Comments from on the draft Aviation Policy Framework from LLATVCC, October 2012

Connectivity: 
Do you agree with our analysis of the meaning and value of connectivity, set out in Chapter 2?  No argument with the definition: as to assessing its value in objective, financial terms this is missing entirely.
Fifth freedoms: 
 Do you support the proposal to extend the UK's fifth freedom policy to Gatwick, Stansted and Luton? Please provide reasons if possible. See comment below.
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? Yes.  Luton has, at present, none of the controls over night movements which exist at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted, whose objective is to control and limit the noise pollution and disturbance caused.  Indeed, Luton has no limit whatsoever on night movements and, if “fifth freedom” rights encourage heavier, noisier, aircraft from far-distant destinations it is essential that an externally-mandated night noise control scheme is implemented at that airport.  A complete night curfew would be even better.  There is authoritative evidence
 that a ban on night flights, even at Heathrow, would produce an overall benefit if the societal  costs of such flights were considered.
Airports outside the South East: 
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: 
 Do you have any other comments on the approach and evidence set out in Chapter 2? 
Yes: 
At 2.5 the confusion between air transport (the subject of the Aviation Policy Framework) and aerospace continues.  Aerospace has but tenuous direct connection with the air transport business which nevertheless seeks to pray it in aid: inappropriately.

At 2.6 the document accepts, uncritically, “evidence” of the economic value of General Aviation from organisations which support aviation: of which CAA, being a wholly-owned subsidiary of the industry, is one.   One can appropriately ask for independent evidence of that alleged economic benefit when there is independent evidence
 that we are exporting tourism industry revenue from the UK.
At 2.9 the document asserts that “Responses confirmed that the "tourism deficit" question is a complex one and that the evidence available to us does not show that a decrease in the number of UK residents flying abroad for their holidays would benefit overall the UK economy.”  Though the URL given at the document’s footnote 19 does not function, study of the Tourism Satellite Account cited does not support that assertion, which is a near-parroting of statements made by ABTA and is also contradicted by the ONS’ own “Travel Trends” reports which reveal the gulf between outbound and inbound tourism spending.  The Tourism Satellite Account states that “One area where data remains poor is in assessing spend by UK residents travelling abroad before they leave the country…….. ”.  

Chapter 3: Climate change impacts 
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? It is essential, in whatever steps Government may  choose to take, that there is no move to replace atmospheric pollution by noise pollution, whether through “direct routings” which redirect aircraft over populated areas, or through introduction of “open rotor” engine technology unless this can be independently verified as being less polluting in both noise and atmospheric terms.
Any other comments: 
Do you have any other comments on the approach and evidence set out in Chapter 3? 

It has been very convenient for the aviation industry, which is uniquely polluting in global warming terms through its injection of pollutants at high level in the atmosphere, that experts cannot decide whether the net global warming effect is twice, 2.7 times or 4 times that of generating the same quantity of carbon-based fuel at ground level. One authoritative estimate
 put the multiplier value at 2.7, and later EU survey work
 accepted such a value as a good and sustainable estimate. However, the ball remains in the long grass and, as a consequence, there is no consensus on whether and how to mitigate them nor any attempt so to do. Until such agreement is reached the industry and its associates in the biofuel industry can continue to claim that bio-jet fuel is carbon-free, “green” etc.
Independent analysis
 points out the ineffectual nature of carbon trading in reducing the real impact of aviation’s emissions.  Carbon trading etc. is, in effect, little better than buying indulgences and in such a way that aviation’s emission growth is funded by increasing the costs of energy to other consumers.  Nowhere in the consultation document is there any reference to the most effective way of reducing emissions (and noise) - making fewer flights by managing both demand and supply.  
It is worth noting that should the government decide to build a new airport for London, perhaps in the Thames Estuary, it would enable airlines to plan for the long term  as well as supporting potential future growth in air passenger capacity. Such a strategic initiative would include the following benefits: it would support employment in the short, medium and longer term; be a shorter distance to European destinations with the balance of the journey into the UK more probably being undertaken by high-speed (less polluting) train; reduce flight departure and arrival delays. The benefits would be through reduced air and noise pollution over urban areas, reduced plane holding patterns saving fuel, and most probably reduction of car travel to the airport, thereby supporting increased use of public transport. This may have a dramatic effect in reducing car travel to and from existing London airports.
Chapter 4: Noise and other local environmental impacts 
Do you agree that the Government should continue to designate the three largest London airports for noise management purposes? If not, please provide reasons. There is a good case for that designation to be extended.  The document itself gives a clue as to why: it states that “At other airports, consistent with the Government’s localism policy, we take the view that noise controls should continue to be agreed locally rather than being imposed by central Government. Noise controls at these airports are based on local authority powers to impose planning conditions on new development.”  When the local authority happens also to be the airport owner, any notion of control, setting of limits etc. goes straight out of the window.  Luton, owned by Luton Borough, has no night-time limit on noise or movements: it may fine (and pocket the revenue from the fines) the noisier movements but they’re still there and with no control whatsoever on numbers.  Its revenue from the airport, derived from a capitation fee
, provides every discouragement to restrict or manage numbers
Do you agree with the Government's overall objective on aviation noise? As stated in the now-discredited Air Transport White Paper of 2003, it is the”objective to limit and, where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise.”  A good motherhood statement and with which one could easily agree.  But the devil is in the detail: how is “where possible” determined – “fewer aircraft movements” seems not to be considered at any point throughout this Consultation.  As for “significantly” – see below.
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? No, in several respects:

The notion of the “equivalent” noise level has always been grossly misleading and inappropriate for aircraft noise events, whose characteristic is that of short periods of very high noise levels between which lengthier intervals of relative silence occur.  To average such events over a 16-hour day merely compounds the error.   Individuals do not experience “an average sound level”: what they experience is the number of individual noise events, which the average contrives to conceal. It becomes even more misleading when “equivalent noise” is presented in the form of a “noise contour – the blades of grass within an area do not suffer unduly from noise disturbance; what’s relevant is the number of inhabitants and dwellings within the area.    
The decibel is a curious animal whose nature is logarithmic rather than arithmetical – so a numerical shift from, say, 55 to 58dBA, though a mere 6% numerical increase, represents a doubling in noisiness terms – hardly a help towards the “more transparency and independence in the enforcement of noise limits” referred to in the document.  Its logarithmic nature, coupled with the “equivalent noise” approach, is what gave rise to the nonsense which was revealed when Concorde was withdrawn from Heathrow – its one thunderous movement could be replaced by that of 120 by B757-type aircraft - with no change in the 57 dB LAeq,16h contour and thus, according to the “significant annoyance begins at 57 dB LAeq,16h paradigm,  with no change in community disturbance – a palpable nonsense.
Average values, whether over 16 hours (day) or 8 hours (night) are the equivalent of quoting a number which purports to represent the average of apples and bananas, and are meaningless to communities.  What is required, if “transparency” is truly an objective, is something on the lines of the Australian “N70” approach which gives the hourly number of noise events above a chosen level.
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? Especially if that refers to Leq values, mapping would merely provide relatively meaningless information – without any commitment to act appropriately on it, the exercise seems pointless.  Airport Noise Action Plans, a consequence of the Strategic Noise Mapping exercise mandated by EU pursuant to Directive 2002/30 and 2002/49 have, universally, produced zero improvement in the noise climate around the airports.  55dBLDE is superficially attractive but, with the introduction of weightings for evening and night, even more obscure to, and utterly unverifiable by, members of a noise-afflicted community. If anything meaningful is to be mapped it should at the very least be on the basis of population numbers affected by Single Event Levels of sensible levels, though N70
 has proved a very effective and well-understood descriptor in Australia.
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?  The objective: to “limit the number of people significantly affected by noise from aircraft operations is laudable but somewhere along the road the European Noise Directive’s “ …. and reduce…” has been missed.  The essential feature of any scheme involving limit-setting is that the metric(s) used must be relevant, comprehensible to a lay audience and independently verifiable – ideally, by the same lay audience. It is aircraft movements which cause disturbance and, despite the industry hype, improvement in noise performance of airframes and engines is now asymptotic towards zero.  The genuine gains achieved by the introduction of high bypass-ratio turbofans are now history, and there is no such thing – especially at night – as a silent aircraft.  
Some small improvements in flying technique: continuous climb departures, continuous descent approaches; may still be possible (though, for landings, there’s no possible gain for those living within the 7-mile glide-slope and airspace congestion, especially in the south-east, militates against continuous climb. Passenger limits appear meaningless in this context - they have relevance to local air pollution levels and surface access policies, but virtually none to noise.
Do you agree that noise should be given particular weight when balanced against other environmental factors affecting communities living near airports? Yes – “near” needs some better definition, however and should not be limited to, for example, “within the 57dBa LEQ(16) contour”. 

