and the process which is
proposed, including the criteria for the céll and the details provided in
the Draft Air Navigation Guidance.

Q1lb:Please provide your views on the proposal that tier 2 airspace chat
should be subject to a suitable change process overseen by the Civil
Aviation Authority, including the Draft Air Navigation Guidance and any
evidence on costs and benefits.

Q1c:Please tell us your views on the proposal that tier 3 airspace chang
shoul be subject to a suitable policy on transparency, engagement and
consideration of mitigations as set out by the Civil Aviation Authority.

Q1d:Please tell us your views on the airspace change compensation
proposals.

CHAPTER 5 Q2a:Please provide youliews on the proposal to require options analysis

in airspace change processes, as appropriate, including details providel

the Draft Air Navigation Guidance.
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Q2h:Please provide your views on the proposal for assessing the impac
noise, includingn health and quality of life. Please provide any commen
on the proposed metrics and process, including details provided in the [
Air Navigation Guidance.

CHAPTER 6

Q3a: Please provide your views on the Independent Commission on Civ
Aviation Nois@ & oL/ /! bQaov LINRBLIRZASR TFdzy O

Q3b:Please provide your views on the analysis and options for the struc
and governance of ICCAN given in Chapter 6, and the lead option that t
D2JSNYyYSyl KFra aSid 2dzi G2 SyadzNS

CHAPTER 7

Q4a:Pease provide your views on the proposal that the competent
authority to assure application of the balanced approach to the adoptior|
operating restrictions at airports in England should be as set out in Cha|
7 on Ongoing Noise Management and furti@iormation at Annex F.

Q4b:Please provide your views on the proposal that responsibility for ng
controls (other than noiseelated operating restrictions) at the designatec
airports should be as set out in Chapter 7 on Ongoing Noise Manageme

Q4c:Please provide your views on the proposal that designated airports
should publish details of aircraft tracks and performance. Please include
comments on the kind of information to be published and any evidence
the costs or benefits.

Q4d:Pleae provide your views on whether industry is sufficiently
incentivised to adopt current best practice in noise management, taking
into account Chapter 7 on Ongoing Noise Management, and the role of
Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise inmlyivp standards in
noise management across the aviation sector.

DRAFT AIR
NAVIGATION
GUIDANCE

Q5 Please provide any commts on the daft Air NavigatiorGuidance
published alongside this consultation.

1.2.5. For both onsultatiors the Department held a seried local and regional eventer
members of the public and stakeholdérs

1.2.6. In determining the location for thiocalconsultation eventsywhichwere organisedn
particular for the communities with an interest in tldeaft Airports National Policy

Ln accordance with the Planning Act 2008 National Policy StatementShisrequires the Secretary of State to
consult and arrange for such publicity as he or she thinks fit.
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Statementi KS 5SLI NIYSyid NBftASR dzlR2y GKS A
indicative flight path data and resultant noise contours associated with a new runway
at Heathrow AirportThere are 17 local authorities that fall wholly or partly within

what in2030 would be a 54dB noise contour, assuming a new runway is constructed
at Heathrow. DfT contacted these authorities for advice on the arrangements for
publicising the consultation, and on the most appropriate venues for events. In some
cases, the locallanning authority areas did not align with the Parliamentary
constituency boundaries so the events area was broadened to address this. As a
result, DfT held 20 local events which were open to the public and 12 regional events
for invited stakeholders in mtions across the United Kingdom, including one in each
of the Devolved Administrations.

1.3. The role of OPM Group

1.3.1.

1.3.2.

OPM Groupis an independent employeewned research andonsultancy
organisation, delivering a range of services for public, private and dkutbr clients
Our Consultation and Engagement team specialisesrisultation planning and
analysis services, predominantly in the infrastructure sector.

OPM Group was commissionedthg Department for Transport to provide the
following services:

9 advise on the consultation questions

9 design and provide response channgdaline form, downloadable PD/ersion
of theresponse fom, dedicated email address anceEpost addresso the
consultation;

1 receive, process ahanalyse all responsssibmitted tothe consultation and

1 produce asummary report of the consultation feedback

2 http://www.dialoguebydesign.co.uk/
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Chapter 2: Participation

2.1.

2.1.1.

2.1.2.

2.2.

2.2.1.

2.2.2.

Introduction

Thischapterprovides an overview of participation in the consultation. It covers
response types and information about respondents.

In total, excluding null responsgsthis consultation receive@94responses, of which:
1 623 came fromindividuals(including MPs an@ouncillory; and

1 171came from organisations

Response channels

There were threefficial channelshrough whichto submit a resporse to this
consultation. All of thesevere advertised on thevww.gov.ukwebsite:

1 online: using the dedicated consultation web farm
1 email: sending aemail to the consultation email addresand

1 bhard copy snding a letta to the consultation Feepost addressor submitting
responses at the consultation events held between 13 Februan2amril

Respondents could use the consultation response form (avaiialilard copy or as a
downloadable PDFor send a response their own choice of format.

¢tKS 2ytftAYyS NBaLRyaS F2N¥ FyR (0KS SYIl At
settings) provided confirmation mesgas explaining that theesponse had been

successfully received. Practical considerations prevented the use of confirmation
messages for responseabmitted in hard copy via theéepost address.

Table 2: Number of responses by channel

Channel Number of lesponses received
Online 204
Email 398
Hard copy 192
TOTAL 794

3 Null responses included general enquiries, duplicate responses, blank responses and responses which were
obviously notintended as consultation responses, such as junk email
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2.3. Responseategories

2.3.1. Table3 showsa breakdown ofhe types of responses received liie consultation

Table 3: Response categories

Response Category Number of responses received
Email/Letter 499

Response form: online 204

Response form: paper 58

Response form: email 33

2.3.2. OPM Grouplso received5 submissions that wereategorisedasa null response.
These included:

T

1
)l
1

general enquiries (these were forwardeid the Department for Transpo)t
duplicate responsefrom the same respondent;
blankresponsesand

responses whickvere obviouslynot intended as consultation responses, such
asjunk email

These responsesere not processed or analysed any furttr OPM Ground are
not included in the toal number of responses
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2.4. Response sectors

2.4.1. For the purposes of reporting, respondents were classified by se&storeakdown is
given inTable4 below. The sectors were identified and applied to respondents based
on information provided in theiresponse oin an iterative process betweedPM
Groupand the Department for Transporflist of organisations within thesestors
is included imMppendix A

Table 4: Number of responses received by sector

Sector Count
Individuals(including MPs and Councillors) 623
Statutory body 15
Local authority 65
Communitygroup 35
Environment group 10
Airport 14
Airline 4
Air navigation service provider 1
Other transport provider (e.g. bus, train) 0
Small business 1
Medium business 0
Large business 1
Business umbrella body 9
Air freight business 3
Other 13

4The list in Appendix does not includéndividuals small businessesr any organisations who have requested
confidentiality.
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2.5. Geographical breakdown of respondents

2.5.1. Figure 1shows where responses were received from, based on postcodes provided b
respondents. The map was produced using all the complete and legible UK postcode
provided 624 out of 794responsels Responses withowalid postcodes are not
included in this map.

Hgure 1: Geographical breakdown
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2.6. Coordinatedresponses

2.6.1. OPM Group identified responses which appeared to have beandinated. It seems
that somegroups sought to assist respondents by providing them with additional
information on the consultation, publishing bullet points they could use to structure
their own response or making it easier to respond by providing an addressed blank
postcard.Information on those groups is provided below:
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2.6.2.

2.6.3.

2.6.4.

Heathrow Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise (HAQAN

HACAN is a campaignganisation tharepresentsesidents under the Heathrow
flight paths.During the consultation, they published a briefing on tivesbsite that
respondents could use to structure their own submission

GatwickArea Conservation Campaign (GACC)

GACC is a community group thaséeking to improve the environment around
Gatwick and to reduce noise and pollutidimey published their rggonse ortheir
website so respondentsald use it as a guideline when writing their own responses.

Englefield Green Action Group

Endefield Action Groupentout a leafletwith information on the consultatiomwith a
blankaddressedtard enclosed.

All coordinated responses were treated as individual responses.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1.

3.1.1.

3.1.2.

3.1.3.

3.1.4.

3.1.5.

3.1.6.

3.1.7.

3.1.8.

Receipt of responses

Submissions were received in a number of formats:
1 onlineresponse forms (via the online fojm
1 emails; and
1 paper responsedrms,letters or postcards.

Beforedata processing, each response wasgred a unique reference numher
Responsethat had not been submitted onlineere processed by data entry stafh
that they could be added to the database

Where submissions contained images, maps and othertesincontent, analysts
could access a PDF version of the original submission, in order to see this informatiol

Responsegeceived via the online form

Online submissions made via the online form &/@nported into the analysis
database on a regular basis throughout the consultation period.

While the consultation remaine@pen, onlineusers were able to amend their
submissions. If a respondent amendé#gkeir submission, this was imported into the
analysis database with a clear reference that it was a 'modified' submission. If the
original submission had already been analysed, an analyst would review it and revise
the coding as required.

Responses received via emalil

A consultatiorspecific email addresadministered by Dflgperated for the duration

of the consultationEmails were forwarded automatically and in turg to OPM

DNR dzLJQa RSRAOFGSR SYIFAf | RRNBaad ¢ KNR
were compared to ensure that all were bgisuccessfully forwarded. At OPM Group,
emails were logged and confirmed as real responses (i.e. not junk or misdirected
email), given a unique reference number and then imported into the database.

Responses received via the Freepost address

A Freepost adeess(FreepostUK AIRSPACE POLICY CONSULYaJd@ied for the
duration of the consultatiorior respondents to submit hardopy consultation
responsesUpon receipt, letters, postcards and pagmsed response forms were
given a unique reference numbesganned and imported into the database

At the data entry stage, adcanned submissiongere transcribed using optical
character recognition software, which can recognise printed text without the need for
manual data entryHowever, @ch of these files waken opened and reviewed by

OPM Grougranscription team in order to correct any misrecognition. Handwritten
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responses were typed into the database by data entry stéfiin the transcription
team.

Responses submitted to the Depaw¢nt for Transport

3.1.9. The Department for Transpotbok measures to ensure that responses mistakenly
sent to their offices rather than to the advertised response channels were transferred
to OPM Group

Responses received at consultation events

3.1.10. Paper copiesf the response formvere available for visitors at the consultation
events.Allcompleted response formsere collected by a DfT member of staffd
sent to OPM GroupA confirmation email, specifying the number of received
responses, was sent by OPM Graygon receipt. These responses were treated as
hard-copy responses.

Responses addressing the consultation on Draft Airports NPS which was run in paral

3.1.11. The DfT decided to run both the airspace policy and draft airports NPS consultations
at the same timeo ensure that members of the public could take an informed view,
having been provided with relevant information on the two different but related
consultations. However, having two closely related consultations running in parallel
led to some responses bg sent to the wrong consultation, or addressing both
consultations.

3.1.12. Responses sent to the wrong consultation: where it was clear that the response was
intended for the Draft Airport NPS consultation, OPM Group processed it as part of
that consultation.

3.1.13. Responses addressing both consultatiotiesewere processed as part of the UK
AirspacePolicy consultation. e parts discussing the Draft Airports NPS consultation
were analysedby thedraft NPSanalysis teanvia speciallycreated codes and reported
in an appendix of this report.

Quiality assurance

3.1.14. The transcription process was quality controlled by a team of transcription
supervisors, who reviewed a percentage of the transcriptions and indicated their
quality using a comprehensive scoring system. Thestndption quality score is a
ranked scale, differentiating between minor errors (such as insignificant typographica
errors), and significant errors (such as omitted information or errors that might cause
a change in meaning).

3.1.15. The quality control processy @2t SR | NI yR2Y NBOASH 27
At least 5% of the submissions they transcribed were reviewed by responséNgpe.
set a process whereby if a significant error was detected, the quality control team
reviewed 10% of the relevantteam Med SNR& @2 NJ 2y ( Kdcand NB
significant error was detected, the proportion reviewed was raised to 100%.

Late submissions
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3.1.16. The consultdon period ended afl1:45pmon 25 May 201andthe online form was
switched off at this time

3.1.17. To make allowance for postal delivery times and delays, responses that were receive
viathe Freepost addkss with a postmark date aip to 15 June were accepted

3.1.18. For consistency all emaésponse received up to midnight orfJunewere also
accepted

Duplicate responses

3.1.19. OPM Group toolsteps to identify and remove duplicatess far as reasonably
possible However, as some respondents may have used a different naming format or
names may have been illegible, it is likely that nbtlaplicates have éen removed

3.1.20. Duplicate responseamake no material difference to theummaryreport as they do
not raise any additional issues

3.2. Developing the coding framework

3.2.1. OPM Grougreated a coding framework to help analyse the issues raised in
responses to the consultatiod team of senior analysts reviewed an early batch of
responses and used these to develop an initial set of codes for the themes covered b
each consultation qustion.

3.2.2. Each code represents a point of view expressed by respondents, and these are
grouped together according to unifying themes or sentiments. This makes it possible
to systematically record all of the points raised by respondents and report on this
information ina logical, structured fashion.

3.2.3. Once an early version of the framework had been develo@dM Groupnet with
representatives of Department for Transpaotreceive their feedback. The purpose
of this meeting was to ensure that tleverallframework met their expectations in
terms of the level of detail it covered and the separation of isawesrding to
different themes.The analysis process was carried out independently of the
Departmentby the OPM Group

3.2.4. Coding frameworks necessarily expard change over time, as more issues are
raised by espondents and as we develop thpproach to organising and presenting
analysis.

3.2.5. OPM Grouf éodes usually consist of three tietssing subthemes to group similar
points together For this consultationsome of the codes created consist of four
levels, alloving for an extra level of detail inur analysis and reportingVe start with
a highlevel theme typically related to a @rticular consultation questiorthen a sub
theme of that questionthen either anending which describes thgoint raised by
respondentsunder that code, or amdditional subtheme before this endin§ome
higherlevel codes (such as those capturing overall support and sifpo) continue
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to comprise only two tiersTable5 below provides an extract from the coding
framework that illustrateghis approach to creating codes

Table 5: Extract from the cding framework

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Final code
Question 4cPublishing| Support e e Q4c- Support proposals
and transparency proposals
Suggestions | How data should e Q4c- SuggestionsHow data
be collected should be collected
How to publish must be Q4c- SuggestionsHow to
clear/accessible publish- must be

clear/accessible

Process Concerns cost/workload Q4c- Process Concerns-
cost/workload
How data allows Q4c- Process How data
influences comparison/analysis | influencesdecisions allows
decisions comparison/analysis

3.3. Using the coding framework

3.3.1. Once the initial coding framework had been created ahdredwith the Department
for Transport senior members of OPM Groapalysis team then instructed other
analystsabout how it should be applied to responses. Modifications to the
framework, such as adding codes or splitting themes, could only be implemented by
senior analysts, although all members of the team were encouraged to provide
suggestions.

3.3.2. Senior analysta/ere responsible for checking the quality of the codes that other
members of the team had applied to consultation responses. A minimusfoof
SIFOK lylfeadQa 62N)] o6+Fa &ddzo2SOGSR (2 |
analysts used a comprehensv@8 NA Yy 3 a2 adGSYy (2 NIGS (K¢
work LF 'y FylfegadQa ao02 NBahRhBpdpadieh obtiei 2 ¢
work would be reviewed, and they would receive further support to improve the
standard of their coding. If it wasidind that an analyst had made a critical error in
their work ¢ indicating that they had misunderstood the meaning or sentiment of a

NB & LI2 ¥y R S gitilefalof thigir vgrkiwould be reviewed

3.3.3. The quality assuranagf coding servesno purposes: it giveassurance that the
analysts are performing to the required standard, and it provides an insight as to how
the coding framework could be refined and improved
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3.3.4. Itis common for responses to contain identical or niekntical text, and we follow
processeso ensure that our coding of these issues is consistent throughout. The
analysis database aids this process by automatically applying the same coding to
responses that are entirely identical

3.3.5. Itiscommon for responses the submitted in formats that daot follow the question
based format outlined in the consultation document. For example, responses
submitted by email or letter would generally not include explanations of which
consultation question particula@d2 YYSy ia 6SNB AyiSyRSR 7Tz
approach to analysing these responses was to apply codes from whichever of the
theme-based sections of the coding framework were most relevant. For example, if a
respondentsubmitted an email thatliscussed their views dhe proposedunctions
of the Independet Commission on Civil Aviation Noi$kCCAIN we applied codes
that havebeen created to analyse responses to quesamwhich asks for
NBALRYRSY(GaQ @hishslgedorysurethakcinmeéntsBnla particular
topic wereanalysed consistentlyegardless of the format in whiclhey were
submitted, and it helpedis to organise and present our analysis.

3.4. Approach to reporting

3.4.1. OPM Groupeport writers used the coding framewods thebasis for writing
Chapters 5 to 11 As explained i3.2.5 ourcodes usually conform totaree orfour-
tier structure, with the first tier corresponding to a consultation question and the
second tier to a unifyintheme within that questionOPM Group report writers
assembled these suihemes into an ordeto help them $ructure each question
based chapter.

3.4.2. The next stage was to addurther level of detail to the draft structurdy adding
descriptive endings tondividual odesatfter the second or thirdier themes(using an
additionalfourth tier subtheme if necessajyAgain, the purpose of this stage was to
understand how best to present our analysis in a structure tes logical and clear
and avoidedundue epetition or overlap.

3.4.3. The result of this process was a full structure for each summary chapter, which our
report writers could then use to organise their work.

3.4.4. We provide short summaries of each of the codes in the structure, explaining the
issues that tley represent and some context as to how they were raised by
respondents. In some instances we provide further detail to illustrate the different
ways in which respondents makige same or similar points, or to draw out the detail
from relatively technicatomments.In each case we use editorial judgement, and our
in-depth knowledge of the coding framework, when deciding how much detail to
provide for each of the points made by respondents. On occasions, several codes are
covered by a single sentence in @aport. This would usually be because the issues
GKS®@ NBLINBaSyid INB Ittt Ofz2asSte NBfl (SR
comprehension of the general topic to list each of them.
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Chapter 4. Reading the report

4.1.

4.1.1.

4.2.

4.2.1.

4.2.2.

Introduction

This report summarises the responsestoe @GS NY YSy (i Qa UK2 y & dzf |
Airspace PolicyA framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of
airspace The report summarises the issues raised by respondents.

Use of numbers

Numbers are used velparingly in this report, usually at the start of each analysis
chapter so that the reader has a general sense of scale. It is important to note that
this consultation was an open and qualitative process, rather than an exercise to
establish dominant viesracross a representative cressction of the public.

Therefore, ndD2 y Of dzaA2ya Oly 6S NBftAlLofte& RNI g
those whoresponded to tle consultation. OPM Gro@pa A Y (G Sy A2y A&
reflect the issues raised, rather thattributing any weight to the number of
respondents raising them.

Throughout the report we have used quanF A SNE&E 6 F 2 NS BB HuDx 25z ¢
WFI NR 2 dza Q WhelgesebBdNiBsoesd r@ised by respondefiiese

guantifiers do not correspud to a strictly defined volume of responseske the

overall numbers we provide at the start of each chaptke quantifiersare intended

to provide a basic sense of scale and proportion, and to help make the report more
approachable to readers.

4.3. Strucure of the report

4.3.1.

4.3.2.

Chapters 5 to 11of thisreport present a summary of our analysssfuctured
according tahe main themes covered by each consultation questiach chapter
uses a similar approacive summarisdigher levecommentsexpressing support
and opposition for the proposalsentioned ineach consultation question, then
comments that dealith a more specific element die proposal For example, in
Chapter5in the sectiondealing with theproposed calin function for the Secretary of
State n tier 1 airspace changewe summarise what respondergaid about the
appropriateness of tis proposedfunctionin general, therook in closer detail about
what people said abogpecific elements of the proposalacluding detailed
comments and suggéens relating to the criteria for the proposed call function
and how it would work in practiceEach chapter begins with an explanation of the
main themes that it addresses.

Our approach to reporting on responses that do not follow the quedbasedformat
of the consultation is similar to the analysis method descriine®13.5 If, for example,
respondents addresse©CANN noritting responseswe have presented our
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analysiof those responsewithin the chapteron ICCANThis enables us faresent
our analysis on a themigy themebasis and to avoid repetition of identical or similar
issues irdifferent chaptersAt the start of each chapter wexplain the proportion of
fitting and nonfitting responses that have been included in our analysis of that
theme.

4.3.3. We have followed a similar approach when responses to a particular question include
comments that are more directly relevant to another gties. For example,question
larelates to theproposed calin function for the Secretary of State in tier 1 airspace
changesand comments on this proposaleacovered by codes within theugstion 1a
theme.If a respondencommentson the proposed calin functionwithin their
response taguestion 3a (relating to the proposed functionslGEAN), we would
apply codes from thguestion latheme. As a result, these comments would be
included in thechapter summarising responsesdaestionla

4.3.4. We have includd direct quotes from consultation responses throughout the report
as a way of illustratingertain themes that were raised by respondents and the way in
which they chose to raise them. The inclusion of a quote to illustrate a certain issue
does not mean that we attribute greater importance to it. The names of respondents
have not been includeth the report, and we have not included quotes from any
respondents who requested confidentiality.
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Chapter 5: Changes to Airspace

5.1.

5.1.1.

Introduction

vdzSadA2y m ala FT2NJ NBalLRyRSyitaQ @GASga
airspace changes. The question has foutgéka to 1d), with each question covering

a specific set of proposals in this area. These are:-indalhction for the Secretary of
State (SofS) for tier 1 changes, management of tier 2 and tier 3 changes, and airspac
change compensation

Proposedcaltin function for the Secretary of State in tier

1 airspace chang€®).1a)

5.2.

5.2.1.

5.2.2.

5.2.3.

5.3.

5.3.1.

5.3.2.

Question laOverview

Question 1a asks

Please provide your views on the proposed-taflinction for the Secretary of State
in tier 1 airspace changes and the process whigidposed, including the criteria for
the callin and the details provided in theraft Air Navigation Guidance.

Question 1a relates to tier 1 airspace changebanges to the permanent structure
of UK airspace. It is proposed that tier 1 changes areseesr by a new SofS el
function. It is proposed that this function be triggered by a set of criteria.

Question 1a received 308 responséhile some of these respondents also
commented orthe proposed calin function for the Sof# responses to othe
guestions, no additional respondents discussed this topic outside of question 1a

Overall support for and opposition to the proposed <all
function

Overall support

Of those respondents who explicitly express support for or opposition to thpgsal
for a calin function, themajority are supportive of the proposal.

Most of these respondents state that the proposed function is necessary or adequate
without commenting further. Of those who do elaborate on the reasons for their
support, some comment #it the callin function would make the process of tier 1
airspace changes more transparent, accountable and demaocratic. This is seen as bei
particularly important in the context of acting as a balance against the observed lack
of trust in the aviation idustry and the CAA. A few of these respondents argue more
specifically that the calh function would be beneficial in protecting the interests of
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5.3.3.

communities, particularly in terms of ensuring against increased noise and air
pollution.

Those who are sumptive of the proposal also put forward a number of other more
specific reasons for their support. Some feel that a mechanism for government
intervention is necessary for issues of national importance, while others argue that
government oversight more genrally will ensure sustainable growth of the aviation
sector. Finally, a small number of respondents believe that thercélinction will
increase the speed and clarity of the airspace change process, benefiting both local
communities and sponsors.

dTheproposal helpfully goes some way to clarify the respective roles of the Secretary of State
and the CAA, recognising the broader remit of the Government to balancewvigke economic

F Y R

a20ASGlIf AyGSNBadGaté

Airport, User ID 131399

5.3.4.

5.3.5.

5.3.6.

5.3.7.

5.4.

5.4.1.

Many of those who arsupportive of the proposed cailh function attach a caveat or
condition to their support. These usually relate to the need for clarity, further
accountability assurances or change to the criteria forinalMore detailed
comments and suggestions relagi to the criteria ag in5.4).

Overall opposition and concerns

A fewrespondents explicitly express oppaosition to the propdsak callin function
A fewothers, while not opposed to a caii function in principle, state that the
proposals are inadequatefor example that they do not go far enough or provide
government oversight in the waey believethis is needed.

Many respondents notepecificconcerns irrelation to the proposed calh function

Most of the concerns again relate to the critepeoposed for thecalkin (discussed in

5.4). Besides these concernbgtmost frequentlymentioned issue relates to the

extent to which the SofS will act independently. These respondents question who will
hold the SofS to account, and whether the SofS will be susceptible to pressure both
from the aviation industry and the piiA & G SN & LI NI & d wSalLl2yr
that this has happened in the past with previous SecretarfeState

Respondents also question the appropriateness of the SofS performing this function
on other grounds. A few are conted about leaving tb decisiormaking with one

person who they believe cannot consider all factors equally. They argue that the
issues related to airspace change are too complicated for the SofS alone to decide or

Comments and suggestions on the criteria for-gall

Paragrah 4.24 of the consultation document sets out three proposed criteria for the
SofS to be able to calt an airspace change proposal. These are:
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5.4.2.

9 that the proposal is considered to be of strategic national importance;
9 that the proposal could have a signéitt impact on UK economic growth; or

i that it could lead to a significant change in noise distribution, defined as a
10,000 net increase in the number of people subjedted noise level of at
least 54dB LAeq 16hr (see Chapter 7 of the consultatiooument for
explanation of noise values and assessment

Many respondentsbelieve that the proposed criteria are too restrictive, and that
therefore the caliin function would be very limitedA few of theseare particularly
concerned that the criteria would exclude the possibility of aicadit many small and
mediumsized airportsSomerespondentsmost of whom arepart of aco-ordinated
responsepoint to previous changes in flight paths at Gatwick wthatie triggered
protests and the involvement of local Members of Parliament, and note that these
changes would not have fallen within the proposed criteria.

OWe are concerned that excessively restrictive criteria are being proposed to allow the
Secretaryof State to avoid participation in decisions that are every bit as important as those
the Government involves itself with in other contexts. We want to see an active,
interventionist, Secretary of State who uses the powers given to him by Parliamentpnet

g K2

asSSia G2 I@2AR NBalLRyaAoAftAGeE

Local authority,User ID131331

5.4.3.

5.4.4.

5.4.5.

A fewrespondents mostly individuals and fewlocal authorities communityand
environmental groupsraise a number of concerns around the fact that the only
environmental triggeproposed in the criteria is noise pollution. Some of these
respondents raise concerns that air quality is not a trigger. A few, mainly
environmental groups, suggest that designated assets such as AONBs should be tak
into account, while others feel therghould be a greater emphasis on health impacts.

Many respondents request clarification of the callcriteria, expressing the view that
insufficient detail is provided in the consultation document on how they would be
applied in practice.

Criterionl: Strategic national importance

AfewNB & L2 Yy RSy (i da SELINBaa &dzZlLR2 NI F2N (KS
However, the majority ofhose whocomment on this criterion especially local
authorities and community groupsare more critical, notingariousconcerrs. Some
express concerthat the criterion could be used to override concerns of local
communities. Others refer to the subjective nature of this criterion and the need for it
to be better defined. Some are concerntiht the definition woutl be dictated by
business interests rather than the interests of society and the environmefgw
respondentgequest that the definition takes environmental protection into
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consideration, for example effects on climate change and on Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONBS).

Criterion 2: significant impact on economic growth

5.4.6. A feworganisationsincluding local authorities and an airport, express support for the
second criteria without commenting further.

5.4.7. However,somerespondents generally local adtorities, environment groups and
community groups criticise this criterion on the basis that it is too vague and hard to
define or quantify. A few of these respondents argue that, worded in this way, it
would allowwide scope for the SofS to intervene.

dindeed as written, the calin of any ACP could be justified on the above basis, and we find it
impossible to view the prospect of this particular catl as likely to be motivated by the
communityLINE G SOG A2y aARS 2F GKS oFfFyOAYy3 LINE

Community groyp, User ID 131269

5.4.8. By contrast, one community group suggests that the vagueness of this criterion
NBaidiNrAO(lGa GKS aod2L)S 2F (KS ONAGSNA2Yy X
against.

Criterion 3: Change in noise distribution

5.4.9. The majority othe comments on the proposed criteria for the eallfunction relate
to the third criterion. As well as commenting on the overall suitability of this criterion,
respondents raise issues in relation to three requirements within it:

1 the54dB LAeq 16hr thighold;

1 a 10,000 net increase in the number of people affected by aviation noise at
this level; and

1 anidentified adverse impact on health and quality of life.

The 54 dB LAeq 16hr threshold

5.4.10. With regards to the threshold stated as part of this criteriongwa fespondents
acknowledge that numbers of movements that can be heard, as well as thédong
average noise level, are importattowever, manyespondents challenge the specific
value set for the threshold. Some comment titdB LAeq 16hr is too higind
suggest a lower noise threshold. A few respondents believe that setting the threshold
at this levelould limit the caltin procedure to areas close to major airports.

5.4.11. Many also question the proposal to set a single threshold value for the noide leve
arguing that this makes this criterion too inflexible. Some of these respondents note
that a single metric would not be able to take account of specific circumstances such
as the presence of schools and designated environmental sites. Others express
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5.4.12.

5.4.13.

concern that using a fixed threshold does not allow for future changes in sensitivity to
aircraft noise.

A few respondents mostly local authorities question the basis on which the level of

54 dB was decided. A few of these note that this does not cornedpaith the 51dB
threshold proposed for the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) set out in
Chapter 5 of the consultation document (see Chapter 6 of this report). Others query
the use of a single metric, noting that an equivalent night time védu¢he LOAEL is
stated in Chapter 5 of the consultation document, as well as upper and lower values.

As with comments on the metrics proposed in Chapter 5 of the consultation
document, a few respondents argue that thé dB LAeq 16hr threshold does nok&a
account of peak noise levels or ambient noise levels (again, see Chapter 6 of this
report for further discussion of these issues). Some of these respondents propose
alternative approaches and metrics to be used alongside or in place of this threshold
to take account of geographical variances in the relative impacts of aviation noise.
These include a night metric, the percentage increase in overflights, lower thresholds
F2NJ ' hb. & YR WKSIFO YILAQ aK2gAy3d | OAl
proposed airspace change.

oBasing the criteria on the 54 leq contour would be unsatisfactory because this metric does
not take ambient noise levels into account. It also fails to take account of the increased level
of annoyance caused when a new flight path aver areas which have not been previously
2OSNFt20Yy¢E

Local authority,User ID 131331

5.4.14.

5.4.15.

10,000 net increase in the number of people affected

A few respondents welcome the fact that the Government recognises that those
newly overflown are likely to bparticularly sensitive to repeated aircraft events.
Some, however, raise various concerns and criticisms of the threshold proposed for
the net increase in the number of people affected by noise.

Many respondents argue that the threshold of 10,000 peopteashigh, making the
criterion overly restrictive so that changes that would potentially affect a considerable
number of people would still not qualify. A few respondents argue that setting the
threshold at 10,000 people does not take account of the impacsmaller, more

rural communities newly affected by aviation noise. Suggestions include using 5,000
people as a threshold, or a percentage of the total local population, to assess on an
individual basis, or to have a smaller increase in people expéngRacgreater noise
pollution. One respondent asks for comparison noise distribution figures for recent
changes. Some respondents query the basis on which the threshold was decided.
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0KS STFSOG Aa GSNER AAIYATAOFYd S3 FNBY 0dz

Individual, User 1D 5004

5.4.16. One airport also notes that the threshold appears particularly high considering the
Secretary of State's role in determining planning lagagions for other noise
producing infrastructure, such as road or rail improvement schemes, whose effects
may be very local in comparison. By contrast, some note that the threshold may not
be appropriate for larger airports such as Heathrow and Gatwlelreg as a result
of the number of flights from these airport&iny and all changes could qualify.

GThe proposed trigger of a 10,08fket increase in population impacted by aircraft noise
exceeding 54 dB(A) and having an identified adverse impact on tyalilife and health is

too narrow and not proportionate. Such a narrow criteria may have little impact on airspace
changes outside of Heathrow, Gatwick and Manchester airports. Conversely the trigger
would probably lead to all airspace changes at Heatlrdecoming subject to a caih
NEOASge

Business umbrelladuy, User ID 127456

5.4.17. Aside from the number used for the threshold, many respondents criticise the focus
on measuring the net additional increase, arguing that instead it is the absolute
number of p@ple affected that is important. They note that focusing on 'net increase’
excludes major changes in airspace which result in threwuéing of flightpaths
affecting previously unaffected residents where the net increase may be zero but
thousands of new r&idents are being overflown. Similarly, one respondent notes that
if an airport expands gradually in stages then the-icadiriteria may not be triggered.

A few respondents express concern about thegiloifity that the threshold would
encourage sponsott® break down airspace changes into smaller components to
avoid a calin.

5.4.18. Other respondents criticise the fact that the eallonly relates to increases in
numbers of people exposed to noise and not to significant increases in exposure for
large number®f people already suffering a significant adverse effect. They argue that
the callin threshold should be based on relative change in impact as opposed to
absolute change.

An identified adverse impact on health and quality of life

5.4.19. Manyrespondents questiol KS lj dzl f AFAOI GA2Y ladiwellaKS S
having an identified adverse impact on health and quality dlfe ¢ KS& ONX
requirement on the basis that they perceive it to be too subjective.

5.4.20. Some of these respondents express aancthat the subjective nature of this part of
the criterionwould make it easy for sponsors to deny. In this way, they feel it would
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provide a legal loophole, while at the same time failing to fulfil the intended aim of
avoiding increased impacts on hdalind quality of life.

5.4.21. A few respondents question how a specific health impact could be identified and
linked to a specific route. Others note that it will take time for ldagn symptoms to
develop, and that in fact the burden of proof should not be resesy as sufficient
evidence exists already on the relation noise and certain health conditions.

5.4.22. A few respondents suggest that in place of the requirement for demonstrable impacts
on both healthand quality of life, evidence of significant impacts orheit area
should be sufficient. They suggest therefore that this part of the criterion should be
OKIFy3aSR (2 WiovjLdz-&dral & y2 W StHA iKQ ¢
Other comments and suggestions on the criteria

5.4.23. Respondents put forward a number of suggestions with regtardise criteria for the
calkin function, most of which relate to the perception that the criteria are too
restrictive. A few respondents feel that, in order to maintain democratic involvement
in airspace changes, any proposal that would be likely to hasignificant impact
should be capable of being called in.

5.4.24. Others suggest that greater consideration should be given to the views of local
communities, as well asor instead of¢ overarching criteria. A few respondents
suggest that different criteria stuld be used for different sized airports.

5.4.25. Finally, one respondent suggests linking the-icadlriteria to the outputs of an impact
assessment using the webTAG method (see Chapter 6 of this report for an
explanation of webTAG). Another suggests thare¢hlee an assessment before a €all
in, to avoid missed or unnecessary €¢af.

5.5. Other comments and suggestions on the-talprocess

5.5.1. Respondents put forward various suggestions and comments relating to tka call
process. These cover:

9 the roles and responsibilities of different actors and agencies;
1 the scope for the application of the cétl function;
1 the timescale for the proposed call process; and
1 specific issues or suggestions for consideration.
The role of various actors in tié airspace changes
Localcommunities

5.5.2.  Many of the comments on the catl proposal relate to public involvement and the
role of communities in the cailh process and tier 1 airspace changes more generally.
Many respondentsincludinglocal authoritiesindividualsand a community group,
suggest that a public consultation should take place alongside thenqaibcess or
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5.5.3.

5.5.4.

5.5.5.

5.5.6.

5.5.7.

5.5.8.

at least that there is wide engagement with local communitiaad that their
concerns are balanced agatreconomic interests. Oneespondent asks that PBN,
concentrated flight paths and departure gradients also be subject to consultation.

Whilea fewrespondents express concern that the dalfunction may become an
appeals process, many would like an appeal mechanism for locahanities to be
included.

Airport Consultative Committees

Afew respondents comment on the role of Airport Consultative Committees (ACCs).
These respondents amdl supportive of engaging with and consulting ACCs.

Local authorities

A fewrespondents wouldike to see local authorities, as the democratic body closest
to potentially affectedcommunities have a greaterole in decisionrmaking.

Conversely, others believe that local authorities would not have the necessary
expertise. To assist with this, one#d authority asks that meaningful guidance be
introduced in place of the planning guidance in PPGAZéw respondents, including
local authorities and a community group, believe that local authorities should be kept
informed and engaged by airports witegards to proposed changes which may affect
their communities.

The Government/SofS

With regards to the role of the SofS or the Government more generally, a small
number of respondents question the need for government oversight of tier 1
changes. In conaist to those who are critical of the C&&urrent performance, these
respondents believe that the majority of tier 1 airspace changes are overseen
sufficiently well by the CAA, and that government intervention is usually not needed.
By contrast, a few rggndents argue that the level of government oversight
proposed is inadequate.

A few respondents suggest that the SofS share poweither with other

government departments (for example the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs), or with Pdament having the final decision. One local authority
suggests that the DfT official which will support the SofS should be an integral part of
the Public Evidence Session (PES) proceedings proposed as part ofithproakss,

or that the SofS appointeir own independent chair of a PES for a called in proposal.

