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Draft Aviation Policy Framework
A response from GACC

GACC is the main environmental body concerned with Gatwick.  Founded in 1968, we have as members nearly 100 Borough, District and Parish Councils and environmental groups covering about a twenty miles radius from the airport.  Our committee, elected annually, represents all areas. Because we rely on rational argument and put forward constructive solutions we have had strong support in Parliament and at every level of government.
This response has been approved by the GACC Committee.
General comments

We especially welcome the statement in the foreword by former Secretary of State that:  ‘A better balance than in the past needs to be struck between the benefits that aviation undoubtedly brings, and its impacts, both at a global and at a local level.’  We trust that this theme will also be included in the foreword to the final white paper by the new Secretary of State.

At 98 pages, the draft Framework has struck all those who have attempted to read it as excessively long.  In 1953 the White Paper announcing that a new airport would be built at Gatwick was 4 pages long.
Partly the length is due to great chunks of the draft being devoted to a peon of praise for the achievements of the aviation industry and its contribution to the economy.  We feel that a white paper should be restricted to announcing government policy, and explaining the reasons for it.  There is no need for the Department to act like an advertising agency, an agency that has been commissioned to improve the image of an unpopular and anti-social industry.  
So far as we know, the Government does not see the need to publish white papers extolling the road transport industry for its contribution to the economy, for its importance to businesses, and for the fact that it enables millions to make weekly trips to visit their mothers-in-law.  
Nor do we have a white paper extolling the benefits the water and sewerage industry brings to the health and wellbeing of the nation, even though its economic output is double that of aviation.

After these general comments, our response follows the questions in the draft Framework.
Connectivity: 
1. Do you agree with our analysis of the meaning and value of connectivity, set out in Chapter 2? 

We agree with paragraphs 2.17 and 2.18 that the UK is one of the best connected countries in the world.  
In our response to the Scoping Document we explained why a new runway at Gatwick is not practicable, and also why past attempts by airlines to use Gatwick as a subsidiary hub have all ended in failure.  We will not repeat these points here but will be submitting evidence to the Connectivity Commission.
Fifth freedoms: 
2.  Do you support the proposal to extend the UK's fifth freedom policy to Gatwick, Stansted and Luton? Please provide reasons if possible. 

In principle we approve of filling more seats per aircraft.   But in practice this would mean more large, and probably noisier, aircraft using Gatwick for the purpose of putting down or taking on-board comparatively few passengers.  When airport capacity is scarce, and there is no scope for building new runways, it would seem unwise to use up slots for comparatively few passengers.
3.  Are there any other conditions that ought to be applied to any extension of the UK's fifth freedom policy to Gatwick, Stansted and Luton? 

Fifth freedom flights during the night quota period must count against night quotas, both as an arrival and as a departure.  Where the quota is nearly fully used, problems may arise in allocating quota points.
Airports outside the South East: 
4.  Do you agree that the Government should offer bilateral partners unilateral open access to UK airports outside the South East on a case-by-case basis.  

No comment.
Any other comments: 
5.  Do you have any other comments on the approach and evidence set out in Chapter 2? 

Having pointed out in our response to the Scoping Document that the figure of £9 billion economic output is misleading because it does not include depreciation (ie the need to buy new aircraft, to renovate airport buildings or re-surface runways), we are shocked to see it repeated.

We are glad, however, to see that the figure for the number employed in air transport has been revised down from 150,000 to 120,000 at the instigation of our colleagues from Stansted.  A far cry from the figure of 200,000 in the Air Transport White Paper.
Chapter 3: Climate change impacts 
6.  Do you have any further ideas on how the Government could incentivise the aviation and aerospace sectors to improve the performance of aircraft with the aim of reducing emissions? 

Since emissions are proportional to fuel use, far the best incentive would be to impose tax on aviation fuel.  The white paper should state that the UK will take the lead in international negotiations to that end.
Any other comments: 
7.  Do you have any other comments on the approach and evidence set out in Chapter 3? 
The demand for air travel, and its climate change impact, are inflated by the fact that airlines pay no fuel tax and no VAT, only partially compensated by APD.  The final white paper should set out the tax position clearly.
The section on biofuels (paragraphs 3.35 and 3.36) needs to be strengthened since it is now clear that, with the harvest failures in the United States and Russia, biofuels are aggravating world food shortages.  The UK should cease to encourage their use.
Chapter 4: Noise and other local environmental impacts 
8.  Do you agree that the Government should continue to designate the three largest London airports for noise management purposes? If not, please provide reasons. 