What factors should the Government consider when deciding how to balance the benefits of respite with other environmental benefits? DfT’s interpretation of “respite” is inconsistent with its environmental guidance to CAA, which mandates concentrating aircraft taking off from airports along the fewest possible number of specified routes.   Spreading noise damage over two communities alternately gives meaningful respite to neither. 
Do you agree with the Government's proposals in paragraph 4.68 on noise limits, monitoring and penalties? Largely, motherhood statements; “enhanced monitoring” is only of any use if it is coupled to independence of monitoring and with effective enforcement.  The proposals also miss completely the issue of arrival noise which, for communities within 7-10 nautical miles of the arrival end of the runway, is highly concentrated and usually worse than departure noise because the 3-degree glide-slope holds the aircraft lower, further out.  Typically, departures achieve around 8-degree climbs which quickly get the noise further away from the ears below. 
An associated area is that of track-keeping accuracy.   Despite the almost-universal fitting of flight management systems which are capable of achieving track-keeping accuracy better than 100 metres, the accuracy with which Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs) are flown is universally poor and the “compliance attitude” which marks the upper limit of Noise Preferential Routes is universally set too low, affording the all-to-frequent “the flight was vectored” excuse for an overflight.  Speedy implementation of P-RNAV routes must be achieved and substantially greater adherence to SIDs mandated, with financial penalties for unauthorised departures from SIDs. 
In what circumstances would it be appropriate for the Government to direct noise designated airports to establish and maintain a penalty scheme? More to the point, it would be appropriate for such a scheme to be established and maintained at all airports with activity levels above, it is suggested, 50,000 movements a year, not merely Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted.  It would also be appropriate for ANMAC membership no longer to be confined to these three, ex-BAA, airports. 

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: the requirement must be for all airports (perhaps, for all airports with activity levels above, say, 50,000 movements a year)
How could differential landing fees be better utilised to improve the noise environment around airports, particularly at night? Great caution is needed here. This, or something very closely related to it, has some perverse consequences: cargo aircraft returning to UK in the small hours and with too big a noise quota cost to be permitted to land at Heathrow, land instead at Luton where there is no noise quota whatsoever, and transit to their base at Heathrow later in the day.  That merely relocates, rather than solves, the problem.
Do you think airport compensation schemes are reasonable and proportionate?  No.  “Government policy expects airport operators…..” needs “expect” to be replaced with “requires”, to be far more prescriptive as to the circumstances in which compensation must be made and to recognise that “mitigation”, if it requires householders to swelter behind closed windows, even if double- or triple-glazed, is not appropriate.  The suggestion that “Schemes should be reasonable and proportionate” allows far too much wriggle room; environmental damage continues to be systematically under-valued at every level, including that of reduction in property values as a result of increases in noise.
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?  The consultation draws attention to the fortunate (for aviation) circumstance provided by Section 76(1) of the Civil Aviation Act 1982 whereby even general aviation activities are immune from action under any legislation for noise nuisance.  Its emphasis is that “local environmental issues are best resolved at local level”, citing a CAA publication “Recommended Measures to help Reduce the Noise Related Nuisance from Light Aeroplanes” as an example of guidance in this area.  That publication refers to Noise Abatement Procedures (NAPS) but continues:
The publication of NAPs is one thing; the degree to which compliance is achieved or even monitored is quite different.  