The CAA

{2YS NBalLRyRSydGda YIS adza3asadizya NB3II
mostlycome from aco-ordinatedgroup of respondents, anitlate to the

Government being clearer abotlie balance it expects the CAA to achieve in its
decisions. Somef theserespondents would also like the CAA be given an explicit
environmental objective. Sontequested that the criteria applied by the CAA be
transparent the CAA itself to make cleard¢hway in which it will make decisions,
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particularly the balance it strikes between competing objectives. One respondent
suggests that the CAA should have the power to firstly consider and subsequently
apply the need for a potential SofS dallat an earlystage of the process.

din addition we urge the government to set out more clearly the balance it expects the CAA
to achieve in the decisions it takes. Specifically we would like to see the CAA be given an
SELX AOAG SYyOBANRYYSyYyillt 202S00GAOS¢

Community goup, User ID 129548

5.5.9. One statutory authority also asks that the DfT work with the CAA to ensure thdt call
requests, decisions to call and final decisions taken by the Secretary of State are
O2YYdzyAOFGSR @Al GKS /! 1 Qa g ghtkegpShe L2 NI
process accessible and comprehensible for stakeholders and the public.

5510.!' & YSyi{iA2ySR |t NBIFIRe&X Ylyeéd NBaLRyRSyia
airspace changes. Some respondents are concerned that any flight path changes tha
are notcalled in would in®ad be subject to CAA decisioraking.

ICCAN

5.5.11. Other respondents ask that an independent body such as ICCAN is able to take final
decisions on flight paths. This is particularly important for respondents who are wary
of the CAA makg decisions whemot called in.

The scope for the application of the ealfunction

5.5.12. Manyrespondents; including statutory bodies, local authorities, community groups
and individuals suggest that the calh process should be extended to cover tier 2
airspace changes, as they can have the same impact on local communities as tier 1
changes. One local authority suggests that the process also covers tier 3 changes.

5.5.13. A few respondents bive that the calin function should apply to smaller airports as
well as larger airports. These respondents use London City Airport as an example,
citing its plans to expand.

5.5.14. A few respondentsncludinglocal authorites, community and environment gups,
state disagreement with the provision that the eallfunction may not be used to
reopen a local authority planning decisighfew of theseespondens express
concernthat in some cases such decisions mayriagle on the basis ahcomplete
information - such asndicative flight pathg which could then change significantly
One local authorityequess clarification as to whether thigestrictionapplies to
Development Consent OrdddCQ applications, as in case of expansion at Heathrow.

The timescale for calln by the SofS

5.5.15. Afewrespondents note that people may not experience the full impacts of a flight
path change until after the event, and therefore request that the function apply
retrospectively within a certain period, for example 5 years.
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5.5.16. Regarding the 28ay period allowed to invoke a citl, a fewrespondents
individualsand local authorities argue that this is not long enough and that the
period should be longer to allow residents to hear about a proposal and work through
its implications. One of these respondents suggests the timescale should be three
months.

5.5.17. Some respondents suggest that the galprocess takes place at an early stage in the
life-cycle of an airspace change development to avoid delays. Arfganisations;
induding airlines, an airport and a business umbrella baglyggest that the calh
process itself is time limited to provide certainty and to minimise the impact on
airspace sponsors. Anothexspondentsuggests that any cah decision is made
within and not outside of the CAA's proposed decisinaking timescales.

5.5.18. More generally, a few respondents express concern that thdrcaitocess would be
time-consuming and costly. One airport emphasises that airspace modernisation mus
not be slowed.

GThe timescales for completing a cailh review should be specified clearly at the outset and
OF LIJSR (2 LINPOARS IANBRLI OS OKIy3aS alLlR2yaz2 N

Airline, User ID 131379

Other specific suggestions in relation to the process

5.5.19. Respondents put forward number of specific suggestions, or highlight
considerations they feel should be taken into account in relation to thdrcall
process. These include:

9 that a Regulatory Impact Assessment is carried out and is made public;

9 that the SofS be obliged to calla proposal if a request is made by an MP on
behalf of people in a constituency affected;

1 that the DfT should consider in advance any additional policy principles it may
wish to rely on during any potential cati decision to avoid creating new
procesgisks;

9 that calkin function be used on a more systematic (as opposed to an ad hoc)
basis. For example, it could be focused on more detailed noise pollution event:
and causes, thereby putting the burden of responsibility on noise creators;

1 that the plannirg and airspace change processes run simultaneously in order
to avoid unnecessary delays;

1 that a process be established to handle a-zatelated to the SofS's home
constituency;

1 that where an aerodrome would close if an airspace change cannot be
introduced to meet the requirements of legislation, the SofS should have the
final decision; and
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5.5.20.

T

that the callin process should beo-ordinatedand compatible with the
National Aviation Policy Framework objectives (particularly those relating to
noise), as welhs the Draft Airports National Policy Statement and the CAA's
new Airspace Change Process.

Requests for further detail or clarification

Respondents also request further information or detail on specific aspects of the
proposals. Many feel that further infmation is needed on the cadlh process as a
whole - for example suggesting th@rocesgo be illustrated using worked through
end-to-end examples. Others highlight particular aspects of the proposal for which
they feel further information and clarificath is needed. These include:

T

the roles and responsibilities of the key stakeholder groups that may
recommend or participate in a cafi review;

whether individuals, community groups or local authorities can request a call
in;

the steps that will be taketi 2 Sy adzNBE GG KF G GKS LINROS
GNI yaLl NByd FyR RSTAYSRQT

the specific objectives, administration, assessment approach and outputs of a

calkin review, as well as the timescales for this process;

how the public and other bodies would bdormed of both the proposed
changes and the calh function;

whether the calin function will give the SofS a veto on airspace change
proposals;

whether the proposed CAP1520 Public Evidence Session will have been held i
advance of and to inform a Safi§cision;

the relevant legislation and guidance; and

the relationship between UK airspace policy and European legislation in the
context of Brexit.
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Tier 2 Airspace Chang@3.1b)

5.6.

5.6.1.

5.6.2.

5.6.3.

S.7.

5.7.1.

5.7.2.

5.7.3.

Question 1b: Overview

Question 1basks

Please provide your views ohd proposal that tier 2 airspace changes should be
subject to a suitable change process overseen by the Civil Aviation Authority,
including the Draft Air Navigation Guidance and any evidence on costs and benefits.

Question 1b relates to Tier 2 airspace pes: planned and permanent changes to

I ¢/ Qdo-d&ylo@erational procedures (e.g. vectoring practices). It is proposed that,
subject to certain criteria, ANSPs and the CAA should assess tier 2 proposals and
establish a policy on an appropriate changeqgass which should include community
engagement.

Question 1b received 3IresponsesWhile some of these respondents also
commented on tier 2 changes in responses to other questions, no additional
respondents discussed this topic outside of question 1b.

Overall support and opposition

Support

Of those who responded to this question and indicated a yib@majority express
overall support for the proposal. Those who are supportive mostly welcome the
opportunity for community engagement, or express theidiethat the increased
transparency and accountability will help to protect communities. Many note the lack
of community engagement at present, and the frustration felt at having to live with
current noise levels. Some emphasise that the current situatlea leaves the UK

slow to make decisions, putting it at a competitive disadvantage.

However, nany respondents a#ich a caveat to their response, with a number of
these beingelated to the trigger for enggementand forthe proposed exclusions.

Oppositim

Afew respondents express outright opposition to the propoSameof thesesimply

state that the proposal isxadequateor will not address the negative impacts of
airspace changeb. i KSNA 0St AS@S GKIG GKS LINROSa:
impractical,as it would be impossible to consult every time frequent vectoring
changes take placé few respondentgeel there is insufficient consideration for
commurty engagement in the proposals.
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0Again, ensuring the effect of any airspace changes on charigemise levels in local
communities is key. | am not clear that the proposals go far enough to ensurebtbis

Individual, User ID 106587

5.8. Comments on individual elements of tier 2 changes

5.8.1. Many respondents comment on the individual elements of the propddase are
that:

9 when changes are likely to cause a permanent and planned redistribution
(PPR) and create a certain level of noise impact below 7000 feet amsl, ANSPs
should engage with affected communities;

1 the CAA should assess the proposal and give fisoapl for the procedural
change before it is implemented; and

1 the CAA should establish a policy on an appropriate change process for tier 2
airspace changes in line with their duties under the Transport Act 2000, and to
be consistent with better regulatioprinciples and practices. This will include
the level of engagement which is considered suitable, including where
consultation is appropriate

First element of the proposal

5.8.2. Manyrespondents commendn the first element of this proposebomeask for
clarification of what?/l  OSNIi I Ay  Siedris, agdFeques that Bided Y LJI
measurement criteria are used, including LOAEL, Lbg 169 4hour, N 60/65 and
Lmax.They also emphasise that the altitude ¢ishold itself should be highes;000ft
and 10,000ft are both suggested.

5.8.3. A few respondents alssuggest thatin above ground levéAGL) value should be
used instead ohbove mean sea leveAMSI).

5.8.4. One respondent suggests that the DfT undertake further research to understand at
what heght planes geneilly get above the LOAEL ofdigl

5.8.5. A fewrespondentsaskthat that a health impact assessmentiart of the criteria. The
number of people affected and time of day are also suggested as criteria.

Second and third elements of the proposal

5.8.6. Respondents generallyse the second and third elements of the proposal to
comment on the CAA in generdlithough a minority, those expressing outright
support view the CAA as a pragmatic and qualified regulator. The majority of those
commenting on the rke of the CAA in tier 2 changes however, are critical. These are
mainly community groups and local authorities. These respondents are mistrustful of
GKS /11 Qa FtoAftAGe G2 SyadaNB O02YYdzyAde
account, believing that it isiased towards the aviation industry. They cite previous
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5.8.7.

changes approved by the CAA, such as the PBN changes at Gatwickas 2014
evidence for their viewsOne respondent comments that the Draft Airspace Design
Guidance is difficult to understand, whishggests that the CAA do not know how to
engage with the public. A couple of respondents are concerned that the CAA does nc
have sufficient resources to enable it to carry out fireposedrole.

Many respondentput forward suggestionsn relation tothe role of the CAAAs

discussed in Chaptérof this report, hey mostly feel that it should be replaced or
adzLJLX SYSYGSR 6A0GK | Y2 NEBrespdngeRtSHelevwe Bi&y i C
ICCAN wuld better fulfil the roleproposed for the CAAvhereas othes feel that a
completely independent body is needefl fewlocal authorities and community

groups advocate an appeals procedure for local communities. Other respondents ask
that the CAA ensures its measurements are transparent. A few respondents suggest
that the CAA is given detailed inforn@tiat the start of the process to inform its
decisionmaking. Other suggestions include:

9 that the CAA should also assess whether changes will lead to increased air
traffic from a variety of airports;

1 that the CAA const with manufacturers and industry trade associations on
any vectoring proposalgnd

1 that the DfT and CAA policy and regulatory requirements be seamlessly
aligned and logically sequenced;

5.9. Other comments and suggestions relating to tier 2 changes

5.9.1.

5.9.2.

5.9.3.

A large number of respondents make comments and suggestions for the process of
tier 2 changes as a whole.

Concerns

Somerespondentdeel there should be more consideration for enforcement and
compliancein the management of tier 2 changd®espondentsvould also like
unauthorised breaches by airports and airlines to be penalised, and for there to be
opportunities for public reporting.

Somerespondents are sceptical of the proposal for public engagenmidely argue,
for examplethat local authorities camot always speak for the pubjiand that
guaranteesare neededhat the CAA will listen to the public and act accordingly,
rather than just consulting

GThis question is written as a fait acompli. Of course the local community should be engaged,
howeverii aSSyvya G2 YI1S tA0G4ftS RAFFSNBYyOS (2

Individual, User ID 4470
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5.9.4.

5.9.5.

5.9.6.

5.9.7.

5.9.8.

5.9.9.
5.9.10.

A fewrespondents, mainly airports and airlines, express concern that the proposals
could risk thechangeprocess being delayed unnecessarily, particularly if the chiange
unlikely tohaveany discernible impact on communities anywRlated to this, some
suggest that a timeframe for change processes should be established, so as to
manage stakeholder expectations.

A few respondents note thate criteria for assessing whether a charg vectoring
procedure qualifies as a PPR should be proportionate so as @et as a disincentive
to more efficient airspace use.

Some respondentare critical of the proposed exclusions, particularly:
f tKS LINRBLR &It (2 SEOf doResl solly 6 the LINE OS R«
YEAY(iSylyO0S 2F || KAIK adGFyRINR 2F |
9 the proposal to exclude airports handling fewer than 50,000 movements per
year.

Regarding the first point, respondents argue that it is too broad, as it could exclude
changes where saffg becomes a concern only because of an increase in traffic
numbers, for example. In relation to the second point, respondents argue that the
noise from these smaller airports can still be considerable, particularly in rural areas.

Suggestions

Many ofthese comments suggest that thpeocesdor tier 2 airspace changes should
include a greater degree of local involvement than currently proposed, for example
through public consultatiorRespondentsisk that

1 communities are consulted lth before and aftethe changes;
9 it begins early in the procesand
1 that the CAA must respond to community feedback.

One respondent notes thahe CAAmay be tasked with establishing a
proportionate methodology for consultatioand suggests thahis methodology
could be gality-checked by the affected local authority.

Some comments relate to ANSPs. A couple of respondents suggest that ANSPs and
the CAA should receive more guidance in assessing when PPR is likely to create
adverse impadtthat will require consultation. lis also suggested that the flexibility

for ANSPs to adapt procedures based on safety requirements or-t&hnort

temporary changes in airspace use is retained. Some comments ask that the
applicability of he process be widened to covetakeholders and ghorts, rather

than just ANSPs.

Somerespondentsvould prefer all tier 2 changes to trigger compensatwacess

Some respondents ask that there be more environmental assessment. These
comments suggest that environmental costsdieen a greater weightian they
currently are A couple of community groups ask that where nationally protected
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landscapes @ to be impacted, the decisiamaking process should include liaison
with the public sector bodies responsible #areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB9. Afew airports ask that a Regulatory Impact Assessment is also undertaken
and made visible.

dTo that end, insufficient guidance is provided on how the local environmental costs will be
oFflyOSR I3FLAyald 6ARSNI SO2y2YAO o0SyST¥altas

Airport, User ID 124830

5.9.11. Some comments relate taviationindustry. A few respondents suggest that a draft
process should be developed in collaboration viitand issued for consultation
before the policy on tier 2 airspace changes is agreed. Another suggestion is that
industryhas a formal mechanism to propose operational improvements as part of
industrywide commitments to achieving EU ACARE (Advisory Council for Aviation
Research and Innovation in Europe) Flightpath 2050 noise reduction targets.

5.9.12. Other comments include:
1 arequest for more consistency between tier 1 and 2 change processes;
9 that there are mechanisms to ensure the process is scalable;

1 that any forthcoming legislation or future guidance should only impact future
PPR practices and should not have an effectrgnarrent practices;

91 that the process be benchmarked, so that once a stage has been passed and
approved, it will not be revisited (which would require extra resource);

1 that service standards are established and agreed; and

i that airport consultative commiées be invited to assist in undertaking a first
sieve to identify what airspace changes their airports need

Requestdor further information

5.9.13. Many respondentsequestclarification on the procesor tier 2 changesA large
number of thesdeel thatfurther detailsare neededf the requirements for
community involvemenin this process, a few suggestiaglistinction béwveen where
engagement and formalonsultation igoroposed Other requests foclarifications
include:

1 that timesales are outlined mre clearly;

1 that the difference between tier 1 ander 2 change processesdkarified more
clearly;

T OfFNAFAOFIGAZ2Y 2F GKS 62NR WLINE L2 NI A
suggestedipproach taken to implement tier 2 changes

9 clarification that changgdo not only relate to an AN&nd
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1 clarificationthat the scope of ANSP operational changes that the CAA will be
directed to approve before they can be implemented by ANSPs.

5.9.14. Some respondents request further information regarding how the process would
apply to airports that have published routes with no Standard Instrument Departure
routes (SIDs), Standard Terminal Arrival Routes (STARSS) or Noise Preferential Rou
(NPRSs).

5.9.15. A fewrespondents comment on vectoring in general, with one claiming that vegforin
practices can cause as much noise impact as changes to formal airspace structure.
Respondents cite previous changes such as thiesign of the Gatwick departure
Route 4 as having impacted significantly on communities. A couple of respondents
would likemore information on existing vectoring arrangements, for example
software used.
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Tier 3 Airspace Chang@3.1c)

5.10.Question 1cOverview

5.10.1.

5.10.2.

5.10.3.

Question 1c asks

Please tell us your views on the proposal that tier 3 airspace changes should be
subject to a suitable policy on transparency, engagement and consideration of
mitigations as set out by the Civil Aviation Authority.

Tier 3 airspace changes are changes to operations, for example significant shifts in tr
distribution of flights orroutes These may not be planned changes, but shifts over
time and in response to changes in demand. It is proposed that the CAA should put ir
place a suitable policy for industry to follow in respect of tier 3 airspace changes. This
should include expectatioran transparency and engagement with local
O2YYdzyAGAS&ad LG Aa LINE HIZABOK Qi K HLIAINR K D K/
conjunction with ICCAN.

Question 1c received 300 respons@tile some of these respondents also

commented on tier 3 airspace chges in responses to other questions, no additional
respondents discussed this topic outside of question 1c.

5.11.Overall support and opposition

5.11.1.

5.11.2.

5.11.3.

5.11.4.

Overall support

Of those vho responded to this question, theajority express overall support for the
proposals.

Respondents feel that there is currently a lack of oversight, transparency and
community engagement in tier 3 changes, and that decisions prioritise the interests o
industry. They demonstrate this point using examples of previous changes which
have causedignificant disruption, such as flight concentrations at London City
Airport. These respondents therefore support the proposals because they believe tha
they would bring more transparency, accountability and control over the tier 3

change processes.

Many respondents attach a caveat to their support. These mostly relate to requests
for clarity on the respective roles of the CAA and ICCAN and assurance that decision
will be subject to suitable checks and audits.

Overall opposition

The main concern expssed is that the proposals are not robust or effective enough,
particularly with respect to community engagement. Thegpressing thisoncern

are predominantly local authorities and community groups. They worry that change
sponsors may not be held to ammt, leaving local communities with no real ability to
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N>

AYyFEdzSyOS OKIy3aSaod ¢KAa NBfFGiSa (G2 GK
further in5.13

0Any engagement with communities needs to be more than just paying lip service. It

appears from previous consultations that the Government is ready to ignore objections/
suggestions made by impacted people if it suits their overall strategy to do so. As #lsch,
RAFTFAOMZ G G2 KIFI@S FFHAGK GKIFIG O2YYdzyAGASa |

Individual, User ID 5076

5.11.5. A fewairports and airlines question the need for the proposals at all. These
respondents note that community engagement already happenseftample
through Airport Consultative Committees), and feel that the focus should be on
improving existing mechanisms. They also believe that the proposals would create
unnecessary bureaucracy. One respondent states that the introduction ofveBN
reducethe number and potentially the requirement for tier 3 changes.

5.11.6. A small number cdirports and aviation organisations note that tier 3 changes are
normally out of their control, and that retrospective reporting may sensitise
communities unnecessarily.

5.11.7. Other reasons for opposition include that the proposed process will not be
transparent enoughA few respondents expreg®ncern abouincreasedoise
impacton communities as a result of ti8rchanges particularlyin previously
unaffected areas.

5.12.Roles borganisations in administering tier 3 changes

CAA

5.12.1. Many respondents comment on the proposed role for the p&cifically, that it
should put in place a suitable policy for change sponsors to follow in respect of tier 3
airspace changes.

5.12.2. A few respondets are supportive of this proposal. One suggests that CAA could
aggregate information regarding traffic flows, and communictte local
communities. While few respondents feel that the CAA is walced to perform the
role proposed for it, others bilve that it would need additional enforcement powers
to fulfil this role effectively, or that it must reform its current practice first.

5.12.3. Other comments are more overtly critical of the proposed role for the CAA. These
respondents mistrust the CAgd quesion its independence from the aviation
AVRAZAGNE® wSalRyRSyGa OAGS RSOAAAZ2YA &
indicative of a perceived lack of independence in its decisiaking.
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ICCAN

5.12.4. Many respondents also comment on the proposed folel CCAN, that it should
support the CAA in disseminating bgstactice and improving transparency.

5.12.5. The majority of those commenting on the proposed role for ICCAN are supportive.
They feel that ICCAN would be an independent facilitator of communitggargent
and be effective in shaping policy for change sponsors. However respondents
emphasise that it must be independent, and must be able to enforce its decisions.
This is discussed further @hapter 7.

5126. wSALR YRSy (Ga adza3Sad FRRAGAZ2YyA Moyl YSYF
respondents, notably community groups and local authoridepart of eco-
ordinatedresponse argue for a trigger point at which revidwy ICCAN should be
required, for example a specific increase in traffic. A few others believe that ICCAN
should be involved at an earlier stage in the procesd,@re respondent asks
whether ICCAMiill have a conciliation role as well as providing tecainéavice. One
respondent believes that the role of ICCAN in tier 3 changes should be to aid
communication and share guidance on good practice engagement. They say that it
may sometimes be sufficient to just place a notice of tier 3 changes on airport
webdtes, rather than contacting a large number of people who may not have
otherwise noticed the change.

5.12.7. Very few respondents oppose the role for ICCAN. Those that do exjonessrn that
this new body wouldack the power and independence to fulfil itde efectively, or
that it wouldadd another layer of bureaucracy to the process.

Government

5.12.8. A small number of respondents comment on what they believe the role of the
Government should be in the tier 3 change procésfewemphasise the need for
overall Goernment oversight, whereas one respondent believes that the
Government should have no intervention role whatsoever.

5.13. W[ AiFKIZOK Q | LILINR | OK

513.1. LG A& LINRPLR &SR 0 Ki2dzAKKS I/ LUWNERIHQKS &l 2 a4
industry to follow. A cleamajority of respondents commenting on this aspect of the
policy are critical of it. Community groups and local authorities make up the bulk of
0KSaS NBALRYRSY(aod-i@KAKQ FILILINBT OKK IO di
0S02YS 2 TPRI ¥ RAMGBNHUSHK With to&rhuch free rein. Indeed, a
few respondents criticise phrasing used such as that industry should take impacts on
O2YYdzyA(iASa Ayid2 WRdzS O2yAARSNIGA2YVQO®
needed because tier 3 changes are oftecremental, and can eventually result in
very significant impact$Somerespondents feel that leaving the overall decision on
tier 3 changes with airports is undemocragied suggest giving the CAA more powers
to bring airports into compliance.
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GAsproposed, the CAA can simply say that they are taking a 'light touch' and leave the
communities suffering without the Local Authorities able to grant any assistance
GKI 1a28S0SNY ¢KIG R2Sa y2i aSSy (2 dza (2 o

Community groupJser D 127459

5132.! FS¢ NBalLRyRSydGazr YIAyfte I-4NHPKDAI LIVIR
believing it to be sensible.

5.13.3. A few other respondents ask for clarification of the approach.

5.14.Community involvement in the tier 3 process

5.14.1. Many respondents emphasise the importance of localised deeigsiaking and
community engagement, with a large number feeling that tier 3 change processes
should include more public engagement. For example one respondent suggests that
tier 3 changes shoulde subject to the same oversight as tier 2 changes.

5.14.2. Respondents argue that airports must communicate with local authorities and
organisationsuch as National Park Authorities from the beginning of the process.
Among these, a few respondentsncludingairlines, a business umbrella body and an
Air Navigation Provider suggesthat information regarding changes air traffic
flows is made accessible to communitasd other stakeholders Some respondents
note the importance of Airport Consultative Contteés in this process. One
respondent suggests that airlines should sometimes ease the burden from airports in
terms of community engagement, while another suggests that engagement could be
focused on those worst affected.

6Engagement with communities isat altogether easy, especially where that part of the
community which receives the noise is cut off from the rest of the community by the noise. So
those most affected are perhaps the ones we need to talk with and find fair ways of
mitigating the noise imp O U €

Individual, User ID 140887

5.14.3. Conversely, a number of airports believe that consultation should be proportionate
and not impede the normal working of the aviation industry. One respondent believes
that the policy should be determined by national guideland not by localised
decisionmaking.

5.14.4. Related to thisa fewrespondents suggest that the proposed process should be
simplified, in order to geed it up. One respondent argutsat this is particularly
important because not all route growth is predictabAnother argues that the tier 3
proposals could potentially overregulate and o¥ermalise existing successful
consultative arrangements.
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5.14.5.

5.14.6.

Afew respondents, includingirports andairlines suggest that reporting and
engagementshould beretrospective as speculative forecasts or estimates could be
misleading

Some respondents would like clarification on the extent to which a tier 3 change can
be reversed or mitigated.

5.15.0ther comments on the Tier 3 process

5.15.1.

5.15.2.

5.15.3.

5.15.4.

5.15.5.

Requests for clarity

Some respondents ask forrfher clarity on the proposed process overall, with a few
NBIa2yAy3a GKIFIG GKA&a ¢2dd R | @2AR IADAY =

A few respondentssk for further clarity over what constitutes a tier 3 change,
particularly as growth can badremental over a long period of time. Respondents

cite the changes at London City Airport as an example of where this has happened in
the past.

A few respondents suggest thattier 3isReS TAY SR | & WI ANERLI OS
OKI y3aSaqQo

Some ask fothe Government to be clear what changes are considered to be within a
tolerance of natural variatiorOthers all part of aco-ordinatedresponse group,

suggest that the Government should cap the extent of change that can occur under

tier 3 airspace changes. Any change in excess of that cap could be redefined as a tie
change and therefore be more fully consulted on.

One respondent asks for more clgribtn who is ultimately responsible for weighing up
the economic and community effect&.fewrespondents emphasise that examples
would be a useful way of clarifying points.

GThe proposals for tier 3 airspaces changes require greater clarity, particukndynd the
definition of tier 3 airspace change. It is difficult to provide detailed comment without a
Of SI NENJ RSTAYAGA2YE

Business umbrelladuly, User ID 131363

5.15.6.

5.15.7.

It is requested by some that some of the terminology is clarified, for example that the
phraséd WadzA Gl o6t S LINRPOSaaQ FyR woSad LINI O
Respondents reiterate that it is difficult to comment before the regulatory process
and its associated requirements have been dedidgome notehat the process for
change sponsors to follow to be devised by the CAA, and ask for clarification as to
whether there will be any further consultation once a process is proposed. Another
respondent would like more information regarding the method which will be used to
engage with local communities.
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Transparency

5.15.8. Many respondentemphasise the need for the overall process to be transpareme
respondentsuggesing that the proposals do not go far enough in this regard.
However,anotherrespondent cautions that ovegrescriptive requirements in this
area could lengthen the change process and prevent changes taking place. A few
respondents suggest that the CAA should facilithteprocess ofmaking full
information on airspace usage available to local residents.

Other comments and suggestions

5.15.9. Manyrespondents ask for certain areas to be prioritised. Some ask for local impact to
be prioritised above economic interests. A few respondents emphasise the need to
consider other factors, including: AONBs and National Parks; air pollution; and the
development of routes to new markets.

5.15.10.A few respondents suggest a review period, to check whether information provided
as a result of tier 3 policies is of value to communities. A couple of respondents also
NEBljdzSad +y FLIWSIHEa LNPOSaa gAlKAY GKS

5.15.11.Some respondents make other suggestions regarding the tier 3 process. These
include:

9 the tier 3 process and decisions should satisfy the National Aviation Policy
Framework objectives;

9 policies on transparency, community engagement and where appropriate,
mitigations, should be better enforced;

1 the expected outcomes of changes should be defined as precisely as possible,
including with the use of noise impact modelling;

1 the improvements in environmental performance delivered by the
introduction of new aircrft should be highlighted as part of the tier 3 related
regulator reporting function;

1 the merits of making tier 1 or tier 2 changes in order to mitigate the impacts of
tier 3 changes should be considered carefully, both in terms of the
accountability for mking such mitigating changes and the assessment of their
direct and second order effects.

5.15.12.Some respondents believe that further assessment, such as more noise contour
studies and a Regulatory Impact Assessment, should be required as part of the
process fotier 3 changes.
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Airspace change compensation proposals (Q.1d)

5.16.

5.16.1.

5.16.2.

5.16.3.

Question 1dOverview

Question 1d asks
Please tell us your views on the airspace change compensation proposals.
Four compensation proposals are made in the document:

1. Allow for the payment of financial assistance toward insulation regardless of
whether a change in noise impact is attributable to an infrastructure
development or an airspaaghange

2. Allow for financial assistance towards insulation for all homes brounghitthe
63dB LAeq level or above, regardless of the degree of change which has led t
their falling within that contour;

3. Encourage airspace promoters to consider compensation for significantly
increased overflights that occur as a result of the airspd@nge, based upon
appropriate metricsand

4. A requirement of an offer for full insulation to be paid for by the airport for
homes within the 62B LAeq or above contour, where the home owners do
not wish to move.

Question 1d received 316 responsbksaddtion, 58 respondentscommented on the
compensation proposals in responses to other questions, or in responses which do
not fit the structure of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been
coded using the same codes created for question 1daaedncluded in the analysis
below.

5.17.0verall support for and opposition to the compensation

5.17.1.

5.17.2.

proposals

Overall support

Of those respondents who express a clear position on whether they support or
oppose all of the compensation proposals, the majority argportive, though nearly

half of these express their support subject to one or more caveats. Reasons given for
supporting the proposals include that they are seen as fair, thorough or that they
address the issues of those affected by noise. Additiorealfigy respondents express
support for the principle of compensation for airspace changes in general, or express
the view that they feel compensation is important.

Some express strong support for the (increased) cost of compensation being borne b
the aviaton industry, as this places the financial burden on those who make the
changes. Some respondents hope that increasing compemsiatvels will force the
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5.17.3.

5.17.4.

5.17.5.

5.17.6.

aviationindustryto plan airspace changes more carefully, or simply put them off
making changes atlal

The absence of a noise levy also receives support &réewrespondents, often
because it is seen as not properly taking account of local situations. Howdeer, a
otherrespondents express support for a noise lesgme of these argue that a
nationd noise levy, as proposed by the Airports Commission, would ensure that
communities affected by aircraft noise from different airports would be entitled to
consistent levels of compensation. Others state thatha tax wouldhelp fund
mitigation and compesation oract as a incentive for airports and airlines to reduce
their noise footprint on local communitiefor example through the introduction of
quieter aircraft

Overall opposition

The majority of those that express clear opposition to the promsahsider them to

be inadequate. Some comment that priority should be given to reducing noise in
general, such as through the use of quieter aircraft or simply fewer of them, rather
than allowing noise increases and then compensating for the impacts. One
NBaLR2yRSyidi O2yaiARSNE (KIFG GKS ySSR {2
J3dZAfGQ 2F GNRYIR2AY3IP {2YS adaA3ISad GKI
0S FLIWX ASR Ay GFyRSY® !' FSg adzaasSaid (K
NEB & # alllat@mpts to avoid the impact have failed. A number of respondents make
the more general point that no amount of compensation can make up for the effects
of airspace changes on health, quality of life or the environment.

A small number oéviation aganisationgeject the proposals because ofdlfiear that
airspace design wouldecome too heavily influenced by the desire to limit
compensation, rather than on other priorities such as limiting noise or carbon
emissions. Some say that this could lead to increased routeing over rural areas, wher
there are fewer people to be compeated. Other respondents object on the basis

that the costs may limit airport and wider economic growth or simply be passed on to
the consumer, leading to higher air fares and holiday prices.

Afew respondents express general opposition to changing theeatiicompensation
policy, without specifying further. A few others reject the proposals on the basis that
they see the current compensation regime as adequate or that the new proposals lac
Yol tlFyOoSQo

5.18. Specific compensation proposals

5.18.1.

Many respondentgommert on the specific proposals listed abovRespondents
express clear support or oppositidor specific proposals, as well as putting forward
specific suggestions or challenges.
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5.18.2.

5.18.3.

5.18.4.

5.18.5.

5.18.6.

5.18.7.

Proposal 1: financial assistance towards insulation for changes in noisetimpa

With respect to proposal (1), the majority of respondents who express a clear positior
on this proposal indicate support. One respondent expresses clear opposition,
without specifying further. One small business considers the proposal to be
WSEOSayaR G2 (i LINRPLRNIAZ2YF{iSQd ¢KAA NBA
changes which would trigger compensation under proposal (1) are due to changes in
government policy (such as the introduction of PBN routeing), and that airports
should not have to pay faompensation made necessary by government changes
over which they have no control.

Proposal 2: financial assistance towards insulation for homes brought into tiB 63
LAeq level and above

With respect to proposal (2), the majority of respondents who egpra clear position

on this proposal oppose it in its current form, on the basis that the noise threshold is
set too high. These respondents request that the threshold be lowered frodB63
though the majority do not state what they wish the thresholdo®. Those who do,

make a range of suggestions includingd®/ 51dB, 50dB and 4&IB, with 51dB

being the most common, due to it being the same as the LOAEL proposed in Chaptel
5 of the consultation document.

Other suggestions regarding this proposalliide basing the compensation on other
ONAGSNAI X &dzOK |da 6KSOGKSNI I NBAARSY(d A
basis of the health implications of the noise experienced, rather than the numerical
amplitude of noise itself.

Proposal 3: Casider compensation for significantly increased overflight

With respect to proposal (3), the majority of respondents who express a clear positior
on this proposal oppose it in its current form. The majority of these comments relate
to the specific wording fathe proposal. Many of the respondents who comment
RAAIIANBS 6A0GK (GKS g2NRa& WSyO2dzN» 3SQ |y
too weak and leaves open the option for airspace change sponsors to ignore the
proposals. These respondents suggest thatcompensation should instead be
mandatory. A few respondents suggest that the expectation that airspace change
promoters will adhere to this proposal vaeitarily constitutes an abdicatioof
responsibility on the part of the DfT.

hi KSNBR O2 2SI tak raiguifiasnty® y O NBate &k defined, or
arenot defined in a manner which is clear and satisfactory to them. Many of the
ONRGAOAAYASE SaLSOAltte GKIFEG GKS LISNDOSA
regards to eligibility cteria and compliance with the proposals, are applied to the
compensation proposals more widely.

One air navigaon serviceprovider expresses concern about the lack of a recognised
trigger or definitionof overflight in relation to the policy proposal fairspace
promoters toconsider compensation for significantly increased overflightey
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5.18.8.

comment further that this lack of definition coutéhuseconfusion and this coulgad
to poor airspace desigmand that a better definition is needed so that airspace change
sponsors can forecast costs and manage stakeholder expectations.

Proposal 4: Full compeation for homes within the @B LAeq contour

With respect to proposal (4), relatively few respondentpress a clear position, with
those that do mostly opposing it in its current form. As with proposal (2), most who
comment request that the threshold be lowered. The majority do not indicate avalu
that it should be lowered to. The few that do makeggetions rangingetween

30dB and 68B.

5.19. Compensation criteria

5.19.1.

5.19.2.

5.19.3.

5.19.4.

5.19.5.

5.19.6.

Many respondents comment on the criteria used to trigger compensation.
Lower/more accurate noise levels

Manyrespondents request that the noise criteria be lowered, i.e. that the relevant
noise contours and consequent compensation eligibility be expanded to cover more
people. Most do not specify what they wish the criteria to be, thoudevmasuggest

that the crieria should be bsed on WHO guidelinespmespecifying that it should
therefore be based on a 50dB LAeq (8 hour) measure.

Somerespondents criticise the ways in which noise is measured and calculated in the
compensation criteria. few criticise the usef average noise levels (such as LAeq

and Lden), arguing that averaging the noise level over 8 or 16 hours does not capture
the full experience of noise, such as the volume of individual noise events. Others
argue that this does not properly take accowftrespite, or the effects of PBN. Views
on noise metrics areeported on in more detail i€hapter 60f this report.

In order to solve the problems described abop®a few respondents suggest using
supplementary metrics to decide compensation eligibility, such as N70, LAeq 1hr,
LAeqg 4 hour or Lmax. Another respondent suggests using an additional criterion
regarding noise amplitude at night

Afew respondents suggéshat compensation be based on the difference in noise

level experienced before and after airspace change, rather than simply the final noise
level experienced after the airspace change has been made. A similar suggestion is
that different criteria shoulde applied in urban and rural environments, due to the
differences in typical background noise. One respondent comments that a rural
environment could receive a significant noise increase of, for example, 22dB, which
would greatly impact residents, but widh might still not cross the 63dB threshold due
to the low baseline of ambient noise.

Compensation area

Somerespondents express concern that the proposed criteria will not cover specific
geographical areas, despite the view that residents of those areasider
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themselves to be significantly affected by airspace noise, either in general or due to
recent changes.

5.19.7. However, dew business umbrella bodies and an airport suggest that compensation
should not be paid to individuals who move to an area wheraaned airspace
change has already been consulted on and/or published, i.e. those who were in a
position to find out about the airspace change prior to purchasing their home. One
airport emphasises the importance of information about airspace changeshwhic
might affect noise levels, being passed on to planning authorities and subsequently tc
developers. Additionally, one local authority suggests focussing compensation on
schools, healtlrelated premises and places of religion, rather than a policy covering
all those within a specified noise contour.

@ KSNB Iy FANLRNIQ& AyidSyidrazya TFT2N SELI yaa
been published, local planning authorities should have ensured that all developers were
aware of any intended changesna this information should have been passed onto

purchasers by the developers. Where this has not been done, the purchaser should be invitec
to claim against the local authority, the developer, or their solicitor for not providing
information that could ha#?S A Y T2 N¥Y SR G KSANJ LIZNOKF aAy 3 RS

Airport, User ID 4381

5.19.8. A small number of respondents request that the new compensation policy be applied
retrospectively to those affected by recent changes, including where concentration
has been implemented. Otheenphasise the importance of including tier 3 changes
in the compensation proposals.

