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Aviation Policy Framework Response of Ealing Aircraft Noise Action Group 

Ealing Aircraft Noise Action Group (EANAG) is an organisation made up of residents of the London Borough of Ealing who are disturbed by and concerned to reduce noise and nuisance from overflying aircraft, principally those departing from Heathrow. We are aware that other groups are making responses to the consultation, but EANAG is the only group, apart from Ealing Council, concerned principally with Ealing and the borough’s particular problem of the unremitting noise nuisance during the 30% of the time that Heathrow is on easterly operation (35% of the time in 2010, 29.9% in 2011, according to BAA statistics). 

The draft Aviation Policy Framework, throughout the consultation document and up to paragraph 6.11, and the questions contained in it are based on an assumption that aviation in the south-east needs to expand. EANAG does not accept that assumption. The Framework also proclaims the Government’s ‘aim to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise’ (1.17). But its proposed methods for achieving this, incentivisation of noise reduction and mitigation, better engagement with communities, and greater transparency to facilitate informed public debate, are not, in our view, strong enough. While independent monitoring and enforcement, realistic noise limits linked to penalties and effective use of differential landing fees might in principle be helpful tools to achieve real noise reduction, we do not believe they could be adequate in a context in which the aviation industry is being promised continuing expansion.

On climate change and air pollution the Framework is similarly weak. Its declared objective is to ensure aviation makes a significant and cost effective contribution towards reducing global emissions (1.14). This too is the language of incentive and cajoling rather than of direction, regulation or control, and we do not believe it can be effective. The aviation industry is using its vast financial resources to lobby the Government for expansion, in our view without justification and this lobbying must be resisted, for the following reasons:

The UK is one of the best connected countries and economies in the world. It has enough airport capacity until 2030 and no need of a new or enlarged hub airport. Heathrow is in no danger of losing out to airports elsewhere in Europe. It has more weekly departures to the world’s key business centres than Paris CDG and Frankfurt combined. Better use of existing capacity at London’s five airports will enable adequate connection with new markets such as India and China. If the aviation industry is allowed to grow, the UK will not be able to meet its climate change targets. If Heathrow is allowed to expand, greenhouse gas emissions and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) pollution will continue to fall foul of the EU air quality laws, and, according to recent MIT research, triple the number of premature deaths caused by Heathrow pollution in London. The airport accounts for 28% of people disturbed by aircraft noise in Europe. Expansion would result in an even larger noise footprint over densely populated areas. 
If more long-haul flights are needed, to accommodate business with China and other far-east countries, BA can cater for that by replacing many of the BMI short-haul slots by far-east flights. Further, there are studies, such as that of the Oxford Environmental Group, which shed doubt on the theory that aviation is a positive net contributor to the economy, beyond the obvious fact that British tourists spend more money abroad than incoming tourists spend here. If aviation fuel were taxed like fuel used for other activities, there would be some contribution to the economy.
The Framework asserts in general terms the benefits the Government perceives in business travel, but makes no attempt to calculate its overall economic impacts. A report by the Government’s Health Protection Agency (February 2012) reveals that business air travel has fallen by 25% since 2000. Companies see it as a luxury and are making increasing use of teleconferencing and other technological alternatives.
Chapter 2:

We agree that the UK is currently one of the best connected countries in the world (2.17), but we think journeys between London and the regions should be by rail, as should those between London and Brussels, Lille and Paris and to other close destinations in mainland Europe. . It would be counterproductive for the government to protect internal flights, as suggested in paragraph 2.53, as the slots would be better used for flights between Heathrow and the BRIC countries. More should be done to reduce rail fares to allow rail to compete effectively with short-haul air travel. 

EANAG is concerned at the suggestion in paragraph 2.31 that operational freedoms currently under trial might be made permanent. From BAA statistics on departures after 23.30 it does not seem that there were any fewer of these during the first trial period  than during the same months in 2010-2011, and the sole effect on residents appears to have been the loss of respite during the trial period for residents under landing tracks.  
EANAG agrees with letting foreign airlines pick up at Gatwick and the other SE airports, as this could take pressure off Heathrow. This should be based on mutual agreements that British airlines can do the same at airports in the countries exercising this right in British airports.

The framework omits any discussion of the aviation industry’s privileged taxation position (aviation fuel is zero-rated for VAT  and there is no fuel duty on it), or of the economic costs of the noise, air pollution, climate change and health problems it produces.

It is good to see the tourism deficit considered. 
Chapter 3

We are pleased that the Government acknowledges in the framework the threats of climate change and pollution, but disappointed that at the same time it proposes actions at global, European and national levels which will allow aviation to continue to grow.

