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Introduction
1.
This is the written response of the Richmond Heathrow Campaign (RHC) to the Department for
Transport (DfT) on its consultation titled ‘UK Airspace Policy Consultation - A framework for
balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace’. The consultation also seeks feedback on the
‘draft Air Navigation Guidance on airspace management and environmental objectives’ published
at the same time as the main consultation. RHC is responding separately to the DfT consultation
on a ‘draft Airports National Policy Statement: new runway capacity and infrastructure at airports
in the South East of England’. There is an overlap between the Airspace and NPS consultations.
2.

RHC represents three amenity groups in the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames: The
Richmond Society, The Friends of Richmond Green, and the Kew Society, which together have over
2000 members. The members of our amenity groups are adversely affected by noise from
Heathrow Airport’s flight paths, poor air quality and road and rail congestion in west London. We
acknowledge Heathrow’s contribution to the UK economy and seek constructive engagement in
pursuit of a better Heathrow. We are an active participant in the Heathrow Community Noise
Forum.

3.

Our premise is that it would be preferable to aim for a better Heathrow rather than bigger
Heathrow and to capitalise on the world beating advantage of London’s five airports, in particular
by improving surface accessibility to all five airports, which would be a major benefit to users.

4.

Over recent years we have undertaken extensive research on Heathrow and submitted a large
number of papers to the Airports Commission (the Commission) and others - all of which can be
found at www.richmondheathrowcampaign.org and www.rhcfacts.org.

Structure of our response
5.
We understand the airspace issue being addressed by the Government is:
a.
modernisation of UK airspace structure and its use,
b.
management of the modernisation and ongoing use of the airspace (including the
relevant decision processes).
6.

We understand the Government’s aim is to ensure UK airspace effectively supports the aviation
industry and in turn the UK economy and its growth while balancing the economic benefits with
the environmental costs. To this end we understand the aim is to:
a.
improve efficiency,
b.
improve capacity,
c.
reduce the environmental harm and in particular noise and carbon emissions, and
d.
ensure safety is paramount.

7.

This subject is complex and we have found it difficult to compose our response in terms of the
structured consultation questions. For this reason we have prepared 5 Annexes covering particular
issues which we believe are important. Our response to the 12 structured DfT questions is
contained in a separate Annex 6 which refers to material in the other Annexes where appropriate.

8.

The Annexes are as follows:
Annex 1
Noise Objectives
Annex 2
Noise Metrics and Valuing Noise Impact and Effect
Annex 3
Airspace Design Issues and Principles
Annex 4
Balanced Approach
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Annex 5
Annex 6
9.

Justification for Modernisation
RHC Response to DfT Structured Questions

We realise the consultation concerns UK airspace but since our knowledge and main interest is
Heathrow we focus our response on Heathrow and its potential 3rd runway expansion. The overarching Policies we discuss probably cover other areas of the UK in a similar way.

We start by providing a summary of the key points of our response contained in the Annexes.
Summary Key Points
Noise Objectives (Annex 1)
1.
The Government’s noise objectives, as stated in the National Aviation Policy Framework 2013, seek
to limit the noise impact on communities, share the benefits of less noisy aircraft between industry
and communities and balance the negative impacts of noise and the positive economic impacts of
flights.
2.

The noise impact objective is seriously flawed in its ambiguity and lack of ambition for noise reduction.

3.

There is no assessment let alone consensus between Government, the aviation industry and
communities affected by noise as to what might be the quantum of noise reduction and how the
benefit might be shared.

4.

There is no consensus between Government, the aviation industry and communities affected by noise
as to what might be the benefits and environmental costs of aviation and how a balance might be
struck.

5.

It is unacceptable that Airspace Policy is being processed to adoption before the review of the National
Aviation Policy Framework in 2018.

Aviation Noise Metrics and Valuing Noise Impact and Effect (Annex 2)
1. The Government’s official 57 LAeq 16 hr noise metric is not fit for purpose. The several shortfalls
include averaging that fails many communities exposed to intense noise sporadically and the 57
decibel threshold that is far too high to capture the effect of lower levels of noise that clearly are
affecting individuals and communities.
2.

The longstanding WHO Guidelines have been ignored with no explanation by Government for far too
long.

3.

New Guidelines are about to be issued and it is essential the Government clarify:
i. the legal status of the WHO Guideline values, and
ii. the UK’s strategy and timetable for reducing the levels of community noise from aircraft
and from other major sources to below the WHO guideline values.
In particular, the Government must sets targets for aircraft noise at Heathrow over the next ten years
to 2027.

4.

Continuing research on the health impacts of health and quality of life is essential but this should not
delay introducing the WHO Guideline values, which are themselves based on research.

5.

The Consultation suggests use of LOAEL and an over-flight tool. In principle these seem reasonable
proposals but we would like to see further evidence on their use and applicability.
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6.

RHC proposes four metrics - Single Event, Hourly, Daily and Annual. These have been used in the RHC
airspace noise model to good effect and provide information about frequency and respite.