Consideration of nomoise impacts

5.19.9. A few respondets draw attention to nornoiseeffects of airspace changes, such as
STFFTFSO0Ga 2y KSIFHfUKZ AN ljdzr tAdeés GKS Sy
compensation also be provided for these. However, most respondents do not specify
what compensation should be offered, other tharsuggestion of health insurance.

Requests for clarification

5.19.10.Afew respondents comment that the criteria are too vague, with others requesting
further detail about how the proposed criteria were determined or what impacts the
changes will have. As withtwgr aspects of the consultation documents, a few
respondents comment that the meaning of the specified noise criteightmot be
clear to people lacking the relevant technical knowledge

GA figure of 69dB LAeq level is difficult for ordinary people t(RUB NBE G | Y R ® €

Individual, User 1D4915
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5.19.11.A few respondents ask how residents are expected to know what noise level they are
experiencing due to aircraft, whether they are entitled to compensation or how to
apply for it.

5.20. Amount of compensation

5.20.1. A few respondentsomment that compensation proposals do not go far enough, and
GKIFIG O2YLISyal A2y aK2dZ R 6S WAY TFdzZ £ Q
O2yiNROGdzIA2Y Q@ | T Sopordidatadid8pynReS gb brat@listla & L
number of components of whahey deem to constitutél ¥ dzf £ O2 YLISy a I (

dThe components of full compensation should include Council Tax and local precept
reductions (or rate relief) funded by the industry, payments to public buildings like schools
and hospitals, diminution in valuefgroperty and meaningful packages to address the

health, environmental and loss of amenity impacts of aviation noise. In cases of severe
impact landowners should additionally have the right to sell their properties to the relevant
airport at pre-iimpactved dzS&4 0(G23SUOKSNJ gAGK aa20Al SR O:

Community groupUser ID 124818

5.20.2. Others suggest that the compensation should be proportional to the impact.

5.20.3. A few respondentsmostly as part of ao-ordinatedresponse, suggest that
compensation should be based oretprovisions of the Land Compensation Act.
Others suggest the Act should be altered to include airspace changes. Respondents
interpret the Act, as applied to airspace changes, as entitling those affected by noise
changes to compensation for any loss ofgedy value, plus 10%.

5.20.4. Manyrespondents emphasise the extent to which they believe noise changes can
devalue property, both through direct impacts to residents and the publication of
changed noise contours. Suggestions vary regarding how to compens&isdaf
property value, including:

1 value of property plus relocation cost;
1 value of property;

i relocation cost;

9 one third of value of property; and

9 lost value of property

5.20.5. However, one respondent comments that even a compensated homeowner may still
A0NHA3tS G2 FAYR | 0d2SNE YR GKSNBT2N

5.20.6. Some respondents criticise the comment in paragraph 4f48e consultation
documentsii K Ithie Expeéted financial benefits of any airspace change will inform
whether and at what leels compensation may be realigi€®@ a2 N8 GKIlIy 2
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community group challenges this, arguing that if the financial benefits of a proposal
are calculated to be insufficient to enable compensation, then the proposal should
not proceed.

5.20.7. Two airports requestttat compensation arrangements involve some flexibility, in
order to reflect local circumstances

5.21.Who pays for compensation

5.21.1. The question of exactly who should pay for compensation and exactly how the
compensation mechanism will work is also raised by saspandents. A few
criticise what is seen as a lack of clarity on these points in the consultation document

5.21.2. Various suggestions are made asmioo should pay for compensatioimcluding
airports, airlines, the airspace industry, the airspace change spa@amsbpassengers.
However, some respondents comment that any extra cost to airports or airlines will
inevitably be passed on to passengers anywégnyrespondents some of whom are
part of aco-ordinatedresponsed G I S G KI &G G KS Yshddld Hedzi S NJ
applied to airspace compensation.. More broadly, a few respondents suggest that
those who benefit from an airspace change should pay for the compensation of those
who are impacted.

5.21.3. Manyrespondents express concetimat airspace change sponsordlwot actually
pay the compensation they are liable for and, therefore, that compliance with
compensation policy needs to be monitored and enforced where necesséaw A
suggest that those liable for compensation should be fined if they are found to have
not met their obligations.

GThe compensation proposals are too weak. Airspace promoters should be obliged, not
merely encouraged, to compensate the people whose livesRe & NHzLJG SR o6& | A |

Community groupUser ID 131237

5.22.Use of insulation as compensation

5.22.1. Many respondents comment on the principle and practicalities of insulating buildings
against noise. A few respondents express general support for the practice
alternatively comment that such practice is inadequate, without specifying further.

5.22.2. More specifically, many of the respondents who comment on this topic criticise the
use of building insulation, such as double or triple glazing, as a means of
compengtion. By far the most common criticism relates to the view that, for building
insulation to be effective, the windows and doors always need to be closed.
Respondents comment that this effectively means that the only way to receive the
benefits of buildingt y & dzf  GA2y A& G2 NBYIFIAY AYyR22N
Respondents also note that insulating buildings does nothing to alleviate the
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5.22.3.

5.22.4.

5.22.5.

experience of noise outside, such as in the garden or school playground, and that the
tranquillity of communities wald still be impacted.

Afew respondents comment that not all buildings are eligible for insulation, including
listed buildings and those in conservation areas. Others comment, sometimes
referring totheir own experience, that building insulation is andeguate measure

for achieving sufficient noise reduction

Respondents put forward a number sliggestionsvith regards tathe
implementation of building insulation. These include:

1 the possibility of providing air conditioning as well as insulation;
1 not redricting insulation provision to a particular company; and

1 developing new forms of windows and sealing that provide better protection
against noise.

In terms of exactly who receives compensation for building insulation, concern is
raised that if a presendwner chooses not to insulate their property, that future
owners might be penalised, as they may not be eligible for compensation for a past
airspace change. Therefore the suggestion is made by some respondents that
compensation should be based around thgldings, not the residents, affected, i.e.
that the principle be about noise mitigation, not compensation to individuals.

5.23.0ther comments on how compensation is made

5.23.1.

5.23.2.

In terms of exactly how compensation is made, many respondents appear to be
unclear as tavhether compensation will take the form of payment made to
individuals affected or whether compensation will only be paid specifically for
changes made to alleviate the effects of noise, through noise insulation or moving
house.

Some respondents suggestuncil tax breaks as a mechanism for compensation
payment, for example through tiered council tax bands based on noise. Houses in
high noise areas would be in lower bands, with the band of a dwelling being adjusted
if an airspace change is made. Thus, asetold whose noise impact increases would
move into a lower council tax band, which would partially compensate for the impact.

5.24.0ther comments

5.24.1.

Finally, a few respondents suggest that an independent body, such as ICCAN, shoulc
be involved in theeompensation process, although none describe exactly what role
such a body should play.
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Chapter 6: Making Transparent Airspace Change

Decisions
6.1. Introduction
6.1.1. Questions 2a and 2b relate to proposals set out in Chapter 5 of the consultation

document: Making TranspareAirspace Change Decisions. In particular, these
jdzSaidAaz2ya Fal FT2NI NBalLRyRSyitaQ @AiaSga 2
affecting the way in which aviation noise is considered within the airspace change
decision making process. These are omgi analysis and the assessment of noise
respectively.

Options analysi$Q2a)

6.2. Question 2a0verview

6.2.1.

6.2.2.

6.2.3.

Question 2a asks

Please provide your views on the proposal to require options analysis in airspace
change processes, as appropriate, including details provided in the Draft Air
Navigation Guidance.

Options analysis refers to the comparative appraisal of different politprgpbased

on their costs and benefits. This methodology is currently used as part of many
government regulatory and transport investment decisions, as well as to some extent
for airspace changes. One of the proposals set out in Chapter 5 of the coiwgultat
document is to make it a formal requirement for airspace changes to be informed by
options analysis, in line with government best practice in other areas.

Question 2a received 288 responsksaddition,278respondentscommentd on

options analysis inesponses to other questions, or in responses which do not fit the
structure of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been coded using
the same codes created for question 2a and are included in the analysis below.

6.3. Overall support and opposin to options analysis

6.3.1.

Overall support

Of those respondents who express a clear position on whether they support or
oppose the proposalsn options analysis overathe majorityare supportive Many

of these respondents are supportive in a more genesakg of the principle of
options analysis being used to inform airspace changes, wittlabbrating further
Some of these respondents add a caveat to their response, reflecting some of the
concerns or suggestions covered in the rest of this chapter.
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6.3.2.

Paticularly within comments in response to question 2a, a large number of
respondents simply state agreement or satisfaction with the proposals without
commenting further. Those who do elaborate on the reasons for their support often
agree that this approactvould contribute to the stated aims cited in the consultation
document: namely increasing transparency in the airspace change process, as well
ensuring that noise has been properly taken into account in airspace change
decisions.

GThe idea of transparentptions analysis is a good one, and will go a long way towards

NE [

SadNAYy3I O2YYdzyAiGASE GKIG RSOA&EAZ2YyA | NB

Individual, User ID 4485

6.3.3.

6.3.4.

6.4.

6.4.1.

6.4.2.

Overallopposition

Only a small number of respondents indicate explicitly that they are opposed to
options analysis and these do not explain their opposition with reference to the
proposals set out in the consultation document.

However, many respondentsincludingsomewho are supportive in principleaise
specific concerns in relation to options analysis and comment on issues they feel nee
to be consideredThese include:

9 concentration and dispersal of flight paths as a result of airspace change
decisions;

9 transparency ad community involvement in the airspace change process;
1 equality issues in the use of options analysis; and

1 specific suggestions on the process and methodology of options analysis.

Concentration and dispersal

Respondents often comment on the need @iptions analysis in the context of

criticism of previous airspace change decisions, questioning the basis on which such
decisions have been made and highlighting the impacts these have had on many loc:
communities.

In particular, respondents are critioal the concentration of flight paths over certain
areas following recent airspace changgsrtly as a resulbf the introduction of more
accurate routeing made possible by Performance Based Navigation (R&gM)argue

that certain areas and communitiésve become disproportionately affected as a

result of concentration, both in terms of noise experienced and related impacts on
health and quality of lifeh y S O2 YYdzy A& 3INRdzL) dzaSa {K!
describe the areas affected by concentration.ijaespondents express concern

about the impacts of concentration on local communities, describing the practice as
Wdzy FF ANR YR dzyRSNIAyAy3a GKS yS3alaags
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6.4.3. This issue is often raised mdividualsand community groug, but also in responses
from local authorities.

oGatwick has implemented PBN on all its departure routes which have generated a huge
reaction from the community with the resulting concentrated flight paths against the former
Y2NBF RA&ALISNARASR FftAIKG GNIF Ol ac

Local authority,User ID 127436

6.4.4. In commenting on the impaan local communities, many respondents mention
specific changes which have resulted in the concentration of flights from airports
including London City, Luton, Heathrow, Gatwick and Edinburgh; as well as flight patt
changes such dhat to Gatwick Route Respondentgxpress frustration in regard to
a perceived lack of notification about these changes and their inability to influence
them. Particular communities and areas mentioned as being affected by
concentration include Billingshurst, North Romford, Iskey, Englefield Green,

Leyton, Wanstead and Hertfordshire.

6.4.5. Those criticabf concentration areyenerally supportive of options analysis for
allowing consideration of alternative options to help ensure that certain communities
are not disproportionately fiected. Many express support for an alternative
approach based odispersion, which they feel is implied by options analysis.
However, a smaller number of respondents note the proposal in Chapter 5 of the
consultation document that concentration will $tile preferred below 4,000 feet.
Most of those who comment on this policy are critical of it, though a small number of
airports do support it in principle.

6.4.6. The majority of those who express views on concentration and dispersion are in
favour of dispersionCommunity and environment groups and local authorities in
particular advocate dispersion, though a few community groups express a preference
for concentration.

oHowever, as stated in Question 2a, we believe the options appraisal system should be
designedin such a way that it favours proposals whereby significant impacts are spread over
Ydzft GALIX S NRdziSazxz NFYGKSNJ GKFy O2yOSyaN) GSR

Local authority,User ID 131341

6.4.7. On similar grounds, many respondents also express supporééognition of the
need to provide relief or respite to overflown communities. While some suggest this
could be done through a system of rotating alternative flight paths over certain days
of the week, or on a weekly basis, most simply advocate dispeesi@ means of
achieving this.
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6.4.8. In contrast tothosearguing for dispersiora fewrespondents argue that the options
analysis process should not lead to new areas being overflown. Resgsratgue
that house buyer®iave made decisions based on the rosituation at the time of
purchase, and hendihose who have chosen to live in areas which were not
overflown at the time of purchase should not be affected by new noise due to
dispersion or other airspacdnangesOne respondent highlights the traesf
involved in providing respite for affected communities and increased impacts on
others not currently affected Other comments on equality issues relating toiops
analysis are summarised 6n6)

OPBN technology, resulting in concentration, is not popular but neither is dispersion to those
newly affected or experiencing rdistributed noise. The industry seems keen on multiple
flight paths whereby use is rotated thus creating respite. However, ligspomes at a cost to
K248 6K2 SELISNASYOS | yS6 FEAIKG LI GKDE

Community groupUser ID 139354

6.4.9. Based on their own computer modelling of splitting one concentrated flight path into
two, one community group statethat although the noise level directly lwel the
original flight path would be reduced (by 3dB in their example), the noise experiencec
under the new path would increase by a greater amount (7 dB in their example),
suggesting that dispersion could lead to a net increase in noise. They go on to
comment that this net increase in noise could lead to a net increase in the associated
impacts on health and quality of life, especially as some areas will be overflown for
the first time¢ an issue which they argue needs to be taken into accouttian
debate over concentratiormnddispersion.

6.4.10. A small number of respondents suggest that developers should make house buyers
aware of the possibility of future airspace changes which could affect noise levels at
their property.

6.4.11. Another concern raised in relation the consideration of alternative flight pies
through options analysis tke possibility that the publication of rejected options
could lead to property blight. few respondents express the concern that even if an
option had been rejected, awarenesstbé fact that a flight path was considered
above a community could affect house prices due to fear that it might be
implemented in the future.

6.5. Transparency and community involvement in airspace
change decisions

6.5.1. Many respondents are supportive of optioasalyss due to the belief that it would
increase transparency, enabling communities to understand the basis on which
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airspace change decisions are made, as well as to influence and challenge these
decisions.

dThe requirement for the sponsor to provide a number of options and to argue the case for
each one before recommending the preferred route is one of the good updates that are being
proposed. This transparent approach should allay suspicions that mightrgeadered by

A % 4 A x

iK2aS ¢gK2 oAttt 0SS Y2ad | FFSOGSRE

Individual, User ID 131389

6.5.2. Again, these comments are often made in the context of criticism of past airspace
decisions, most frequently those involving concentration of routes near various
London airportsRespondents highlight a perceived lack of consultation with
communities around these decisions, despite the impacts that concentration has had
on them

6.5.3. In this context, there is broad support, including from airports, local authorities,
community groups athindividuals for greater community engagement and
involvement in airspace change decisions through the options analysis process.
However, specific suggestions as to how this should be achieved and the exact role ¢
communities in airspace change decisiosmry.

dl support the use of options analysgsboth in terms of the technical ability to explore and
assess different viable models, but also the opportunities it provides for community
Sy3Ir3aASYSy il o¢

Individual, User ID 4956

6.5.4. A fewindividualsand communiy groups specifically request that communities be
consulted on airspace changesnother group of respondenteels that communities
should have a greater, deciding role in these decisions, for example suggesting that
they have a 51% say in decisions tatiect them, or that communities should be able
to make the final decision themselves or veto options put forward. By contrast, some
envision a more modest role for communities, arguing only that they should be kept
fully informed about what decisions abeing made and why. Some respondent
believe it is important that the Government should have the final say.

6.5.5. At the level of principle, a number of respondents simply underline their belief in the
need for the options analysis to be fair, transparent aniased. In this context,
some state that options be presented to communities in a manner easy for them to
understand.
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6.6. Concerns aboummpartiality in the options analysis process

6.6.1. Respondents raise a number of issues in relation to the way in whicheditfer
interests will be accommodated in the options analysis process, in some cases
expressing concern that this will be inequitable and so lead to unfair outcomes.

6.6.2. A number of respondents, many of whomegart of aco-ordinatedresponse
(Gatwick Area Conseation Campaign)express concern that an options analysis
process could inadvertently set communities against each other, due to the possibility
that all would wish any new route option to be as far away from their own community
as possible, and thusevitably above another community instead. They note the
possibility that in such instances certain communities may be able to overrule others
(through the exertion of numbers of complaints). Some suggest the need for
safeguards to be built into the prose in order to avoid this.

XGKS OK2AOS 2F 2LJiA2ya ¢g2dfR GSYyR G2 asi
on options should make it clear that it is not a public opinion poll based on the number of
g20Saové

Community group, User ID 5102

6.6.3. Another cortern raised with regards to the options analysis process is that industry
will be given too much influence, with the process potentially biased towards
commercial needs and away from community desires.

6.6.4. Other concerns arountopartiality in the options anbysis process relate to how
different areas are likely toebaffected. As mentioned abové.4.9, a few
respondents also comment on issuiEdairnessn relationto how different areas are
likely to be affected as a result of decisions around concentration and dispersion.
Many respondentsalsoraise the issue of how options analysis might take account of
whether possible options are above urban or rural areas. Suintfeese respondents
argue that the options analysis process, coupled with the policy of minimising the
number of people significantly affected by aircraft noise, should not be used to justify
increased routeing of aircraft over rural aredheseresponcdents oftenargue that
that aircraft noise is perceived as having a greater impact in rural areas, which
typically have lower background noise and are therefore seen as being more
Wi NI Yy dzA £ QX Ad&résylt ofdrishlistigictioghgyddieveoverflight of
urban areas is less noticeable araligsless annoyance.

dVillages again are areas generally of low ambient noise so the impact of having a plane
diverted away from a town with relatively higher ambient noise level is not a fair and
equablefor the increased aircraftmosY Sy 14 o6 SAy 3 F2NBOI ad dé

Local autlority, User ID 131344
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6.6.5.

6.6.6.

6.7.

6.7.1.

6.7.2.

6.7.3.

A few community and environment groups state that AONBs and national parks in
particular should be avoided for this reas@ne respondent expresses concern at
the proposed use of HMT Green Book guidance in this context, arguing that this
places insufficient value to the status of AONBs and National Parks

A small number of other respondents express a preference for overflight of rural
areas, either on the basis thttis would decrease the number of people affected by
noise, or that the burden of noise be shared between urban and rural communities.

Specific comments and suggestions on the options analysi:
process

Respondents put forward a range of specific suggastigith regards to the options
analysis process in the context of airspace change decisions.

Applicability of options analysis

In terms of the range of airspace changes to which options analysis will be applied, a
few airports, airlines and air navigatidNR @ *eRE®MIBNE suggest that optis
analysis only be applied téet 1 airspace changes.

Meanwhile many respondentsncludingcommunitygroups, local authorities and
individuals enquire as to whether options analysis has been, or will be jegppb

recent or present proposals, including the Draft Airport National Policy Statement on
expansion in the South East of Englanfewalso suggest applying the process
retrospectively to past airspace changes.

obut what about current airspacarrangements for which there continues to be significant
public concerns that have not been subject to such an options analysis and where such
2LA2Y & g2dd R LINPGARS AAIAYATFAOFIYUG y2AasS NJ

Individual, User ID 4915

6.7.4.

Transparency and community involvement

One of the main set of suggestions put forward relates to data and transpar&ncy
broad range of respondentsicludingindividualsand variousorganisations airports,
community groupslocal authorities an@n arline- emphasie the need for the data
involved in the options analysis process to be published. Some specify that this shoul
include details of the options considered and their predicted impacts and reasons for
options being discounted. A small numlzgrespondentssuggess that this

information should be presented as part of a clear and complete audit trail of the
process, from beginning to end.
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G1 26 SOSNE 6KSYy | FAYyLFf RSOAaAz2y Aa NBI OKS|
discussed in dail in the final document, including the reasons for certain options being
scoped out. In addition, all of the input data used in the assessment of these options must
also be madepubliclyavailable so that they can be reviewed by a third party if necedda ® ¢

Local authority,User ID 119741

6.7.5. Many of these respondents also underline the need for this data and information to
be made available to local communities in an accessible format. Among these, one
local authority notes that given the complexity of theocess a clear and easy to read
summary would be useful.

6.7.6. Afew environment groups, community groups, local authorities andividualsalso
request that once an option is chosen, that a schedule of flights be created and
published, so that communities iknow when they will be overflown and wh they
will experience respite.

Range of options to be considered

6.7.7. Respondents put forward a number of suggestions relating to the number of options
that should be considered as part of the options analysisthadriteria for deciding
which options are considered.

6.7.8. Somerespondentsjncludinglocal authorities statutory bodies, a community group
andindividualg o0 St AS@S GKIG 2LIiA2ya |ylfeaaa
optionsshouldnot be resticted in any way. A small number of other respondents
argue that the list of options should includle WR2 y 2 (i KargeBt® 2 LJi A 2
acknowledgehat airspace changes should not be considered inevitabspeciallyin
instances where these might impawstw communities.

6.7.9. In contrast to those who feel that all optiosfiouldbe included as part of the
analysis, a number of airports, airlines and air navigation providers request that
change sponsors not be required to put forward options which they deentoniog¢
technically feasible or realistic.

dWe see no requirement to include options that are not feasibf@erhaps on operational or
technical grounds simply to provide a range of potential airspace solutions. If there is only
one feasible optiontheni KS L2t A0&é ySSR& (2 06S FtSEAo6fS

Airline, User ID 124824

6.7.10. Afew respondents, includingirports andanair navigation providersuggesthat
there should be a preliminary stage of the options analysis process, the purpose of
which would be to reduce gtlossibleoptions to a list of afleasibleoptions, based on
technical criteria and experience. Some of these respondents argue thaulitlke
impractical and unnecessary for change sponsors to engage with communities in this
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initial stage of the process in light of the amount of technical information involved, as
well as the potentially needless worry likely to be raised by options diged at this
early stage. As such they giggt that communities woultle involved in the process

of choosing between the remaining options identified as feasible.

oHowever, consultation on any initial high level assessment should be limited to avoid
causng undue worry amongst those properties that would not have been overflown before.
Greater certainty on the pros and cons of any options would need to be investigated in
ANBF GSNI RSGFAE TANRG OE

Airport, User ID 4376

6.7.11. Similarly, &ew respondents argue thagiven the time and cost involved in choosing
and analysing options, the analysis of options should begin at a high level only, with
more detailed analysis only being applied once unfeasible options have been
discounted.

6.7.12. A small number of respondents sz that ICCAN should be involved in the options
analysis process.

Altitude-based priorities

6.7.13. In relation to how noise impacts should be taken into account in the options analysis
process, paragraph 5.21 of the consultation document states that theseewill b
balanced alongside other considerationparticularly impacts on carbon and air
quality-Ay fAYS gAGK GKS 3I320SNYyYSyiliQés SEAA
(ABPs). This policgtates that below 4,000 feet amsl| (above mean sea level), noise
will be the primary consideratiomyetween 4,000 to 7,000 feet amsioise will be
balanced alongside other codsirations;and above this altitudenoise will be
considered less of a priority.

6.7.14. In responses to question 2a, some respondents comment on thalslity of the
ABPs in this context. Of these, a small number of respondents are supportive of the
application of the ABs, one of these describingai$ a transparent and pragmatic
approach.

OWe support the continued use of the altitude based prioritiebeve noise is accorded
greatest weight below 4,000 feet, emissions given greatest weight above 7,000 feet and
these issues being balanced in between. This is a simple, transparent and pragmatic

I LILINE | OK €

Airport, User ID 131391

6.7.15. However, the majority of respondents who comment on the policy are critical. Some
of these merely challenge the ABPs in general, without elaborating further. Other
respondents particularly local authoritiescomment that the altitudes chosen in the
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ABPsppear to be arbitrary, with no clear link between th@umeof noise at ground
level and the altitudes at which noise priorities change. A few respondents suggest
that the relationship between noise and altitude beassessed, taking into account
information such as the relationship between altitude of flight path and complaints
received, or the relationship between altitude and likelihood of breaching the
proposed LOAEL

GThe Government still has to explain the scientific basis which underpins itentaltitude
0F &SR LINA2NRARGASAE

Local authority,User ID 5270

6.7.16.

6.7.17.

6.7.18.

Manyrespondents comment that aircraft noise can still have a significant impact
above 4,000 feet amsl, often referring to theiwn experience A small number of
respondents allege that A380gpiarting Heathrow are breaching ABPs by climbing
slowly at low altitudes, in order to conserve fuel and reduce engine wear. They
comment that this results in a greater noise impact below 4,000 fé#ilst
acknowledging the impact of carbon emissions, thesspondents argue that noise
should remain the key priority above this altitude. Whilst some do not specify a
specific altitude to which noise should still be considered the main priority, a few
respondents specifically request that noise be the maiorfii up to 6000 or 7000
feet, or simply that noise should always be the priority wherever it generates concern
on the ground from communities. Whereas requests f@06 feet come almost
entirely fromindividuals requests for 000 feet come frona fewlocal authorities,
community groups and statutory body as well as individuals

Some respondents also challenge the consideration of altitude above mean sea level
They argue that this measure is misleading and disadvantages those who live at
higher atitudes, as the relative altitude of planes above these communities would be
less than the altitude stated as an amsl value.

Other comment on priorities in the appraisal criteria

Without making reference to the ABPs, some respondents also put forward
suggestions as to criteria they feel should be prioritised or given greater weight when
choosing between options'hese include the environment, climate change, the
national interestsafety and sustainable development.

5 Lowest Observed Adverse Effect LeVais is the level above whicverse effects on health and quality of life
can be detectedThe Government proposes that that 51dB LAeq 16hr should be regarded as the LOAEL for
daytime noise and 45dB Lnight should be set as the LOAEL for night time noise.
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6.7.19. Some respondents also express concoout the way in which different priorities
will be balanced within the options analysis process, particularly that nmigadts on
local communities wouldot be given sufficient consideration.

6.7.20. Afewrespondents express specificrarn that airspace chmges willcontinue to be
focused on increasing capacity and mitigating the impact of an increasing number of
flights, rather than providing respite for communities currently affected. They argue
that options analysis should inform an alternative policyoise reduction. One of
theseresponderts suggests that options analysis be used as partrafath-based
noisereduction strategy

dThere should therefore be a heaHbased noiseeduction strategy. To date, airspace

changes have often being pursued imder to facilitate growth, and the proposed revised
process appears to be designed only for facilitating discussion about the least bad option for
O2YYdzy AGASa&adé

Local authority User ID 131283

6.7.21. A few respondents, who are part of a coordinated resporgeress concern about
the additond i K S i@ Supért ofisustainable developmeént (2 (K S
32 @S NY Y Sy (idaringlth? beheditd of moige reduction between industry and
communities They express concern that this policy was originally focused on
promoting noise reduction through technological advance, but that the addition of
this term will be used to justify the expansion of air travel in spite of increased noise
impacts. These respondents include local authorjgesironment groupsnd
individuals

6.7.22. Afew community groups and local authorities part of aco-ordinatedresponse
request that options analysis be carried out subject to a noise limit on options, with
any options which are predicted to break such a limit being automatically disadbunte
2NE AT ySOSaal NBExX WdzNEBSYy(d YAGAIFIGAY3T |
concerned.

6.7.23. Finally, a number of respondents express a general desire for the options analysis

process to be based on as much research and evaluation of the impactsasssoc
with different options as possible.
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Assessing the impacts of noikg.2b)

6.8. Question b: Overview

6.8.1. Question 2b asks

Please provide your views on the proposal for assessing the impacts of noise,
including on health and quality of life. Pleggevide any comments on the proposed
metrics and process, including details provided in the Draft Air Navigation Guidance.

6.82. Ly adzlR2 NI 27F (K linit2a SN Y& sible Qéduceipe A O @
number of people significantly affected by aircraftiseQ > / KI LJGSNJ p &S
of proposals in relation to how aircraft noise is measured in the context of appraising
options for airspace change. The proposals include the introductiomisif-based
approach to noise assessmeatmethodology foassessing the impacts afrcraft
noise in relation to health and quality of life impacts and the introduction of
additional metrics in relation to th&equency of noise events

6.8.3. Question 2lreceived 309 responsel addition,251respondents commented ote
assessment of noise in responses to other questions, or in responses which do not fit
the structure of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been coded
using the sme codes created for question 2imd are included in the analysis below.

6.9. Overall support and opposition for the proposals

6.9.1. Overall, othose respondents who expreasclear paition on whether they support
or opposeall ofthe above proposals, the vast majordye supportiveMany of these
simply state their support for the prasals, or for the principle a&fining and
improving the assessment of noise more generdlljew respondents comment that
these changes to the way noise is assessed are overdue.

dThese are welcome additions and we support the general appreaéh

Statutory body, User ID 116261

6.9.2. Only a very small number of respondents indicatglicitlythat they are opposed to
the proposalsHowevera fewother respondents question the purpose or value of
the proposed new metrics in terms of their impact on tecisionmakingprocess.
Generally these respondents question how these supplementary metrics will be taker
into account or suggest that further clarity is required on tldshers comment on the
importanceof proposalsheingimplemented and complied with, in sontases
expressing concern about whether they will be. A small hunalbemore negative,
expressing the view that an outcome is not changed by measuring it.
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aircraft numbers in assessing the overall significance of a chaage.

A
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Local authority User ID 4353

6.10. Government policy on airspace noise and approach to
assessment

6.10.1. The consultation document explains thaty’ 2 NRSNJ (2 & dzLJLl2 NI &
2 GSNI NDKAY I L2t kddisit addy wher@possibld, Bglceyhd Aumner 6
of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft n@ise> G KSNB A a |
defAyS 6KIG AlG YSFya G2 068 WAAIYAFAON Y

6.10.2. A number of respondentsincluding community groups, local authorities, airlines,
airports, businesses anddividuals- express support in principle for thgolicy of
reducing the number of peoplsignificantlyaffected by aviation noise

dit is reassuring to see the proposals clarify the Government's objectives on limiting and
where possible reducing the number of people significantly affected by aircraft néise.

Localauthority, User ID1L31289

6.10.3. However,a fewcommunity groups and local authorities challenge the wording of this
policy, notingthab2 1 K G KS ¢ 2 NR& Wi Auidefin€linthg R Wa A =
consultation documentwhich would make itmpossible to deternmie if this policy
hasbeen met.One respondensuggests thah more meaningful policy in this regard
would be a commitment to avoiding exposure to any noise leafets/e those set out
by the World Health Organisation (WHO).

6.11.Measures of aircraft noise leglassessing adverse effects
of aviation noise

6.11.1. The consultation document explains that there is a need to update and refine the
D2JSNYYSyiQa FLINRIOK (2 lFaasSaaAiy3d (KS
current approach uses one metric to mark the onsesignificantcommunity
annoyancé.

6.11.2. The first of the proposals set out in Chapter 5 involves replacing this one metric with ¢
new approach to assessing adverse effects of aviation noise. The proposed approact
is that adverse effects should be assesssidg a riskbased approach above a Lowest

6 The Government currentlyooisiders a daytime aviation noise level of 57dB LAeq 16hr as marking the approximate
onset of significant community annoyance.
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Observed Adverse Effect LeeDAEL) of IB LAeq 1&r during the day, and 4B

LAeg8 hr at night. The LOAEL is the level above which adverse effects on health and
quality of life can be detected. It is proposed that using this approach, rather than one
metric above which noise is considered significant, better reflects the subjective
nature of how indiiduals experience and are affected by aviation noises

approach is also proposed orderto avoid the assumption that communities will

only be affected once a given level of noise is reacRadher details of this can be
found in Chapter 5 of theamsultation document.

6.11.3. Many respondents who comment on noise assessment medriegritical of the
existing 5dB metric, often implying or stating explicitly that they support its
replacement as proposed in the document. Hoega small number of local
authorities and community groups suggest continuiagise this metric inandem
with the proposed new metrigsn order to enable comparisons to previous airspace
changes which have been measured with respect to this level of noise.

dThe Council welcomes ¢hacknowledgement that use of the 57dB LAeq contour as
representing the onset of significant community annoyance is outdated, although continued
use of the contour as part of noise analysis should continue for benchmarking purgoses.

Local authority UserlD 4831

Support for the proposed LOAEL metric

6.11.4. A few respondents express suppéor the principle of using LOAEARS part ofthe
broader riskbased approach to noise assessment proposed

6.11.5. Many respondentexpress agreement with the specific daytime and ngyinie
values proposed for the LOABILdBLAeq 16hand 4%IB LnightSome of those who
comment further note that these values are consistent with WHO guidance.

The proposal to use 51dB LAeq 16 hr as pwént at which there is Lowest Observed Adverse
Effect Level (LOAEL) for daytime noise and a LOAEL of 45dB Lnight for assessing aviation
noise impacts at night are welcomed as these are consistent with the World Health
Organisation's guidance on assessiagcraft noise impacts

Local authority User ID 131394

6.11.6. A few respondents would like the upper and lower thresholds of No Observed Effect
Level (NOEL) and Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL), as mentionec
the consultation document, to bmcludedin the proposalsindeed, a small number
of respondents interpret the proposals as including these thresholds already.
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Criticisms of the proposed LOAEL metric

6.11.7. Some of the criticisms put forward of the LOAEL also relate to the other metrics
proposed. These concerns focus on its appropriateness as an indicator of the true
impact of aviation noise and are summarised in more detail below@sks}.

6.11.8. Somerespondents challenge the level at which the LOEAL is proposed to be set
51dBLAeq 16hr or suggest thiso be changed on a number of groundsfetv of
community groups and local authorities feel the proposed level isave enough,
and therefore woulchot encompassome people who would still consider
themselves to be significagtaffected by aircraft noise. Among these, one
community groupsuggestshat Penshursts significantly impacted by aircraft noise
but would not fall within the LOAEThey sggest that other indicators should be
factored in to obtain a more accurate lower limit.

GThis implies that the definition is not reliable indicator of community impact: residents of
Penshurst and the surrounding countryside have been severely impacyesiroraft noise
since arrival flight paths were concentrated in 2013. The Government shthddefore
consider this limit again, including by comparing noise contours with complaint data and
taking account of ambient noisé.

Community groupUser ID 12483

6.11.9. By contrast, a small number of airlines, airports and air navigation providers express
concern that lowering the threshold froBi7dBto 51dBwill bring a much greater
number of p@ple within the noise contours, divertirthe focus ofattention away
from those most significantly affected.

6.11.10.While not opposed to the value proposed for the LOAEL, a few respondents suggest
that the metric be averaged over a shorter time period: namely, 4 hours as opposed
to 16 hours. They argue th#tiswould betterrepresentthe true impact of aircraft
noise on communities, particularly as a result of concentrated flight routes. As
discussed belowp@ragraph6.13.2, manymore respondeits are critical of the
practice of averaging noise values in the context of the LOAEL.

Comments on WebTAG

6.11.11.The consultation document proposes observable noise, health and quality of life
impacts are assessed and quantified using webTAG, a Departmentiispdra
guidance fotransport modelling and appraisal. It states thilae webTAGhoise tool
allows decisions on transport schemes to take account of the costs and benefits of
different options with regard to noise.

6.11.12.Some respondents express support for the proposal to use webTAG, generally
underlining the need to consider and assess the health, wellbeing and quality of life
impacts of aircraft noise and for clear guidance in this resgeétw respondents
challenge he ability of webTAG to properly assess impacts on health.
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6.11.13.Somerespondents including some who are supportive of its use in principbise
specific questions or concerns in relation to the use of webTAG. A number of
respondents, particularly local autrities, community groups anddividuals request
further information to be provided in relation to webTAG and its proposed
application. They argue that insufficient information has been made available
regarding webTAG and how it will be applied in aiatean scenario, inhibiting the
ability of respondents to comment meaningfully on the proposalew respondents
suggest the need for an interim methodology while the application of webTAG to
aviation is further developed and consulted on.

6.11.14.A few respondets highlight the need for flexibility in the appraisal methodology in
order for it to incorporate normonetisable impacts. They note that such impacts
often result from unique local circumstances and could be a key factor in the
appraisal of options througthe options analysis process.

6.11.15.For the same reasons, a small number of community groups request an independent
review of webTAG methodology in order to demonstrate its suitability in an aviation
context.

OWe support the proposed use of WebTAG in assesathgrse noise effects. Given the likely
importance of WebTAG in future appraisals we request that the Department provides

funding for an independent review of the adequacy and appropriateness of the WebTAG
methodology, to be carried out by consultants@anS K €t ¥ 2F O2YYdzy A (i A S &

Community group, User ID 119762

6.11.16.0ther respondents, particularly airlines, airports, air navigation providers, local
authorities and businesses, go further to express concern that webTAG in its current
form, having been developedifmortaviation transport schemes, might not be
suitable or fully effective for use in aviation. A key aspect of this concern is its
perceived inability to properly quantify the effects of respite. In some cases these
respondents suggest that webTAG shdogddeveloped further in order to make it fit
for purpose.