A reduction in climate change impacts of aviation cannot be achieved by any advent of more fuel-efficient aircraft, if indeed there is any prospect of such being manufactured or likely to be manufactured beyond the Boeing 787 and Airbus 350, nor can trading emissions be an effective means of reducing these impacts. Only a regulatory framework which admits the desirability of rationalising and limiting the numbers of ATMs can tackle this problem. The government needs to include aviation in its carbon budget and endorse the target of cutting aviation emissions to at least their 2005 levels by 2050. It should also encourage business use of rail travel and video-conferencing, and to manage and reduce the demand for leisure travel by making aviation subject to VAT, and if possible by international action, to a tax on aviation fuel. 

Chapter 4

EANAG is pleased, and relieved, that the Government now recognises (4.1) that the negative impacts of aircraft noise include those on health and on productivity as well as those on amenity. Government now needs to include the impacts of aviation on those such as Ealing residents who are outside the 57dbLeq contour but suffer very significant levels of noise for at least 17 hours on days of easterly operation of Heathrow. We are a category of affected residents dismissed up to now as marginally affected by aircraft noise, on the grounds that Heathrow is on westerly operation most of the time. This dismissal is, however, based on false reasoning: the airport is on easterly operation some 30% of the time, 35% in 2010, 29.9% in 2011 (BAA data published to HACC). 30% of the time is around 110 days in the year, and during those days on easterly operation, Ealing suffers departure noise for 17 hours a day, from the first departure at about 6.45am to the last, usually about 23.45  but quite often much later. 110 times 17 hours is not very different from the 256 days at 8 hours suffered by those under westerly landing tracks and flight paths. Respite periods would be beneficial to Ealing residents if they were effective on departure, which would mean altering the flight paths so that those from the two runways converged considerably further from the airport.. It is widely recognised that runway alternation is currently very little help to residents under departure flight paths, since the flight paths from the two runways meet some 8 miles from the end of the runways, so by the time the planes are 5 miles from the runway, the flight paths are so close together that the same residents are affected by planes on either. Special attention therefore must be given to the needs for the improvement of the environment of communities such as Ealing and other densely populated areas in London to the east of Heathrow which suffer prolonged periods of intense noise disturbance.

In particular, from the start of the new night flights regime, due now in 2014, there should be a total ban on departures from Heathrow after midnight, with the sole exception of small aircraft involved in medical emergencies and the instrument calibration flights, so that local residents have the possibility of a period of uninterrupted sleep. A half-hour grace period before 24.00 and after scheduled departures end at 23.30 would allow many delayed flights to depart, while airlines unable to get their planes into the air by that time should be made to put their passengers in hotels overnight This would not be a frequent occurrence for any airline, and would be likely to diminish over time. It is quite unacceptable that at present heavy commercial planes are allowed to take off at 1.00am and later, disturbing the sleep of thousands of residents.
EANAG has noted with pleasure that German courts have decided in late October that there should be a first- phase 6 hour night period when no flights are permitted at Frankfurt airport. The same should apply at Heathrow, and in the longer term there should be no flights at all there between 11pm and 7am. There should also be a longer shoulder period when flights are progressively reduced.
Responses to the questions in Chapter 4:

 Do you agree that the Government should continue to designate the three largest London airports for noise management purposes? If not, please provide reasons. 

EANAG agrees that the Government should continue to have responsibility for noise management at all three, and especially at Heathrow, because of its size and because of its proximity to densely populated areas. Any change in that role would be an abdication of an important aspect of the government’s responsibility. 
 Do you agree with the Government's overall objective on aviation noise? 
EANAG agrees with the objective but believes that it is not rigorous enough. Aircraft noise over west London needs to be significantly reduced, and the only realistic way to achieve that is to retain, and in the long-term reduce, the 480 000 movement limit on Heathrow. Residents expect some action on this to begin with this policy framework.
 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? 
Certainly not. That would fly in the face of the findings of all recent health studies. It would artificially reduce the number of people acknowledged to be affected by noise from Heathrow operations by two-thirds from 720 000 to around 250 000, and would not include any part of Ealing, where the noise suffered is disturbing and a healyh hazard. EANAG would recommend that ministers and DfT officers should spend a whole day doing a day’s work in Ealing on a day of easterly operation, in order to experience the amount of disturbance and  disruption there is here to a population only just within the 55dba Lden contour. Departing aircraft overfly the area for at least 17 hours continuously, most at 70 decibels plus, and  at 90  second intervals at some times. The Government should adopt the WHO criterion of 50dba for mitigation and reduction of aircraft noise.
 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? 