Airspace Design Issues and Principles (Annex 3)
1. Richmond Heathrow Campaign has developed an airspace noise model to assess the design of flight
path structure and aircraft operations and the consequential noise impact.
2.

The model demonstrates that propagation and absorption of noise modelled by the Government and
the aviation industry may be under-estimating the noise impact - possibly by a considerable amount.
It is proposed the sound absorption rate, which seemingly has never been validated, be urgently
reviewed.

3.

The model demonstrates that there is a material difference in the operation and noise characteristics
between departure and arrival flight paths.

4.

The model demonstrates the under-estimation of noise on departures on easterlies when assessed
by the official annual metric; this is due to averaging.

5.

The model demonstrates the relationship between noise and frequency of flights - giving credence
to recent local noise complaints about increased frequency.

6.

The model’s initial results suggests expectations of reduced noise from greater ascent rates may be
over optimistic and that long term noise benefits from steeper angles of ascent and descent may be
marginal in justifying a 3rd runway.

7.

The Government makes much of Altitude Based Priorities in the design of airspace. However, the
model’s initial assessment suggests that the noise impact from higher altitudes is greater than
thought and that the band breakpoints of 4,000 feet and 7,000 feet are several thousand feet too low
to achieve the noise improvements sought.

8.

Re-design of flight paths laterally is fraught with controversy due to re-allocation of noise between
individuals and communities and the change from a legacy noise climate in which people have a
reasonable expectation noise will not get worse.

9.

PBN technology, resulting in concentration, is not popular but neither is dispersion to those newly
affected or experiencing re-distributed noise. The industry seems keen on multiple flight paths
whereby use is rotated thus creating respite. However, respite comes at a cost to those who
experience a new flight path. The acoustic impact and effect on health and quality of life needs to
be more fully assessed before deciding on concentration or dispersal with or without respite.

10. Noise improvements ultimately rely on less noisy aircraft but the benefit is long term and potentially
offset by London’s population growth.
11. The noise impact from the proportion of the aircraft fleet being made up of larger aircraft needs to
be assessed.
12. Currently there is a serious lack of information on the number and location of flight paths resulting
from modernisation and a 3rd runway, if built. This may not be remedied until the mid 2020s leaving
London exposed to major blight.
13. Decisions on development of a 3rd runway at Heathrow would be irrational and un-democratic
without greater certainty on the location and use of flight paths.
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14. From RHC’s initial modelling of the airspace modernisation and a 3rd runway at Heathrow it is clear
a large number of people will be overflown for the first time. There will be considerable controversy
as noise is re-allocated between communities. Also, there may be insufficient airspace to
accommodate the additional flights. Respite from noise may only be partial because of insufficient
space to separate flight paths.
15. A 3rd runway will reduce Richmond’s respite from 8 hours a day to 4 hours with potentially serious
impact on health and quality of life.
16. If the increase in noise over London from a 3rd runway cannot be restricted then Heathrow may have
to reduce throughput which will seriously impact the economic and financial cases for expansion and
in turn the deliverability of the project.
Balanced Approach (Annex 4)
1. The trend in noise reduction at source has decreased considerably and expectations generally underachieved. Lack of incentives and trade-offs with fuel and carbon improvements seem reason enough
to expect further decline in the rate of noise reduction.
2.

Fleet replacement and the introduction of less noisy aircraft is uncertain and it is cause for concern
that the noise climate will not improve other than slowly over the long term.

3.

The pressure for housing from a growing London population and the already high population density
is unlikely to allow land use planning and management to have much effect on controlling the number
of people exposed to aircraft noise.

4.

The precautionary approach would be to assume that everyone in a radius of 40 to 50 kilometres (24
to 30 miles) from Heathrow will be impacted by aircraft noise with a 3rd runway.

5.

Operational improvements may have a positive effect on noise reduction but the benefits even in
combination seem likely to be marginal.

6.

Under the circumstances outlined here there is no good reason to lift the current operating restriction
capping Heathrow flights at 480,000 per year.

Justification for Airspace Modernisation (Annex 5)
7. The NATS demand growth forecasts seem not to recognise that growth needs to be sustainable and
not unrestricted.
8.

The NATS’ forecasts seem not to have had the same level of scrutiny that the DfT demand forecasts
receive and it is not clear why the DfT forecasts have been replaced. It will be interesting to see
whether the NATS forecasts reconcile with those of the DfT when they are next published. We doubt
they will match.

9.

Sustainable growth in demand is overstated by the NATs report on delays, which therefore leads to
overstatement of the number of delays.

10. It is not clear to what extent the forecast delays are caused by Heathrow alone or are spread across
the UK.
11. Delays are a questionable indicator of performance because the target is moveable and does not
necessarily relate to the efficient and effective use of airspace.
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12. We are generally in support of using technology for managing the efficient use of airspace subject to
not worsening the noise climate but we are not in support of using it to increase airspace capacity,
which we do not think is required for a two runway Heathrow and we see no justification for a 3rd
runway, as explained in our response to the draft NPS.
Peter Willan
Chair, Richmond Heathrow Campaign
www.richmondheathrowcampaign.org
Annexes 1 to 6
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ANNEX 1
Government Noise Objectives
1.