Assessing the impact on health and quality of life

6.11.17.Many respondents express general support for the consideration of these impacts
within the assessment of noise

6.11.18.In responses to all of the consuitan questions- often without reference to the
proposals in this areaa large number of respondents, underline the negative impact
that noise has on health and quality of life. This issue is raised maimdiliduals
but also by community groups amaotcal authorities.
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G2 A0K GKS ydzYoSNI 2F y2AaS S@Syia AYyONBIF aa:
current strategy, noise is now as much a health as a lifestyle issue because of the stress it
Ol dza Sa o¢

Local autlority, User ID 131283

6.11.19.In relation b the commitment in the consultation document to assess the health
impacts of aviation noise, a number of community groups and local authoféses
part of aco-ordinatedresponsegre supportive of such an approach but feel that not
enough is proposed ithis regard. They do not believe sufficient effort has gone into
understanding and addressing noise impacts, and emphasise the need for further
detail on how health and quality of life considerations will be integrated into the
assessment of noise and thgpraisal of airspace change decisions.

6.11.20.In order to address this, a few respondents suggest that WHO guidelines should be
implemented or followed. These guidelines are mostly referred to generically.
However, one local authority highlights specific guitkaand suggests a health and
social impact study be carried out in line with this to support noise assessment.

dit is recommended that when assessing potential impacts, that such metrics are supported
by a robust health and social impact study in accordangith WHO methodology (WHO

2012: Methodological guidance for estimating the burden of disease from environmental
Y2AaS0 D¢

Local authority User ID 131390

6.11.21.Respondents also highlight a number of considerations relating to health that they
feel should begaken into account:

1 the effects on psychological wellbeing, cardiovascular diseases other than
acute myocardial infarction and diabetes;

1 longterm health impacts from airspace changes;

1 the costs to the NHS and the economy of health impacts, especialtypdue
possible impacts on education and work productivity;

1 the effects of noise on children, specifically the impacts on cognition and
learning arising from lack of sleep;

1 health impacts by age category more generally;
1 ensuring health impacts are measureditmpartial third-parties; and

9 other data and information, such as research carried out at MIT relating to the
impacts of noise on life expectancy and quality of life.
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6.12.

6.12.1.

6.12.2.

6.12.3.

6.12.4.

6.12.5.

6.12.6.

6.12.7.

6.12.8.

Measures of aircraft noise levels: frequency of aircraft
noise occurrences

In addition b the metric for LOAEL, the consultation document proposes the
introduction of relative metrics based on the frequeradyaircraft noise occurrences
known as Nabove metrics. It suggests that Néidicating the number of noise
events exceeding5dBA over a given periodbe used to supplement theAeq 16hr
metric to better understand the impact ahosepotentially affected by an airspace
change

Those respondents who comment on theposal to assess the frequency of noise
events(in addition to eisting metrig are overwhelmingly supportivehough some
respondents make additional suggestions with respect to this proposal. A very small
number of respondents oppose the proposals for the assessment of noise, without
commenting further.

Clear supporis voiced for the proposal to include the frequency of noise events in
noise assessment in general, as welloighe use oN60/N65 (number of events
above 60 ané5dB respectively) noise metrics more specifically.

A small number of respondents requébkat in addition to the N60 metric suggested,
contours for N55 and N65 also be included on noise contour maps to give a more
detailed picture of the variation in noise levels.

Overflight

In addition to the Nabove metrics, the consultation document als@poses
FR2LIGAZ2Y 2F || RSTFAYAGAZ2Y 2F W2OSNFfAIK
1498 ¢ KA & R20OdzYSy (i R Srifakcyaf gassipaii@vidial balGvK (i Q
7,000ft. andat an elevation angle (approximatalgpresentingthe angle betveen

the horizon and the aircrafgbovea threshold to be agreed. It proposes a
O2NNBalLRyRAY3I YSGINRO o0l aSR 2y (GKS ydzyo
time period.

The concept of overflight focuses @m individuaR & LIS NXbSihgiovetoyn, 2 T
and isintended to contribute to comparison of different airspace options by better
reflecting the number of times an individual will feel like they have been overflown.

Relatively few respondents comment on this propo&dithese, a few arsupportive,
some of whoncaveat their support depending on the choice of angle of elevation
chosen for the threshold value. Theo possible angles suggested by the CAB
degrees or 48.5 degreesare supported by different respondents.

Afew other repondents arecritical ofthe proposal generally without commenting
further a small number ofocal authorities andn individualare particularlycritical of
the choice to restrain the overflight definition to aircraft flying é®0do ft. or below.
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6.13. Furthe criticisms of the proposed metrics for noise
assessment

Criticisms of the use of averaging

6.13.1. Respondents are also critical of the practicaisihgnoise values which are averaged
over a number of hourg a feature of both the existing metric feignificant
community annoyancand those proposed as part of a rislksed approach
(particularly the LOAEL).

6.13.2. Averaging isnostoften discussed with specific reference to the LOAEL proposal.
Many respondents particularly community groups, environment groups,dbc
authorities andndividuals- feel that whether averaged over 16 hours (LAeq) or 8
hours (Lnight), this set of metrics does not accurately reflect either the frequency of
noise events, or their full significance in terms of health and quality of lif@ats.

Xoe | GSNI IAy3I y2rAaS 20SNI Iy SEGSYRSR LISNA
changes, it does not highlight the impactof pgh 2 R4 2 F FTNBIljdzSyd y2Aa

Community group User ID 127451

6.13.3. Some of those who believe the LAeq metrics tartzlequate on this basis are
supportive of the proposedupplementary metrics measurirtge frequency of noise
events seeing these as a means of refining these metlgontrast, some
respondents note thateven if supplemented by other metricthe new principle
metrics for LOAEL51dBLAegand45dBLnight- are still averagesand therefore still
suffer from the same inherent problems as the previous metrics.

6.13.4. Some of those who comment on averaging raise the related issue of how respite
periods are eflected in noise assessments. They argue that by averaging over a
certain time periodthe LAeq metrics dmot account for the effects of respité few
respondents including by a small number of airports and air navigation providers
argue thata better quantification of respités neededn the assessment of noise.

6.13.5. A few respondents question the use of the supplementary BIGON65 metrics on a
similar basis, commenting that if the proposed metrics cover a long enough time
period, including times akspite, that they will have the same shortcomsras the
LAeq metricsn this respect

6.13.6. Manyother respondents make a specifeguestthat separatecontours should be
provided forperiods with and without respite for exampleeasterly and westerly
operations- rather than averaging across the two. Thisaghat the average noise
values for an area doot include times of respitdue to runway alternation, which
would lower the average
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& ke contours are misleading in thahey measure the noise averaged between easterly and
westerly operationg

Local authority User ID 119762

Ambient noise (differences between urban and rural areas)

6.13.7. Some respondents are critical of the proposed noise metrics on the basis that they fa
to take account of the fact that noise will affect certain areas in different ways
depending on the character of the area. In particular, ssegpondentscomment on
the fact that the relationship between noise amplitude and annoyance could be very
different beween rural and urban areas, owing to different levels of ambient (or
backgroundhoise

6.13.8. Ambient noise is discussed in relatito both the concept of significacbmmunity
annoyance and the proposed new LOAEL meiome respondentargue that ural
areas typically have lower background noise than urban ones. Aslsei@mplitude
at which aircraft noise begins to have a significant negative impact (however defined)
will be lower in rural areas than in urban areas.

6.13.9. On this basis, many community groupaygonment groups, local authorities and
individualsrequestthat ambient noise be included in the noise assessmaéise
specifically in relation to the proposed LOAEL metric, they often argueisiag only
anaveraged valuéo measure the noise due to an airspace change takes no account
of the net increase in noise in the area where the change has taken place.

dit is not so much the absolute aircraft noise impact that matters, but its relative impact,
compared to the ambiehnoise level. Thus, if you live and work next to a busy road or an
otherwise noisy environment you will, in all likelihood, be less disturbed by aircraft noise
than if you live and work in a tranquil rural and otherwise peaceful environment. Clearly this
is an extremely important issue in the case of airports located in a rural setting, and it must
0S AAPSY RdzS O2YyaARSNI GA2Y DE

Community groupUser ID 137697

6.13.10.A few respondents criticise the 20Burvey of Noise AttitudgSoNAY; part of the
research unddying the new proposalson the grounds that the data collected in this
survey did not take account of ambient noise. In some cases these respondents go
further to suggest that additional work is required in terms of collecting ambient
noise data and comgering how this can be integrated into assessments.
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oWe understand that the reason the SoNA survey did not include ambient noise was the
difficulty of obtaining appropriate figures for the levels of ambient noise at the locations
where the interviews ok place. That does not appear an insuperable problem, and we
hope that further work can be done on this isste

Community group, User ID 520

Other

6.13.11.A few respondents criticise the proposed metrics in a more general sense for not
capturing thetrue¥ yy2e+ yOSQ> WRAAGdAzZNDI yOSQ 2NJ
communities as a result of aircraft noise.

6.13.12.As with options analysis,faw respondents express concern about the weighting of
community concerng relation tothe commercial interests of aviation iogtry
stakeholders. When commenting on why they believe the proposed metrics to be
inadequate, gew community groups and local authorities stdkeir beliefthat these
are biase towards the aviation industry, or towards enabling growth and expansion
rather than healthbased noise reduction. These comments are often madelation
to averaging and the lack of consideration for ambient noise.

6.13.13.A few respondents criticise a pereed overreliance on noise modelling, and call for
Y2NB SELISNAYSyYy(dlt 2N W OhGdzZ t Q YSI &dz2NBY
areas away from the immediate vicinity of airports. A smaller number of respondents
comment critically and in more detail @urrent modelling of noise at Heathrow,
concluding that these practices underestimate the true level and therefore impact of
noisethere.

6.14.0ther comments and suggestions relating to the
assessment of noise impacts

6.14.1. Aside from the suitability of the proposedetrics, there are a number of other higher
level comments and suggestions raised in responses with regard to proposals for
assessment, mostly in relation to how these will be developed and used in the future.

6.14.2. Afewrespondents, particularly airports ardcal authoritiesgxpress concern about
the complexity of different approaches to noise assessment and underline the need
for noise metrics and assessments to be presented in ways that are easy to
understand for the layman.
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AdWe are concerned that nee assessment as a subject is already complex and difficult for the
layman to understand. It is unlikely that communities will understand how noise has been
assessed unless you take the time to come up with clear and easily explainable assessments
of noisemeasurement and impact. Unless this is done communities may continue to view
noise monitoring metrics with suspicion and see them as an attempt by airports to 'blind

them with scienc® @ €

Local authority User ID 131344

6.14.3. Manyrespondents who comment in datan the proposed metrics also make a
number ofmore specific suggestions regarding additional or replacement noise
metrics. In particular, a few suggest consideratiop@dk noise (also known as Lmax)
as an indicator of the maximum volume of noise egerit few of these respondents
also suggest that this indicator should take account of the volume within a particular
time interval either side of this peak noise lev@imilarly, others note the need to
consider the dration of loud events (in addition toow oftenthese eventgake
place. A small number of respondents suggest utilising noise metrics based on the
sound exposure level or the single event level. Others suggest that any measuremen
of noise should account for the frequency (pitch) of tizése.

6.14.4. Some espondents also put forward suggestions in relation to how the metrics and
approach set out in Chapterds the consultation documerghould be further
developed and applied. Among these, a small number of respondents underline a
perceived ned for additional data and improved assessment of noise without
elaborating further. Someas part of ac-ordinatedresponsesuggest regular review
and updating of noise assessment data. Others ask more specifically that further
details be given on the diaitions of the proposed new metrics, and examples
provided. A few respondentuggesthat the new metrics should be consulted on
more before being implemented.

6.14.5. Somecommunity groups and local authoritissiggest that ICCAN should play a role in
further refining the metrics, tailoring these to the specific circumstances of different
areas, carrying out research and establishing best practice.

XIFyR 0StAS@PSa GKS NRtS 2F L/ /!b G2 0SS ONR
tailored/customised to individ@al circumstances. Its research and best/better practice role
will also be fundamental to moving forwardh €

Local authority User ID 131387

6.14.6. As with the options malysis proposals few respondents request that the proposals
for the assessment of noise be@jed to current proposals to expand air capacity in
the South East of England or even retrospectively to previous decisions.

6.14.7. A fewrespondents also highlight other factors to be considered in the assessment of
noise. In particular, a few suggest the negedake account of the cumulative impact
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of noise from othersources such as road and rail, while some others argue that air
quality indicators should be includéd assessments.

Page 92 of 229 Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

Chapter 7: Independent Commission on Civil
Aviation Noise

7.1. Introduction

7.1.1. Questions 3a andb relate to proposals set out in Chapter 6 of the consultation
document: Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN). In particular
GKSasS [dSaidAazya Fal FT2NI NBalLRyRSyltaQ ¢
Commission and on aspectsibikK S ySg o02Reé& Qa & NHzOG dzNB =

Independent Commission on Aviation NogRinctions
(Q3a)

7.2. Question 3a0Overview

7.2.1. Question 3a asks

Please provide your views on the Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise
6L/ /! bQa& tunctioNs? L2 & SR

Respondents are asked to consider a range of functions proposed for ICCAN
including:

1 advising on airspace change and noise management;
1 providing guidance on planning approach;

1 publishing and promoting best practice;

1 reviewing, undertaking or@nmissioning research;

I and monitoring and reporting noise measurements.

7.2.2. Question 3a received 299 responsésaddition,224respondents commented on
L/ /! bQa LINE LigrésfoRsestalayh€r questions; or in responses which do
not fit the structue of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been
coded using the sae codes created for question 2&ad are included in the analysis
below.

7.3. Overall support and opposition to ICCAN

Overall support

7.3.1. A number of respondents express overall supmorbpposition to the proposal to
create ICCAN. Of these, thegjority - includingorganisationgrom variouscategories
- supportthe creation of the Commission.

Page 93 of 229

Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

7.3.2.

Many respondentssimply state their agreement with the proposals without further
comment. TR aS ¢K2 R2 StF062NI3GS SELINBaa adzl
an independent voice on aviation noise, expertise on noise management, and the
ability to foster engagement between communities and the aviation industry.

oWe welcome the creation dihdependent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN) and
recognise the role such an advisory body could play in improving communication and trust
with communitiese

Airport, User IDL37699

7.3.3.

7.3.4.

7.3.5.

Among those who are supportive, local authorities, community emdronment
groups andndividualsin particular welcome the prospect of ICCAN providing a
channel through which local community concerns and priorities will be heard and
represented.

Caveats to overall support

Many of those who express support for ICGHINso with a caveata concern or
condition qualifying their support. The various concerns and criticisms in relation to
the ICCAN proposals are explored in greater detail in the remaining sections of this
chapter but a few key caveats are noted here.

IndependenceManyNB a L2 Yy RSy i1a KAIKEAIKEG GKS AYL
independence. Respondents generally want to see an organisation with broad, well
balanced expertise, impartial in its thinking and transparent in its functiodome

of thoserespmdentswho express support for the proposajaestion whether this
independence will be possible with ICCAN sited within the CAA.

OWe support the creation of an ICCAN providing that its Head Commissioner and key people
are truly independent with naconnection with the aviation industrg

Community goup, User ID 113578

7.3.6.

7.3.7.

Lack of powersMany respondents notably local authorities, community groups,
some statutory bodies anididividuals- question the power ICCAN will have to effect
real change. These respondents often suggest that ICCAN should have additional
powers, in particular the ability to set and enforce noise limits and to compensate
those affectedMany propose potential additinal functions for ICCAN, both statutory
enforcement powers and enhanced roles in research, monitoring, mediation and
advising government.

Need for clearer definiton of rolet  ¥S¢ NBALRYRSylGa oKz |
should be advisory rather thangalatory¢ including a few airports and an airliqe
6StASOS (KFG TFTANIKSNI RSFAYAGAZ2Y 2F L/ J
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7.3.8.

7.3.9.

Overall opposition

Of those respondents who express an overall opinion on ICCAN, a minority expresse
opposition. This oppaon falls into two categories:

9 Opposition, in principal, to the creation of ICCAN; and
9 Opposition to ICCAN as it is being proposed.
Opposition in principle

Some community/environment groups and individuals are broadly critical of the way
in which aviatio noise is currently regulated and believe the principal issue to be a
lack of effective regulation and resolve on the part of the Government. They feel that
the creation of ICCAN siggeps the issue of regulation in favour of focusing on
rebuilding trust

dit is absolutely clear that the present regulatory arrangements for reducing aircraft noise,
overseen by the government, are inadequate. The proposals in the consultation do not
address this situatiore

Community goup, User ID 122109

7.3.10. Manyrespondentsmainly individuad, express a lack of trust in the Government and,

as a consequence, its plans for ICCAN. These respondents highlight a number of
causes of their mistrust: their perception that the Government has not kept its
promises on airport expansiotheir sense that the CAA is influenced by the aviation
industry; and their view that airport operators are underhand and ineffective in their
handling of concerns about aviation noise. In this context, respondeglgight a
number ofspecific cases wiie they feel they have been let down (in particular
Heathrow, Gatwick, and Luton).

aTrust is built when airport operators behave truthfully and honestly; when they repeatedly
respond to well documented noise complaints with evasions and misleading "bad a
switch" type answers, the role of the @AN is hopelessly compromiséd.

Individual, User ID6110

7.3.11. A fewrespondents; including a few airports and air freight businesgexpress the

view that the creation of ICCAN is unnecessary and/or unwelc8ameof these
highlight concerns about the additional bureaucracy and delay that ICCAN could
bring. A small number of respondents express the view that ICCAN would be a waste
of money.

7.3.12. A few airports express the view that ICCAN is being created to acasblem that

is not universal. They dispute the issue of a lack of public trust in the sector, which
they believe is the basis for proposing to establish ICCAN. They highlight the strengtt
of their consultative arrangements with local communities, in oase arguing that

Page 95 of 229

Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

where relationships are fractured, it should be the responsibility of the airport, not
ICCAN, to take action.

dX does not see the merit in the establishment of an ICCAN as it is assumed that all Airports
have a lack trust between them ahtheir local communities which is not always the case.

Airport, User ID 131370

Opposition to ICCAN as proposed

7.3.13. Many respouents do not oppose ICCAN per Bat identifyreasons why they think
ICCAN, as proposed, will not be an effective response ts#ue of aviation noise.
The key issues they raiaee independencand enforcementability.

7.3.14. Somerespondentsrais® 2y OSNy a | 62dzi L/ /! bQa AYRSL
within the CAA. Some express the view that the CAA is influenced by thieravia
AYRAzZZGNE YR GKFG L/ /! bQa ONBRAOATAGE
association.

awe do not believe that ICCAN as currently proposed will be in any way fit for this purpose.
Housing such a body within the CAA, an already seriously coaflieind industrycentric
2NBAFYAalFrGA2Yy X é6Aff arAvLie wyz24 FfeQH

Community groupUJser ID 136024

7.3.15. More respondents who oppose the creation of ICCAN do so because of their concern
Fo2dzi GKS 02Re&Qa LISNOSAGSR 101 2F NB3
respondents includea fewlocal authorities, environment groups and statutory
02RASa® {2YS 2F (GKSaS NBaALRYRSyida NBTS
recommendations for an aviation regulator and express disappointment that these
KI @S 0SSy agl i SeNiBaR askRivigaged dhe cokni@idsiorFfuuld lack
the statutory role and tools to compel action on aviation noise.

7.3.16. Many respondents believe that ICCAN should be given a stronger regulator and
ombudsman roleSomerespondents want to see a commission witie powers to
establish noise reduction targets, handle complaints, sanction offending operators
and decide compensation

GThe ICCAN proposals need to be completelthaught and should be aligned with the
recommendations of the Airports Commission

Local authoity, User ID 131394

Page 96 of 229

Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

7.4,

7.4.1.

7.4.2.

7.4.3.

L/ /! bQa&a F G3GdNRKROdzi Sa

Many respondents specify the hidgvel attributes they expect ICCAN to have. In
particular they underline the importance of ICCAN being a credible, authoritative
organisationg a body that will be takeseriously on account of both its significant
role and its reputation for independence, accountability, and transparency.

Many respondents also view independence as a critical attribute. Some mention the
breakdown of trust between communities, aviationeyators andother stakeholders

over the issue of noise, and stress that ICCAN will need to demonstrate independenc
from the aviation industry in order to overcome this mistrust and develop a credible
voice for those affected by noise.

Many of those who mphasise the importance of independence comment that
L//!'bQa FdziK2NAGE YR AYRSLISYRSYyOS aKkz
These comments mainly come from local authorities, community groups,
environment groups anthdividuals They believeitshould S I O2 YYA & & A 2
G6SSGKQ YR KAIKEAIKEG I ¢ARS NIy3aS 27F L
ICCAN, including regulating and enforcing noise limits and deciding compensation fol
affected communities.

0Any fully effective independent commissionust be truly independent and have the
legislative teeth to prove that it a strong advocate and protector of communities on the
critical issue of noise.

Individual, User ID 131344

7.4.4.

7.4.5.

7.5.

7.5.1.

FormanyNB & L2 YRSy G asx L/ /! bQa NRBfS Aareier 0
champion, of local communitieSome of theserespondentsemphasise the

importance of ICCAN listening to local communities and using a range of consultatior
techniques to canvass broad opinion.

In contrast to those who see ICCAN as a represestaficommunity interests, some
respondents; including a number of airports, an airline, an air navigation provider
and a business umbrella bodyemphasise that ICCAN should be independent from
both commercial and community interests. These responden@®ra A 2y L/ /!
as that of a neutral arbiter, able to weigh up the merits of the competing arguments
of airspace change sponsors and those who voice community concerns.

L/ /! bQa LINRBLIZAaAaSR Fdzy OQlAz2zya

Of those respondents who commentan/ / ! b Q& LéN®alrdpateScRangep f
the majority express disappointment that that role is only advisorgoArdinated
response from a number of parish councils and community groups warns that if
ICCAN lacks regulatory powers to ensure its advice is followed, the body will not be
respected and trusted. These respondents want the commission to have regulatory
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and ombudsmarpowers: the authority to adjudicate on flight paths and decide
compensation.

dThe Government's astounding decision to ignore the AC's constructive recommendation and
strip it of any powers to make it just an advisory bod{is likely to create yet anothe
confusing time wasting talking shop which will ple§s y 2 0 2 R& ®§

Individual, User ID 131343

752, ¢2 YAGAIFLGS GKS NRAa]l] 27T drdahisatorincludiRgd A O S
an airport and a local authority stress the importance of airspace changersgors
0SAy3 260t A3SR G2 3IAGS RdzS NBIFINR (G2 L/
opt to deviate from it. One respondent suggests that, before giving advice, ICCAN
should engage all communities potentially impacted by the airspace chanpatsallt
affected communities are represented.

7.5.3. In contrast, asmaller number of respondents, including an air navigation provider, an
airline and an airport express concern that the advisory function proposed for ICCAN
is too extensive. Thesespondentsvorry that ICCAN woulddd a layer of
bureaucracy, causing delay and cost and hindering airspace modernisation. In gener:
GKSe gAaAK L/ /!'bQa NRtS G2 0SS LJzNBfe IR
instances, respondents suggest that ICCAN shouldaenconsulted on the largest
airspace proposals to reduce bottlenecks and to avoid a blanketsizedits-all
approach.

dthe establishment of ICCAN will create an additional layer of bureaucracy and further delay
if the development and leadership of thnew body is not carefully considered. As such, it is
vital that the new body's role remains strictly advisory rather than authoritative and should
not stop the overall process of airspace change by introducing unnecessary redétape

Airport, User ID 13368

7.5.4. A few respondentg including an airline, an airport and anothemganisationg
express the view that ICCAN should be the facilitator of airspace change rather than :
barrier to modernisation. They stress the complexity of airspace decisions and state
that noise considerations need to be balanced against other factors, such as capacity
efficiency, safety and the environment, as well as the wider economic and social
benefits of aviation. These respondents want to see ICCAN represent all relevant
partiesand take account of the many competing agendas and priorities in aviation. In
this sense they express concern that ICCAN should not generate unrealistic public
expectations about what can be achieved on aviation noise.

Page 98 of 229

Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

OEstablishment of ICCAN is not aigk fix for the difficult decisions that must be made to
achieve airspace modernisation and the policy should be careful not to raise community
expectations unrealisticall\

Airline, User ID 131388

7.6. L/ | ! bogbéed tunhctions: planning and ongoing noise
management

7.6.1. Some respondentsiotably somaeairports, local authorities and an air navigation
providerg St O2YS L/ /! bQ& LINRLI2ZAaSR | ROAA2NE
believe thatlt CCANhould becomen authority on noise managemehest practice,
ableto build a national picture of current practice and help to improve consistency of
approach and performance across the industry.

OAt present, all noise management obligations are set and monitored by the local planning
authority, and there is a noticealel difference in noise restrictions set as part of planning
throughout the UK airports. Therefore, we believe an ICCAN would have the ability to
provide a much broader view and outlook on noise managemént.

Airport, User ID 4376

7.6.2. A few respondents expres®ncern about the potential for ICCAN recommendations
to conflict with existing international (ICAO) noise design standards applied to aircraft
FYR Sy3aAyS RSaAdayd ¢KSe& &adz@33asad GKFG L
any such clash. Anotherredp/ RSy i NBIljdzSada GKFEG L// 1D
be proportionate to the problem being addressed.

7.6.3. However, a greater number of respondemticludinga fewlocal authorities and
community groupsg; express the view that the advisory role proposed isexdensive
enough. These respondents believe that ICCAN, working in consultation with local
communities, should have greater powers, such as being able to compel airports to
amend their guidelines and noise action plans, or to define noise targets and
enwelopes.Someof these respondents propose that ICCAN be able to restrict airport
operations where it deems noise management to be ineffective.

GlCCAN should be given the powers and remit to define target noise outcomes for an airport
in consultation withlocal communities. ICCAN should also be given the powers and remit to
mandate and if necessary enforce those outconges.

Community group User ID 4957

7.6.4. One respondent on behalf of an airport proposes that ICCAN be made a statutory
consultee on draft noisaction plans, giving it the authority to formally challenge
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FANLRZNIGAQ LI Fyaod l'Yy20KSNJ NBaLRyRSy( 3
O2yadzZ G GAPST GKSNB akKz2dzZ R Fd fSFad o8
followed and that deviation shdd occur only in exceptional circumstances and be
subject to CAA approval.

Input to planning enquiries

7.6.5. Afewrespondents comment specifically on the proposal for ICCAN to input into
planning applications and planning inquiries. Opinions differontie®y G 2 F L
role here. One local authority asks that ICCAN advises on all planning applications
regardless of the size of the application in terms of passenger numbers, scale of
infrastructure or air traffic movements. In contrasne airport expresse concern at
the absence of a threshold to determine when ICCAN would intervene in local
planning decisions. They are concerned that if ICCAN is involved in every decision th
would slow down local decision making and potentially jeopardise currentlyiyosi
airport-community relationships.

7.7. L/ [ ! tofdeed fuhctions: publish and promote best
practice

7.7.1. A small number of respondentsincluding an airport and an air navigation provider
welcome the function to promote best practice and consider that ICCAN would add
value by providing an independent view of national and international guidance on
aviation noise. Aew regional airports warn that, when applying best practice, a
distinction $iould be drawn between larger and smaller airports (less than 50,000
ATMSs). They express concern at the blanket application of standardised best practice
leading to disproportionate cost or complexity for smaller regional airports.

7.7.2. However, the majorityoNB a4 L2 YRSy ida ¢K2 02YYSyid 2y
express scepticism about the overall value of best practice and its impact on an
industry driven by commercial objectivescéordinatedgroup of responses note
that this function could be performed equally well by the CAA, and some of these
state that best practice information is of no value to the public.

dPromoting best practice is a qualitative term and full of good intentions but tineck record
of the aviation sector is that their commercial objectives will take precedence. Without
jdzt yGAGEFGABS GFNBSGA tAGGES gAff OKIFy3aSe

Individual, User ID 127457

7.7.3. Some respondents make specific suggestions for the proposed role of ICCAN with
regad to developing future best practice. One respondent suggests ICCAN provides
best practice on how to implement airspace modernisation and develop visual ways
to express and communicate noise changes. Another respondent asks that ICCAN
develops best practecin compensation and the economic assessment of noise
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7.8.

7.8.1.

impacts. A local authority respondent proposes a comparative review of noise
management at Heathrow and Schiphol. A few respondents suggest that ICCAN have
a role in providing guidance and advice oe tmpact of aircraft noise on health.

L / / !plogbsaedfunctions: review, undertake or
commission research

There is clear support for ICCAN having a research function. Respondents from all
sectors welcome the proposal and the majority of them make pasdicuention of

the need for additional funding to be made available for this purpose (not merely a
NEFft20FiGA2y 2F LINL 2F /! ! Qad NBaSk NOK
research should be funded by a levy on the industry.

OWe are also particularhsupportive of the inclusion of a research capability and request that
adequate funding is made available to make this function effectie.

Airport, User ID 4882

7.8.2.

7.8.3.

7.9.

7.9.1.

As with best practice, there are a number of specific suggestions for future areas of
research.These include: methods for reducing and distributing noise; methods for
measuring and reporting noise; the health and environmental impacts of noise; the
impact of aircraft above 7,000 feet; and trends in air traffic flows.

A small number of respondentsA A Kf A AK{G LI NI ASa ¢gKz2 0O2d
research activity, including community representatives and industry representatives
to advise on evolving technology/operational developments in noise reduction and
the interdependencies of aspects of aaft and engine design. Another respondent
notes the potential for duplicating or conflicting research activity and urges ICCAN to
coordinate with industry, CAA and the Government on its plans.

L/ / ! togdsed fuhctions: monitoring and assuring noise
measurement and how noise is reported

A small number of respondents specifically welcome the proposal that ICCAN will
monitor and assure noise measurement and reporting. A couple of these respondents
highlight that having a single authoritative source of raisonitoring information will

help to build trust with the communities affected by aircraft noise.

0An Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN) could play a helpful role
objectively validating noise impact data and methodologies, to ensafeparties
(Government, regulator, promoter and local communities) can trust that the data on which
important, timely decisions are to be made, are accurate and reliable.

Otherorganisation, User ID131303
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792, 1 FS4 NBAEALRYRSY(Ga LINE semet rdiefcduld belwidér.! b Q &
They express disappointment that the monitoring function is narrower than that
recommended by the Airports Commission, which envisaged a body with a formal
role in monitoring and quality assuring all processes and functionsgwiave an
impact on aircraft noise.

7.9.3. One respondent suggests that ICCAN could also provide opinion on the interpretatior
of different data sets that might be used by different parties. Alternatively, ICCAN
could provide the technical framework for asseesnt of all these issues, including
evaluation of financial benefits and costs of alternative options in line with HM
Treasury guidelines.

7.9.4. However as with best practice, themajority of respondentsliscussing this function,
fAY]l L//!'bQa ENFUBDER2Y2YAWKNKKS 2NHI )
enforcement powers. They question the value of ICCAN tracking noise levels if that
work is not backed by the authority to set and enforce noise limits or impose
sanctions where existing noise limits are breached.

XL/ /'b KFra y2 LINRLRZ2ASR LR2gSNAR (2 aGr1S Ol
existing rules on respite are breached. It cannot serve a warning notice on poor airport or
aircraft operator performa/ OS 2 NJ £ S@eé TFAy Saé

Individual, User ID 131358

7.9.5. Many respondents propose sanctions, the most popular of which is fines.
Respondents express a range of views on whether these should be imposed on the
airport or the airline. Other ideas include: naming and shaming offenders, the power
to force changes toperating guidelines, and the temporary or permanent revocation
of operating licences. One airport supports the idea of fines levied on airlines where
noise levels are higher than planned over a period of time.

7.9.6. Within their responses tougstion 3a, a nufmer of respondents criticise current
measures used to assess the impact of aviation ndikese comments are reported
on in Chapter 6 of this report.

7.10.Additional functions proposed by respondents

7.10.1. As mentioned alreadynanyrespondents suggest additionfainctions for ICCAN.
These fall into a number of categories:

1 regulator/enforcer on noise management;

ombudsman, mediator and po#inplementation reviewer;

1

i statutory consultee;
1 government adviser;
1

noise reduction; and
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1 other.
Regulator/enforcer on noise magement

7.10.2. A large number of respondents express the desire to see ICCAN take on the role of
noise regulator, setting and enforcing noise limits. A few respondents express the
opinion that giving ICCAN greater powers would at last redress legislation dstablis
that nuisance from aircraft noise is exempt from legal challenge.

7.10.3. Amongst the respondents calling for this regulatory functionraesylocal
authorities and community and environment groyps well as individual§he
powers they propose are widemging and stretch from escalating airspace proposals
to the Secretary of State, to imposing fines, restricting operations, taking legal action
FYR S6AGKRNYgAy3a tA0SyOSad ! O02dz2)X S 27
should only be able to be overruldy the CAA where it can justify overriding safety
or efficiency concerns.

OWhat is required is firm regulation of aviation noise by a body that has the duties and
powers to mandate and if necessagnforcesustained reductions.

Community groupJser D 124818

Ombudsman, mediator and pestplementation review

7.10.4. A large number of respondents express disappointment that, as proposed, ICCAN wil
not have the role of ombudsman for aviation noise complaints and concerns.

awe strongly believe that ICCAN shduhave an ombudsmaitype role that would ultimately
be responsible for dealing with complaints and concerns from the local communities
impacted which have not been resolved locadly.

Local authority,User ID 137684

7.10.5. Somerespondents express frustration tte current complex complaints handling
aeadsSYy YILylFr3aSR o0& FANLERNIA Ay gKAOK 02
between airlines and aviation authorities. Many want to see ICCAN become a single
point of contact for all complaints with the powets decide compensation and order
improvement.

Gal ye emlBohade complained about aircraft noise have found unsatisfactory the
system whereby their complaints are dealt with by the airport, and then the buck is passed
between the Department, CAA, NA@asd the offending airline. A single point for complaints,
an aircraft noise ombudsman with power to order improvement or compensation, is
needed¢

Envionment goup, User 1D110023
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7.10.6.

7.10.7.

7.10.8.

7.10.9.

Otherorganisationsacross aange ofcategorief LINR LJ12aS GKIF G L/ /
higher level. They suggest that ICCAN handle complaints once it is clear that they
cannot be resolved at a local level, and/or act as mediator of disputes between the
airport and the community where requested to do so.

However, a few respondentsincluding an airport, an airline, a business umbrella
body and anotherviation organisation express the view that ICCAN should not act
F& Yy 2YodzRaYly 2NJ al LIJSFfa 02Reé 06S@S
consultation deument). One of these respondents suggests that such a role would
O2YLINRYAAS L//!'bQa ySdziN}¥fAlGE®

A small number of respondents express the desire to see ICCAN review decisions
already taken, citing a number of reasons for this. One respondent sudhests
ICCAN should have a role verifying whether the impacts projected by the change
sponsor have turned out to be accurate. A couple of respondents want ICCAN to be
able to review the manner in which changes have been made at specific airports.
Theysugges f 221 Ay3 G LRGSYGALFE O2y ¥t Adla
decision making (Luton), or reviewing the extent and quality engagement with local
communites (East London around City). Other respondentpose that ICCAN could
investigde unresdved local issuegxamine how they may be handled better and
make recommendatins to bring about resolutions.

Statutory consultee

A few respondents comment on the advisory function proposed for ICCAN, suggestin
that the body would be more credible if §ifunction went further and ICCAN was

made a statutory consultee for proposals relating to airspace change and noise
management. One respondent suggests that ICCAN be given a more substantive role
in the noise action planning process, becoming a statutonsultee on noise action
plans.

710100 AYFftf ydzYoSNI 2F NBalLRyRSyda y2dS (Kt

recommendations, local authorities will have the choice as to whether or not they
aSS1 L//!'bQa | ROAOS 2y LI} HGCAM shiclild hakélLJ A C
more powers to hold airports to account and that its advice on airspace change
proposals should be binding, otherwise its credibility will be undermined.

Government advisor

7.10.11.A small group of respondents, including some local authorivesit to see ICCAN

given a specific rolm advise @ S NY YSy i 2y SKSGKSNI Ala
They see the new body aswving a role to advise up tooernment as well as out to
the industry and communities. One local authority respondert alentions ICCAN
having the ability toeport periodically to Gvernment on the performance of all
competent authorities.
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dlf the ICCAN is unable to advise Government on what noise policies and decisions are
necessary in order to tackle aviation noise gthhard to see how it can have much standing or
redJSOG Ay (GKS SeSa 2F (KS Lzt AOdé

Local authority User ID 131283

Noise reduction

710120 AYlFff ydzYoSNI 2F NBAaLRyRSydGa NB2SOG ¢
assumption that increasing aviation noisdnevitable. These respondents express the
desire to see ICCAN given an explicit role in noise reduction, or at least a role to
ensure no overall increase in aviation noise.

Other roles

7.10.13.Referring to the fact that noise is considered a priority up,@0@ft under the
Altitude Based Priorities (See Chapter 6 of this report), a couple of respondents wish
G2 &a8S L//!'bQ&a NBYAG SEGSYR dzJ 42 | yR
ICCAN conduct an independent review of th@0Dft threshold. Anotherespondent
wishes to see the Commission examine the impacts of aviation pollution as well as
noise.