The appropriate level is the WHO level of 50 decibels. The Government should adopt 55dba Lden and 50Lnight in the short term, moving to the WHO level of 50 decibels in the longer term. Special measures are required for the protection of residents around Heathrow in the light of the fact that 70% of UK residents exposed to average noise live near Heathrow (4.5). 
 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? 
EANAG is opposed to the concept of noise envelope, as it would be to any permissive provision. Limits need to be absolute, in terms of numbers of flights and level of noise, as well as in terms of night flights. When Ealing residents complain to BAA about a departing flight waking them up at 1 am or later, the BAA response is always that the flight was within the night flights quota, and a noise envelope would be similarly exploited to the advantage of the industry and the detriment of residents. EANAG feels that a generalised  limit such as a noise envelope would be used regularly to justify further intrusions into residents’ respite periods. It is very important that an absolute numerical limit on the number of flights, such as the 480 000 limit, is maintained, and that the limit is reduced over time, in addition to reduction in the noise made by each plane.
 Do you agree that noise should be given particular weight when balanced against other environmental factors affecting communities living near airports? 
Certainly. Noise is the most obtrusive burden imposed by the operation of Heathrow on residents for many miles around the airport, and residents need more protection from it, in particular by a reduction in the number of flights. Pollution and climate change are also very important, but noise reduction must be the priority.
 What factors should the Government consider when deciding how to balance the benefits of respite with other environmental benefits? 

Respite periods would be beneficial to Ealing residents if they were effective on departure. As the departure flight paths from the two Heathrow runways meet some 8 miles from the ends of the runways, over Hanger Lane W5 in the case of the easterly flight paths, by the time the planes are 5 miles from the runway, over Ealing, the converging flight paths are so close to each other that  residents are going to be significantly affected by planes on either flight path. More attention should be given to the benefits of continuous climb. EANAG accepts of course that for residents under landing paths respite is very important.
 Do you agree with the Government's proposals in paragraph 4.68 on noise limits, monitoring and penalties? 

Yes. Current limits are far too permissive, leaving an unacceptable noise burden on residents. The limits should be substantially reduced, and the penalties for infringement should be increased to a high enough level to be a deterrent.
 In what circumstances would it be appropriate for the Government to direct noise designated airports to establish and maintain a penalty scheme?
In all foreseeable circumstances.

 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? 

In all foreseeable circumstances. Noise monitors are essential for transparency and good practice, and should be positioned in areas suffering noise down to  50 decibels.

How could differential landing fees be better utilised to improve the noise environment around airports, particularly at night? 
All planes landing between 23.00 and 7.00, whether scheduled to do so or not, should pay three times the daytime landing charge for the plane. Any airline which regularly fails to dispatch its flight by 11.30pm should lose the slot, and there should be no departures after midnight. 
 Do you think airport compensation schemes are reasonable and proportionate? 

No, the schemes are not proportionate, being based on the notion that 55dbaLden does not need compensation or even mitigation.

 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? 

We are making no response on this.
 What other measures might be considered that would improve the management of noise from these sources? 

We are making no response on this.
 Do you have any further ideas on how the Government could incentivise the aviation and aerospace sector to deliver quieter planes? 

EANAG does not believe that there are any substantially quieter planes in preparation, or indeed any new models after the Boeing 787 and Airbus 350. Therefore it is not realistic to base any aspect of aviation policy on any expectation that planes will get quieter in the short or medium term.
 Do you believe that the regime for the regulation of other local environmental impacts at airports is effective? 
We have no response on this.
 Do you think that noise regulation should be integrated into a broader regulatory framework which tackles the local environmental impacts from airports?

No, there needs to be a regulatory framework specific to noise, to prevent its being disregarded among other environmental impacts.
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Chapter 5: 

This section of the consultation document is long on good intentions, but rather short on specific proposals for improving the present situation. Our experience over many years is that representation on Airport Consultative Committees can unless challenged become too heavily influenced or at worst virtually controlled, by the Aviation Industry. 

This arises because time, resources and expertise are heavily weighted in favour of the Aviation sector operators. This is often true even in comparison with Local Authority representation and influence, especially given the constraints on Council finances and resources in the present climate, let alone the situation of voluntary residents and community groups. This disproportionate influence can sometimes occur almost unintentionally, even when the Aviation Industry side on the Consultative Committee is not deliberately trying to exercise excessive control.