2.

The Government’s objectives stated in the National Aviation Policy Framework 2013 (NAPF) are:
a.

To limit and where possible reduce the number of people significantly affected by
aircraft noise.

b.

As a general principle, any benefits from future improvements in aircraft noise
performance should be shared between the aviation industry and local communities.

c.

The Government wants to strike a fair balance between the negative impacts of noise
and the positive economic impacts of flights.

Objective (a). We agree there is a need for some such objective but the one proposed is seriously
flawed:
a.

It is not clear whether the word ‘limit’ applies to some existing measurement or to zero
or some future growth.

b.

The use of a threshold (significantly affected) has serious drawbacks. In absolute terms
what do the words ‘significantly’ and ‘affected’ mean. Is this a societal objective or
applicable to individuals? Any noise above ambient levels can be intrusive and we
have seen the dangers of relying on a metric threshold of 57 LAeq. We prefer to
consider a marginal cost continuum of impact above ambient - ambient being the true
threshold.

3.

The number of people above a single threshold fails to reflect the fact that the effect increases
above this threshold. Aircraft noise management is very much about the allocation of noise and
not just between those significantly affected and those not so affected but between those
significantly affected. Here we use the word ‘significantly’ in a general sense.

4.

Our approach to changes in noise climate is to prioritise a reduction in noise for those most
affected and avoid as far as possible anyone experiencing an increase in noise. We should
remember that the rate of reduction in noise from source is much slower than it used to be and
it may take decades for improvements to be noticed from a whole fleet of aircraft. With the slow
generation of a noise credit it will be that much harder to re-structure Heathrow’s flight paths and
even more difficult with an increase in flights and noise from a 3rd runway.

5.

Objective (b). The aviation industry no doubt claim that aircraft have been getting much “quieter”
and the shrinking contours are evidence of reducing population exposure. The community counter
this by saying:
a.
Generally they are becoming more sensitive to aircraft noise,
b.
There is increasing evidence that noise has a harmful effect on health and well being,
particularly of children,
c.
Metrics used to measure population exposure do not reflect the frequency of flights,
which is a material contributor to harmful effect on health and quality of life; the
frequency has not reduced over time,
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d.
e.
f.
g.

The main indicator used by the Government (the LAeq 16 hr metric) is an average over
summer months and fails to reflect the impact of intense hourly or daily exposure or
exposure late at night,
Contour shrinkage tends to be at the outer contours leaving those exposed to high
noise levels in the inner contours severely impacted,
Threshold levels, such as 57 decibels, mean that many people are not considered
affected when they clearly believe they are,
The noise levels are too high anyway and there is no plan by the Government or
industry to achieve a targeted reduction to the WHO Guideline values.

6.

We believe there is insufficient debate between the Government, industry and community as to
what are the long term trends in noise levels and what assurances are there that there will be
reduced noise going forward and how the benefits will be shared between industry and the
community and also within the community.

7.

Objective ( C). It is not clear what the meaning of ‘fair’ is in this context. There is a substantial gap
between what the community, aviation industry and Government regard as a fair balance,
however this is defined. The word ‘sustainable’ sometimes features but again it is not clear what
this actually means in reality as applied to the circumstances we face. It is not clear whether an
improved WebTag approach to assessing the balance will help the situation.

8.

Out of Date National Aviation Policy Framework. The NAPF objectives are not fit for purpose.
There have been many discussions, consultations and policy initiatives between the Government,
aviation industry and communities affected by noise, carbon and air quality emissions since the
NAPF was adopted in 2013. It is unacceptable that subsidiary policies are now being consulted on
with a view to being adopted before the NAPF is reviewed in 2018. The process is back to front.

Summary key points:
1.

The Government’s noise objectives, as stated in the National Aviation Policy Framework, seek to
limit the noise impact on communities, share the benefits of less noisy aircraft between industry and
communities and balance the negative impacts of noise and the positive economic impacts of flights.

2.

The noise impact objective is seriously flawed in its ambiguity and lack of ambition for noise
reduction.

3.

There is no assessment let alone consensus between Government, the aviation industry and
communities affected by noise as to what might be the quantum of noise reduction and how the
benefit might be shared.

4.

There is no consensus between Government, the aviation industry and communities affected by noise
as to what might be the benefits and environmental costs of aviation and how a balance might be
struck.

5.