7.10.14.0ne respondent asks that ICCAN help establish guidance on engagement, advising
how industry and communities should interact

7.10.15.Another respondent hopes tha€CCAN will lead in revising planning guidance in
relation to noise in PPG24 (Planning and Noise). The sspendentsuggests that
GKSNE YA3IKG 0SS + OFrasS F2NJL//!bQa NBf S
the context of public safety zones.
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Structure, governance and funding of ICGAISDb)

7.11.Question 3bOverview

7.11.1. Question 3b asks

Please provide your views on the analysis and options for tlietstre and
governance of ICCAB and the lead option that the Government has set out to
SyadaNB L/ /!'bQad ONBRAOGATAGED

7.11.2. The lead option includes the following details:

1 Interms ofstructure, it is proposed thatCCAN ban independent body within
the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA);

1 Interms ofgovernance and funding is proposed that ICCAN will be:
i.accountable against terms of reference, set by the Secretary of State;
ii.subject to a sunset review after five years; and

iii. funded via public funds.

7.11.3. Question 3b received 272 responsés additon, 238respondents commented on
L/ /! bQa &aiNHzOG dzNB irdesihGshElfd oth€ Guestiofifk or i dzy R A
responses which do not fit the structure of the consultation questionnaire. These
comments have been coded using theneacodes created fajquestion 3band are
included in the analysis below.

7.12.0Overall support for and opposition to the proposals

Overall support

7.12.1. Of those respondents who express overall support or ofjmwsto the proposals, the
majority are supportive. In most cases these comiseare simple statements of
agreement. Of those who comment further, a few note that the proposals seem
WELILINBLINR F GSQ 2N WNBIazyloftSQad 2KSy SE
respondents also welcome the proposal that ICAAN will be puffilinlyed,
established quickly, and sited within the CAA.

dl agree with the proposal that ICAAN should be set up as an independent body within the
CAA and should be funded from public funds to ensure impartiality from industry. Speed of
setup also importantalongwitti 2 YS RS3INBS 2F NBIdzZ I 42 NEB LE

Individual, User ID 4286

7.12.2. Manyrespondents note reservations or caveats alongside their support for the
proposals. These caveats echo themes discussed in the first part of this chapter
(relating to question 3aincluding the view that ICCAN should have robust
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enforcement powers; the importance of transparency and impartiaditydconcern
GKFG L/ /71 bQa LINRLIZ &SR LJ2 aA dsintlgpendehcéd &nd v
credibility.

KS SaillofAaKYSyaS2FSt g2Y8R! ddzK KRS (RNR LI
Sy2dzZaK yR 62y Qi aldira¥fe O2YYdzyAidiASa X ¢K.
association with the CAA which is tainted by its funding basis and track record.

Individual, User ID 4861

Overall @position

7.12.3. Of those respondents who express overall support or ofjmwsto the proposals, the
minorityobjectéi 2 G KS LINBP LR A&l ta F2NJL//!'bQa ai
of these respondents believe that the ICCANposalswould not be costeffective. A
few others express a more generalised rejection of the proposals as not representing
an appropriate solution.

7.12.4. However, most of those who explain their objections raise similar concerns about
authority and credibility that are raised lilge supportive respondents. Some of these
respondents express the opinion that the CAA is too heavily influenced by thsaviat
industry and that ICCAN woultfuggle to be independent (or to be seen as
independent), due to the perceived paviation outbok of the CAA.

7125. hi KSNAR NB2SOG GKS WiEAIKGEG (12d2OKQ OKI NI C
Commission should have tougher regulatory powers. Many respondents oppose the
proposals due to their concern about both the potential lack of independence of the
Commission and its potential lack of power.

GThe proposal is for ICCAN to be a ‘commission' without enforcement powedsasion
makingOl LI 6 Af Adeéd ¢KA& Aa AyadzZFFAOASYd G2 KI
asitis akinto havingroR f 2 NNE NB3Idzf F GA2ya NB3Idz I GSR o

Community group, User 1016244

713.L/ /' bQa ai NHzOO dzNB

Reasons for supporting

7.13.1. Of those who specifically discuss the proposal to positon ICCAN inside tha CAA,
smallnumberexpress an explicit suppo fewof these responses mention that the
D2GSNYYSYy(iQa tSIHR 2LIA2y KFa GKS ROy

7.13.2. Some respondents support the proposal on pragmatic grounds. They express concer
about the possible impact ohe ICCANCAA relationship, but acknowledge that time
and logistical constraints make the lead option the best optomerespondents
state that speed should be a priority and a few (including a local authority and an
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airport) stress the importance of IBE coming into existence in time to participate in
proposed significant airspace changes, such as Heathrow expansion and LAMP2.

oWhilst the County Council's preference would be for ICCAN to be an entirely separate entity
from CAA with greater powers, undéhese circumstances the arrangements appear to be a
NEBlFazylrotS gle& FT2NBI NRE

Local authority,User ID 131387

7.13.3. A number of supportive respondents make suggestions that might help to lessen
/11 Qa LRISYGAlIt AyTEdz$SyOS ondddedDSAPGSR |

T V/1'bQa O2YYAaaAz2ySNBR o06SAy3a RNIgy TN
public health and environment (e.g. DEFRA, Public Health England and
environmental NGOs);

ICCAN drawing in external expertise (e.g. from academia) to support its work;
ICCAN at occupying the same office building as CAA;

CAA having a very limited role in setting up the new body; and

= =4 =4 =4

/11 Qa 9/ w5 O09YBANRBYYSYG FyR [ 2yad#fi
off to become a governmeniun independent noise calculator and adviser t
CAA, ICCAN, NATs and communities.

Opposition and concerns

7.13.4. A large number of respondents challenge the proposal that ICCAN be sited within the
/11 2y GKS 3INRdzyRa GKFG GKA&A g2dAZ R 02V
This point is raised bpdividualsand a range of differemrganisations

7.13.5. Many of these respondents simply underline their belief that ICCAN must be
independent and/or impartial. Others comment more specifically on the CAA and its
suitability to host ICCAN. Of these, some feel that thé Gas demonstrated clear
bias in favour of commercial aviation in its past decision making. A couple of
NBalLRyRSyida faz2z y230S GKIFG F LINR LR NIA?2
(directly and indirectly @ NATS) and argue that thimuldaffect IC ! b Q& | O dz
perceived independence.

i A& SEGNI2NRAYINE (KFIG GKS D2@SNYyYSyid WN
I OO02dzy Gl oAt AGE gAff 0SS 1Se&Q I yRthéverghodyYl 1 S
that has been so partisan and disinterested in the current noise problems!

Individual, User ID 113576

7.13.6. A few respondents criticise the CAA on other grounds unrelated to its independence:
namely that they consider the organisation is undesourced and has demonstrated
that it has neither the staff nor the budget to tackle noise issues.
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7.13.7. Somerespondents rae concerns about the potential issues of partiality, such as the
likelihood of staff from the two organisations influencing each other. They suggest
that the attitudes and allegiances of ICCAN employees could be affected by the mind
set of CAA staff woikg in the wider organisation, or brought in to work for ICCAN.
One respondent notes that the existence of career opportunities within the CAA coulc
influence the attitudes of ICCAN staff.

G206 A0KAGEFYRAY 3 Fye& Ayodzif (ontok kidSfacttifat a Q |
where groups of people work alongside each other, they glean information and this adjusts
YR AYTfdzSyoOSa GKSANI GKAY{1Ay3d 20SNI GAYSde

Airport, User ID 4381

7.13.8. A few respondents note that it is proposed that ICCAN have a role inrgsingji the
/11 Qa LRtAOASEAT LISNF2NXYIFyOS |yR 0dzR3IS
Ly GKSANI 2LIAYA2YS L//!'bQa oAfAGE G2 F
housed inside the CAA.

7.13.9. Somerespondents, including a number of airportsdaa navigation services provider,
comment on the danger of ICCAN not being perceived as independent by the public.
¢tKSe SELINBaa i K&atighshif with ihe&KGCAA wduldhderntingthe
I 2YYA&aA2yQad ONBRAOAT AGE &cildleveldiNFF 2 NI | y
independence ICCAN achieves. One airport respondent notes that given the level of
LJdzo f A O YA alNXzad G2 ¢ loiNdide thisfor§anisation would / / ! b
result in the new body coming under intense scrutiny from industry and caonitias.

dlt will be challenging for ICCAN to retain a reputation for independence once it starts to
influence decision making. This challenge will be greater if ICCAN is seen as a part of the
[ 1] dE

Air navigation serviceprovider,User ID 124827

7.13.10.For the various reasons cited above, the majority of respondents who comment on
this aspect of the proposals conclude that ICCAN should be an independent entity
separate from the CAA.

7.13.11.A few respondents note the legal separation being proposed but judafetiis will
not be sufficient to overcome independence issues. A small number acknowledge the
creating a separate body will take additional time and money but express the view
GKIFG L//1bQa ONBRAGAfAGSE aK2dA R 418 L
even if that means it is not set up in time to contribute to discussions around
Heathrow expansion.
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JSYRSYyOS Aa GKS Sé ¢g2NRI Al YLFeée Gl :
I GKA I e S R S

1
0S UKS 2yfeé ONBRAOGES I LILJ

Individual, User ID 3892

713120 & Iy FfOGSNYlFGAGS (2 adfeiSesiraieht BSrass speciicd
support for the first option set out in the consultation document (paragraph 6.7, page
55), which would see ICCAN established as adepartmental pultic body
sponsored by the Department for Transport.

7.13.13.Some respondents suggest other alternatives in terms of structure. A few
respondents suggest that ICCAN follow the model proposed by the consultation but
be hosted by another organisation entirely (eitithe Environment Agency or
DEFRA). A few respondents propose that ICCAN adopt the regulator model of bodies
such as Ofcom and Ofwat. One respondent suggests that ICCAN should be in
community ownership.

714.L/ /' bQa TFdzyRAY 3

Public/independent funding

7.14.1. Of those respondents who commedty’ L/ / | b Q& maodiystoboyiste K S
proposal that the new body should be independently funded and not receive support
from the aviation industry. In most cases, these respondents explicitly support
funding by theGovernment, but a few respondents suggest that an air passenger levy
could provide an independent source of funding for ICCAN. One respondent suggest:
that ICCAN should be funded from fines levied against operators by the new
Commission.

7.14.2. Manyof the respomlents express the view that independent/public funding is
AYLRNIFYyG G2 SyadaNB L/ /!'bQa& AYLI NIALFCTA

dln order to be deemed impartial, we believe that the ICCAN can only be funded via public
Fdzy Ra ¢

Statutory body User ID 5003

Industry furding

7.14.3. A minority ofrespondentexpress the view that the aviation industry (airports and
airlines) should fund ICCAN either partly or fully. Some of these respondents express
the view that aviation businesses should pay because they are the polluters and the
ones profiting from use ahe skies.

7.14.4. A few respondents suggest that ICCAN could be set up using public funds but that
after this point ongoing funding could be provided by industry.
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7.14.5. A few respondents raise concerns about the possibility of CAA being expected to funt
ICCAN from itexisting budget. They express concern that this could aavienpact
2y GKS ¢2N)] 2y /11 Qa 62N] @

7146.!" ydzYoSNJ 2F NBAEALRYRSydGa SYLXKIarasS GKS
to be effective, the Commission must be adequately resourced, both in teffusds
and staff.

A/ /!'b KFIa Fy AYLRNIIFIYyd 2206 G2 R2 X Al Ydz
with funds and with people (people who actually understand the impacts of aircraft noise on
O2YYdzyAGAS&AL €

Community groupUser ID 5145

7.15.L / [ ! bv€rdancda 2

Terms of reference

7151. ! ydzYoSNJ 2F NBalLRYyRSydGa O2YYiStgrinsahow L/ /
these will be developed and agreed and what they will include. A few express their
belief that the Secretary of State for Transport would not bdisiehtly independent
to set the terms of referenceof ICCAN. One of these respondesuggests that the
task be undertaken by the Cabinet Secretary instead.

7.15.2. Somerespondents includingindividualsand organisations fromarious categories
request thd the terms of reference are subject to a public consultation. One
respondent asks that the terms of reference are broadly framed to include
communities that are not local to any airport but are still affected by aircraft noise.

OWe urge the Government teeparately consult on the ICCAN's terms of reference and the
gl& AlG oAff 2LISNIGS 0STF2NBE GKS 02R& Aa Sa

Airport, User ID 129541

Accountability and transparency

7.15.3. A fewrespondents stress the importance of ICCAN being accountable and transparer
in its operations andlecision makingalthough theseexpress differing views on
accountability. A few wish to see ICCAN be accountable to local communities but
others mention parliament, government departments, the Secretary of State for
Transport, and indstry as bodies to whom ICCAN should be accountable.

The Head Commissioner

7.15.4. Somerespondents express the view that the Head Commissioner will be a critical
appointment.A fewemphasise the importance of the appointee being visibly
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independent, particularlyrbm the aviation industry but also from community
interests.

7.15.5. A few respondents remark on the need for the Head Commissioner to demonstrate
strong leadership ability. One respondent suggests that the Head Commissioner
should be a high profile figure whorhd public would trust to be straightforward and
impartial.

dthe appointment of a Head Commissioner with a potentially ranise background, and
strong qualifications of leadership and communication will be crucial for the commission to
succeed in its aims.

Business umbrelldody, User ID 131366

The Board

7.156. SomeNB a LRy RSy Ga SELINBaa (GKS OASs G(KIG L
range of experience and expertise.

7.15.7. A few respondentg including airlines, a business umbrella body and a local authority
¢ reject the suggestion that the Board does not need to include aviation experts and

state that the Board should include senior industry representation to bring
understanding of noise management and aircraft and airport operations.

7.15.8. Other respondents make a number of suggestions for other areas of expertise that
the Board should encompass, including public health, environment and community
engagement. Some respondents ntien specific organisations, or types of
2NBI YA&AlI GA2YZ FNRBY 6KAOK L/ /! bQa . 2 NF
DfT, DEFRA, Public Health England, a major environmental NGO and an ecoromical
focused think tank.

AGlCCAN board to be balanced, inclodiindividuals with experience of aviation, public
KSFfGKZ O2YYdzyAide Sy3ar3asSySyidz ylaGdaNFIt Sygd,.

Airport, User ID 131399

7.15.9. Many respondents express the view that community representatives should have a
role in the governancef ICCAN. Some of these respondents suggest the inclusion of
local councillors or MPs who are aware of the impact of aircraft noise and can voice
the concerns of local communities. Others propose that people who have direct
experience of living with airaft noise, and/or represent community groups (such as
HACAN) should be represented at the highest levels of ICCAN. One respondent
suggess that ICCAN should be madeenzlusively of peopleffected by the proposed
changes
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GAG 62dzZ R 0 S shéuldinQudeiah hdequateknbiniber dficommunity
representatives to ensure that public interests are not swamped by the representatives of
I @A GA2Yy NBfIFIGSR LI NIASaE

Individual, User 1D 131343

Staff and advisory expertise

7.15.10.Some respondents talk more broadlyaut the expertise that they believe will be
needed at lower levels within ICCAN. A few respondents make suggestions for
O2yiNROGdzI2NB OAY 'Yy | ROAAZ2NI 2N SYLX 28& S
include:

9 industry experts able to advise on technolatpvelopments in noise
reduction/engine design;

1 community representatives andividualsliving with aircraft noise; and

1 local authority representatives who have already developed expertise in
aviation.

7.16.Sunset Review

7.16.1. A few respondentsncluding organisatins from variousategories express support
for the proposal for a sunset review of ICCAN after five years. Some of these
NEalLR2yRSyia Syoral 3S GKIG GKS NBOASSE ¢
redistributed; others predict that its functions will lexpanded.

7.16.2. However, a greater number of respondents object to the-frear sunset review.
Many of these respondentswho include community groups, local authorities,
individualsand a statutory body express the viewhat the need for ICCAN is likely to
be a longterm or permanent oneand that a sunset review would therefore not be
appropriate. One respondent suggests that the sunset review takes place after ten,
rather than five, years.

L Yy O2yOSNYySR o0& (KS &dzAa3 RaiiSsrReXv Siakil RIS yiiK
Fo2dzi GKS OKIFy3aAy3a LI GGSNya 2F FANONI Fi vy

Individual, User ID 116256

7.16.3. By contrast, a slightly smaller group of respondents hold the contrasting opinion that
five years will be too longtowai (2 GF 1S ad2Ohess2These / / | b ¢
respondents includairlines, an air freight business, local authorities and business
umbrella bodies. A few propose a sunset review after three years, but there are also
suggestions of two years and annually
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4258 g2df R SyO2dNI 38 D2@SNYYSyd G2 @RyaA:
rather than 5. If there are issues with the way ICCAN is operating it would be better to
address these earlier and before final decisions on LAMP2 and runway expAnsiop NB Y| |

Airline, User ID 131388

7.16.4. Finally, a few respondents suggest that specific aspects of ICCAN should be
considered during its fivgear review, notably its governance structure and funding
arrangements.
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Chapter 8: Ongoing Noise Management

8.1.

8.1.1.

Introduction

Questions 4a to 4d relate to Chapter 7 of the consultation document: Ongoing Noise
Management. A number of proposals are presented in this chapter in relation to the
powers and responsibilities of various bodies in relation to noise management, as we
asmeasures to increase transparency and incentivise best practice in this area.

The balanced approach applied the competent
authority (Q.4a)

8.2. Question 4a0verview

8.2.1.

8.2.2.

Question 4a asks:

Please provide your views on: the proposal that the competent authorigsture
application of the balanced approach should be as set out in Chapter 7 on Ongoing
Noise Management and further information at Annex F.

Chapter 7 of the consultation document outlines the need, under European
legislation, to appoint a competent authity to decide noisgelated operating
NEAGNROGAZ2YA G 'Y | ANLI2 NI &Ihekhfiptet Ay S ¢
proposes that the competent authority vary depending on the nature of the control
being considered. In this context it sets out thddwling routes for decisions being

taken on operating restrictions:

Proposals arising inside the planning system

1 Route 1¢for operating restrictions associated with strategically significant
decisions (including Nationally Significant Infrastructure Ptsjand planning
applicationghat are called iror appealed the Secretary of State will be the
competent authority;

1 Route 2-for all other planningrelated operating restrictions, the local
planning authority wilbe the competent authority.

Proposals asing outside the planning system

9 For operating restrictions arising outside of the planning system (e.g. via a
Noise Action Plan) the Civil Aviation Authority will be the competent authority.

" The Balanced Approach framework identifies 4 pillars for managing the issue of noise in thfexiste way:

reduction ofnoise at source, landse planning, operating procedures and operating restrictiptiee last of
which should only be applied if no other measure can address the problem.
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8.2.3.

8.3.

8.3.1.

8.3.2.

8.3.3.

Queston 4a received 274 responses. In additi®2respondentcommented on the
balanced approach in responses to other questions, or in responses which do not fit
the structure of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been coded
using the same codes created for question 4a and are included in thesanlaglow.

Overall support and opposition to the competent authority
proposals

Overall support

Of those respondents who express overall support or objection to the competent
authority proposals referred to in question 4ancluding the routes for decision
outlined above the majority are supportive. Those expressing support include local
authorities and community groups, as well as business umbrella bodies and a large
number of airports.

Many of these responses comprise short statements of support. Of those respondent
who elaborate on their reasons, a few welcome the idea of operating restrgtion

being decided as close to the local community as possible, and the alignment of
operating restrictions with the planning system.

Somerespondents express support but with a caveat concern or condition

qualifying their support. These caveats are wideging and reflect the various

concerns about the proposals, summarised in the rest of this chaftfawfocus on

the robustness of the decision making of the proposed competent authority. For
example, a few respondents request that ICCAN particigateiit KS /I 1 Q& LJ
when it acts as competent authority in order to support its performance.

GThe arrangements appear appropriate, but much will depend upon the performance of
O2YLISGSyid F3a3SyOASa yR NRodzald f SFRSNEKALI |

Local authoity, User ID 131387

8.3.4.

8.3.5.

Overall opposition

A minority of respondents giving an overall view about the proposals expresses
opposition. The respondents include community groups, local authoritidisjiduals
and an airport. The reasons raised by these respotelare covered in detail in the
later sections of this chapter but are outlined briefly here.

Somerespondentriticisethe proposals on the grounds that they want to see more
local decision making or participation in all decisions relating to noiseatipgr
restrictions and procedures. Some of these respondents question the designation of
Fye FTANLERNI Fa WyladagAazylfte airx3ayaftrioryd
Secretary of State in NSIPs, or the role of the CAA in proposals generatele ofitsi

the planning system.
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8.3.6. A few respondents raise concerns about the ability of local authorities to act as
competent authorities owing to conflicts of interest that arise from them having a
financial stake in the airports in question. Others raise aimmildependence concerns
about airports taking control of their own noiselated operating procedures. Various
concernsabout theresponsibilities proposed for designated airpotrtacluding those
in responses to question 4are covered in the secondalf of this chapterwhich
relates to question 4b

8.3.7. Manyrespondents, includintndividuals and organisations across various categories
express concern about the ambiguity and confusion that could be caused by the
multi-layered system.

OdWe do not supportiie proposal which will see in effect the creation of three levels of a
competent authority. In our view it will inevitably create ambiguity and blurring of
NBalLR2yaArAoAft Adect

Local authority User ID 131338

8.3.8. Some respondents express doubts about the prospétt® competent authority
proposals achieving their stated aims in terms of increasing transparency and
localised decision making, or contributing to more effective management of aviation
noise.

8.3.9. Someof these opposing respondents make suggestions forrati@re arrangements.
These include:

1 local authorities taking responsibility for all noise operating restriction
decisions;

1 ICCAN taking on the role earmarked for the Secretary of State and the CAA,
and

1 the establishment of another independent body.

IftKkS 5F¢ glyda G2 loazt@S AGasSt¥ 2F NBaLRy
will have to set up an independent arbiter that can adjudicate in the inevitable local

disputes, and in the south east the potential conflicts between competingaits in relation

to the design of NPRs

Local authority User ID 119741

Localised decision making

8.3.10. The proposals relating to the balanced approach and the competent authority in
specific cases follow the principle stated in Chapter 7 of the consultationrdents
that decisions regarding aircraft noise should be made locally where possible: the
local authority or the designated airports themselves. Comments relating to the
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responsibilities proposed for designated airports are covered in the followingpart
this chapter:Question 4b: Responsibility for noise controls at the designated airports

8.3.11. In addition to- or aside fromg the proposals for the competent authority, some
respondents express views on this proposed apprdadbcalised decisiomaking
more broadly A small number of respondents express support for the principle of an
approach based on more localised decisiaking. Those who comment further
state that this will allow communities greater involvement in decisions and that these
decisionswill better reflect local circumstances and priorities.

8.3.12. Howevermost of thosewho comment on tis proposed localised approach to
decision making are critical. Some simply state that this would be inappropriate, while
others argue that central government should retain responsititinthese decisions
(see8.7.2 or question the appropriateness of local authorities and designated
airports to take on these responsibilities (see be®.5).

8.4. Route 1: The Secretary of State and strategic planning
decisions

8.4.1. The consultation document proposes that the Secretary of State for Transport will be
the competent authority for operating restrictions associated with strategically
significant decisions, including NSIPs and planning decisions that are cailed in
appealed

8.4.2. Of those respondents who express an opinion on this proposal, the majority
including individuals and organisations across various categaiggortthe
proposal These respondents welcome the idea of the Secretary of State, as an
elected official at national level, deciding schemes and resolving issues of strategic
importance.

GThe Secretary of State has to resolve issues with a significant strategic impackKf&t | Y ® ¢

Community goup, User ID 127451

hLlll2 aAdAzy G2 GKS {SONBGEFENE 2F {dF §5Qa

8.4.3. Aminority of respondents state opposition to the role proposed for the SofS, or
question the ability of the SofS to perform this role. Many of these respondents want
to see greater local involvement in decisions and express concern that the
Government will not adequately represent the views of communities and will, at best,
only stick to government policy.

dLocals need to be both informed and included on thiwestminsteris too far away to have
I ale 2y GKA&¢

Individual, User ID 4842
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8.4.4. Other respondents highlight their lack of trust in the Department for Transport. These
respondents express the view that the Secretary of State does not have sufficient
technical knowledgerad are concerned that its decisions are likely to be influenced
by the aviation industry or shoierm political priorities.

8.4.5. A few respondents look at the NSIP/dallprocess, rather than the credibility of its
decision makers. A couple express the vikat the NSIP process is vulnerable to
abuse. For example, individual expansion proposals can be designed to fall just belov
the NSIP calh threshold despite the overall lorig S N LJA Ol dzZNB 2 F |\
expansion being very significant indeed.

GThisexg 8 Sa GKS Ayl RSIljdzZ 08 2F GKS b{Lt ONR(GSH
over decades, and its trajectory must be taken into account as part of an NSIP judgement,
y20i 2dzad GKS YIF3IyAddzRRS 2F Fyeé AYRAGARdzZ

Community group User ID 5145

8.46. SomeoF (KS NBalLRyRSyGa ¢K2 202S00 (2 GKS
suggestions for who might take on the task of strategic decision making. Some of
these respondents believe that local authorities should be responsible for all decision
relating to aircraf noise. Others suggest that this role should be performed by ICCAN,
or by analternative versiorof this commission that would be more robust and
independent.

8.5. Route 2: Local authorities and other planniredated
operating restrictions

8.5.1. The consultation doument proposes that noiseslated operating restrictions
associated with local planning decisions will be handled by local planning authorities
This change will apply @l airports This proposal is underpinned by the aims:

1 that noise management meass should be decided on locally wherever
possible;

1 that Government involvement should be reserved for strategic decisions; and

9 that airports should have greater ability to innovate and implement best
practice in noise management.

Support

8.5.2. Many respondentexpress support for the proposal. This support is voiced both in
general termg; for greater local decision makirggand specific terms for local
authorities becoming the competent authority for plannirglated noise operating
restrictions and procedures.
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G2 S

& dzLJLJ2 NI (1 Ki&sigriate dhe IpridonfAirparia ank @ve power to Local

tfLyyAy3 !'dziK2NRGASa G2 o60SGGSNI LINRGSOG K-

Local authority User ID 131283

8.5.3.

8.5.4.

Many of these supportive respondents express concern about the resources and
capability local authorities have to assume the role of competent authority. These
respondents often propose that additional funding and support should be provided in
the form of training and guidance to build the expertise and capacity to review airport
applcations, assess their impact across local authority boundaries, and apply the
balanced approaciOne respondensuggess that councillotraining must be

extended and enforcedy contrast, one local authority notes that a local planning
authority inairport expansion applications they have alreachposed planning
conditions and negotiated obligation®n this basis they view the proposal for the
council to be designated the competent authority in such cases an extension of its
current role, not a new one

A few of these respondents highlight that work will be needed to resolve how local
authorities can monitor and review noigelated restrictions on an ongoing basis as
this is allowed for in the planning system.

awe would expect this allocation of responsibility to be accompanied by both guidance and
appropriate training so as to create a consistency of approach and to resolve the inadequacy
of the current planning system which is one not designed for the settihgoise controls at
FANLRZ NG A G23SGKSNI gAGK |y 2y32Ay3 NBOASS

Local authority User ID 127454

Opposition
8.5.5. However, the majority of respondents express opposition to the proposal, either
outright, or by raising significant concerns aghe capacity or credibility of local
authorities and the planning system to operate as envisaged in the consultation
document.A number othemes emerge in these comments, including:
9 local authority independence;
9 crossboundary noise;
1 local authority epertise and resources;
1 suitability of the planning process; and
i strategic need for central government control.
Local authority independence
8.5.6. Many respondents raise concerns about the capacity of local authorities to act
independently. A few question the pocal impartiality of local authorities,
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highlighting that they might change their thinking according to which political group
controls the council.

8.5.7. However, most of these respondents raise concern about the prospect of financial
conflicts of interest dsing from a local authority having a financial stake in the airport
submitting a planning application, or a more generally a vested interest in the
revenues generated by the airport. Many cite Luton Airport in this context, claiming
that the local authoity that part owns this airport has not acted in an impartial way.
Conflicts of interest arising from London City (Newham), Gatwick (Crawley) and
Manchester are all also mentioned.

ALAs have agendas and welcome the financial contributions from revenue fitee airport
YR GKS AYONBIFI&AS Ay LINPRdAzOGAGAGE 2F GKS f

Local authority User ID 4371

8.5.8. Manyrespondentsincluding individuals and organisations across various categories,
guestion the ability of local authorities etach themselves from the interests of
local residents sufficiently to meet the European requirement to appoint a competent
authority. The European Regulation (EU2834) demands that the competent
authority be independent of all interests affected byismrelated action, including
WNBEaAaARSyGa fAJAYy 3 DneredpdrilensdgusSthaylacale 2 F |
authorities need more rigorous and transparent standards to identify and manage
potential conflicts of interest

Crosshoundary noise

8.5.9. Many respndents note that aircraft noise does not confine itself to the local
authority area in which an airport is situated. They express concern about a single
local authority making noiseelated decisions that will affect communities across
multiple local neidnbouring areas, and further afield where noise disturbance remains
a factor.

8.5.10. Somerespondents suggest that, based on their experience, decisiaking
authorities would be likely to disadvantage communities outside of its boundaries.

dMost often the localauthority that manages the airport decides the flight paths should be
over neighbouring authorities. Those neighbouring authorities are then helpless to do
Fye@GKAY3 F2NJ Ada NBAARSYy(Gaode

Individual, User ID 4687

8.5.11. Some respondents argue thatcoordinatedapproach between authoritieis needed
to address this problenA fewsuggesbverarching bodies that could take an
overview of conflicting local concerns (e.g. the GLA for Loadports), while dhers
suggesthere bea joint competent authority thaencompassesill affected local
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authorities.One respondent proposes a combination of the two: a committee made
up of all authorities overflown a height of less than 7,030 to form a single
competent authority However,many ofthosewho raise the issuef crossboundary
noise wish to see operatiAgstriction decisions (particularly relating to night flights)
for designated airports stay with central Government.

Local authority expertise and resources

8.5.12. Manyrespondents raise concerns about the techhigaactical and financial capacity
of local authorities to perform the role of competent authoriys mentioned above
(8.5.3), many respondents also express concern as to whether local authorities will
possess the skills and experience required to megfaity contribute to the noise
management proces# few respondentexpress more specific concettmat funding
O2yaidNXYAyda KIS I FFSOGSR 201t F dzi K2 N
planning appeals, leaving them vulnerable to applicavith the resources to finance
an appeal.

¢the planning process is open to appeal and due to austerity local authorities no longer have
the budget to fight long protracted appeal processes which has previously been taken
advantage of well financed large &6 LJF Y A Sa | YR RS@Sft 2 LISNE ®¢

Local authority,User ID 122106

Suitability of the planning process

8.5.13. Manyrespondents question the suitability of the land use planning system as a
framework through which to apply noigelated restrictions. Many of these
responses highlight that planning restrictions are imposed at a single point when an
application is granted and that, in the case of large airport planning applications with
noiserelated aspects, these points come along only infrequently. These respandent
argue that this makes the planning system unsuitable for noise restrictions such as
night flight regimes that unlike the oneoff building of a structure require orrgoing
management and review.

damany of the noise management controls do not fit welltwin the planning process and it
does not provide flexibility to make improvements in the light of improving technology or
new understanding of health impacts from noise. The planning system will only be relevant
when an application has been made and orthen when the proposed conditions are related
G2 YFOGSNRIFE LI FYyyAy3d O2yaARSNI GA2yadE

Local authority,User ID 4931

8.5.14. One respondent notes that Section 106 agreements often contain time limit clauses
and asks how this will affect the ggoing application anthanagement of noise
related restrictions.
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8.5.15. Somerespondents point to the failure of local authorities to impose planning
restrictions in the past when they had the capacity to do so, in particular the 2009
LI FyYAYy3 LISNYA&ZEAAZ2Y &t Tembha tha yicuded go n@ise L
restrictions.

Need for strategic/government oversight

8.5.16. Somerespondents reject the proposed role of local authorities on the grounds that
noiserelated operating restriction decisions should be made strategic/national
level. A few airlines and a business umbrella body hold this view.

8.5.17. A few of these respondents highlight that operating restrictions could have
implications on air traffic at a national or regional level (including safety implications)
and express the view that these decisions should therefore be taken at a national
level. Another airline respondent expresses concern that, as drafted, there is scope
for certain planning decisions on nationally significant infrastructure to be taken by
locd authorities.They argue that operating restrictions for nationally significant
infrastructure should be determined by the Government.

Go-6 R2Sa y24d 0StASOGS AG A& FLIWNBLINRFGS ¥
in determining operatirg restrictions for nationally significant infrastructure. This role can
2yfe& 0SS LISNF2NN¥YSR o0& D2@BSNYYSylode

Airline, User ID 131388

8.5.18. Other respondents express the view that Government has a responsibility to local
communities which it is seeking, through theposals, to offload onto local
authorities.

GAG asSSya (2 dza OGKFG Ay &aS@OSNIt | NBlLa Ay
its being the only democratically accountable entity in the whole process) to abdicate its

AAAAA

responsibility towardsO2 YYdzy AGASa | FFSOGSR o6& | ANDNI Fi

Environment groupUser ID 131269

8.5.19. Other concernselating to local authorities acting as tikempetent authorityinclude:

T that the proposal restricts the Local Planning Authority (LPA) role to cases only
where there is a planning application;

T that fines introduced by airports have shown to be ineffective;

1 that the severity of the controls may fluctuate according to the political control
of the council; and

1 that there is a lack of detail provided as to thetatary framework that it is
envisaged local authorities could work with.
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8.6. The CAA and neplanning related operating restrictions

8.6.1. The consultation document proposes that nersdated operating restrictions arising
outside of the planning system will be deed by the CAA acting as the competent
authority.

8.6.2. Afewrespondents includinglocal authorities, an airporinda statutory body
welcome this proposal, viewing the CAA as an appropriate body to take on this role.

8.6.3. A few of these respondents caveat theupport by suggesting that CAA will need
some scrutiny from ICCAN to ensure that its decision making is impartial.

OWe support the Government's proposal that for decisions taken outside of the planning
process, most notably the agreement of a noise action plan every five years at major
FANLRZNIGAZ GKS /!! g2ddZd R 6S GKS | LILINE LINR I §

Airport, User ID 131391

8.6.4. The majority of respondents commenting on this propasadany of them
community groups and individuatsdo not support CAA becoming the competent
authority. Of those who give reasons for their opposition, many raise the issue of
independence. These rnesndents express the view that the CAA is too close to the
aviation industry to be an impartial assessor of naperating restrictions.

dthe CAA has primary legal duties to meet the needs of the aviation industry and it
consumers so is not wefllaced b make a dispassionate judgment about the appropriate
F LILIXE AOIF GA2y 2F 2LISNFGAYy3I NBAGNROGAZ2Y & DE

Environment group, User IB653

8.7. Alternative proposals

8.7.1. In their responses to question 4a, respondepitd forward varioussuggestions for
alternative arrangemers for the management of noiselated operating restrictions.
These fall into the following categories:

1 maintaining central government control;

1 asingle competent authority; and

1 greater community influence.
Maintaining centralised oversight/control

8.7.2. Somerespondents express a preference for the DfT/SofS retaining its current broader
role - especially with regards to noise operating restrictions and procedures at
designated airports. They do not wish to see these airportdafdgnated.
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oGovernment must conihue to take the lead in managing the Balanced Approach and
aStidAay3a 1Se y2iaasS YIyl3aSySyid StSySyda Fd

Airline, User ID 131379

8.7.3. Many of these respondents see the Government (DfT) as being the only body with
sufficient overview and independence to make these types of decisions, particularly ir
relation to night flights.

8.7.4. A few respondents suggest that designation be actually exphimeclude
additional airports (particularly Luton) where they perceive there to be issues of local
authority independence or competence.

8.7.5. Other respondentg including business umbrella bodies, local authorities and an
airport ¢ are not convinced that lcal authorities are able to adequately perform the
competent authority role, or satisfy the EU requirement for impartiality (EB)59
Consequently, they request that the competent authorityinsallcases, a central
government body (either DfT or CAA).

876. ATSgyg NBaLRYRSyida aiavLie al GKFd GKS {
include broad oversight of all decisions relating to aircraft noise.

G¢KS 5SLINIYSYd F2NJ ¢NIFYALRNI aK2dZ R NBGI
stand up to tre powerful interests involved. It alone can cope with the complexities resulting
FNRY 3S23aINFLKAOFE ALINBIR 2F LI NIASaA FFFSO

Individual, User ID 3968

A single competent authority

8.7.7. Somerespondents raise concerns about the confusion and ambiguity that could be
created by the complex system being proposed. A few express concern that this
would lead to frustration amongshe differentstakeholdes involved Others raise
concerns about théndependence, suitability and capacity of the various competent
authorities being proposed. Collectively, these concerns seslerespondents to
propose that a single competent authority take on some, or all, of the decisions that
the consultation dividebetween the Secretary of State, local authorities and the
CAA.

8.7.8. These respondents see the potential benefits of a single competent authority as
being its simplicity, and the ability to apply the balanced approach consistently and
expertly.

8.7.9. Ideas range ahat what the single authority might look like. A feespondentsee
ICCAN, CAA, or the two working together, as natural destinations for the competent
authority role.Othersexpress the desire to see a more robust regulatory version of
ICCAN (closer to theodel proposed by the Airports Commission) take on the role.
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dThe Authority believes that in the case of NSIPs and restrictions outside of the planning
process ICCAN (or another independent body) should be set up with suitable formal
regulatory powers tomake it the competent authority in assuring a balanced approach, with

I Rdzie (2 O2yadzZ G GKS ANLERZNIA&AZ f20Ff O2Y!