For these reasons it is important that the DfT and the CAA operating on its behalf, should lay down clear guidelines as regards representation on ACCs to ensure all those concerned about the impact of an airport on its local community and environment are fully involved. There is obviously a need for some flexibility – dependent on local factors such as the size of the airport concerned - but the principle of fair and equal representation needs to be preserved. 

Action is also required to ensure that the difficulties that can arise in finding volunteer representatives with adequate time to devote to this role, together with financial factors do not undermine the ability of local groups and organisations to present their views and concerns in an equivalent way to that of the Aviation Industry. 

The Chair of an ACC is a crucial appointment and should be as independent as achievable consistent with having the relevant experience. He/ She should not be offered the post without the involvement of the membership of the ACC concerned. The Chair should have the support of a majority of ACC members and certainly the Local Authorities represented on the ACC should be directly involved in making the appointment. 

The terms of reference of ACCs should be as wide as possible, ensuring that all aspects of the impact of an airport on the local community and environment can be considered. They should certainly include Noise concerns, pollution and public health factors, surface access  and master plans for changing the size, numbers of flight movements and mode of operation of the airport including changes to flight paths. 

ACCs should be involved in the development of airport master plans and surface access strategies from the earliest stages and required to make their views known publicly to the local community as fully and effectively as possible. It is essential that they do not operate in a secretive or guarded manner, but that their existence and views on key issues are as widely understood and transparent as possible. To achieve this full use should be made of the latest electronic communication methods in addition to the older and more traditional methods of informing the public. Industry representatives should not be able to prevent release of information of potentially major public concern on grounds of commercial confidentiality

There will inevitably be occasions when the views of members of ACCs will be deeply divided and in these situations rather than saying nothing on a crucial issue or issuing a bland meaningless statement, publicity should highlight the divergent views held and the arguments sustaining them so that local people affected are aware of all the factors involved. 

To answer one of the questions posed in the consultative document, ACCs should certainly play a stronger role, ensuring the local community is well aware of their existence, the functions they perform and the views they take on key issues regarding their local airport. There is also reference in the document to the merits of sharing good practice and this is certainly to be commended. 

ACCs of our national airports should not operate in splendid isolation from each other, but maintain regular contacts both to ensure that good practices developed by one or more ACCs are communicated to others for consideration and of course to consult with each other when the factors affecting their particular airport have implications for other airports in their region. One clear case is the London situation where any changes to the operation of one of London’s major airports – Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted and several smaller ones  - are likely to have a significant consequence for others. 

True, many matters considered by an ACC may only be relevant to the their own local airport, but the airport owners and airline operators clearly look at issues much wider than those of a single airport and it is important that ACCs do the same when appropriate.
EANAG is happy for the CAA to have a role in providing oversight of airports’ noise management, but they are no more independent than are local authorities, and the larger local authorities should share in that role.

As to whether all airports should have their own ACC, our view is that they should. Obviously the size and character of an ACC will depend to some extent of the size and location of the airport concerned, provided that all the considerations regarding composition and membership which we have set out above are respected. 

It is important that small airports, including those having a joint military/governmental and private commercial  role, such as Northolt, should also have a properly constituted ACC, not least because their operation can easily have a knock-on effect for larger airports in the vicinity. 

Chapter 6:
EANAG is unhappy that some parts of the Government seem to be willing to yield to the aviation industry’s lobbying in favour of airport expansion. The evidence does not support the Chancellor’s assumption that economic prosperity can be reached via increased traffic at Heathrow, not the self-interested views of BAA and BA that they  should have a hub with a third runway and an increase in movements there.  If the views of the airport operator and the airline prevailed, the UK would be unable t o meet its climate change targets, with catastrophic effects for later generations. The residents of Ealing and many other boroughs in the London area would be subjected to completely unacceptable levels of noise and air pollution, with well documented effects on health, climate, and amenity, all to no valid economic end.

EANAG  is confident that there is a preferable outcome: commercial aviation can be taxed fairly, demand for business and recreational travel can be managed so that impacts are contained within reasonable limits, and other forms of transport can be encouraged and developed. There are now many other forms of connectivity, such as videoconferencing and working remotely, which are already widely used in business. Many important companies expect to reduce their flying over the next few decades, which points to the way forward.
The Government should immediately stop planning for an increase in aviation, should cease to see an increase as inevitable and should start planning for a reduction in aviation, an increase in other means of communication, and  thus for a real improvement in the environment. The health and welfare of residents must be given more importance than the demands of the aviation industry.
Our response, and the name of our organisation as a responder, may be published by the DfT.

Ealing Aircraft Noise Action Group 
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