It is unacceptable that Airspace Policy is being processed to adoption before the review of the
National Aviation Policy Framework in 2018.
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Aviation Noise Metrics and Valuing Noise Impact and Effect
Metric Objectives
1. Historically, reliance on annual or summer season noise metrics has provided a distorted and underestimated picture of the noise impact from aviation. The threshold of 57 decibels used in the
Government’s chosen metric , LAeq 16 hours, is far too high in our opinion to recognise the serious
impact of noise on health and quality of life.
2. We believe it is essential that metrics be used that rely less on long-term averaging of noise and take
better account of patterns of aviation noise. The metrics need to identify noise overhead from
individual flight paths rather than just broad contours of noise. They need to recognise the intensity of
noise over short periods, such as each hour of the day and night and each day of the year. The more
detailed metrics need to be capable of being combined in various ways to recognise particular
characteristics of airspace use, such as noise from departures and arrivals or noise from westerly and
easterly operations. They need to recognise the considerable variation in impact caused by the
frequency (number) of flights and respite from overhead flights.
3. We believe these improvements would better relate aircraft noise to the acoustic impact and the
resultant effect on individuals and communities in terms of health and quality of life (including
annoyance). They are needed for modernising and managing UK airspace.
4. In addition, the thresholds of noise effect need to be revised and we recommend that the current WHO
levels are the very least the Government should be adopting.
Current metrics
5. The WHO initially published noise guidelines in 1980 and then in 1999 it updated these to reflect
research since 1980 and published ‘Guidelines for Community Noise’. It listed values for the onset of
the health effects of noise in fifteen specific environments (including schools and hospitals) that
national governments are recommended to achieve in the longer term. In 2009, the WHO Regional
Office for Europe published the ‘Night Noise Guidelines for Europe, which took into account research
since 1999.
6. The current WHO metrics and their Guideline values are as follows:
Specific environment

Critical health effects

LAeq (dB)

Hours

LAMAX (dB)