Local authority User ID 4353

8.7.10. One airport respondent suggests that the CAA should be the compatehority in
all ciraamstancesexceptwhere the operating restriction is part of a decision already
being made by the Secretary of Stgtéor example DCO applications and called in
airspace change proposals. In these latter cases they believe the CAA should provide
inputto A Y T2 NY GKS .{2F{ Qa RSOAaAZ2Y

8.7.11. They also argue that the CAA, should provide expert opinion to the SofS with regards
to called in applications.

Greater community influence

8712. alyé NBaLRyRSyda GF1S +y 2LJkairy3a OArSg
for greater community involvement in decisions relating to noise operating
restrictions. Their suggestions include:

9 that all decisiormaking bodies should involve lay people, particularly those
affected by aircraft noise;

1 there should be stricter requirements consult with local communities; and

1 that all decisions should be made locally.

The local communities and local authority should have the final say. Government does not
have the interests of local communities at heart.

Individual, User ID 113582

8.7.13. In this context, a few respondents propose that ICCAN could have a valuable role to
scrutinise the performance of competent authoritiegentral and locat checking to
see that local views are being taken into account.

AdWe therefore urge the DfT to ensuredhICCAN is constituted so it can add a level of
independent oversight capable of ensuring that apparently "competent" authorities are
AYRSSR O02YLISGiSyidfe NBIdzA I GAy3 GKS t20Ff y:

Community group, User ID 5145
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Noise controls athe designated airport§Q.4b)

8.8. Question 4b: Overview

8.8.1. Question 4b asks

Please provide your views on the proposal that responsibility for noise controls (other
than noiserelated operating restrictions) at the designated airports should be as set
out in Chapter 7 on Ongoing Noise Management.

8.8.2. Chapter 7 proposes that responsibility for setting noise controls (other than noise
operatingrestrictions)at the designated airports are transferred to the airport
operator itself as is currently the case at natesignated airports. The aim of this
change is to ensure that solutions are developed locally where possible, and to give
airports more flexibility to develop innovative and bespoke solutions that reflect best
practice.

8.8.3. The consultation document explainsath under this approach

9 the Secretary of State would still have a role in approving any noise controls
associated with NSIPs (e.g. development of a new runway at Heathrow
Airport);

1 local planning authorities would still have a role in noise controls cotedeto
planning applications made by airports; but

9 outside of the planning process, airports would make changes to noise
controls as and when they were needed.

8.8.4. Question 4b received 276 responsés addition,72 respondents commented otie
noise controlgproposalsn responses to other questions, or in responses which do
not fit the structure of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been
coded using the sae codes created for question 4md are included in the analysis
below.

8.8.5. Asinresponseto question 4a, in responses to question 4b many respondents
comment on the proposal to transfer responsibility for certain controls to local
authorities in addition to the responsibilities proposed for designagégborts. These
comments arecovered in the summary of responses to question 4a, above§&ge

8.9. Overall support and opposition to the proposals

Overall support

8.9.1. Many respondets express overall support for the proposatentioned in question
4b. Those who elaboratturther expresggeneralsupport for localised management of
noise, orstatethat the proposals take good account of established relationships at
local levels.
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8.9.2.

8.9.3.

8.9.4.

Somerespondents attach a caveat to their support. This generally relates to a concert
that airports are overseen independently, comply with standards and have enough
resources to manage and monitor noise.

Overall opposition

The majority of respondents who exgss an overall opinion about the proposals
express opposition to what is proposed. Many of these respondeimtsluding
community and environment groups, local authorities amdividuals- express a lack

of confidence in the ability of airports to manatfeir own noise controls. Many

argue that as commercialigriven organisations, airports have a vested interest in not
regulating noise effectively. One of these respondents likens the proposal to airports
WYIFNJLAY3 GKSANI 26y K2YSG2N] Qo

Someof these respndents see noise controls as a responsibility of central
Government that should not be abdicated. Many request that noise limits be set
nationally, enforced legally, and targeted at lowering aircraft noise and pollution.

dTotally disagree. Airports canride trusted to do this. Noise control should be
AYRSLISYRSyute 20SNESSYZ YIylI3ISR YR Y2YyAl:

Individual, User 1D 4384

8.10.

8.10.1.

8.10.2.

Proposed role of designated airpogsupport and
opposition

Support

Some respondentsincluding airports and local authorities, agll as an air freight
business support the proposed role of designated airports. They believe that airports
are wellplaced to liaise with their local communities on noise management and to
understand local priorities. A few respondents express pdeicsupport for Noise
Preferential Routes (NPRs) being managed at a local level, suggesting that would
allow noise issues to be addressed more thoroughly.

Opposition

Many respondents express concern about giving designated airports increased
responsibilities in terms of ongoing noise management. They argue that this would
allow airports to undermine the authority of local authorities, and that these airports
are not Iccally accountable or sufficiently impartial enough themselves to determine
fair noise controls. A few respondents state that they believe that such controls
should not be put into the hands of commercial businesses. Those respondents who
are critical of tlis proposal include a number of local authorities, as well as
environment and community groups and a few airlines. One airline expresses concer
that the proposal could lead to different policies in terms of concentration and
dispersal at different airfiels which would make a coherent policy very difficult to
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achieve. The same respondent also expresses concern that there is a lack of expertis
for developing locally defined noise management systems.

aThe shift towards airfields developing locally definesise management systems will
require increased levels of expertise which is at a premium. We would not want the lack of
expertise in such systems to prove detrimental to our need for much needed airspace
RS@PSt2LI¥Sytac

Airline, User ID 124824

8.10.3.

8.10.4.

8.10.5.

Many respondents express mistrust of airports, noting previous decisions such as the
Gatwick Route 4 routing change as examples of when airports are considered to have
not taken account of community complaints. Respondents also note that Airport
Consultatve Committees (ACCs) are often powerless in standing up for communities.
A few argue that the proposal to transfer additional powers to airports would erode
trust further.

Many respondents also note the conflict of interest between maximising fliglds an
reducing aircraft noise, and do not believe that the airports would be sufficiently
incentivised to introduce measures that are costly or impact on operations. These
respondents do not believihat airports will beable to find a reasonable balance
between community interests and economic goals.

A fewrespondents are particularly opposed to transferring control of night flights to
airports. @hersoppose transferring control of changes to Noise Prigal Routes
(NPRs)Theserespondents including comrmunity groups)ocal authorities and
individuals- argue that any changdge NPR may negatively impact on house prices
and local planning. Some respondents also question how effectively Noise
Management Boarsi(NMBSs), if given the power to set noise cais;, would be able

to force airports to take action against their commercial interests.

8.11. Alternative suggestions

8.11.1.

Designated airports

A large number of respondents make suggestions regarding the proposed role of the
designated airports. Suggestions inclubat:

9 airports should work with Government or local authorities in administering
noise controls;

1 all UK airports should be covered by the proposals (not just those which are
designated);

9 there must be coordination on practices between airports;
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91 there shoutl be a compliance mechanism, for example penalisation by way of
financial levy which contributes to community compensation;

1 airport management of noise must be seen to only lead to reduced noise
levels, not increased levels;

9 airports should have responsdility for implementingchanges to noise controls,
not controllingthem; and

9 Luton should be a designated airport, particularly as it is expanding.
Role of Government

8.11.2. Many respondents, notably local authorities and community groups, suggest that the
Governmet should retain the role of managing noise contralthe desjjnated
airports. They believe that it is an issue of national policy and is therefore the
D2OSNYYSyiQa NBalLRyaroAfAled wSALRYRSY
incentive to take a bahced approach, weighing up both industry and community
priorities. Afew respondentsargue that if, as the consultation document states, the
D2@SNYYSyliQa Ay@2t dSYSyid Aa WodzaNBI dzONI
regulator, not to give up its role altogether. One respondent also notes that
Government control would ensure the ability to maintain oversight and intervene in
the future if needed.

8.11.3. Others accept that airports and local authorities may contribute to settingrols,
but believe that the Government should have overall oversight, so as to provide a
safeguard in balancing priorities.

awe do not consider that simply trying to shift responsibility in this area away from central
Government and on to local authoris, airports themselves or the CAA is an adequate
NEaLR2yasS (2 6KFG NBYFAya | NBIdz F G2NE 3 LI

Environment group, User ID 3653

8.11.4. A couple of respondents oppogevernment control, believing that it is biased
towards the aviation industry in decisions concerning aircraft noise.

Role for ICCAN

8.11.5. Alongside the competent authority proposals, Chapter 7 of the consultation
document proposes that ICCAN play a roleamedoping best practice in noise
management and monitoring compliance.

8.11.6. Many respondents comment on the role of ICCAN. Some emphasise the need for
independent oversight in general, aadewsupport the role as proposed, believing
L/ /! bQa Ay Wdancedssoliitibns.S y & dzZNB

8.11.7. Many respondents, notably local authorities, feel that the role for ICCAN should be
ANBFGSNE LISNKILEA S@Sy (2 20SNBESS (GKS ¢
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independence and ability to facilitate discussions between different grolipsy also
note that it will have the expertise and data necessary for such a role.

8.11.8. Other respondens believe ICCAN as proposed would be unable to carry out the role
proposed for it in terms of ongoing noise management. They express concern that
ICCAN isnlikely to have the resources to review decisions, or the powers to enforce
them. A few also raise concerns that it will not be completely independent from the
CAA.

8.11.9. Somerespondents suggest that if ICCAN is to have this role, it must have enforcemer
powers in order to bring airports into compliance.

oExperience indicates that it is hard for unfunded community groups to engage in decision
making with the professionals in airport, airlines, CAA and NATS. We need ICCAN to play a
role in ensuring a balanced grOS&da yR o60SAy3 FoftS G2 SyF2N

Individual, User ID 4796

8.11.10.0ther suggestions regarding the role of ICCAN include:

9 amechanism whereby ICCAN could be called in if local communities did not
believe the designated airport was acting reir interests;

91 that ICCAN should publish information (for example noise exceedances); and
9 that ICCAN should monitor noise impacts.
Role of local communities

8.11.11.Many respondents comment on the role of local communities. Most of these
comments are supportive of communities having a role or influence in controlling
y2AaS fAYAGADP ¢KSAS NBalLRyRSyiGa Fal (K
decisionmaking, ratler than just being informed of changes as they happen. One
respondent emphasises that the mechanism for local engagement must be well
understood.

OWe would expect designated airports to consult with local communities in a fair and
consistent transparent ranner before making changes to controls ‘as and when they are
needed'. Without consultation, the government is giving airport operators the freedom to
inflict noise on local communities as and when the please

Local authority User ID 137684

8.11.12.Some responddas make suggestions regarding the role of local communities. These
include:

9 that each airport should have a local committee which should agree the
operation service level of air travel in that area;
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1 that engagement with local communities shoulddr&ouraged through NMBs
at which certain requirements are met (for example local communities are
represented by at least 50 per cent of the attendees); and

1 that levels of compensation should be agreed with communities.
Other suggestions

8.11.13.Many respondents ke other suggestions on the process as a witdenebelieve
that there should be stricter regulation, such as legealtjorced noise limits, or
nationally-set limits.A fewalso emphasise the importance of effective compliance
mechanisms, such as fines firports and airlines.

8.11.14.Somerespondents believe that there should be an appeals process acting as a
channel through which communities could express their concerns. Similarly, one
respondent suggests a disputesolution mechanism could be established.

811.15{ 2YS NBaLRyRSyia SELNBaa O2y OS Nyakingino 2 d
general. One airline is concerned that inconsistency between local policies to mitigate
noise could inhibit airspace change proposals. Another respondent fears that the
process will be long and slow. One local authority expresses disappointment at the
lack of a more detailed framework to be utilised by the airport operator or the local
authorities to develop and implement local solutions.

8.11.16.A few respondents note the impahce of ACCs in the process, but emphasise that
they must be given more powers so that they are not ignored (one respondent cites
Luton ACC as an example of where they believe this has happened).

8.11.17.Somerespondents, notably local authorities and communitgups, criticise the
proposal for being too complex and confusing. One respondent for example states
that they are unclear of the benefits and/or potential negative impacts of transferring
the ownership of the NPRs to the designated airports.

8.11.18.0thers askdr clarification on:
1 why only designated airports are included in the proposal,
1 the role of the CAA;

1 what happens if the airport and local community cannot agree about the way
forward; and

1 what incentives industry has to consider local communities.
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Publishing aircraft datéQ.4c)

8.12.

8.12.1.

8.12.2.

8.12.3.

8.12.4.

8.13.

Question 4cOverview

Question 4c asks

Please provide your views on the proposal that designated airports should publish
details of aircraft tracks and performance. Please include any comments on the kind
of information tobe published and any evidence on the costs or benefits.

Question 4c received84responses. In additior,2 respondentscommented orthe
proposal for designated airports to publish details of aircraft tracks and performance
in responses to other questionsr in responses which do not fit the structure of the
consultation questionnaire. These comments have been coded using the caies
created for question 4and are included in the analysis below.

The proposal includes the following details:

9 designatedairports to publish data on their departure routes and track
keeping performanceand

9 in terms of other airports, it is proposed that all major UK airports publish
similar data where practicable. The exact information published should be
determined by aiports in consultation with local communities.

The draft Air Navigation Guidance document provides more details on what
designated airports are expected to publish in terms of where aircraft are flying and
the amount of nase created. The guidance statesthirports can determine the
precise information they wish to publish but should include:

1 the average distance of how close to the standard instrument departure route
the aircraft have flown up to an altitude of 4,000 feet or higher if the airport
wishes

1 the areas, and the specific number of departing aircraft, where 80%, 90%, 95%
and 99% of air traffic has flown up to an altitude of 4,000 feet and the noise
level in each of these areas; and

1 they should also provide details on the areas overflown biyiag aircraft
from an altitude of 4,000 fedb when they reach the runway

Overall support for and opposition to the proposals

Overall support
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8.13.1.

Themajority of respondentsvho responded to the consultation question, express
support for the proposal thadesignated airports should publish details of aircraft
tracks and performance. Many agree that this would provide greater transparency to
communities, improve community engagement and build trust between local people
and the aviation industry. Some respards believe this data would be particularly
useful when local residents perceive a change in aviation noise, helping them to
highlight the extent of the problem and hold airports accountable. Another hope is
that the published data would encourage a maygen analysis of different route
options. Some respondents acknowledge that publishing data would require airports
to commit additional resource but feel that the potential benefits of building trust
amongst communities and increased acceptance of chaagemore important.

G¢KS o0SYSTFAG 2F R2Ay3 (KAa O2dzZ R 6S AYYSy
modest increase in capacity whilst sharing noise to an extent that more people are happy to
take some limited share of the burden. The gain twlustry of achieving that would dwarf

iKS
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Local authority User ID 140885

8.13.2.

8.13.3.
8.13.4.

8.13.5.

8.13.6.

Some respondents add caveats to their support for the proposals, including that:

9 data should be detailed, comprehensible and accessible enough to be useful
for local communities;

data should be used to inform decisiomaking;

data should be should be independently checked to ensure it is truthful;

= =4 =4

data should be should be availaliereattime format; and
1 that the publishing requirements must be complied with.
These topics are reported on in more detail below.

Many respondents support the proposal for designated airports to publish data but
would like to see publishing requiremerngsnsistently applied across all airports.

Otherrespondentsincluding local authorities, community groups andividuals
express support for the principle of publishing data to build transparency, but believe
that more needs to be done to reduce noisapact on communities.

Overall opposition

A minority of respondents express opposition to the proposal. The main concern is
that publication of data would not help reduce noise levels and so would not bring
any benefit to communities. A few respondemt&ntion previous experience of flight
tracking tools, saying they have not helped resolve noise issues. A few respondents
are concerned that publication may make the current situation worse, either by
impacting property values or by escalating any conflict
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Airport, User ID 131382

8.13.7. SomeNB & L2 Yy RSy (1l a OKI ff Sya8SQiXKiS2 2NE LR BLI2 NJ
data, saying instead that these requirements should be mandatory. Respondents cite
lack of trust in airports as justification for this, believing enforcement would help
restore community trust. Some say the proposals shouldyafapall airports, or all
major airports, rather than just designated airports.

dThere should be no getut clause, no ‘encourage’, no ‘where practicable'. it should be a
a0 Gdzi2NE NBAANBYSYydG 2F Fff 2LISNFG2NRAE

Individual, User 1D 3085

8.14.Current availabity of flight data

8.14.1. Manyrespondents comment on the current availability of flight ddfeny argue
that most of the data listed in the proposals is already made availabdetmng
airports, or through third parties. Examples given of current good practickide:

f HSFOKNRG ! ANLRNIQA 62N)] 6A0GK O2YYdzy
templates;

f London Lutori A NJLJBgNtiraRker;

1 Bristol Airport publishing trackeeping performance by airline with an award
for best performance;

T {GFyadSR |-dayNdsialNEpRyiof SErapteiack data during the
summer period; and

1 Gatwick Airport Caspar complaints and tracker system.

8.14.2. The website flightradar24.com is mentioned as a useful thady source of flight
GNF O1TAY3 AYT2N¥I GA2YF VBA &A% YBISIBNA yOR  [Lyd
and departures maps. In light of this, some respondents ask for clarity on what
changes are being proposed in the consultation.

8.14.3. On the other handmanyrespondents have found it difficult to obtain flight tracking
data for their local area, or consider the existing published data inaccurate. Some of
the airport publication mechanisms mentioned above are criticised for
underreporting complaints, being too slow, or making data hard to interpret or
analyse.

8.15. Local deternmation of reporting requirements
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8.15.1. Opinions vary about how prescriptive the publication guidance should be. Some
support the proposal that, beyond the list of minimum requirements for designated
airports, the content and format of the published data sholodat the discretion of
the airports, in consultation with communities. This support mostly comes from
airports, business umbrella bodies, and statutory bodies, although a few local
authorities also express support for local determination. Community ievoént is
welcomed, with one airport saying it would work with local consultative bodies to
agree the details.

8.15.2. One reason given in support of local determination is the cost and resource involved
in data publication. Respondents, particularly airports, owent that the
requirements would need time and money to be implemented. They ask that data
requirements are proportionate to airport size and to the impact on local
communities.

8.15.3. However, other respondents, mostiydividuals community groups and somecal
authorities, believe this approach would give airports too muchweg, and ask that
the Government is more prescriptive about what data should be published and how
often. A few respondents, particularly local authorities, also believe that having
standardised requirements would facilitate comparisons across airports or over time,
and take the burden off airports to establish local requirements.

oHaving a standard list of what data should be published and in what format would make
the process of comgrison yearon-year and airporton-airport more straightforward and
NERdzOS GKS 0dzZNRSY 2y FANLRNIA&a (G2 RSOARS ¢

Local authority User ID 131289

8.15.4. Onerespondentis concerned that factoring in local community views could
disadvantage some airports where attitudes to noise are more negative. It also asks
gKI G O2yaitAaddziSa | WYF22ND FANLERNILIXE I+ a

8.16. Suggestions on publishimgycraft data

8.16.1. Respondents put forward various suggestions relating to the proposal to publish
aircraft tracks and performance data. These suggestions cover:

i data requirements: what type of data should be published;
i data publication methods: where and havata should be published,

1 data verification: how data should be verified in order to ensure accuracy and
trust;

1 the data collection process: how noise data is measured; and

1 other comments on the proposal in question.
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8.16.2.

8.16.3.

8.16.4.

8.16.5.

8.16.6.

8.16.7.

8.16.8.

Data requirements: the type of data tme published

Many respondents provide suggestions on the type of data that should be published.
Broadly, respondents want data which will:

1 help communities compare and analyse aircraft noise across space and time;
9 build their trust in industry adherende noise level standards;

1 and enable residents to make complaints when aircraft noise levels are
exceeded.

Suggestions for what information should be provided are outlined below.

Noise and air pollution levels

Some respondents ask for noise level datdé published. A few respondents
guestion why noise and overflight data above 4,000ft is not required, with a few
respondents suggesting this information should be available beyond 7,000ft. Others
say that peak noise levels should be made available, rdkttzan just the average

noise level. Respondents feel this would help monitor adherence to noise level
requirements,some requestinghat published data include details of noise level
breaches or complaints, arilat subsequent actionaretaken. One locahuthority
suggests publishing comparative airport noise tables to encourage those airports to
take steps to improve noise environments.

A few respondents ask for air pollution data to be published alongside noise levels.

Flight paths and heights

A common suggestion is to provide data on flight paths and aircraft altitudes to
enable respondents to monitor ongoing airspace use and estimate noise impact for
GKSYaSt gSaod {2YS NBalLRyRSydGa ada3asSaid
residents can seéeir overflight in terms of altitude and frequency, or identify areas
where flight paths are concentrated. Others ask for flight path information broken
down by route, runway, and time of day. In terms of altitude, respondents ask for an
option to see heigts above ground level as opposed to sea level, as well as
information on departure and arrival gradients as this is seen as an important
contributor to noise levels.

Respondents also ask for data to be published relating to changes in current airspace
use, and the reasons for these changes. This includes changes in directionaffsake
and landings, changes due to trials, as well as potential future flight paths changes,
with a projection of what this would look like so a comparison can be made. Howeve
one business umbrella body is concerned that forecasting could be misleading, and
suggests that only retrospective data should be published.

A few respondents question the fact that the current proposal does not require
publication of detailed arrivalata. They consider arrival noise impact to be similar to
or greater than that of departures, and would like to see more arrival data published.
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Environment groupUser ID 131377

Flight times

8.16.9. Respondents, particularipdividuals often ask that flight times are published
alongside flight path and height data. Some say this would help them faptmming
aviation noise levels into their plans, particularly by showing respite periods.

OWe need to know when aircraft are landing and on what runway from what direction. We
Oy GKSYy &akKdzi GUKS ¢AYyR26aHE

Individual, User ID 106598

8.16.10. Some respondents suggddhat it would be useful for this dataincluding respite
periods- to be measured and available for comparison between areas around various
airports.

Aircraft type

8.16.11.Respondents ask that aircraft data is published to ensure balance against noise issue
Specific details requested include:

9 the size and type of the aircraft;
what the aircraft is carrying;
average occupation rate per plane;
track-keeping accuracy;

number of flights by aircraft type and airline;

= =4 =4 =4 =

the fleet mix of the airline; and

91 flight efficiency and capacity of the aircraft.

Trends

8.16.12.As well as snapshots of flight data, some respondents would like to be able to identify
trends in airspace use. They ask to see historic data and comparison with previous
performance, with a suggestion that yaexplanation for trends or changes in airspace
use is included.

Other suggestions
8.16.13.0ther specific requests and suggestions are:

1 to publish data for the whole of the flight path above land, rather than just
surrounding the airport;
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9 toinclude data orhelicopter routes, particularly around Northolt;

f YR (2 NBFSNI (G2 GKS NBLRNIAY3a (§SOKy
. 221 DA RIFYyOSY 1 002dzyiAy3a F2N 9y JAN

Data publication methods

Userfriendly

8.16.14.Respondents say that the publishddta should be presented in a usiendly
manner and as clearly as possible. A few respondents believe that a standard format
should be prescribed to facilitate this.

Accessibility

8.16.15.Whilst there is some concern about the safety and security of therimdition, most
respondents want the information to be widely accessible. One respondent adds that
data should be shared will all communities impacted by noise, not just those
surrounding airports.

Storage and sharing
8.16.16.Respondents provide a range of suggetifor how best to share the data.

8.16.17.A few believe that the data should be collated and stored on a central online system.
Others suggest the data is made available on airport websites, mentioning
| SFGKNREQa 2S0iGNI1 &A0GS | &uddaffapfdrl Y LI Sd
electronic message boards.

8.16.18.0thers focus on methods to share the data more locally, acknowledging that not
everyone has access to the internet. Respondents suggest going through channels
such as relevant authorities, consultative committeesal noise fora and local
newspapers. One respondent suggests working with existing consultation fora to
agree the best strategy for sharing information locally.

8.16.19.0ne respondent suggests that information about local communities affected by
overflight, and he measures taken to lessen air pollution and noise impact, be read
out on-board flights before takeff.

Publication frequency

8.16.20.Somerespondents ask that data is published regularly to enable performance
comparisons over time. Suggested intervals varyifitlude monthly, every three
months and annually. One business umbrella body suggests that this interval should
be set by the airport. A few respondents ask that the unfiltered data should be
available online in redime.

Data verification

8.16.21.The proposalstate that ICCAN should play a role in verifying noise data.

Page 139 of 229

Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

8.16.22.Somerespondents, including local authorities and airports, say that the reporting
process and outputs should be independently verified. Many of these respondents
feel this is essential to builkbmmunity trust in the accuracy of the data, with some
local authorities andndividualsreferring to current lack of trust in airports. This
monitoring process is considered worth the cost, with oespondentsuggesting that
any audit should be paid fday the airports.

Gw2Se 0StASOS GKIFIG AYRSLISYRSYy(d | dzZRAGAY3 2
a recognised independent body will be essential if the additional noise information is to
achieve the key objective of building trust with loc@2 Y Y dzy A G A S & ¢

Airport, User ID 4882

8.16.23.Some support ICCAN playing this role in principle, whilst reiterating earlier comments
about the importance of ICCAN being truly independent.

8.16.24.In terms of the process for verification, a few suggestions are made including
1 independent sample checking with sanctions for underestimates;
1 an occasional audit carried out by ICCAN; and
9 submission of data reporting headlines to ICCAN for review.
8.16.25.0ther suggested roles for ICCAN in this process are:

I to act as finatlecisiormaker in relation to what information is made
available;

1 toreview the relevance of data;

i to receive complaints on noise level infringements;

9 to deliver appropriate sanctions for nezompliance; and
1 to advise on accessibility of the informatio

8.16.26.0ne respondent asks what recourse there will be for communities to challenge data
or decisions about what to publish.

Data collection process

8.16.27.Respondents make some comments about data collection procedsoesewould
like to see noise monitoring equipnt installed more widely, for example in all
impacted communities. A couple of respondents, including one airport, believe the
cost of this should be covered by the airports themselves.

8.16.28.0ther requests include that noise impact is measured before angaaieschanges are
implemented, and that airports conduct noise level testing in areas where complaints
are made.

8.16.29. A couple of respondents, including a business umbrella body, ask that airports are
given time for any new monitoring tools to be developed.
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Other comments on the proposals
8.16.30.A few requests for further guidance are received:

1 on the scope and level of detail required so that airports can develop their
reporting systems; and

1 on the role of ICCAN in the assurance process.

8.16.31.0ne airport adds that thpublication requirements need to be consistent with
requirements plaed on airports as part of théer 3 airspace changes proposals.

Page 141 of 229 Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

Incentivising industryQ.4d)

8.17.Question 4dOverview

8.17.1.

8.17.2.

Question 4d asks:

Please provide your views evhether industry is sufficiently incentivised to adopt
current best practice in noise management, taking into account Chapter 7 on Ongoing
Noise Management, and the role of the Independent Commission on Civil Aviation
Noise in driving up standards in nois&@nagement across the aviation sector.

Question 4d received 27gsponsesin addition,48 respondents commented on
whether the industry is sufficiently incentivisgdresponses to other questions, or in
responses which do not fit the structure of thensmltation questionnaire. These
comments have been coded using the sacodes created for question 4ohd are
included in the analysis below.

8.18.Incentives are sufficient

8.18.1.

8.18.2.

Many respondents, including airlines, airports and local authorities, consider industry
to be sufficiently incentivised to adopt best practice in hoise management. Some add
that additional incentives beyond those proposed in the consultation are therefore
not necessary, or that current incentive levels should be reduced.

Current good practice

Respondents refer to examples of existing good practice in the industry, with airlines
and airports pointing out that some of these were implemented voluntarily. Examples
given include:

1 improved arrival and departure procedures, including reduceldiing;
implementation of multiple routes;

investment and introduction of quieter aircraft;

use of noise envelopes;

community engagement;

night flying restrictions and penaltieand

the application of landing charges to incentivise noise reduction.
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8.18.3.

Somerespondents, including a community group and a local authority, refer to
existing good practice in local community consultation. One airport comments that
being a good neighbour to local communities provides enough incentives to industry
to manage noise.

O0We believe that an airport operator's standing in the local setting with its stakeholders is
sufficiently important that it has a strong incentive to examine and continuously improve the
way it manages noisé

Airport, User ID 131391

8.18.4.

8.18.5.

8.18.6.

8.18.7.

One supporting argunre for keeping incentives the same is the claim that noise
impact is already being reduced. A few respondents cite reports and statistics
showing a reduction in the number of people affected by significant noise, or an
increased use of quieter aircraft. Fexample, one refers to a review by Sustainable
Aviation of noise contour information across several major airports which showed
that the number of people inside the 57 dB LAeq noise contour reduced by nearly
40% between 1998 and 2010.

Existing measures

Some respondents argue that existing regulations and guidance are enough to
incentivise industry to manage noise. Respondents refer to the European Union
requirement for airports to develop Noise Action Plans, CAA guidance on best
practice; the proposals the separate consultation on CAP 1520, and targets set in
2000 by the Advisory Council for Aeronautics Research in Europe (ACARE).

Onerespondentcomments that introducing additional incentives may be difficult,
because there will always be cases wheoése reduction measures need to be
overridden for safety reasons.

Reduce/oppose use of incentives

A few respondents would like to see industry incentives to improve noise
management reduced or removed altogether. Oaspondentopposes the

application ofindustry incentives to improve noise management. They consider safety
to be paramount and believe that introduction of more incentives could put safety at
risk, by potentially encouraging procedures which do not optimise safety. Others are
concerned thatricreased incentives and requirements to consult local communities
could slow down airspace modernisation, or that other stakeholders such as local
authorities are better placed to manage noise levels and therefore incentives and
responsibility should be frussed there instead.

dlt is important that a balanced approach is taken to establishing envelopes or any other
incentives scheme, as they must not unduly elevate community impacts over enhancements
in safety which should remain the primary goal; and ieféncy gains and capacity
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enhancements that are important to the ongoing health and competiveness of the UK
I AL GA2Y aeadaSyosé

Air navigation service povider, User ID 124827

Support incentives in principle

8.18.8. Some respondents support the principle of incentivising industry to reduce noise
levels through improved technology and operational management, without saying
whether the current and proposed incentives are sufficient.

8.19.Incentives are insufficient

8.19.1. Many repondents, particularly community groups, local authorities ardividuals
do not consider industry to be sufficiently incentivised to adopt current best practice
in noise management. They cite reasons such as conflict of interest, current example
of badpractice, and limited progress to date. Some respondents specify that the
proposed changes outlined in the consultation do not address their concerns, as they
believe the current proposals prioritise economic benefits over environment and
communities.

dThere is no evidence that the industry is sufficiently incentivised to adopt current best
practice in noise management, or that it would be were the proposals in the consultation to
be adopted

Community groupUser ID 124818

Industry conflict of interest

819.2. ! 02YY2y 2dzZAGAFAOIGAZ2Y F2NJ AYONBI aSR A
are to maximise profits and reduce costs. Respondents believe that this means
industry will prioritise increasing flight activity, maximising return to shareholders,
and minimising maintenance and operational costs over noise reduction objectives.
Some feel that industry will therefore only do the minimum required to manage noise
impact.

OWe consider it would be a retrograde step for the Department hand over responsitidity
noise management to commercial airportswhich have a legal responsibility to its
shareholders to maximise profigs

Statutory body,User ID 5270

8.19.3. Some respondents say that the current or proposed policies are not sufficient to
counteract these profit mtivations, and therefore more incentives are needed.
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8.19.4. One respondent adds a further concern that industry motivation to manage noise
may be reduced if funds from the European Union for aviation research are lost.

Examples of bad practice

8.19.5. Respondents pnade many examples of perceived bad practice by the aviation
industry, to illustrate their points that industry is not currently sufficiently
incentivised.

8.19.6. Specific airports, particularly Gatwick, Heathrow and Luton, are singled out for
examples of bad puice. Cited behaviour includes:

9 dismissing community concerns about noise;

1 flying at lower altitudes and shallower descents than advised byfrestice;
9 waiving landing charges at night in order to fill up capacity;

9 deviating from scheduled flightparticularly at night; and

1 not fining airlines for noise breaches.

8.19.7. Some respondents give a specific example of large aircraft such as A380s flying at lo
altitudes to avoid engine wear. They say that even though these aircraft are
technically quieter, bylying lower they create more noise for communities.

GThe operation of larger planes such as the A380, B747, and B777, utilising operating
procedures incorporating low climb rates to minimise engine servicing costs, but increasing
community exposure to egine noise, is an example of airline profitability taking priority
2PSNJ O2YYdzyAte ¢Sttt o0SAyIoé

Individual, User ID 119742

8.19.8. Other examples given to support the argument that incentives are not currently
sufficient include:

9 the roll out of RNAV technology and associated increased concentration of
flight paths;

1 that night noise regime improvements were brought about by the Department
for Transport rather than industry; and

1 the lack of health impact research carried out byparts to date
Need stricter regulation

8.19.9. Some respondents do not consider the current framework and proposals to be strong
enough to incentivise industry. They believe that penalties and rewards, backed up b
legislative changes, must be introduced to aslei substantial change in noise impact.
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aThe only real incentive for the industry to go beyond that is the weight of public expectation
and protest. That is no substitute for proper, responsible, regulation of the industry by the
Government or an empowelR NI I dzf | G 2 NI €

Community group User ID 122109

Include nonnoise factors

8.19.10.A few respondents say that industry should be incentivised to address other factors
besides noise. These include air quality, fuel burn and CO2 emissions, visual impact
landscapesand any other harmful impacts. One respondent suggests incentivising
industry to increase number of people travelling by public transport to the airport.

8.20.Suggested incentive mechanisms

8.20.1. Respondents provide comments on using fines, sanctions, regulaticneamards to
incentivise noise management.

Fines and charges

8.20.2. Fines and/or additional charges are seen as essentisbimerespondents, to ensure
the cost of noise reduction is shared across customers and the aviation industry. One
respondent believes thigould be a progressive approach and cites road congestion
charges as a successful example.

8.20.3. A fewrespondents comment on how the money raised by fines shouldsied, with
someexpressingoncern about conflict of interest if airports receive the payment
One respondent suggests that fines could instead be paid to central government to
cover some of the cost of ICCAN.

8.20.4. A few respondents comment specifically on landing charges, which are imposed by
airports on airlines. Some are concerned that these ateahways implemented,
particularly at night when airports have available space. Others would like to see the
charge increased at night, or for noisier planes. A couple of respondents comment
that these charges only influence airlines but have no impadiqort noise
management.

8.20.5. Some respondents ask for the introduction of noise levies, or a noise reduction tax or
each flight. One other suggestion is to fine airlines whose aircrafts do not ascend
steeply enough, to counteract any profit they gain fromtspcactices.

Sanctions

8.20.6. Someresponcentsask for greater use of sanctions for roompliance, in order to
deter industry from bad noise management practice. Suggested measures include
airports and airlines being made to stop operating temporarily or perm#pngor
having their flight allowance reduced if they do not reduce noise levels in a
demonstrable way.
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8.20.7. In a similar vein, some respondents suggest that having a licence to operate should &
conditional on adherence to noise standards.

8.20.8. One community grougays that an effective system is needed to be put in place
which can monitor breaches to ensure inappropriate noise levels are punished.

Rewards

8.20.9. A few respondents suggest that industry is rewarded for good noise management
practice, as a way to incentbé behaviour change. Suggestions include airports giving
priority service to airlines who demonstrate good noise management practice, for
example through reduced airport passenger duty or gate priority. One other
suggestion is to improve recognition of gbpractice, by introducing a national
scheme ranking airports on their noise management progress.

GAny incentive should be financial such as a reduction in regulatory charges depending on
the level of best practice adoptet €

Business umbrelladdy, UserlD 127456

8.20.10.0ne respondent refers to noise policies in other countries which it believes are better
at incentivising noise management at an early stage.

Ban highpolluting aircraft

8.20.11.There is some support for regulationich incentivise reducing noise at sog, by
banning noisier aircraft. Respondents believe this would be the most effective way to
incentivise the speedy development and use of quieter aircraft. Some comment that
progress in this area to date has been slow and look to the Government to use
regulation to speed up the process.

8.20.12.However, a few respondents do not consider reducing noise at source to be sufficient
to bring noise levels down to an appropriate level. The adoption of quieter aircraft is
seen as a lonterm solution, and other solutionare requested in order to achieve
change in the meantime.

Other suggestions

8.20.13.A few other suggestions are made for how to better incentivise industry, including:
making airport operations directors personally accountable for repeated breaches of
noiselevels; higher levels of compensation for breaches (reported on in more detail in
Chapter 5); and introduction of a ban on all night flights.

8.21.Role of ICCAN

8.21.1. The consultation question asks respondents to consider the role of ICCAN in driving
up standards imoise management across the aviation sector. Comments made in
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response to this question reflect those made in response to Question 3, which asks
about the functions, structure and governance of ICCAN. For the most patrt,
respondents support having an indepent body providing an oversight role of noise
management as a way to build community trust in industry. Respondents believe
central oversight is necessary to ensure fairness and check that standards are being
met.

8212./ 2y OSNY & | 02dzii L ts/ability ®de ind@pen8entQeBd/its abifity 18 y
bring about change without meaningful legislative powers and sanctioning ability.
These views are covered in more detail in Chapter 7 of this report.