Yes, they must remain designated.  All three airports are now separately owned.  If they were not subject to control by DfT, competition would result in a decline in environmental protection.   

We do not believe that local authorities have sufficient technical knowledge to be able to impose an effective noise regime.  Nor, unless legislation were introduced, do they have the necessary powers.  
The Draft Framework notes in paragraph 4.18 that ‘some Stansted stakeholders have questioned the need for continuing Government regulation of noise at Stansted, arguing that local authorities should play this role’.  In fact this was only one sentence in the response to the Scoping Document by Stop Stansted. and only referred to night flights.  
We would be totally opposed to the control of noise, or the control of night flights, at Gatwick passing to local control.  The planning authority for Gatwick is Crawley Borough Council who have always been in favour of Gatwick expansion on grounds of employment, but Crawley suffers little aircraft noise.  Other councils – Mole Valley, Tandridge, Horsham, Reigate and Banstead – are the ones whose residents live under the flight paths.  
9.  Do you agree with the Government's overall objective on aviation noise?
We strongly welcome the intention to retain the objective to limit and, where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise.  

It is, however, difficult to see how the Government is intending to implement the objective.  For example, the Gatwick master plan envisages an increase over the coming ten years of 28,000 flights a year, causing a 60% increase in the number of people within the 57 leq contour.
  
If the Government is serious about its stated intention, the Aviation Policy Framework should state that no planning permissions for airport expansion should be permitted unless it can be shown that there will be no increase in noise.
10.  Do you agree that the Government should retain the 57 dB LAeq,16h contour as the average level of daytime aircraft noise marking the approximate onset of significant community annoyance? 
We welcome the recognition in the draft Framework (paragraph 4.26) that many consider the 57 leq contour too high.  This was a point made strongly by GACC in our response.

It is not correct to describe the 57 leq contour as ‘the onset of significant community annoyance’, for the following reasons:
· the 57 leq contour originally referred to the area within which over 50% of the population were seriously annoyed, but areas outside the contour where perhaps 40% or 30% of the population are seriously annoyed could also be described as suffering ‘significant community annoyance’.
· the measurement was originally based on surveys in towns.  There are strong reasons for believing that in rural areas the noise is likely to be more annoying, partly because of the lower background noise, and partly because of the greater expectation of peace and quiet.

· As recognised in paragraph 4.26, with rising living standards, expectations of peace have risen.
11.   Do you think that the Government should map noise exposure around the noise designated airports to a lower level than 57 dBA? If so, which level would be appropriate? 
If the Leq measure is to be kept, the 57 leq contour should be replaced by the 54 Leq contour.
Annex D asks for views on a choice between using 55 Lden or 54 Leq.  We would favour changing to 55 Lden in order to bring us into line with the EU, and because this measure will need to be used in future noise action plans.   For Gatwick, with year-round operation, and with a significant number of night flights, Lden seems to us a measurement that more accurately reflects the real situation.
There should, however, be a period of two years in which contours based on both measurements are produced in order to enable comparisons to be made between the periods before and after the changeover.
12.  Do you agree with the proposed principles to which the Government would have regard when setting a noise envelope at any new national hub airport or any other airport development which is a nationally significant infrastructure project? 
We agree with the stated aims of a noise envelope, as set out in paragraph 4.35.  We would support a noise envelope based on the area within the appropriate noise contour, as in paragraph 4.38.  That was the basis of the 2001 Section 106 agreement at Gatwick which permitted airport development in exchange for an undertaking to halve the area within the 57 leq contour.    
But, based on experience at Gatwick, the following conditions need to be added:

a. the noise envelope should legally binding;

b. it should contract year by year so as to share the benefits of technology with local residents, and with the aim of reaching the noise standards set by the World Health Organisation; 
c. compliance should be monitored and enforced by an independent agency.
We are strongly opposed to the concept of a noise envelope based on the average noise per flight, as described in paragraph 4.40.  That would give no assurance to local residents that the total noise would not increase.

If the concept of a noise envelope is to be included in the forthcoming National Policy Statement the words would need more precise definition.  Otherwise they may well become the subject of prolonged legal battles.  For example:

· ‘to limit the number of people’ – does this mean ‘not permit to increase’ or ‘to keep any increase as small as possible’;
· ‘where possible reduce’ – seems inherently improbable for any new major infrastructure project;

· ‘a review of the limits contained in the envelope’ – does ‘review’ mean an increase or a decrease?
13.  Do you agree that noise should be given particular weight when balanced against other environmental factors affecting communities living near airports? 
Noise is the most serious local environmental impact, but that does not mean that other factors should be given a reduced weight. 
We warmly welcome the recognition in paragraphs 4.58 - 4.59 that tranquillity in rural areas should be given greater priority, and that the importance of national Parks and AONBs should be recognised by the CAA.  The final version of the white paper should commend the recent CAA report on Tranquility (ERCD  Report 1207).
   