Outdoor living area

Serious annoyance

55

16

-

Moderate annoyance

50

16

-

Sleep disturbance (open window) short term

55

8

60

Sleep disturbance (open window) long term

40

8

60

Outside bedrooms
Source: WHO

The 55 decibels (LAeq) night noise guideline was proposed as an interim target where 40 decibels
cannot be achieved in the short term “for various reasons”, and where policy-makers choose to adopt
a stepwise approach”
7. Nearly 20 years later (10 years from the night noise update) we are bereft of any Government initiative
to apply the WHO Guidelines to aviation or even reasons why there has been the delay.
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8. We understand that the WHO will shortly be publishing a review of their guidelines and surely this must
be an opportunity for the Government to seriously consider the recommendations we make here
regarding the WHO guideline values and the metrics we propose. The Government’s 57 LAeq value
should be banished as the main UK guideline value.
9. We believe it is essential that the Government clarify:
a. the legal status of the WHO Guideline values, and
b. the UK’s strategy and timetable for reducing the levels of community noise from aircraft and from
other major sources to below the WHO guideline values.
In particular, we believe it is essential the Government sets targets for reducing aircraft noise at
Heathrow (and other UK airports) over the next ten years to 2027.
10. The European Union Environmental Noise Directive was adopted in 2002 for the purpose of assessing
and managing environmental noise from major noise sources, including air traffic. The Directive
requires the noise indicators LDEN (noise averaged over twenty-four hours) and LNIGHT (noise
averaged over eight-hour night) to be used for assessing the number of people and dwellings that are
exposed to noise.
11. The Directive recognises that LDEN and LNIGHT by themselves may be insufficient for assessing all noise
impacts and provides for Member States to supplement LDEN and LNIGHT with other noise indicators.
The United Kingdom has adopted one supplementary indicator, LAeq (noise averaged over sixteen
hours day and evening) for assessing the number of people that are exposed to noise.
12. The Airports Commission used a variety of metrics:
a.
Summer average 16 hour daytime LAeq (3 dB contours starting at 54 dB)
b.
Summer average 8 hour night-time LAeq (3 dB contours starting at 48 dB)
c.
Annual average LDEN (5 dB contours starting at 55 dB)
d.
Annual average L night (5 dB contours starting at 50 dB)
e.
Summer average daytime N70 ( frequency above 20, 50, 100, 200 and 500 flights)
f.
Summer average night time N60 (frequency above 25 and 50 flights)
13. Heathrow and the CAA use some of these metric plus others.
14. Various reports over the years (e.g. ANIS, ANASE and SONA 2014) have addressed the issue of noise
impact on health and well being (including annoyance) and in particular on the vulnerable. This is
valuable material but we cannot stress enough that the emphasis should be on implementing
effectively the WHO Guideline values, which are based on extensive research on the effect of noise on
heath and quality of life.
15. Government has set the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) at 51dB LAeq for daytime noise
and 45dB Lnight for night time noise. The risk approach of the NOAEL, LOAEL and SOAEL (for N read NO
and for S read Significant) was established in the ‘Noise Policy Statement for England’ We believe
applying the concepts to aviation is a move in the right direction but the LOAEL is still an average over
summer months and does not represent the significance that people place on shorter term measures
and other characteristics we believe are important and referred to above in the section on Metric
Objectives.
16. The consultation also considers a CAA initiative to take account of overflight that an individual actually
experiences. The consultation says (para 5.45) there is insufficient evidence to link chronic outcomes
on health with event-based noise metric, and SoNA 2014 found these performed less well than LAeq
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16 hr as a predictor of annoyance. The CAA has proposed a definition of ‘overflight’ which is based on
whether an individual perceives an aircraft as overflying them. We would wish to see more evidence
for this tool before commenting on it further.
RHC Proposals
17. The following response sets out four key noise metrics we believe should be considered. We have
developed a model of Heathrow’s airspace and applied the four proposed metrics in considering
airspace design principles that we examine in Annex 3. The metrics have proved very useful.
18. Single Event (SE) LAeq 90 seconds. This is the noise of a single aircraft averaged over 90 seconds.
Typically the noise levels will rise and fall over 90 seconds as an aircraft passes overhead. In essence
this metric reflects the noise energy generated from a single aircraft. The Single Event metric is used
in preference to a Sound Exposure Level (SEL), which standardises the noise as a one second equivalent
and is difficult for people to equate with and in preference to the maximum noise level (Lmax), which
is a single point metric and therefore only of partial relevance to the full impact of an overhead aircraft.
19. Hourly LAeq 1 hour. This metric shows the impact of averaging the sound of a number of aircraft over
one hour. It represents the total noise energy generated over one hour by aircraft using a particular
flight path. Averaging the noise over one hour for a series of Single Events requires amalgamation of
the Single Event metric with the background noise level. The Hourly metric increases as the number of
aircraft per hour increases. It rises to equal the value of the Single Event metric when there are 40
aircraft per hour using the flight path (40 x 90 seconds = 1hour). This metric therefore reflects the noise
impact of traffic volume. For example, traffic throughput on arrivals might average 10 an hour from
each of Heathrow’s four holding stacks before the final approach to landing. The traffic at this point
then merges to provide a steady flow of 40 aircraft an hour. On westerlies, the merged flights alternate
between the northern and southern runways over 8 hour periods. On easterlies most of the arrival
flights use only the northern runway (in consequence of the Cranford Agreement). On departures the
flow rate varies between 1 and 12 aircraft an hour per flight path depending on how the airlines
distribute flights across the 12 departing flight paths for commercial and operational reasons. The
modelled Hourly metric is calculated logarithmically using the proportion of time in the hour taken up
with single events and remaining time at the background noise level. The Hourly metric is used by our
model in preference to N70 or some similar measure for the number of flights. The Hourly metric can
vary from hour to hour and as such can support better management of noise across the day.
20. Daily LAeq 16 hour. This metric shows the impact of adding Scheduled Respite to the Hourly metric.
Respite can only be considered fully in the context of two or more flight paths. For a given Heathrow
traffic volume, the reduction of flights on one flight path in order to provide respite must logically be
offset by an equal and opposite increase over the same period of time on another flight path. In other
words, a half day’s respite can be introduced into flight path A, which has say 100 flights a day, by 50
flights being transferred to another flight path B. The half day respite in this example can be repeated
for the second half of the day in reverse with 50 flights being transferred from B to A; this is case for
alternation of arrivals at Heathrow on westerlies. In this mirrored example there is a choice between
each of the two flight paths spreading 50 flights a day across the day or concentrating them into a half
day of 100 flights and half day of respite. The transfer of flights can be to an existing flight path or a
new one created to allow rotation of use and respite.
It must be emphasised that adding respite is re-distributive - one flight path benefits from respite and
the other bears the cost of increased flights. The Daily metric in the first instance represents the
benefiting flight path. If the metric is calculated for combined flight paths then it might be thought the
benefit and cost would cancel each other. But flight paths have different noise characteristics and noise
calculations tend to be asymetric so there may be a net acoustic gain or loss. Furthermore, the dose-
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response relationship may vary so that the effect on health and quality of life may result in a net gain
or loss for the people affected.
The Daily metric can vary from day to day as such can support better management of noise across the
year.
21. Annual LAeq 16 hours. This metric shows the impact of averaging the Daily metric across 365 days a
year. It reflects the impact of the westerly/easterly split - for example, 70% to 30%. The modelled
Annual metric is calculated logarithmically using the proportion of time in the year taken up with flights
and remaining time at the background noise level. In effect this is similar to the current Government
LAeq metric but is not hindered by the 57 decibel threshold.
22. Our model produces all four metrics for each flight path. They are displayed on charts both as horizontal
contours and vertical cross sections.
23. The metrics have not been linked to the effect of noise on individuals and the community in terms of
health and quality of life. A single event may be noticed but is very unlikely to have any impact on
health or quality of life. But it is the basic building block for the other metrics and reflects the noise at
source and hence noise generated, which over time is key to noise reduction through the introduction
of less noisy aircraft. The volume of traffic each hour is likely to be of considerable effect on people and
may be relieved by respite. So the Hourly and Daily metrics are key indicators. The Annual metric
dilutes the more immediate impact that people experience and is perhaps best used in conjunction with
the Hourly and Daily metrics and not on its own.
Summary key points
1. The Government’s official 57 LAeq 16 hr noise metric is not fit for purpose. The several shortfalls include
averaging that fails many communities exposed to intense noise sporadically and the 57 decibel
threshold that is far too high to capture the effect of lower levels of noise that clearly are affecting
individuals and communities.