OAs a result there are clear benefits that could be realil from the establishment of ICCAN,
provided it is not dominated by the aviation industry and takes the views of communities
into account in a meaningful wa@ €

Local authority User ID 140886

8.22.0ther comments

8.22.1. A few other comments are made in response tathuestion.

8.22.2. Some respondents take this opportunity to reiterate comments made earlier in the
consultation, opposing the proposal to give greater control of noise management to
airports. One respondent supports the caveat that power over noise controld coul
return to the Government if necessary in the future.

8.22.3. Others believe that the guidance needs to be clearer to ensure it is properly
interpreted. Requests for clarity include: what sanctions are proposed in the event of
non-compliance; what incentives a@dzNNBy G f &8 Ay LI | OST I F
and a definition of noise envelopes.

8.22.4. A few respondents comment that communities should be involved in the process for
deciding appropriate incentives mechanisms.

8.22.5. A few comments are made asking for moss@ssment of aviation impacts, including
potential costs to health and wellbeing. It is felt these should be factored in to
decisions about incentive mechanisms.
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Chapter 9: Comments on the Draft Navigation
Guidance

9.1. Introduction

9.1.1. Question 5 asks:

Please provide anyomments on the Draft Air Navigation Guidance published
alongside this consultation.

9.1.2. The Guidance reflects the proposals in this consultation and will be reviewed in light
of the consultation outcomes. It includes statutory guidance to the CAA on its
environmental duty in respect of air navigation functions, as well as details on the
airspace change process and the roles and responsibilities of various agencies and
organisations. The Guidance is also expected to be taken into consideration by the
aviation ndustry.

9.1.3. Comments relating to the Guidance are reported on by chapter as outlined below,
with an initial section reporting on comments on the Guidance as a whole. The
sections relating to each chapter are structured according to the headings and areas
within that chapter which respondents comment on.

f KFLIWGSNI MY !'ANI bl @A3alrdA2y DdzZA RIF yOS |
environmental objectives

Chapter 2: Airspace Change
Chapter 3: Development and assessment of airspace change options

Chapter 4: Management ofraraft noise

= =4 =4 =

Chapter 5: Specific navigational guidance
1 Chapter 6: The role of Government in the Airspace Change Process

9.1.4. Question 5 receive@16 responsesin addition,16 respondents commented on
guestion 5 in responses to other questions, or in resporggsh do not fit the
structure of the consultation questionnaire. These comments have been coded using
the same codes created for question 5 and are included in the analysis below.

9.1.5. When reading this chapter, it should be noted that as the Guidance refleets
proposals set out in the consultation document, comments on some areas of the
Guidance relate to proposals mentioned within the consultation questions. As such,
some of the issues covered in this chapter overlap with those discussed in other
chaptersof this report. The relevant chapters of the report are signposted in these
instances, rather than repeat the discussion here. However, where it is clear that
respondents submitted these comments in relation to the draft Guidance, they are
summarised in tls chapter.
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9.2. Overall comments on the draft Guidance

Overall support

9.2.1. Manyrespondents express general support for the draft Guidance, saying that it is
useful, brings greater clarity than previous Guidance and will support consistent
decisionmaking. Respaents also support that it is aimed at a wider audience
beyond the CAA. Some caveats are added to this support, including that it must be
put into practice in order to be effective.

9.2.2. A couple of respondents express support for what they see as increased consideratio
of local circumstances throughout the Guidance. Others support the stronger focus
on community involvement, believing that local communities should play a key part in
airgpace policy.

Overall opposition

9.2.3. Many respondents object to the guidance, raising a number of concerns in relation to
how it would be applied and enforceBomebelievethe Guidancevould be
ineffective due to a lack of legislative power, with too muchtoairemaining in the
hands of airports and insufficient protection for local residesmerespondents
believe the Guidance needs to be backed by legislation to be effective in balancing
community and industry interests, with some suggesting noisedewviefines and
airport closure in cases of nemompliance.

9.2.4. Other concerns include the belief that the Guidance has been developed to increase
airspace capacity rather than reducing noise impacts on communities, or to
accommodate the proposals for a thirdnway at Heathrow. A few respondents
object to aviation expansion and say that the Guidance should instead aim to reduce
the number of flights, particularly to the busy airports. One respondent is concerned
that the Guidance is written to suit large aim® such as Heathrow, to the detriment
of smaller, regional airports. Regarding the increased level of community involvement
outlined in the Guidance, one small business asks whether communities are
sufficiently equipped to comment on airspace design ppiles

The title of the Guidance

9.2.5. One respondensuggests a new title reflecting the fact that the Guidance is for three
separate entities: the CAA, sponsors of airspace changes and airlines. It suggests the
chapter headings are also updated accordingly.

Annex B

9.2.6. One airportrespondentcomments on the glossary provided in Annex B, asking if ACP
is an acronym for Airspace Change Process or Airspace Change Proposal.

Other comments and suggestions relating to the Guidance as a whole

9.2.7. A few respondents, includinairports and statutory bodies, comment that the
Guidance is unclear or needs greater clarity. Respondents believe greater clarity
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would help all parties understand the processes and how they would be
implemented.

OGAL considers that the draft Air Navian Guidance could helpfully be made more specific
and detailed in order to provide a clearer picture to all those engaged in airspace change
I 62dzi GKS LINRPOSaasSa G2 0S F2ftf266SRDE

Airport, User ID 131399

9.2.8. A couple of respondents ask that the Guidaatigns with other policies, such as the
Airports National Policy Statement and Airspace Policy, and is informed by the latest
noise evidence.

9.2.9. A fewrespondents, including an aiavigationproviderand airports ask that the need
to consider nomoise factes should be emphasised in the Guidance. Factors
suggested include CO2 emissions, operational needs and benefits, economic benefit:
and the cost implications to regional airports.

9.2.10. Respondents mention that this consultation may be premature as the Guidaage
change once other relevant government aviation policies are revised and published
over the next twelve months. For example, one respondent believes there will need
to be a debate on whether the environmental objectives remain appropriate.

9.2.11. A small numbr of respondents point out omissions or request additions to the
Guidance. Some request more information on the justification of current flight paths,
acknowledgement of the impact on communities and a guarantee that current flight
paths will be reviewedh light of the proposed changes. Others ask to see what
impact the updated Guidance would have on current and future potential flightpaths.

9.2.12. Some respondents request that other considerations are included in the Guidance.
These include:

1 noise from planestsl on the ground;

9 air pollution caused by transport to/from the airports and the impact of airport
transport links on communities;

91 the risk to safety posed by drone use, particularly around Heathrow; and
1 the impact of aviation noise on the historic eroniment.

One respondent asks that the need to consider operational requirements is
emphasised, and another asks for more detail on how differences in opinions
between communities and airports will be resolved by the CAA.

9.2.13. Onerespondentsuggests that the Gdance should prioritise commercial air transport
operations over other airspace users.
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dCommercial air transport operations deserve and require a higher level of airspace
protection and prioritisation to that of other airspace users and this should bdeetied in
future Government policy and guidance for airspace modernisation in the national intepast

Otherorganisation, User ID 131303

9.2.14. Many respondents do not provide specific comments on the Guidance but ask that
their comments to earlier questions the consultation are applied to the draft
Guidance.

9.3. Comments on the Introduction chapter

Comments on the Guidance objectives

9.3.1. Some respondents take this opportunity to comment on the Guidance objectives
outlined in the Introduction chapter.

9.3.2. A few respondets, including local authorities and community grogsspart of eco-
ordinatedresponse comment that the objectives are biased to favour industry, and
GKIFIG GKS g2NREA WYAGAIFGISQ FYyR WLINIY OGAC
objectives to be clear.

9.3.3. Whilst one statutory body states support for the inclusion of the objective to
WOYLIKI&aAAS GKS ySSR (KIG GKS SY@ANRBYYS
much as practicable and realistic to do so, within the context of a balanced decision
making famework’, others believe the wording and ordering of this objective does
not give environmental considerations sufficient priority.

G¢KS 202S00GABSa oL 3AS cO Lizi SY@ANRBYYSyil
as to convey low priority the environmental impact or aviation must be mitigated as much
Fa Ad LINF OGAOFofS FyR NBFfAAGAO (G2 R2 az2s

Statutory body, User ID 4959

9.3.4. One respondent suggests switching the second and fourth objectivgis¢o
environmental considerations greater priority.

Comments on the purpose and applicability of the Guidance
9.3.5. A few comments are made relating to therpose and applicability of theu®lance:

9 the suggestion that the first paragraph in the section is reiedrto reflect
that one, two or all of the operational objectives listed may need to be
considered;

9 arequest for clarification that Section 5 is statutory guidance, as opposed to
general guidance in Section&hd
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9 asuggested rewording of the secopdragaph to reflect that the @Gidance
refers to more than just environmental objectives.

Other comments on the Introduction chapter
9.3.6. Other comments on the Introduction chapter are:
f aNBljdzSaid GKIFG GKS DdzARIFyOS NBFSNB
Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995, as the CAA is covered by Section 62
(2); and

1 asuggested slight rewording of the second paragraph on page 5 to reflect tha
the reappraisal of airspace and noise policies had not been completed in time
for the 2014Air Navigation Guidance publication.

9.3.7. One statutory body suggests specific wording changes throughout the Guidance
document. Its suggestions in relation to the Introduction chapter (besides those
O2@FSNBR 0620880 I NBE (2 NBINBD®S A YK S KBS2 NR
2y LI 3IS pI YR NBLIIOS GKS g2NRa WiKLFQ
paragraph of the Objectives of the Guidance section on page 6.

9.4. Comments on Chapter 1: Air Navigation Guidance to the
[ 11 2y (GKS D2 admavigeftive@a Sy

941. / KFLIWGSNIm 2F GKS RN}YFTG DdAzZARIF YOS 2dzif Ay
and the intended roles and responsibilities of different agencies and organisations.
The environmental objectives are to:

1 limit and, where possible, rededhe number of people in the UK significantly
affected by aircraft noise as part of a policy of sharing benefits of noise
reduction between communities and industry in support of sustainable
development;

9 reduce aviation fuel use and carbon emissions tigto encouraging the
aviation industry to come forward with more innovative ways to deliver
enhanced efficiencies; and

1 minimise local air quality emissions and in particular ensure that the UK
complies with its international obligations on air quality.

The environmental objectives

Reducing noise impact

9.4.2. Most respondents who comment on the environmental objectives refer to the first
objective, which relates to noise impact reduction.

9.4.3. Manyrespondentsbelievethat noise reduction should be the primary objective for
decisionmakers, due to the impact of aviation noise on communities. One wishes to
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9.4.4.

9.4.5.

9.4.6.

9.4.7.

9.4.8.

9.4.9.

9.4.10.

9.4.11.

see a more ambitious objective: to aim to avoid any exposure to noise levels above
those recommended by the Worldeldlth Organisation.

A few respondents worry tt the objective as written wouldot lead to a reduction

Ay GKS AYLI OGO 2F y2aAaSs 6A0GK O2y OSNY i
RSOSE2LIYSYy i Q gAftf LISNY¥YAG y2AaSOmkey ONBI 3
respondent suggests that a better objective would be to limit the amount of harm
done to communities. Some are concerned that an objective to limit the number of
people affected could lead to the introduction of more concentrated flight paths, and
they take this opportunity to voice their preference for dispersal and multiple routes
instead.

Somerespondents believe the objective to limit the number of people significantly
affected is ambiguous, and suggest additional dimensions to include, suninaiser

of people newly exposed to noise, number of people benefiting from noise reductions
or temporary respite, the distributional impacts across different locations, noise
frequency and possibility for respite.

A couple of respondents argue that becatise objective focuses on number of
people, it is a social rather than an environmental objective.

Reducing aviation fuel use and carbon emissions

The second objective, to reduce aviation fuel use and carbon emissions, is considere
by many respondents toebless important than noise reduction, particularly when the
two objectives are in conflict. Respondents who mention it say that carbon emissions
arising from noise mitigation techniques such as steeper-tdfeeand landings should

be mitigated elsewherdpr example through charging VAT on fuel.

One respondenasks for more clarity as to how CO2 calculations should be
considered alongside community impacts. One other respondent is concerned that
some aircraft are turning sooner than is safe to do sorder to minimise fuel use

and comply with dispersal requirements.

Minimising local air quality emissions

The few comments on this objective agree that air quality is an important
consideration, including when considering single versus multiple routes. On
respondent believes that any airport expansion will be in conflict with government air
quality targets.

Other comments on the environmental objectives

Somerespondents suggest that an objective is included to improve the environment
or reduce the impacbn the environment, rather than to simply mitigate impact. A
few request that the objectives take into account the impact of noise on wildlife, as
well as the need to protect tranquillity in nationally protected landscapes.

One airline asks that the econacrand social benefits of aviation be given equal
considerationto concernsabout impacts on communities.
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9.4.12. One community group objects to having to weigh up noise and air quality impact, and
instead suggests that leisure aviation is controlled to make sfmdausiness
aviation, thus leading to economic benefits.

dit is not unreasonable to consider how capacity for "leisure aviation" can be constrained in
favour of capacity for the "business aviation" which the Government seeks to encourage for
thegreaterd22 R 2F 'Y LI OX Ay | O0SYSTFAOALL 41 & d:

Community group User ID 5145

Comments on roles and responsibilities of the various agencies

9.4.13. A small number of respondents support the need for reviewing the distribution of
responsibilities, and appreciate the cleapgcture provided in the Guidance
document. Most other comments relate to the roles of specific agencies, as set out
below.

The Department for Transport (DfT)

9414. ¢ KSNB A& a2YS ao0SLIWAOAAY |Y2y3ad NBaLR
commitment to ,educing noise impact. Concerns regarding its independence stem
FNRY NBalLRyRSyitaQ SELISNASyOSa 2F (KS |
particularly attending consultation meetings where the DfT was perceived to be
working too closely with Heathrow. Thia$led to a lack of trust from some
respondents that the Dfivouldtake community concerns seriously. Its commitment
to reducing noise impact is called into question by some who feel the Guidance does
not transfer enough decisiemaking power to communit& or enable sufficient
regulation of the industry. Another respondent questions if the new Guidance is just
to appease local communities rather than deliver a sustainable policy for aviation
growth, citing their understanding that Brecon Beacons Nati®aaks Authority was
not consulted as evidence for this.

9.4.15. Another concern is that the DfT does not currently have sufficient information about
noise impacts, particularly those caused by concentration of flight paths, to develop a
robust policy. Some suggdbat the DfT conducts a full assessment before bringing in
any changes.

9.4.16. Despite this scepticism, there are other respondents who consider the DfT to be the
only organisation suitable to oversee airspace change decisions, as they perceive it
not to be sulpect to influence and can address issues that span wide geographical
areas. A few respondents suggest the DfT should take a greater lead in the airspace
change process, by providing clear guidance to all parties on expectations relating to
dealing with tle environmental impacts of aviation.

9.4.17. A couple ofespondents mention that the DfT is subject to a statutory duty under
Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way 2000 to have regard to conserving
and enhancing AONBs when making decisions.
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9.4.18.

Civil Aviaton Authority (CAA)

The independence and effectiveness of the CAA is seriously questioned by many of
those who comment on its role. Its funding by the aviation industry is seen to
undermine its ability to act independently. Others say it is not sufficieripurced

to review airspace change processes, and that it is not proactive enough in its role as
regulator. Perceived recent increases in aviation noise impact have also contributed
to a lack of trust in its effectiveness.

GCAA is not tasked, concernetNd NB & 2 dzZNOSR (G2 RSIf gAGK y2A

Individual, User ID 137686

9.4.19.

9.4.20.

9.4.21.

9.4.22.

9.4.23.

9.4.24.

These concerns leabmerespondents to suggest that the CAA is reformed or
replaced with a body with more regulatory powers and more resource.

{2YS NBaLRyYyRSy(a adzLaidpdth chiangeProdeds asadvayNe f
balance industry interests, by working with ICCAN and local communities and
providing stakeholder engagement guidance to sponsors. However one airport
respondent seeks clarity on how differences in view between airf@ortslocal
communities would be resolved by the CAA. Other specific suggestions for its role
include that it should have ombudsman responsibilities, that it should ensure National
Park Authorities are properly represented via the Airport Consultative Casesit

and that it should support a swift transition from Area Navigation RNAV1 to Required
Navigation Performance RNP1.

Onerespondent seeks confirmation that there will be an established process in which
airspace trials will need to be approved by the @&fore they can progress.

A few respondents mention that the CAA is subject to a statutory duty under Section
85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way 2000 to have regard to conserving and
enhancing AONBs when making decisidmotherrespondentsuggestshat the
RSAONALIIAZY 2F GKS /11 Qa NR{S Ay (GKS T
its role in the proposed tier 1 and tier 2 changes.

Industry organisations

Aviation industry organisations are referred to as being pwriiven, operating in

their own best interests, and not expected to take into account community impact or
concerns. Guidance that introduces a balance to these interests and does not leave
final decisioAamaking in the hands of airports is therefore welcomed by some
respondents. @mments on specific measures are reported on under the relevant
headings of this report.

Local authorities

A few comments are made about the role of local authorities. These include that they
need more power, and to be more involved on behalf of residaftsvever there is
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9.4.25.

9.4.26.

9.4.27.

some concern that local authorities might be compromised by vested interest, with
Luton given as an example where this might be a concern. One specific comment is
that not enough consideration is given to neighbouring National Park Aitigsr

which a couple of respondents consider should be consulted as part of any airspace
change process.

Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN)

I adzYYIENRB 2F L/ /! DbQad NBaLRYyaAoAftAlGASa
currenf @ 6SAy3 O2yadzZ GSR 2y a LI NI 2F (K
functions, structure and governance are summarised in Chapter 7 of this report. Any
comments specific to this Guidance are coveegdr in this tiapter of the report.

Airport Consultdive Committees (ACCs)

One respondent says that ACCs do not have sufficient powers and this should be
addressed in the Guidance.

Other suggestions relating to Chapter 1
Other suggestions provided in response to this chapter include:

9 that environmental impcts should be checked by an independent body who
visits the area, rather than relying on airports to make the assessment;

1 that airspace use should be monitored to ensure each area is not overflown by
too many planes one respondent suggests a map oftdibances per hour in
different areas;

1 that new modelling technology should be better incorporated into the
Guidance to allow updates over time;

9 that a new coastal airport is created to reduce overflight of populated areas
and provide employment opportuties outside of London;

1 that there should be one overarching complaints channel for members of the
public to contact about aviation noise; and

M that the sections of the Guidance on PBN and the definition of altitude would
be better placed elsewhereijther in Chapter 3, as a footnote or in the

glossary.

9.5. Comments on Chapter 2: Airspace change

9.5.1. Chapter 2 of the draft Guidance sets out the guidance relating to the proposed
airspace change process, including the thtiee structure and the process for gac
tier. The chapter also includes a section on replication of flightpaths.
Overall comments on the airspace change process

9.5.2. Somerespondents express support for the proposed airspace change process,
welcoming clearer guidance for stakeholders and an ine@@ascognition of the
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impact of noise on communities. A few respondents say that they find the proposed
three-tier structure useful. Howeveobne respondent objects to any changes which
lead to increased airspace use.

9.5.3. Respondents hope that informaticabout airspace modernisation and any future
airspace change proposals will be widely publicised and consulted on. These
comments tie in with respondeat$pport for more transparency and independent
scrutiny. One respondent suggests consulting with evegyon the route of the
proposed change, not just those near the airport. Contacting households with a
leaflet by post is seen as an appropriate way to reach all those potentially affected. In
terms ofother stakeholders, one respondent believes local auities should also
input into the airspace change process.

9.5.4. The complexity of the airspace change process is mentioned, with respondents sayin
that the hierarchy of responsibility is unclear and difficult to access. One airport
respondent draws on a recemkperience of struggling to discuss the topic with
communitiesand other stakeholders

oHaving recently undertaken a protracted Airspace Change Proposal, the most difficult part
has been communicating a very complicated issue in plain language to thaseebkiblders,
particularly local communities who are understandably anxious and frustrated in

dzy RSNRGFYRAY3I (GKS AYLI OG & ¢

Airport, User ID 5170

9.5.5. One respondent suggests that a pubtiendly summary of the proposals is produced
to aid local communities in werstanding and questioning the proposed changes.

9.5.6. A few respondents comment that the process should be quicker and/or simpler, with
one community group suggesting that changes that mitigate noise in particular shoulc
be fasttracked. One airport supporthieé proposal to keep the existing process for
temporary airspace changes.

9.5.7. A few other specific suggestions are made about the airspace change process overal
that the process accommodates the fact that some airspace change proposals requir
a long timesca of 510 years; that the Guidance should include a process for
monitoring airspace changes; and that airspace change should only go ahead if it
contributes to community wellbeing.

9.5.8. A few respondents use this question to comment on the Altitude Basedtisori
These comments are reported on under the Altitude Based Priorities heading in
section9.6.4

9.5.9. Onerespondentanticipatesdisagreements amongst stakeholdeegarding tier
categorisation for an airspace change proposal, given the different consultation
requirements for each tiefThe respondentherefore requests more clarity on tier
definitions, particularly tier 2 and the tier 2/tier 3 boundary, and suggasisg
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9.5.10.

9.5.11.

9.5.12.

9.5.13.

examples of past airspace change cases and how they would be categorised as a wa
to do this.Theyalso suggest that the Guidance covers how contested categorisations
would be assessed and settled and the process of appeal for all parties.

Onerespandent suggests rewording for the tier structure descriptionstheesy believe
the definitions should be in the Directions rather than the Guidance.

Tier 1 proposals

Respondents put forward a number of specific comments on the tier 1 Guidance,
including:

9 that all airspace changes (including temporary changes) should require
community consultation with those impacted;

9 that the Guidance manages expectations regarding consultation on tier 1
changes;

9 that smaller airports are not sufficiently resourced tadal the full tier 1a
process with a request that allowances are made in such cases;

1 that airspace changes of strategic national importance should be prioritised
over other airspace changes or existing patterns of usage, with concern that
the SofS intergntion comes at too late a stage to facilitate this in the current
proposals;

1 that webTAG is not sufficiently sensitive to assess impacts for the high level
changes, with a request that the Guidance does not raise expectations that it
will always be usetbr tier 1 changes;

1 that the section on the need for options appraisal by airspace change sponsors
from Chapter 3 of the draft Guidance should be included with the tier 1a
description;

Some respondents also suggest a number of specific changes to tdagvof the
document, including adding a sentence to the tier 1¢ description to make clear that
noise impact is the only environmental impact considered for live operational trials, if
this is the case. Another respondent suggests adding a note to exipéitier 1

changes would require an Aeronautical Information Publication (AIP) update to
implement the proposed change, but that not all AIPs would represent a tier 1
airspace change. Another adds suggested wording for an additional section on
changes.

Tier 2 proposals

A small number of comments are received on the tier 2 Guidance. A couple of
respondents seek a more thorough process for tier 2 as the resulting impacts could b
similar to tier 1 changes. Suggestions include increased community consutiaton
extension of the calin function to also cover tier 2.
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9.5.14.

9.5.15.

9.5.16.

9.5.17.

9.5.18.
9.5.19.

9.5.20.

Onerespondentrefers specifically to the provisions for vectoring set out in the tier 2
aSOGtA2Y 2F GKS DAdZARIYyOS® LG ljdzSaidArzya
vectoring given its mderstanding that NATS radar screens do not indicate areas of
high population density.

Similarto its tier 1 concerns, one respondeaisks that expectations are managed

with respect to webTAG use below 4,000ft. It also comments that it is not clear what
ida YSIyld o0& WRSTAYSR y2A as&ponrdeniskesiclaity by |
K2g GKS /11 aK2dZ R RSFAYS GKS WNBRAAGN
consultation is required for changes which redistribute aircraft tracks below 7,000ft.
Tier3 proposals

One airport supports the proposal that tier 3 changes to air operations do not need
specific CAA approval, however other respondents believe such changes could still
result in significant community impact and therefore should require consahaind
CAA approval.

Other comments include:

1 arequest for clarity on the process when a series of linked tiewal changes
that, when considered together, could be viewed as tier 2;

1 arequest that the Guidance makes clear the limits of community involvement
in tier 3;

I asuggestion that the CAA sets out good practice on informing communities
about a proposed airspace change;

1 and a comment that measuring noise levels, changing tracisavoiding
inhabited areas in rural environments may be difficult for helicopters involved
in offshore operations, particularly at night.

Replication of flight paths
A few airporscomment on this section.

One objects to the following sentence of theza R y OSY &G ¢ KS D2 @SN
that the full CAA airspace change process will be followed by airspace change
ALRyYyaz2NR 6AaAKAY3I (G2 dzLIRFGS GKSANI 02y @S
suggests that the full airspace change process should not béreekjfithe CAA

agrees that the PBN standard replicates existing procedures. Another seeks more
detail from the Guidance on what factors to assess, and how they should be weighed
to reach a decision when considering replicating flightpaths with new-53ad
procedures. One airport supports the draft paragraph but believes it could be written
more simply.

A small business considers the proposed replication process to be laborious and off
putting for airports, and suggests that the process should be stieaohto

encourage adoption of PBN procedures. One statutory body suggests that this sectio
of the Guidance would be more appropriately placed in Chapter 3 of the Guidance.
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9.6. Comments on Chapter 3: Development and assessment of
airspace change options

9.6.1. Chapte 3 of the draft Guidance details the requirements for engaging communities in
the change process and assessing the impacts associated with different options. The
chapter covers altituddased priorities, the options appraisal process, the noise
impact asessment process, greenhouse gases, local air quality, Environmental
Statements, the role of ICCAN and other relevant legislation, policy and guidance.

9.6.2. The nature of the topics covered in Chapter 3 and Chaptditde Guidancewhich
relates to the manageent of aircraft noise, means it is not always clear which
section of the Guidance respondents are referring to. For the sake of simplicity, the
majority of comments relating to noise impact assessment and the options analysis
process are covered in thisa®n. The next section covers comments on helicopters
and light aircraft, National Parks and AONBs and noise sensitive buildings only.

Overall comments on Chapter 3

9.6.3. A few comments are made relating to the chapter as a whole, mainly in support of the
proposals. However a couple respondents question whether the proposals are truly
intended to reduce noise impact on communities.

Altitude Based Priorities

9.6.4. There are a few comments in support of the continued use of the altitude based
priorities, with one respondent expressing specific support for the proposal that
AONBSs should be avoided where possible below 7,000ft.

9.6.5. Somerespondents, includingn airport express support for the proposal that
elevation of the land is factored in, particularly over AONBs artishiNg Parks.
However, there is concern that this requirement is not made clear throughout the
Guidance. In fach fewrespondents oppose the altitudeased priorities as they
believe they do not take elevation of land into account. Some respondents stugge
that the requirement to factor in ground level is repeated throughout the Guidance to
make this clearer.

GThe reference to actual height above ground in paragraph 1.6 is welcomed and we would
fA1S G2 &aSS NBLISIFIGSR NBFSNByOSa (KNEPRdzAK?2 dz

Individual, User ID 5110

9.6.6. A few concerns are raised that insufficient priority is given to AONBs and National
Parks, based on their position in the list of bullet points and the caveats surrounding
their consideration. There Bconcern that the proposed woidg effectively amounts
to no protection for these areas.
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9.6.7.

9.6.8.

9.6.9.

Many respondents, including local authorities and community groups, believe noise
should be prioritised up to 7,000ft. They consider noise to be disruptive up to this
altitude, particularly in lighof new PBN technology, and refer to reports and personal
experience of recent PBN trials to support this point. There is a concern that not
prioritising noise to this level will lead to many communities being newly exposed to
noise impacts. Some go oniequest that any changes below 7000ft must therefore
involve consultation with local communities aather stakeholders.

For similar reasons, other respondents say that noise should be considered above
7,000ft. Some respondents consider noise to have rafgignt impact above this

level, particularly in rural areas and/or if flight frequency is increased, and are
concerned thapotential community impacts woultherefore not be factored in to
airspace change decisions. The evidence underpinning this bouisdealled into
guestion or said to be lacking, and some respondents refer to other parts of the
DdzA RFyOS 6KAOK O2yGNI RAOG GKAA& 02dzyRIE N
NEft S@Fyid tSaratlrarAzys LRtAOE FyR 3dzARI
Somerespondentscongder the altitude based priorities to be too simplistic to
adequately assess noise impact, and that there is not sufficient evidence to support
their use. Respondents say that in order to provide a more meaningful assessment
and promote transparency, othdactors should be considered to assess noise,
including: noise metrics such as LOAEL and SOAEL, aircraft type, departure and
fFYRAY3 NRdzGS&a 6Fa 2LI32aSR G2 2dad wiN
rural areas, and impact on habitats and species

41 26 SOSNE ¢S 0StASOS GKFG GKS KSAIKG ol &as
needs to be clarified and supplemented with noise based criteria (e.g. LOAEL, SOAEL) to
provide more meaningful assessments of impacts We believe the addiomoise metrics as
indicators in enacting the altitude based priorities, would help promote greater transparency
in decision making and should be incorporated within an options scoring matrix for an
FANBRLI OS OKFy3IS LINBLRAIT ¢

Airport, User ID 4882

9.6.10. There ae a few requests for clarification regarding the altitude based priorities,

including:

1 bhow impacts above 51dB LAeq andiB3_Aeq are expected to be determined
and portrayed;

1 whether they are intended to encourage reducing the number of people newly
affected by aviation noise;

f 6KFG Aa YSIFEyld o6& GKS LIKNI &S WLINRA 2 NR
and demonstrated; and
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outlined in the final bullet point.

9.6.11. Onerespondentsuggess including a table showing the priorities and how they should
be reflected by the CAA in their associated processes. The layout and text for this
table is included in their response.

9.6.12. There are a few other specific comments and suggestions received qmithities,
including:

9 the inclusion of a bullet point that air quality is only considered an issue below
1,000ft;

1 arewording of the first bullet point to ensure consistent wording with
elsewhere in the Guidance, including paragraph 1.2;

9 that there is dack of clarity on how communities should be consulted
between 4,000ft and 7,000ft;

1 asuggestion to switch priorities so that minimising overflight of AONBs and
National Parks is prioritised between 4,000ft and 7,000ft, with reducing fuel
burn taking precdence above 7,000ft;

1 that there is a discrepancy between the first and third bullet points, saying the
third should also refer to 45dB LNight rather than just 51dB Leq 16 hr;

T I NBljdzSad GKIFIG GKS LIKNI &S w2y LJ2 Lz
point, and

1 arequest to require airports to outline their plans to minimise noise impact up
to 7,000ft in their noise action plans.

The noise impact assessment process

9.6.13. Respondents raise concerns that the noise metrics suggested do not sufficiently
reflect the impact of noise on communities and protected areas, and that therefore
future airspace changes may cause more annoyance than predicted. There is some
support for particular proposalsuch as the replacement of &8 LAeq wh a lower
metric, the use 061dB LAeq for day and 45dB LAeq for night, and the use of n65 in
daytime and n60 at night, however a few respondents comment that levels should be
more aligned with WHO recommendations, for example 50dB LAeq for daytime and
40dB LAeq for night. A few respaents question the use of averaging with more
detailed, onthe-ground assessment being requested, and the overflight hypothesis
referred to in the Guidance is also challenged.

9.6.14. WebTAG use is challengbeg some respondents, including statutory bodiasports
andanair navigation providerConcerns include:

9 thatitis too onerous for small airports;
1 that it is not sufficiently sensitive for all higével changes;

1 thatit does not factor in impacts on wildlife; and
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T

that its assessment may not align withnemunity feedback.

9.6.15. Other comments include:

1

1

whether having specific noise levels is useful, as opposed to having levels set
locally by ICCAN;

concern that lowering noise standards will deter air navigation service
providers from modernising airspace duethe perceived increased resource
and risk involved in increased community involvement;

NBIljdzSaiGa F2NJ Of F NAGe Fo2dzi GKS GSNYy
consistency with wider noise policy;

a recommendation of a new noise impact assessnnegthodology for
assessing the impact of noise on heritage assets;

a request for more detail on use of SOAEL metrics in line with other transport
sector projects;

a suggestion to include the rationale which led to the proposed noise impact
levels;

a suggeted paragraph to include relating to consideration of communities
further away from airports, including number of overflights; and

a request for clarity regarding reporting of night noise levels.

The Options Analysis process

9.6.16. Respondents take this opportupito provide general comments on the proposed
option appraisal processA fewrespondents support the proposed options analysis
approach, particularly increased community involvement and local consideration,
saying it will promote transparency and ensure a more thorough and robust process.
Some request that the process is used oistxg routes to achieve an outcome with
less noise impact.

9.6.17. Other comments include:

1
)l

2YOSNY GKFd GKS LINAYOALX S 2F FteAay:

various preferences for which areas should be avoided such as populated
areas, rural areas, pveusly unaffected areas, and areas where vulnerable
people live;

general support for dispersion over concentration;

and the belief that the process must be fair, prioritise least community impact
and/or overall noise reduction.

9.6.18. Issues, concerns and suggiens relating to this process are reported m more
detail in Chapter 6A few comments specific to the draft Guidance are made,
particularly by airports. These include:
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9.6.19.

9.6.20.

9 the suggestion that minimising noise in rural areas should be emphasised
more in the Guidance;

T I ljdzSNE | o62dzi ¢KIG Aa YSHyd o0& GKS
FNB Ffaz2 O2yaARSNBRQ Ay LI NF¥INILK o

9 concern that the phrassponsors should demonstrate that they have taken on
board the views of communities where possiblewbeveloping optich Q & A
over-prioritise noise and does not consider the possibility that communities
may not agree amongst themselves on one option; and

1 concern that the new process may be too complicated, particularly during the
transition period fromRNAV1 to RNP1 when a separate analysis may be
required for each procedure.

Greenhouse gases

A couple of respondents comment on greenhouse gases, saying that they should be
considered alongside noise and air quality, and provide some suggested rewofrding
the relevant section in the Guidance.

Local air quality

A few respondents are concerned that this section does not factor in the impact of
nitrogen oxides and particulates on human health and the environment, with two
referencing a Plantlife report atme impact on wild flowers and other fauna. One
respondentquestions the feasibility of the request for airspace change sponsors to
WINE BARS I O2YLI NR&azy 2F 20t | ANBIjdzl ¢
they say that no baseline currentlyists to allow a comparison of future impacts to
take place.

GThe issue for most airports is that there is no baseline to compare to as there is currently no
requirement for all airports to monitor local air quality. How would a comparison of local air
quat AGe& 0S LINPRdZOSR ¢gAGK2dzi yed KA&AUG2NAO RI

Airport, User ID 4381

9.6.21.

Environmental Statement
Points raised in relation to the Environmental Statement guidance are:

1 that the requirement for an Environmental Statement to accompany the
airspace change processwelcomed but that what is described is ligbtich,
particularly regarding the consideration of AONBs and in comparison to other
infrastructure types;

1 and that the CAA already produces such a statement for airspace change
decisions.
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The role of ICCAN the airspace change process

9.6.22. Many of the points made relating to the role of ICCAN are covered in mord ietai
Chapter 7 of this report.

96.23. 1 TS ALISOATAO NBRFTFSNByOSa IINB YIRS G2
Guidance.

9.6.24. One respondentequS a G a Of I NA { & Spéngorsislfo8d dansoyfstraey O S
L//1'bQa o06Said LINFYOGAOS KIa 0SSy TORLIBIORSE
how community groups should be involved in developing the design principles, and
whether local circumstanceshould take priority over consistency across airports or
across airspace change processes. fespondentis concerned that ICCAN will not
have the capacity to work with change sponsors to develop local design principles.

9.6.25. Whilst a couple of respondentsisiLJ2 NIi L/ /! bQad Ay @2{ dSYSy
setting, one airport is concerned that comparing compensation schemes across the
country would disrupt local compensation schemes which at the moment it considers
to be working effectively.

9.6.26. Regarding ICCAN involvent in airspace change processes, one airport is concerned
that this could delay the process if ICCAN does not have the resource to consider
every airspace change. It asks therefore that ICCAN involvement is netegpisite
for the CAA to proceed withirspace change decisigmaking.

9.6.27. A few respondents ask that ICCAN is involved in setting appropriate noise metrics,
with some suggesting that these could differ according to local circumstances. One
other suggestion is that ICCAN should develop an actamfpr reducing aviation air
pollution.

9.6.28. Onerespondentsuggests rewording this section so that it reflects only how the CAA
and others are required to work with ICCAN, rather than what ICCAN itself will do. It
alsocomments that the way ICC/&Nunctionsand powers interact with those of the
CAA should be reflected in the Directions. It se@k#irmationthat ICCAN will not
have a function to consider disputes between the CAA and stakeholders that do not
agree with a CAA decisidhasks for confirmatiomhat IGCAN would not have a role
in temporary changes or trials, and suggests including details of what would happen
where changes are sponsored by the military.

Comments on other relevant legislation, policy and guidance

9.6.29. A small number of comments apait forwardregarding the list of other relevant
legislation, policy and guidance:

9 support for the inclusion of the National Planning Policy Framework;

1 a suggestioithat the Environment Act 1995, Section 62(2) Duty of Regards and
the Defra guidance note shld be included;

1 a suggestion that methodology and research on noise impacts on the historic
environment should be included; and

Page 166 of 229 Public
Final



OPM Group

Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

1 asuggestiothat the CAA and ICCAN should also look at guidance on how bes
to assess aircraft noise and represent its impact

9.7. Comments on Chapter 4: Management of aircraft noise

9.7.1. Chapter 4 of the draft Guidance sets out guidance in relation to management of
aircraft noise. As mentioned in the Chapter 3 reporting section, most comments
relating to airspace management and contapé reported on in the previous section,
due to overlap of topics in each chapter. This section summarises comments relating
to the guidance on National Parks and AONBSs, on helicopter angilighaft, and on
noise sensitive buildings.