Mention should be made of an American study of 39 parks which found that the longer aircraft noise is audible, and the louder the aircraft noise with respect to background levels, the greater the percentage of visitors who felt annoyed and who felt the noise interfered with their appreciation of the sounds of nature. 

14.  What factors should the Government consider when deciding how to balance the benefits of respite with other environmental benefits? 
We support the concept of respite in relation to varying the point at which aircraft join the final approach path, subject to two conditions.  
1. So long as it does not involve putting flight paths over areas which are at present peaceful.  
2. So long as consultation shows that a majority of the people affected actually prefer the proposed scheme (eg twice as many planes on alternate days).

In relation to possible variation in take-off routes, as a result of PRNAV, we would only support use of alternate routes if they were used at predetermined times of day, or days of the week.  We would strongly oppose the simultaneous use of parallel routes.

15.  Do you agree with the Government's proposals in paragraph 4.68 on noise limits, monitoring and penalties? 

We strongly welcome the proposal for a review of departure noise limits. A reduction in noise limits will benefit local residents and also encourage the manufacture and use of  quieter aircraft.
Again the wording needs to be clarified:  ‘review’ presumably means ‘decrease’.  As the March Hare said:  "You should say what you mean,"  

 "I do,” Alice replied; "at least I mean what I say, that's the same thing, you know."  

"Not the same thing a bit!" said the Hatter. "Why, you might just as well say that "I see what I eat" is the same thing as "I eat what I see!"  
We welcome the statement that the Government believes that the penalties for breaches of the limits should be set ‘significantly higher’.  They should be at least doubled.  
At Gatwick we are satisfied that the penalties are fairly administered, and are reported in public at meetings of GATCOM.  We therefore see no need for additional transparency and independence.
We welcome the proposal that consideration should be given to imposing penalties on airlines which fail to comply with CDA and minimum height requirements.  This was suggested by GACC.  It can be expected that this proposal will be met with a howl of protest from the airlines and chorus of condemnation on the grounds that events, such as bad weather or ATM instructions, mean that breaches are not always within the control of pilots.  We recommend that the Aviation Policy Framework should make it clear that any penalties should be applied on the basis of annual averages for each airline as this would iron out individual fluctuations.
It has taken seven years of pressure from GACC to persuade Gatwick Airport Ltd to make public the annual performance of airlines in achieving CDA, thus enabling the best to be congratulated and the incompetent to be shamed.  It might be wise to allow this new arrangement to run for two or three years before introducing penalties.
We have suggested that the word ‘penalties’ is incorrect, since the limits are not legally binding:  ‘environmental charge’ would be more appropriate, and more acceptable to the airlines.

We welcome the proposal in paragraph 4.74 that more monitors should be installed under the approach path, as suggested by GACC.  We would also like to see the monitors recording the type of aircraft and name of airline.  In that way it would be possible to ascertain which airlines use best practice in noise reduction techniques.
16.  In what circumstances would it be appropriate for the Government to direct noise designated airports to establish and maintain a penalty scheme? 

Our understanding is that no Order (under the Civil Aviation Act 1982) has been made to establish the penalty scheme at Gatwick, but it has been introduced on the understanding that if not adhered to, the Government would introduce an Order.  If there was any case where an airport refused to set up a penalty scheme, or (more likely) where an airline refused to pay, then it would be appropriate for an Order to be made.
17.  In what circumstances would it be appropriate for the Government to make an order requiring designated airports to maintain and operate noise monitors and produce noise measurement reports?

As above.

18.  How could differential landing fees be better utilised to improve the noise environment around airports, particularly at night? 

We made the case in our Response to the Scoping Document that the price regulation by the CAA keeps landing fees at low levels and thus prevents meaningful differentials.  We would welcome higher landing fees for noisy aircraft but it would be a nonsense if they resulted in more profit for the airport.
If landing fees are to continue to be kept down by regulation, a special charge (starting at say £1 per passenger during the day, more at night) should be levied on the noisiest type of aircraft, with the proceeds paid into existing schemes, such as the Gatwick Airport Community Trust, to benefit local residents. 
Differential landing fees at night are probably less effective that a steady reduction in the night noise quota.  In our Scoping Document response we set out the case for a levy on night flights.