2. The longstanding WHO Guidelines have been ignored with no explanation by Government for
far too long.
3. New Guidelines are about to be issued and it is essential the Government clarify:
i.
the legal status of the WHO Guideline values, and
ii.

the UK’s strategy and timetable for reducing the levels of community noise from
aircraft and from other major sources to below the WHO guideline values.
In particular, the Government must sets targets for aircraft noise at Heathrow over the next
ten years to 2027.

4. Continuing research on the health impacts of health and quality of life is essential but this should not
delay introducing the WHO Guideline values, which are themselves based on research.

5. The Consultation suggests use of LOAEL and an over-flight tool. In principle these seem reasonable
proposals but we would like to see further evidence on their use and applicability.
6. RHC proposes four metrics - Single Event, Hourly, Daily and Annual. These have been used in the RHC
airspace noise model to good effect and provide information about frequency and respite.

4

ANNEX 3

Airspace Design Issues and Principles
Introduction
1. Richmond Heathrow Campaign (RHC) has developed an airspace noise model of Heathrow that
enables us to model all existing 30 flight paths and undertake preliminary modelling of the indicative
flight paths proposed by Heathrow to the Airports Commission for airspace modernisation with and
without a 3rd runway.
2.

Our model’s Study Area centres on Heathrow airport and is 8,000 square km and up to 4 miles high.
There are some 32,000 noise cells, each 500 by 500 metres. The model is 4 dimensional (lateral,
vertical and time) and is built from individual flight paths starting with the existing 30 arrival and
departure flight paths. The model has an interrogation capacity allowing flight paths to be added,
deleted, changed and operational procedures to be changed, such as aircraft climb profiles, speed, etc.
We include a sample of the output in Annexes A to E for the Brockmans Park departure flight path on
westerlies. A two runway Base Case is shown and for illustration a replication of the flight path with
an increase in traffic (9 to 13.5 flights per hour) that might arise with a 3rd runway. The results should
only be used for illustration. Westerlies refers to winds from the west with aircraft therefore arriving
from the east and departing to the west (subject to westerly preference).

3.

The following results from modelling of Heathrow’s airspace are provisional in view of the limited time
available for their preparation.

Sound Absorption may be over-estimated leading to an under-estimate of noise impact
4. The model’s Base Case assumes a sound absorption rate of an 8 decibel reduction for every doubling
of propagation distance as does the CAA’s Ancon model used by the Government. A 6 decibel
reduction is the adjustment according to basic physics and brief examination of why 8 decibels is used
by the Ancon model indicates it was chosen in 1997 to represent an airframe adjustment. We are not
aware it has been validated and a lot has happened to airframe design in 20 years. Applying 6 decibels
instead of 8 decibels for the Brockmans Park departures on westerlies, for example, produces the
following results:
Sound Absorption Rate: Brockman’s Park departures on westerlies
50 dBA footprint area km2

57 dBA contour area km2

Sound absorption for each
doubling of propagation distance

8
decibels

6
decibels

multiple

8
decibels

6 decibels

multiple

Single Event 90 sec LAeq

167

313

1.9

75

109

1.5

Hourly LAeq (9 flights per hr)

92

142

1.5

32

38

1.2

Annual LAeq (70% westerlies)

78

114

1.4

24

27

1.1

Source: RHC Airspace noise model

5.

The impact of applying a higher absorption rate is less pronounced in the 57 dBA contour than 50 dBA
footprint, which is perhaps why the rate has not been such a critical factor in the past when attention
was primarily on the 57 dBA contour rather than lower levels. Also, attention has usually been on the
Annual LAeq which increasingly is being regarded as an inadequate indicator of noise impact, as
discussed in Annex 2 - Noise Metrics. For example, using the Annual metric the area increases from
32 to 38 km2 or around 20%. The impact is also less pronounced on arrival flight paths, which tend to
have smaller footprints than those of departures.

6.

We are not saying that 8 decibels should be replaced but are raising the question as to whether it is
the right assumption to be used by Heathrow, NATS, CAA and the Government, given its significance
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at the lower noise levels now being considered for airspace design, management and control. It may
significantly under-estimate the noise impact from aviation.
Noise levels from flight paths vary significantly
7. We suggest that the variations in noise impact from each flight path need to be taken into account
when designing airspace in order to minimize noise overall while balancing the commercial and
operational requirements of the aviation industry. Particularly important is the lateral positioning of
flight paths and their individual characteristics in relation to densely populated London and indeed
growing population (+37% between 2011 and 2050) according to the Mayor’s Infrastructure Plan 2014.
In our view all the flight paths share a common feature that the noise impact is too high and reducing
too slowly and in this respect failing to meet the WHO Guideline noise levels.
8.