It goes on to refer to a guide produced by Wycombe Air Park which “might assist in enhancing the effectiveness of local NAPs and the aerodrome’s perceived standing in the community.”   It appears not to have done so: the present Aviation Minister is considering exercising the section 5 power in respect of that very airfield.
It continues: “the degree of sanction is clearly a difficult issue; aerodrome operators/licensees will not, for financial reasons if nothing else, wish to routinely deny the use of the aerodrome and its facilities. However, sanction is important, and it seems that the management at certain aerodromes strike a good balance in developing a rising scale of guidance culminating in penalty.”
In summary: management of noise from GA and helicopters is very poorly carried out, and in the particular case of helicopters it is virtually impossible for members of the public, unless located in the immediate vicinity of takeoff or landing point, to know sufficient about the aircraft to be able to report it – or to which agency.
What other measures might be considered that would improve the management of noise from these sources? Requiring GA airfields to adopt the same sort of noise and track monitoring, reporting and management practice that exists at commercial airports. In practice, since it would not be cost-effective for such airfields to be radar-equipped, this would require use of “synthetic radar” equipment by the airfield and for all GA aircraft to fit Mode S transponders, wired through the battery master-switch so that they cannot be turned off during flight.
Do you have any further ideas on how the Government could incentivise the aviation and aerospace sector to deliver quieter planes? The stick will be much more effective than the carrot in this aviation sector.
Do you believe that the regime for the regulation of other local environmental impacts at airports is effective? The attempt to sidestep European Directives on atmospheric pollution in the vicinity of Heathrow suggests that “No” is an appropriate response.
Do you think that noise regulation should be integrated into a broader regulatory framework which tackles the local environmental impacts from airports? Not if it takes attention away from the noise issue itself which, in areas within 10 miles of an airport or airfield, has the largest impact on the greatest number of people.
Chapter 5: Working together 

Do you think Airport Consultative Committees should play a stronger role and if so, how could this be achieved? The consultation document refers to ACCs’ current statutory remit – but that remit is merely that the ACCs should exist; they have absolutely no power to require the airport operator to do, or not to do, anything.  To that extent, “consultation” perfectly matches the Devil’s Dictionary definition – “to seek the disapproval of others to a course of action already decided upon”. That is our experience over many years at Luton, especially on issues such as Night Noise Policy over which, at each quinquennial review and after lengthy ”consultation”, the airport does what it chooses despite pleas to the contrary.  
We have asked, on several occasions, for DfT (which produces the Guidelines
 setting out how ACCs should function) should systematically undertake “mystery shopper” work to establish for itself that its guidelines are being followed and, where they are not, to institute remedial action. In many cases the DfT Guidelines, which are non-statutory, are not well observed (see comment above in respect of Wycombe Air Park).
One major area of deficiency is that the meetings of many ACCs are not “open”.  Membership, and the right to make representations to them, is often very strictly controlled by the airport management as are any records of their proceedings, whose content is Bowdlerised almost to consisting of a list of attendees only.
Another area requiring attention is that of the breadth and depth of information about the airport made available to the public.  Some airports produce relatively informative Annual Monitoring Reports, and supplementary reports such as that from the Gatwick “Flight Evaluation Unit” (in the case of Luton we still await (August 2012) the Annual Report for 2011).  Others produce as little as possible – there should be a minimum standard of reporting, at least for airports with more than 50,000 movements per year, in terms of both content and timescale for production – it is suggested, no greater than 3 months after the end of the reporting period.

Is there a case for changing the list of airports currently designated to provide consultative facilities?  No comment; we assume that “airports” includes GA airfields. In general, if significant numbers from the local community, through their local elected representatives or bona-fide organisations, press for one, one is needed and the list should be expanded accordingly.
Do you agree that the Civil Aviation Authority should have a role in providing independent oversight of airports’ noise management? Independent oversight: yes.  But CAA, being a wholly-financed subsidiary of the aviation industry, cannot claim to be independent. This issue is one which would be much more appropriate for DEFRA or for a respected environmental consultancy such as Bureau Veritas, an agency already well known to and respected by DEFRA, acting on their behalf. 
Do you agree with the Government's overall objective on working together? As stated, this is “to encourage the aviation industry and local stakeholders to strengthen and streamline the way in which they work together.”  As such, it is another “motherhood statement” with which nobody could disagree. But, insofar as local communities and their representatives, elected or otherwise, are concerned, the dice are permanently and heavily loaded against them.  Even the best Airport Consultative Committees represent all of the illusion but virtually none of the reality of consultation.
Is the high-level guidance provided in Annex E sufficient to allow airports to develop local solutions with local partners? No: there’s no reference to the Airport Consultative Committee and/or surrounding communities.
Do you agree that master plans should incorporate airport surface access strategies? Yes, so long as those strategies are meaningful rather than aspirational.
Do you agree that, where appropriate, the periods covered by master plans and noise action plans should be aligned?  Cannot comment: what does “appropriate” mean?  It would be better to require that those periods should always be aligned.  It has to be said that the speed of Government response to the last round of Noise Action Plans left much to be desired, especially when compared with the demanding timescale set for their production.  
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