19.  Do you think airport compensation schemes are reasonable and proportionate? 

No.  They could be made more generous by covering a wider area, ideally that within the whole 55 Lden contour.  Grants should be offered for the replacement of double glazing installed many years ago.
20.  Do you agree with the approach to the management of noise from general aviation and helicopters, in particular to the use of the section 5 power? 
Gatwick now handles no general aviation and few helicopters.  We have strongly objected to current planning application for the conversion of Redhill aerodrome from grass runways to a hard surface runway because we are aware of the very considerable annoyance caused by business and training flights, and by helicopters.  They also cause disproportionate climate change damage.
21.  What other measures might be considered that would improve the management of noise from these sources?
In the case of helicopters the planning rule that allows a field to be used for 28 days a year without permission should be amended to 4 a year.  The rule that allows unlimited use of the cartilage of a house should be reviewed.
22.   Do you have any further ideas on how the Government could incentivise the aviation and aerospace sector to deliver quieter planes? 
At our suggestion, Gatwick Airport are introducing the publication of performance data, for example on track-keeping and CDA adherence, broken down by airline and aircraft type.  We are pressing them also to publish the results from the mobile monitors broken down by airline and aircraft type.  This will be important in ascertaining whether some airlines succeed in flying the same type of aircraft more quietly than other airlines.  
The Aviation Policy Framework could usefully praise this initiative, and suggest it should be replicated at other airports.

23.  Do you believe that the regime for the regulation of other local environmental impacts at airports is effective? 
We note the recognition in paragraph 4.93 that air pollution (cars and aircraft) costs the UK up to £19 billion in reduced life expectancy.  That is considerably more than the economic output of the aviation industry.  The main theme of the section on air quality (paragraphs 4.92 onwards) is the need to meet EU standards.  We do not consider this sufficient.  The town of Horley, for example, lies downwind of Gatwick and suffers a level of pollution which although mainly below the EU legal limit, is nevertheless unpleasant and possibly dangerous to the health of some vulnerable people.  
Airports should be encouraged to take measures to reduce pollution levels even when they are below EU limits.
24.  Do you think that noise regulation should be integrated into a broader regulatory framework which tackles the local environmental impacts from airports? 
There is no legislation specifically dealing with the adverse environmental impact of airports.  We would like to see a Bill introduced covering all the environmental aspects of aviation - so long as this did not mean that necessary improvements were delayed indefinitely while waiting for Parliamentary time.

Chapter 5: Working together 
25.   Do you think Airport Consultative Committees should play a stronger role and if so, how could this be achieved? 
Consultative committees are normally run by the airport and are composed of representatives of airlines, passengers, local councils and environmentalists.  All have different interests.  Agreement can usually only be reached on minor issues where there is no significant cost to any of the participants.  

They are useful as a forum for the exchange of views but it is therefore inherently unlikely that they will be able to play a stronger role.   
26.  Is there a case for changing the list of airports currently designated to provide consultative facilities? 
No comment.

27.   Do you agree that the Civil Aviation Authority should have a role in providing independent oversight of airports’ noise management? 

We consider that the CAA has an inbuilt bias towards the aviation industry.  It would not be trusted by local people to be properly independent.

28.  Do you agree with the Government's overall objective on working together? 
It has always been hoped that the lion will lie down with the lamb, but in the real world when the lion wishes to eat the lamb, this may not be easy to achieve.  
Airports and local residents have different interests.  We would prefer to rely on the DfT to lay down rules for environmental protection.
29.  Is the high-level guidance provided in Annex E sufficient to allow airports to develop local solutions with local partners? 

We strongly disagree with the assumption in Annex E that master plans can be relied upon.  In practice they are little more that wish lists prepared by the commercial company running the airport.
Employment forecasts are routinely exaggerated in order to secure local support from local councils.

We have had recent experience with the production of the new Gatwick Master Plan.  The consultation was totally falsified by the fact that the substantial increase in noise was concealed, and by claims of bogus economic benefits.

As noted earlier, the Gatwick master plan forecasts that the number of people within the 57 Leq contour will double by 2021 – in flagrant breach of the Government’s over-riding objective to limit or reduce aircraft noise.  It is not clear how ‘local solutions’ will solve this problem.
30.   Do you agree that master plans should incorporate airport surface access strategies? 
No comment.

31.  Do you agree that, where appropriate, the periods covered by master plans and noise action plans should be aligned? 
At Gatwick the noise action plan is incorporated in the Section 106 agreement with West Sussex County Council.  Unlike the situation at other airports, there are thus legal sanctions to ensure that it is implemented (or reasons given why not).  This might cause difficulty in aligning it with the master plan.
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