Departure versus Arrival. The noise from departure and arrival flight paths is materially different. A
comparison of Heathrow’s Brockmans Park departures on westerlies with arrivals on westerlies from
the Lambourne holding stack results in Single Event footprints at 50 dBA of 167 km2 and 75 km2,
respectively. We have chosen these two flight paths as examples for no special reason. Significant
differences also arise in comparison of Hourly and Annual metrics, notwithstanding that the two flight
paths have similar traffic of around 10 flights an hour. It would seem these noise differences are
primarily due to kinetic energy and hence noise from the engines required to lift an aircraft and
accelerate it on departure compared to idling engines and descent on arrival. Height and speed
differences also play a part in the noise propagation.

9.

The footprint comparison is not the only design feature because arrivals have to be concentrated on
the final approach, whereas departure paths can be separated shortly after take-off so as to aid noise
dispersal. Also, arrival flight paths have to convert the uncertain arrival times of aircraft into a steady
stream for landing in order to optimise though-put of the airport. Speed changes are limited and so
distance travelled is used and new designs such tromboning and point merge are being considered
to present a steady flow. Improved queue management and removal of the holding stacks is a key
objective for arrivals.

10. Easterly versus Westerly operations. While the Single Event, Hourly and Daily metrics for two flight
paths may be similar, Annual metrics can vary significantly between easterly and westerly operations.
For example, the footprint at 50 dBA Annual metric for Brockmans Park on westerlies is 78 km2
assuming 70% westerlies. If the 70% is replaced by 30% (practically not possible but calculated for
comparison) the annual footprint drops to 50 km2. Consideration given only to the Annual metric can
underestimate the effect on people
exposed to high hourly or daily noise levels
from time to time, as can be seen from the
table in paragraph 4.
11. Traffic numbers
The number of flights on Heathrow’s
departure flight paths number
between 1 and 12 per hour per flight
path. Arrival numbers vary between
10 and 40 flights per hour per flight
path. The RHC modelled chart here
illustrates the acoustic impact in
decibels from increasing flight
frequency. The decibels rise much
faster at lower frequencies. This is
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not to suggest the effect on people is less at higher frequencies; the dose-response relationship has
also to be taken into account and the higher the decibel level the greater the negative effect on health
and quality of life.
12. Airlines change the chosen flight path use from time to time for commercial and operational reasons.
In recent years this has resulted in increased noise complaints. It would appear from the Consultation
that usage change is to be delegated to Tier 3 of the Airspace Change Process. Changes can be large
or gradual over several years with a consequential cumulative impact. In both cases the acoustic
impact and effect on people can be large and the proposed Tier 3 policy is inadequate in this respect
in our view.
13. We understand that the process for dealing with permanent air space change (Tiers 1) does take
account of the usage at the time of decision on the flight path structure but not subsequent usage
changes. This leaves the process open to uncertainty and what is to stop changes being proposed with
low usage only to be increased after approval and without subsequent control. As we say, Tier 3 is
inadequate in this respect.
14. Miscellaneous differences. Comparison of the Brockmans Park departure flight path on westerlies and
the Compton departure on easterlies illustrates how the noise impact can vary between flight paths,
even when the operational assumptions such as angle of ascent and acceleration are the same. The
Brockmans Park Single Event 50 dBA metric footprint is calculated as 167 km2 but that for Compton
is 208 km2. Further difference arise because of the type of route (e.g. long haul or short haul). Conflict
with other flight paths from Heathrow and other airports can also impact the characteristics of a flight
path. The implication is that each flight path needs to be tailor-made and integrated with all the other
flight paths when being presented for a decision on re-design of Heathrow’s airspace, with or without
a 3rd runway.
Vertical Parameters may provide minimal overall noise benefit long term
15. Ascent. Clearly an increased angle of ascent raises the height of an aircraft. Increased height intuitively
might lead one to expect reduced noise on the ground. However, increased height tends to reduce
noise directly under the flight path but less so at the edges of the footprint and in fact the footprint
width tends not to change with height of aircraft. This is due to the interaction of the equations for
distance between source and receptor with those of sound absorption. At the same time, higher noise
levels at source (for example so as to gain height) tend to widen the footprint. The net result is that
greater angles of ascent tend to re-distribute noise by increasing noise earlier in the flight and from
the centre to the outside of the footprint.
16. Our Base Case model assumes an 8% (4.6 degree) ascent for take-off followed by 4.5%. This is
intended as a mean for all of Heathrow’s fleet and operations. We have not had time to improve on
this assumption. Lifting the whole fleet by one degree reduces the Single Event 50 dBA footprint from
167 km2 to 162 km2, for example. This is relatively small improvement. We have not increased the
noise energy required to achieve the steeper climb since we do not have the evidence at the moment
to do so. It may be possible to increase ascent rates by exchanging the kinetic energy used for
acceleration with that used for increased lift and hence angle of ascent. However, reduced
acceleration reduces speed which increases the time overhead and hence increases noise. And as
