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1. Context
The Government is consulting on its draft ‘Aviation Policy Framework’. During the consultation period, British Airways, HACAN and Heathrow Airport have met to discuss areas of common ground. Each of our organisations will be submitting our own responses.  We are all also submitting this paper which identifies common ground between our organisations.

This builds on a dialogue process that the three organisations began last autumn during the consultation on the Government’s ‘scoping document. That process identified a number of areas of common ground, practical steps and opportunities for further joint work, related in particular to:
· How to communicate about noise in an accessible way

· How to manage airport operations to provide greater predictability of noise from arriving and departing aircraft. 

Joint work on those areas has continued over the last year and is referred to where relevant in this paper. In particular:

· Heathrow continues to roll out ‘supplementary metrics’ to communicate about noise in more relevant and accessible ways. 
· A trial aimed at providing greater predictability of noise from arriving aircraft over central London between 0430 and 0600 is due to start on November 5th. HACAN is organising public meetings to raise awareness of the trial.

· A trial to test the concept of providing greater predictability of noise from departing aircraft using Heathrow’s ‘noise preferential routes’ is planned for spring 2013. 

2. Areas of common ground

Overall objective on noise

We support the overall objective “to limit and, where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise”
, but note the need for flexibility in order that noise abatement measures at a particular airport can be best designed to respond to the concerns of local residents. There can be trade-offs between reducing the number of people affected, and spreading the burden of noise in a way that may affect a slightly greater number of people but is seen by local communities to be preferable. We welcome the fact that the consultation seems to leave the way open for some local flexibility over the question of concentration. In our view this is sensible: what might be appropriate for one airport might not work at another.

Respite

We support the Government’s view that, “For those who are already affected by noise, and especially where frequency of movements has increased over time…it is important to give respite wherever feasible.”  Nonetheless, the industry bodies are of the view that there is little established research or understanding on the value of respite as a noise abatement measure and that without that it is difficult to discuss how best to balance the benefits of respite with other environmental or economic benefits. 
The trials of ‘Operational Freedoms’ at Heathrow are providing an opportunity to research and better understand respite. The trial planned for November 2012 to provide greater predictability of early morning arrival noise over central London will provide a further opportunity. This will involve creating ‘no-fly zones’ over areas of central London that are rotated from week to week for the c. 15 long-haul flights that arrive each day between 0430 and 0600. 
We recognise that some operational practices that provide respite might mean a slightly larger contour area but residents’ feedback is that this is preferable. There is need for further research on the practicalities of providing respite periods.

Noise limits, monitoring and penalties
We broadly agree with these proposals.  The review of departure noise limits should look at the whole regime. For example, if it were more outcome focused, it could seek to reduce noise across the whole route, not just be confined to particular, single points which may or may not be of interest to specific communities.  Penalties for the breach of limits need to be reviewed but they should not penalise legitimate aircraft operations (e.g. at highest authorized take-off weights) and not replace the sort of collaborative approach developed at Heathrow where the airport works with airlines and other parties to progressively ensure adherence to best practice, an approach that has been more successful in improving performance. Noise monitors, together with the publication of regular noise measurements, are essential both for transparency and as a basis for sound policy making. There should be some monitors within the 55 Lden contour to verify the modelled aircraft noise in that area 
The aviation industry faces a ‘trust deficit’ on environmental issues. An ‘independent noise regulator’ could help to tackle this issue by providing oversight of airport noise management.  

The Civil Aviation Authority has considerable expertise in this area but since some NGOs and local community groups do not regard it as truly independent of the aviation industry, consideration should also be given to alternative models of providing independent oversight. Heathrow Airport has commissioned research to look at the approach used at other major airports in Europe, the US and Australia.  
An independent regulator could also act as an impartial provider of data.  This would provide more transparency and help deal with the trust deficit issue.  We support the principle of making more data more publicly available in a format that is understandable to the public.

Consultative Committees 

Each of our organisations will be putting forward its own detailed comments on consultative committees but we accept that the Heathrow Airport Consultative Committee (HACC) is not as effective as it could be as.  We would all support:

· The Chair (or, perhaps, co-chairs) being appointed independently to serve a fixed term

· Fixed terms for committee membership

· Independence of the secretariat from Heathrow Airport
· Encouraging working groups with defined terms of reference to allow the main committee meetings to be more efficient
· Greater involvement from the CAA

Contours
HACAN feels that the 57 db(A) Leq contour is not an accurate indicator of noise annoyance.  While the industry bodies are less critical of it and agree with the Government that there is no conclusive evidence on which to base a revised exposure level, Heathrow does already regularly map noise exposures around the airport to lower levels. It publishes 55 db(A) Lden contours on an annual basis and, while its efforts to manage noise have naturally focused on the highest noise areas closest to the airport, this has not been at the exclusion of actions which benefit those further away and indeed outside both of these noise contour areas.  There is a joint recognition that aircraft noise can be a problem outside the 57 db Leq contour.

More broadly, feedback from local residents around Heathrow is that that there is a need to supplement noise exposure contours with more accessible measures of noise that better reflect their experience.  Together we have focused on looking at supplementing contour metrics with other metrics which help describe noise impacts more accessibly for communities and policy-makers alike.
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