Overall comments Chapter 4

9.7.2. Whilst a few respondents are satisfied with Chaptesameexpress concerns about
the chapter overall. Comments centre around the feeling that the guidance on noise
management, whilst aspirational, wouldot make any real difference on noise impact
experienced by communities due to too much control being in the hands of airports.
Respondents believe this means tBeidance is unbalanced and woldad to
reducerespite and increased noise impact for commties around airports.

National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBS)

9.7.3. Some respondents comment on the section of the Guidance covering National Parks
and AONBs, as well as the following bullet point in the section of the Guidance on
AltitdzZR S . I & S R whendJr&cticble At & @egiraldle that airspace routes below
7,000 feet should seek to avoid flying over Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB) and National Pakg

9.7.4. A few respondents support the proposals relating to Natiorzaik® and AONBs in the
Guidance, including the emphasis on maintaining tranquillity in these areas and the
principle of avoiding AONBs where possible.

9.7.5. However, most who comment believe National Parks and AONBs have been given
insufficient consideration inhte Guidance. Respondents emphasise the value of
tranquillity in these areas to wellbeing, recreation and amenity, which some feel is
already being eroded by recent increases in flights. There is concern that these
benefits are not factored in to webTAGRn G K G OF @St G & &adzOK |
WgKSNE LINI OGAOF 0f SfNatiordEPdeys Bnd AGNSs vidyld i S O (
airspace change sponsors the opportunity to ignore impacts on these areas. One
concern is also raised about the harm caused toousrplant species in the Chilterns
AONB by aviation air pollution. Respondents suggest that minimising AONB overfligh
is protected up to and beyond 7,000ft, particularly as hills in protected areas are seen
to be the quietest points.

9.7.6. In contrast, one respndent comments that the needs of communities should be
prioritised over AONBs where there is no other option.
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9.7.7. Other comments include:

9 concern that National Park Authorities are not sufficiently included in airspace
change decisiomaking brought forward ¥ neighbouring airports;

91 reference to guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework which says
that areas such as Royal Parks should be given similar consideration to AONB
and

9 suggestion to include a list of National Parks and AONBs in the Guidance
Helicopter and light aircraftelated noise

9.7.8. A couple obrganisationsvelcome the reference to helicopters and light aircraft. One
local authority refers specifically to New Forest National Park where noise impact
from recreational flights and helicopteccess to nearby hotels is seen to be
impacting on local residents. The local authority believes that current guidance is not
being followed and hopes to see increased regulation and more local stakeholder
cooperation to resolve the issue. An environmgnbup also asks for clarity on how
privately owned helicopters and aerobatic training flights would be controlled.

Noise Sensitive Buildings

9.7.9. Arespondentasks that heritage assets are included in the list of ne@ssitive
building types, both due tdte small risk that resonance may have a physical impact
on the building and the impact of noise on the setting of the asset.

9.7.10. Other comments specifically relating to noise sensitive buildings include that the list
of building types should include schools and care homes, and that the number of
people using the building and the time spent there should be factored in to assess
sensiivity.

Other suggestions relating to Chapter 4

9.7.11. A few other suggestions are made in response to this chapter on aircraft noise
management, including:

1 that a body should monitor airspace and act on behalf of the public if flight
frequency or noise leveladgrease beyond acceptable levels;

9 that this body should be supported by an independent technical specialist, and
should be able to introduce penalties for airlines that do not comply with noise
reductionmeasures; and

i that the section on airspace designostid be moved to earlier in the Guidance
as it relates ¢ the airspace change process.

9.8. Commenson Chapter 5: Specific navigational guidance

9.8.1. This Chapter of the draft Guidance outlines specific navigational guidance on
departure and arrival procedures,dluding continuous climb operations and
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continuous descent operations. It also provides guidance on the use of Noise
Preferential Routes (NPRs) and the publication of route information.

Overall comments on Chapter 5

9.8.2. A few general comments are made on th@pter, including some overall agreement
but also some concern that the meass covered in this chapter wouttt provide
any significant reduction to noise impact for communities unless measures such as
fines for straying off agreed routes are introduced

Departure procedures

9.8.3. A few respondents support using steeper climb gradients so that planestfig at
highest possible altitude above communities. One respondent believes that fuel
efficiency and engine wear currently takes precedence when departaeedures
are agreed, and asks that reducing noise impact is given greater priority. One
respondent suggests that ICCAN plays a regulatory role when it comes to departure
procedures.

Continuous Climb Operations

9.8.4. The proposal to accelerate widespreadoption of Continuous Climb Operations
(CCO) is welcomed by most respondents who comment, as altitude is seen as an
important factor in noise impact. One respondent speaks favourably of airlines that
already practice CCO, and another considers the patergduction in fuel efficiency
to be worth the reduced noise impact.

9.8.5.  Whilst most community groups support its introduction, one group questions
whether it will help reduce noise, believing instead that the main purpose of its
introduction is fuel efficieay. It suggests that using a lower throttle setting after take
off would be a better way to reduce noise.

9.8.6. One community group questions whether it will be possible to realise the proposals tc
increase CCO use in and around London, citing delays with tldeh.dirspace
Management Project as an example of where implementation has been difficult.

Arrival procedures

9.8.7. Onerespondentt ANBES& ¢gA0GK (GKS DdzARFyOSQa adl i
more serious than departure noise, and with the list oftéas that determine the
level and distribution of noise from landing aircra®mne respondenpoints out that
the final approach (from eight to ten miles out) must always follow the same route,
however another respondent suggests that at least the appraachis point should
be varied.

Continuous Descent Operations

9.8.8. One respondenagrees that Continuous Descent Operations (CDOs) can play an
important role in reducing noise impact and provides a few specific comments
relating to its implementation. It suggts that overscheduling of flights and use of
stacks should be discouraged as this prevents CDO from being implemented
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9.8.9.

9.8.10.

9.8.11.

9.8.12.

9.8.13.

9.8.14.

9.8.15.

effectively. It also believes that aircraft should start higher than the 6,000ft proposed
in the Guidance and descend as steeply astgafied comfort will allow, using low
power and drag procedures to minimise engine and aircraft noise.

Navigational accuracy
No specific comments are made relating to the Navigational accuracy section.
Noise Preferential Routes (NPRS)

A few respondents coment on the proposal in the Guidance that NPRs no longer
need to be implemented or retained, if it is not considered an appropriate local
solution. There is some support for this proposal, with a couple of respondents sayinc
that NPRs need reviewing to facin community input or to allow more suitable
departure procedures to be used. However, others believe NPRs play an important
role in allowing communities to monitor aviation noise, especially as communities are
now familiar with the routes. They therafe oppose the relaxation of NPR use as
proposed in the Guidance.

One respondent asks how this Guidance will affect those who have voluseation
106 NPRs.

Route information Guidance

Somerespondents, mostlyndividualsand community groups, support thgublication

of aircraft track keeping and noise performance as a way to improve transparency an
build community trust, with another believing it will encourage airline compliance.
Some suggestions are made, including that the data is publicly accetsilie,

should cover areas beyond the immediate vicinity of airports, and that designated
airports should have to report every five years on specific changes to reduce noise.

A few concerns are raised by airports

1 that requesting data on the average distance from the SID centreline puts too
much expectation on aircraft following that line exactly, which is unrealistic;

9 thatitis unclear how noise levels in different areas will be calculated; and

1 that the publicaton requirements are too burdensome on smaller airports that
do not currently publish routes.

Quieter aircraft

A few respondents mention quieter aircraft technology in their response to this
chapter. They consider this to be an effective way to reduceadirnoise, and call for
legislation which incentivises accelerated research into such technology and
deployment of the outputs.

One respondent comments that the Guidance should make provisions for
developments in electric plane technology.

Other commentsand concerns in response to Chapter 5
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9.9.

9.9.1.

9.9.2.

9.9.3.

9.9.4.

9.9.5.

One warns that new technology may not bring community benefit, referring to recent
flight path changes by Luton Airport which has aféectvhere they live in St Albans.
Another respondent asks what wouldl LILISY A G K LI Fya F2N
that ties in with proposals for a new runway at Heathrow.

Comments on Chapter 6: The role of Government in the
Airspace Change Process

This clapter sets out the role of Government in the airspace change process,
including the criteria and process for Secretary of Stateicall

Overall comments on Chapter 6

Respondents offer a range of views regarding the role of Government in the airspace
change process. Some support the Government playing a major denisiking and
oversight role, where they represent communities and provide a balance to the
economic priorities of airports and airlines. Some respondents do not feel that the
needs of the pblic and the environment are being sufficiently represented at the
moment, with specific concerns that MPs currently do not always act in the interest of
the wider community they represent, or that local authorities may have conflicted
interests when it omes to airport expansion. Some of these respondents believe the
Government needs more power and should take complete ownership of the process.

However there is some scepticism regarding Government involvement, with
respondents referring to negative expenices in the past and questioning the
D2OSNYYSyiuQa Y2UAQl GA2y FT2NI NBIf OKLF y:=
believes the Government should not be involved at all, whihsitherstates the role
should only be to set policy, which others thetidav.

Criteria for calin

There is support for the proposed callcriteria from a couple of airpost whilst
someindividuals one community group and one local authority object to the
proposals. The main concern amongst those who comment is the fitexi@n which
relates to noise impact, with respondents considering the requirement to prove
health impact on 10,000 people as unfair.

Other comments include:

1 arequest for clarity of what makes a proposal necessary foiirtadispecially
when the changés of strategic national importance;

1 that an additional criterion should be added to prompt a-@aNvhen an
aerodrome would close if an airspace change cannot be introduced;

1 a suggestion that standard runway usage contours are required instead of
100% Beq contours, to reduce the assessment burden on sponsors;
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1 and the suggestion that the cali function should cover tier 2 as well, as the
policy framework notes that the impact from tier 1 and tier 2 could be the
same.

Process for handling calis

9.9.6. One espondentasks that the calih process is timdéimited, in recognition of the
resources required for a large airspace change.

9.9.7. Anotherrespondentseeks confirmation that the SofS will review proposals and direct
the CAA on what decision to take, rather thiaking the decisioon their own It also
says that the Guidance needs to make clearer whether thearcélinction applies to
tier 1 changes only, or also to tier 2.

9.9.8. Two respondents make a specific comment relating to the learning from Englefield
Green,suggesting that formal agreement from residents should be required before
change can be progressed.
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Chapter 10: Additional comment®n airspace
policy
10.1. Introduction

10.1.1. Many additional comments were made in response to the consultation, which do not
fall within any of tke question themes. These comments can be broadly summarised
into four main categories:

9 comments on the proposals overall;

1 comments on airspace policy and the modernisation of airspace in general;
1 comments on the impacts of air travel; and
1

comments and sugggtions regarding the mitigation of the impacts of air
travel.

10.2.Comments on the proposals overall

10.2.1. Comments on the proposals covered by specific consultation questions are
summarised under the chapter of this report corresponding to the relevant question.
However, respondents often comment on the proposals overall, without referencing
a specific section of the consultation document.

Concerns

10.2.2. Manyrespondentgquestion the enforceability of the proposals, saying that they rely
on a selfregulated industry for their implementation. Respondents argue that past
efforts by the Government have not produced sufficient change in practice, at least
from the point of véw of communities. There is therefore a general view that firmer
regulations are required, especially around noise and enforcement of changes.

GThe proposals put forward in this consultation are largely unenforceable by the local
decision making processiggested, nor do we think the newly proposed overseeing body
(ICCAN) will fare any better without the power to see that its advice and decisions are
followed through; meanwhile the CAA is perceived by communities as too much a creature of
theindustry,and6 S &SS fAGOHES Ay GKS OdzZNNByYyd LINE LR

Community goup, User ID 131269

10.2.3. Some respondents criticise the policies in the consultation document as placing too
much emphasis on noise and asking for more consideration to be takehef o
factors, including carbon emissions, air quality, environmental concerns, safety,
airspace violations, operational efficiency, fuel consumption and economic needs.
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10.2.4.

10.2.5.

10.2.6.

10.2.7.

10.3.

10.3.1.

10.3.2.

Some respondentdraw attention to possible problems caused by potential clashes
between the present proposals and international safety and interoperability
protocols, as well as recent airspace changes proposed by the CAA. Other
respondents comment that the sum total of the changes being proposed would lead
to significant increases in théne taken and the workload required to make airspace
changes.

Suggestions

A few respondents call for a mooe-ordinatedsystem for how airspace is designed
and changes implemented, stressing how lengthy and bureaucratic the current
decisionmaking process. Other requests include fairness, transparency, balance,
robustness, consistency and accountability.

A small number of respondesitomment on the transition from the current airspace
regime to the one proposed in the consultation, stressing the impumeeof clarity
and certainty.

Afew respondents make specific comments and suggestions regarding air traffic
routeing and procedures near various airports, including London Gatwick, Luton, City
and Aberdeen.

Airspace policy and the modernisation of airepa

Support for airspace changes and airspace modernisation

The majority of comments made in support of airspace modernisation are from
airports, airlines, businesses, business umbrella bodies and statutory bodies, with a
few local authorities also expresgj similar views. The mostted reasons focus on
increased efficiency, reduction of noise pollution and carbon emissions and improved
safety. These are all discussed in turn below.

Increased efficiency

A few respondents argue that improved practices waglchove constraints in air

traffic movements, thereby reducing delays and resulting in a more efficient and
W22AYSR dzLlJQ aeaiasSvyo {2YS 32 2y G2 O2Y
flights to grow, which would benefit both the economy and passendgome
respondents specifically request growth and modernisation to be prioritised in
airspace policy.

OWe are confident that Airspace modernisation will benefit the economy, through faster
journeys and dramatically reducing the risk of future delays aseault of increased capacity

Ay

0KS aledé

Airport, User ID 137699
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10.3.3.

Reduction of noise

Some respondents, including airports, business umbrella bodies, local authorities anc
statutory bodies, associate more modern airspace practices with reduced noéds, le
though very few elaborate on the link between the two. Those who do, suggest that
improved airspace practices would lead to efficiency gains, such as reduced use of
stacking, therefore reducing noise on the ground. In contrast, some respondents,
particularly community groups aniddividuals are concerned that the increased
capacity provided by the airspace modernisation Vddead to an increase in noise

din the near term, airspace modernisation could help deliver improved flight efficiency and
noise respite benefits to affected communities, sooner than is feasible under current
NE3dzf  §2NE LINEOSRdAzNB & d¢

Airport, User ID 131399

10.3.4.

10.3.5.

10.3.6.

10.3.7.

10.3.8.

10.3.9.

Reduction of carbon emissions

A few business umbrella bodies cite studies which predict percentage fall in carbon
emissbns as a result of more modern practices.

Safety

A few respondents express support on the basis of improved safety, without
specifying further.

One respondent expresses support of airspace modernisation practices, but not if
they are used to increase apace capacity.

Challenges to airspace changes and airspace modernisation

Often referring to previous airspace changes and actions by the Géw, a
respondents, particularly community groups andividuals suggest that airspace
modernisation favours thandustry at the expense of affected communities and call
for this to be addressed.

A few respondents object to airspace modernisation because they associate it either
with concentration of flight paths (see Chapteofethis repor) or the expansion of
airspace capacity (i.e. a greater number of flights). In the context of opposition to
both of these outcomes, a small number of respondents comment that they do not
believe the need case for airspace modernisation has been sufficiently explained and
presented.

Comments regarding the CAA

As discussed in other parts of this report, many respondents are critical of the CAA.
The organisation is often described as being unaccountable, lacking transparency an
being biased towards the aviation indust8§omerespondents add that the CAA has
made changes without warning or consulting local communities and that they pay
little attention to their concerns. One respondent describes the organisation as being
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public bodies some of which they consider to be mutually exclusive.

10.3.10.In light of thissomerespondents call for the CAA to be more accountable and
transparent, both in its decisiemaking process and in how it deals with iss@nd
complaints.

10.3.11.A fewrespondents argue that current powers of the CAA are too limited and call for
these to be increased. Specific suggestions include giving it the power of ombudsmat
over airports and their owners; and giving it greater power ovepdkt Consultative
Committees.

Other comments on airspace modernisation

10.3.12.0ne airport argues that airspace modernisation should be informed by strategic
planning, in order to minimise impacts on communities and ensure that benefits in
terms of jobs and grovit are shared across different regions.

103132 AGK NBFSNBYOS (2 (GKS 5F¢-{RNOADSIND Wl Li
one respondent argues that sustainable growth in demand for air travel has been
overestimated, and that the growth restraints creatleg carbon emissions, air
pollution and noise (with associated impacts on health and quality of life) are
underestimated. They also note a discrepancy between the NATS sigowangair
travel growing to 3.25 million flights per year in 208t the figureof 2.5 million
flights given by the Airports Commission, suggesting that these estimates need to be
reconciled. Finally, the same respondent also criticisesShe SNy YSy (1 Qa R
delay its publication of demand estimates for the UK until afterdhrent
consultations on Airspace Policy and the Draft Airports National Policy Statement.

10.4.The impacts of air travel

10.4.1. Many respondents refer to the noise and air pollution impacts of aviation in their
responses. Where these comments are made in relaticthégproposals mentioned
in any of the consultation questions, they are summarised in the corresponding
chapter of this report. Comments on the impacts associated with aircraft more
generally are reported here.

Noise

10.4.2. Respondents frequently comment on thercent noise levels generated by air travel
(and its associated activities), with many complaining about the effect those have on
their health, quality of sleep and property valuésfewrespondents express a
particular concern for the impact on childreooth in terms of sleep quality and
academic performance.

10.4.3. A few respondents express concerns regarding the cumulative effect of aircraft noise
saying that even when they are receiving respite from one London airport, they are
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10.4.4.

10.4.5.

still being overflown by anbier, due to a perceived lack of coordination of respite
practices.

Air pollution

The issue of air pollution and its impact on both people and the environment is raised
by manyrespondents. Most of them comment that current air quality targets are not
being met and are concerned that increased air travel would exacerbate the problem
even further. In the context of their concerns, some call for air quality mitigation
measures to be prioritised. A few respondents express concern about the potential
impact ofBrexit on air quality targets.

A few respondents link the air pollution produced by air travel to health problems,
such as asthma, lung disease and shortened life expectancy. As with noise, children
are considered to be particularly vulnerable. The additional cost of these problems to
the NHS is also commented on.

10.5. Mitigation of the impacts of air travel

10.5.1.

10.5.2.

10.5.3.

10.5.4.

Many respondents make comments and suggestions about how to mitigate the
potential impacts of air travel. Comments made exclusively with regard to possible
expansion of capacity in tHeouth East of England are reported under Chapter 11.

Improved aircraft

Somerespondents support the introduction of more fuefficient aircraft, witha few
pointing out the improvements made in this field in recent years. To further
encourage the develapent of cleaner aircraft technology, respondents call for
legally or financially enforceable limits on aircraft emissions.

Similarly, other respondents focus on noise mitigations and the development of
quieter aircraft. While some, including business uailar bodies, airlines and a local

' dzi K2NAGEesS F3INBS 6A0K (GKS 5F¢Qa adal asSy
challenge this assumption either due to personal experience or other observations.
For example, some local authorities, community groupsiadividualsargue that any
decrease in noise per aircraft engine would be offset by increases in the total number
of aircraft flying or the number of engines used (larger aircraft have more engines).
Like with comments on air quality, respondents callftother research and suggest

the introduction of legally or financially enforceable limits on noise levels.

Night flights

Night flight restrictions, other than those proposed as part of possible expansion of
London Heathrow (which are reported below inapter 11), are mentioned kypany
respondentsindividualstend to be supportive of such restrictions and complain that
currently they have not been properly enforced. In terms of specific timings, a range
of suggestions are made, including 10p®am; 1030pm¢ 6:30am; 11pnt 6am;
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10.5.5.

10.5.6.

10.5.7.

10.5.8.

11pm¢ 7am; 8pm¢ 8am; or more generally that the ban be for 7 hours or 8 holrs.
contrast, some businesses warn about the economic implications of such measures.

Flight techniques

A few respondents reference Continuous Climb Operations (CCO) and Continuous
Descent Operations (CDO) in their responses. CCO is where an aircraft climbs
continuously from take off until reaching its cruising altitude. This practice is in
contrast to steped climb, which includes periods of level flight. CDO is where an
aircraft descends continuously, from either cruising altitude or the bottom of a
holding stack, until reaching final approach. Again, this is in contrast to a stepped
descent pattern.

Most of those who comment on these procedures are supportive of them as a means
of mitigating noise and/or carbon emissions from air travel. However, some question
the possibility of them being implemented, arguing that the policies and procedures
in placeg for example relating to climb ratesare based on outdated aircraft, and
therefore need updating.

Two other flight techniques suggested by respondents in order to better mitigate the
impacts of air travel include the use of steeper angles for<akand/or descent; and
reduction of the use of stackinBy contrast, one respondent suggests that the noise
benefits of increasing the angle of ascent or descent may have beerestigrated,

and that the benefits may only be marginal.

Other suggestions

Other sugestions made by respondents, for mitigating the impacts of air travel,
include:

1 reducirg the number of flights overall;

1 increasing the use of large capacity planes, in order tacedhe total number
of flights;

1 limiting the number of planes per hoon any one route;
1 limiting the maximum level of noise allowed any one route;

9 arebalancing of the policy of the sharing of benefits of technological
improvements in favour dbcalcommunities;

9 greater coordination between airports of both airspace useofiter to
increase efficiency and therefore lower noise and air pollution) and respite (so
that communities overflown by two airpte still get effective respite);

1 making it easier for communities to report noise problems, such as through a
phone app;

9 agreater role for the Environment Agency in monitoring and/or enéonent
of impacts and mitigation;
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flyingat a greater altitude close to airports (ther explanation was not
provided.

10.5.9. Other, more general comments made by respondents regarding mitigation of the
impacts of air travel include:

T

general questioning of existing mitigation measures @ademment
commitment to mitigation;

commenting that no amount of mitigation measures or targets will ever be
adequate to dfset the impacts of air travel;

general support for, or encouragement of, the mitigatiof the impacts of air
travel; and

comments that anyroposed mitigation measures will be offset by the
increasing number of flights predicted for the future.

10.5.10.Finally, a number of airlines, air freight businesses, airports and other businesses dra
attention to progress already made in mitigating the negatffects of air travel,
both through better technology and improved practice at airports, as well as the
efficiency gains made possible by the Single European Sky Project.
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Chapter 11: Comments on the consultation
process

11.1.

11.1.1.

11.1.2.

11.2.

11.2.1.

11.2.2.

11.2.38.

Introduction

Respondents discuss varicaspects of the consultation process as part of their
responses. Their views are summarised in this chapter, which covers comments on
the consultation process overall, the consultation materials and the consultation
events.

I 2YYSyda 2y 57T ¢ultation@dofd daNDRaB Alrport<Natjodal Policy
Statement are summarised in Chapté&df this report

Comments and suggestions on the consultation process
overall

Some respondentsmostlyorganisations, though from various categories
appreciate theopportunity to comment on the proposals and highlight the
importance of conducting public consultatios fewof these ask to be kept updated
and involved in the next stages of the process, particularly with regards to the
establishment of ICCAN.

Many respondents are critical of the consultation process, arguing that they have not
been adequately consulted and questioning the impact their feedback will have on
0KS RSOA&AZ2Y YI{1{Ay3 LINRBOSaad® hyS NBaLR
02 EQ S BpedifibdriticiSns are summarised below.

Timescale

A fewrespondents comment on the timing of the consultation, often in relation to

the parallel consultation on Heathrow expansion. One of thespondentsexpresses
concernthat the consultatiorhas keen rushed SOl dzaS 2F G KS D2 @
to expand Heathrow, leaving little time for a thorough consideratiothefnew
performancebased navigation technology (PBHNhother respondent believes that

the consultation should have been conducted aftedecision on a third runway at

| SFGKNRg KIFa 0SSy YIRS a OGKAewAa A7 S
respondentssay that revisions to the national aviation policy are expected to be
published next year and believe that it would have been betbehdve theNational

Policy Satement consultation after that.
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support its rushed decision to expand Heathrow last October. The evidence is clear from the
Airports Commission Final Report that a three runway Heathrow will require major changes
G2 GKS gl @& [2YR2¢¥Qa |ANRLI OS 2LISNraGSaod

Local authority,User ID 131338

11.2.4. Some respondents call for an extension of the consultation, citing a number of
reasons such as the untainty caused by the snap general election and Brexit
overshadowing the consultation publicity. Others call for a second consultation in the
context of their requests for additional information and clarifications on some of the
proposals. Another respondé suggests that the consultation is indefinitely extended
with a website where anyone can continually provide feedback.

Lack of publicity

11.2.5. A fewrespondents also argue that the consultation was not been sufficiently
advertised, which shortened the timedk had available to consider and respond to
the proposals. Related to this, a few respondents query if the relevant stakeholders
have ben notified and consulted wittPublic Health England and Brecon Beacons
National Parks Authority being mentioned spiGifly.

X6S KI@S 2yfteée 2dzad € SINYSRZI FNRBY |y2iKSNJ
of this consultation and are concerned that we had not been included as stakeholders or
directly notified parties in order to give this more detailed considé&on.

Environment groupUser ID 131330

Lack of information

11.2.6. Respondentgomment that more information and detail is needed in relation to
many of the detailed proposals covered by the consultation questions. These
comments are summarised in the corresponding chapters of this report.

Other comments on the process

11.2.7. A few respondnts believe that the further guidance on aviation noise policy, which is
to inform decisions on airspace design and use, should be published in draft form anc
consulted on.

11.2.8. Finally, a few respondents highlight that a recent consultation by the CAA owerlap
with this consultation. They stress the importance of aligning the approaches and
proposals taken forwa from these two consultations.
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11.3.Comments on consultation materials

11.3.1. The majority of the comments made on the consultation materials are critical with
respondents describing them as long, too technical and difficult to find and use
(including the online form)A few respondents, as part ofca-ordinatedresponse,
feel that the tone of the consultation document is biasedavour of the aviation
industry. They cite examples from the document where they believe industry
concerns have been emphasised over community impacts.

dl am not sure who the target audience for your Response Form is, but it does not appear to
have been designed to be used by the geal public. It is highly complex and technical and
NBIljdZANS& Ay RSLIWK (y2¢fSR3IS 2F !'Y |ANERLI O

Individual, User ID 104807

11.3.2. In contrastsomerespondents comment that the consultation materials are well
written, user friendly and easy to navigate with a few highlighting the usefulness of
the diagrams and illustrations. One local authorggpondentcomments that they
believe an appropriate level of technical understanding has been assumed in the
consultation guestions and materials.

dit is difficult to gauge the level of technical understanding when setting consultation
jdzZSadAa2ya 2N NBFSNBYOS odzii L GKAYy]l GKA& R

Local authority User ID 129551

Suggestions relating to the consultatiooaiment

11.3.3. A few respondents make recommendations on how the consultation document could
be edited to improvats clarity. These include

1 supplement paragraphs 5.47 to 5.50 with comments from elsewhere in the
document, specifically the statement in 5.13 whgitaes further guidance on
some if the guidelines;

1 make it clearer where guidance on Airspace Changes can be found in terms of
operational, environmental and economic elements;

1 in order to emphasise the general importance of safety, bring up the issues at
the beginning of the document, rather than in chapter 3, para. 3.2; and

f LINBaSyid G(GKS aSOitAaAz2y NBFSNByOAy3ad WiK
G2 @GSOG2NAY3 YR NBLR2NIAY3 2y GKS S
ASOGARNAELROYIH Rtdihed, ASAND® B K2dzf R NB TSN
dzal 3SQ N} GKSNJ G4KFy WFEANBLI OS OKI y3Ss
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11.4.Comments on the consultation events

11.4.1. Somerespondents criticise the consultation events, saying that there were not well
publicised and too limited in scope and detail.

11.4.2. In contrasta fewrespondents (mostly statutory bodies and local authorities) were
pleased with the events and the information presented as part of them.

11.5.Comments on the scope of the consultation

11.5.1. In addition to the consultation process, somespondentscomment on the scope of
the consultation in terms of the proposals set out in the consultation document.

11.5.2. A few respondents see the omission of proposals relating to the General Aviation (G£
sector as being a major shortcoming of the consultation. Thesgoredents
emphasise the importance of the GA sector and hence the need for new policies to b
created which also consider the sector. A few of these respondents also criticise
NEFSNByOSa Ay (KS OzyadZf GFidAz2zy (@toWdzy C
GKS SEA&GSYOS 2F NBtSOlIyld O2yiNRf LINEC
Services Outside Controlled Airspace (ATSOCAS). One respondent criticises the
segregation of the aviation sector and its policies and dall a more joinedip
approach. Aewrespondentdj dzZSNE ¢gKeé (GKS /1! Qa RSTAYA
Chapter 6 of this report) has not been consulted on

OAs the aviation sector has grown and controlled airspace has expanded this segregation has
begun to break down as evidenced liye growth in airspace infringements. We are
approaching the time when the UK airspace model must change or of GA and military
aviation will be unable to operate effectively. The strategy you are now proposing presents
an opportunity to create an integrag¢d airspace system, benefitting the air transport industry
YR GKS LJzoft A0 gKAfAG LINPOARAY3I | &dzaill Ayl

Otherorganisation, User 1D129547

11.5.3. Other areas cited by respondents as significant omissions from the consultation
documentand policies include:

1 remotely Piloted Air Systems (RPAS) and Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, (UAVS)

9 policies regarding aircraft design, engine silencing, rates of climb and descent
and angle®f climb and descent;

9 proper recognition of the impact of ground rs& and

1 proper recognition of the impact of helicopter noise
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Appendix A:List of participating organisations

The table below lists the names of all the organisations which submitted responseslit<the
Airspace Policgonsultation. They are listed by sector, andrapetically within each sector.

Any businesses which are deemed small enough so that an individual could be identified fromn
their response have not been listed. Also, organisations have not been listed if they indicated
that their response should be treadl as confidential. Some organisatisubmitted multiple
responses, however their name has been included only once.

It cannot be fully assured that all organisations have been accurately categorised as they did
not all classify themselves. Categorisation of responses was carried out separately from codin
and does not affect the way in which coding is carried out.

Air freight business

FedEx

UPS

AICES

Air Navigation Service Provider

NATS

Airline

InternationalAirlines Group

Monarch Airlines Ltd.

Thomson Airways

Virgin Atlantic Airways Ltd.

Airport

Birmingham Airport Ltd.

Bristol Airport

Edinburgh Airport Ltd.

Gatwick Airport Ltd.

Heathrow Airport Ltd.

Humberside International Airport Ltd.

LeedBradford Airport Ltd.

Page 184 of 229



OPM Group Consultation on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace I Summary
report of consultation feedback

London Biggin Hill Airport

London City Airport

London Luton Airport

London Luton Airport Ltd.

Manchester Airports Group

Newcastle International Airport

TAG Farnborough Ltd.

Business umbrella body

Aerospace Defence Securf§DS)

Airlines UK

Airport Operators Association (AOA)

Association of British Travel Agents (ABTA)

International Air Transport Association (IATA)

London First

Regional and City Airports

Sustainable Aviation

The Sky's the Limit campaign

Communitygroup

Aviation Communities Forum (41 community groups)

Back Ifold, Plaistow and Loxwbégainst Noise and EmissiorB!RLANE

Bedwell Residents' Group

Belfast City Airport Watch

Caddington Air Defence

CAGNE Communities Against Gatwick Noise and Emissions

Ealing Aircraft Noise Action Group (EANAG)

Ealng Fields Residents Association (EFRA)

East Sussex Communities for the Control of Air Noise

Easters and Rodings Action Group (against Stansted BESRAG)
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Edinburgh Airport Watch

Egham Residents' Association

Englefield Green Action Group (EGAG)

Foley Mews Residents

Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign

Gatwick Obviously Not (GON)

HACAN and HACAN East

High Weald Councils Aviation Action GrdbiZWCAAG)

Hitcham and Taplow Society

LADACAN (Luton And District Association for the Control of Aircraft Noise)

Nutfield Conservation Society

People Against Intrusive Noise (PAIN)

Plane Justice

Plane Wrong

Residents Action Group Elmbridge (RAGE)

Richings Park Residents' Association

Richmond Heathrow Campaign

St Albans Quieter Skies

Staines Town Society

Stevenage South Residents

Stop Stansted Expansion

Teddington Action Group

2 SA0YAYAadSNI /AGe /2tES3S 6aitdzRSyiaQ O

Environmentgroup

Aviation Environment Federation

Chiltern Countryside Group

Chiltern Society

CPRE Hampshire

CPRE Kent
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CPRE Sussex

Cranborne Chase AONB (9 councils and 7 community/environmental groups)

Richmond and Twickenham Friends of the Earth

Stour andOrwell Society

West London Friends of the Earth

RollsRoyce plc

Local authority

Bletchingley Parish Council

Bracknell Forest's Economic and Skills Development Partnership (ESDP)

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Associationhazfal Councils

Buckinghamshire County Council, South Bucks District Council and Buckinghamshi
Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership

Buckland Parish Council

Burstow Parish Council

Cabinet Member for Environment, Waltham Forest Council

CharlwoodParish Council

Chiddingstone Parish Council

Conventia of Scottish Local Authoritie€QSLA

Crawley Borough CouneiPrincipal EHPPollution, Public Health and Licensing

East Hampshire District Council

East Herts Council

East Sussex Cour®puncil

Edenbridge Town Council

Elmbridge Borough Council

Essex County Council

Felbridge Parish Council

Fermanagh and Omagh District Council
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Flamstead P/C Working Group

Hertfordshire County Council

Horley Town Council

Horsham District Council

Horsmonden Parish Council

Kent County Council

Leicestershire County Council

Leigh Parish Council

Liss Parish Council

London Borough of Ealing

London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham

London Borough of Havering

London Borough of Hounslow

London Borough of Lewisham

London Boroughs of Richmoiwgbon-Thames, Hillingdon & Wandsworth, Royal Borou
of Windsor & Maidenhead

Mayfield and Five Ashes Parish Council

Mayor of London's Office, Deputy Mayor for Transport

Mole Valley District Council

New Forest National Park Authority

Newdigate Parish Council

Nutfield Parish Council

Reigate and Banstead Borough Council

Royal Borough of Greenwich

Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead

Runnymede Borough Council

Salfords and Sidlow Parish Council

Slinfold Parish Council

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

Spelthorne Borough Council
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St Albans City and District Council

Stevenage Borough Council

Strategic Aviation Special Interest Group (SASIG)

Surrey County Council

Swindon Borough Council

Taplow Parish Council

The London Borough of Southwark

Tring Town Council

Tunbridge Wells Borough Council

Uttlesford District Council

Warnham Parish Council

West Sussex County Council

Westerham Town Council

Wheathampstead Parish Council

Wigginton Parish Council

Withyham Parish Council

Woburn Parish Council

Cheshire Flyers

British Hang Gliding and Paragliding Association

England's Economic Heartland

Future Airspace Strategy VERplementation GroupKASVIG Lty.

GeneralAviation Alliance

High Weald AONB Unit

Lasham Gliding Society

Prospect

Royal Aeronautical Society

The Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport (CILT)

UK Future Airspace Strategy Industry Implementation Group (FASIIG)
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Winbourne Martin French

Joint response: Heathrow Airport, Spelthorne Borough Council and HACAN

Statutory body

Aberdeen International Airport Consultative Committee

Bristol Airport Consultative Committee

Civil Aviation Authority (CAA)

Department for InfrastructurelNorthern Ireland

Gatwick Airport Consultative Committ¢€ATCOM)

Historic England

Local Authorities' Aircraft Noise Council (LAANC)

London Luton Airport Consultative Committge ACYC

Manchester Airport Consultative Committee

Minister for Transport ad the Islands: Scottish Government

Newcastle Airport Consultative Committee

Southampton International Airport Consultative Committee

Stansted Airport Consultative Committee

The Chilterns Conservation Board

Welsh Government
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Appendix B:List of codes

Key toadditional letters in codes

E- Environment

I ¢ Impact

Gc Gatwick

H ¢ Heathrow

M ¢ Measures (for mitigating impacts)

S¢ Scheme

Q1¢ Crosscutting issues

Q1- 3 tier process clarify

Q1- 3-tier process criticise

Q1- 3-tier process support

Q1- Airspace managementchallenge

Q1- Compensation last resort

Q1- Compensation suggestion

Q1- Compliance suggestions

Q1- Costs concern

Q1- Definitions

Q1- ICCAN involvementther comment

Q1- ICCAN involvementsupport

Q1- Policy- greater government intervention

Q1- Previous changes/decisions/general mistrust
Q1- Process challenge

Q1- Process Increased public engagementhallenge
Q1- Process Increased public engagemensupport
Q1- Process Role of CAA

Q1- Process Role of CAAmistrust

Q1- Process- Role of CAAsupport

Q1- Process Role of ICCANsuggestion

Q1- Process Role of NATSconcern

Q1- Process Role of NATSsuggestion

Q1- Process Suggestions

Q1- Process Support

Q1- Process Support- transparency

Q1- Roles CAA:- oversight

Q1- Roles Government accountability

Q1- Section 106 agreement comments

Q1- Support proposals
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