discussed above, noise is re-distributed within the footprint. Focus on the heavier low flying aircraft
may be more productive than seeking to increase the height of the fleet as a whole.
17. We are aware of pending trials on the Detling route on easterlies so as to assess the noise impact
from steeper angles of ascent. It will be interesting to see how these compare with our modelled
results.
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18. We support the concerns communities around Heathrow have expressed in the last few years
regarding inadequate angles of ascent as experienced in their particular locations.
19. Descent. Heathrow trials in 2015 demonstrated only small improvement in noise from increasing the
angle of ascent from 3 degrees to 3.2 degrees (in practice the full 3.2 degrees was not achieved). Our
model tends to support this outcome. The modelled 50 dBA footprint from arrivals on westerlies from
the Lambourne stack reduces from 75 km2 to 71 km2.
20. Angles of ascent are relevant in balancing fuel burn, carbon and noise. In general, we support
continuous ascent and descent and their increasing use, providing they are balanced with noise
reduction.
21. Regarding overall re-design of Heathrow’s airspace and accommodation of a 3rd runway, we believe
the noise reduction benefits from increasing the angles of ascent and descent will be fairly minimal.
Every bit counts so we support whatever improvements can be made. But in our view the potential
improvements should be treated as marginal in justifying a 3rd runway.
22. Altitude Based Priorities. The impact of height on noise at ground level has been discussed above. The
point we wish to raise here concerns the Government ‘s policy regarding altitude based priorities
contained in DfT Guidance on airspace design. “Noise is the priority below 4,000 feet whereas noise
and carbon should be balance priorities between 4,000 and 7,000. Above 7,000 feet noise is no longer
a priority.”
23. Our modelling shows that aircraft footprints fall below 50 dBA at heights substantially more than 4,000
feet. It is not uncommon for aircraft to have reached 10,000 feet before the noise footprint is reduced
below 50 dBA using the Single Event 90 sec metric. In cases of the hourly and annual metrics the
height tends to be around 6,000 feet. Arrivals are at a somewhat lower altitude when the footprint
falls below 50 dBA.
24. The 50 dBA noise level is the current guidance from the WHO so as to avoid moderate annoyance in
the daytime. For the purposes of assessing and comparing the noise impacts of airspace changes, the
Government has set the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) at 51dB LAeq for daytime noise
and 45dB Lnight for night time noise. This confirms our view that the footprint at 50 decibels is
relevant in the daytime.
25. We urge the Government to consider increasing the 0 to 4,000 foot altitude band to a greater height,
e.g. 6,000 feet above sea level, and increasing the start of the upper band to 10,000 feet instead of
7,000. We have not explored the proposed heights in detail so would not wish to be held to these
amended levels but we certainly think an increase is needed. Overall, this would give greater priority
to noise than carbon and might effect airline operating costs. We believe these changes would not
only improve noise conditions for communities but incentive the industry to give greater weight to
noise during their operations and design of aircraft. Already the tension between noise and carbon
in aircraft design is increasing, and while we believe limiting carbon emissions is essential it should
not be at the expense of noise but in other ways.
Lateral parameters are highly controversial
26. The introduction of Performance Base Navigation (PBN) is apparently an International requirement
and we can see there are benefits. We are concerned that the international specification for PBN
appears not to recognise noise as a design parameter. However, the potential for flight concentration
and hence noise ghettos is of very great concern. The benefits are said to include being able to thread
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flight paths between populations to avoid overflight. However, the opportunity to do so in the case
of Heathrow is very limited in our view due to the density of population across London. Also we are
concerned that flight paths may be redirected over parks and in the case of Richmond Borough this
includes Richmond Park, Old Deer Park, the world heritage site - Kew Gardens, Bushy Park and Ham
Common - just to name some of the larger open spaces. People rely on these quiet areas and it is
questionable whether they should be used at all for over-flight. Potentially millions of visitors every
year would be impacted by increased aviation noise if overhead flights are added.
27. Single versus multiple flight paths. Annex A depicts the current 30 Heathrow flight paths. Historically,
the Government has favoured concentration as it minimised the number of people overflown. Also,
Heathrow has limited amounts of lower airspace and introducing more flight paths risks collision and
is a safety issue. However, PBN does facilitate accurately flown flight paths and the submission by
Heathrow to the Airports Commission of indicative flight paths increased the number of both
departure and arrival flight paths (in addition to those needed for the 3rd runway) so as to disperse
noise and try and reduce the impact of dispersal through rotation of use and hence respite. This has
been referred to as ‘concentrated dispersion’ and differs from the current random dispersion and
traffic control vectoring. There is considerable debate at present on the impact of concentration
versus dispersion and we draw no conclusions here.
28. However, we have modelled the effect of splitting a flight path into two and the chart here shows the
impact as an example as to what might happen acoustically. The two flight path footprints in this
example still overlap. The
original flight path (red line) is
split into two flight paths
(green). Noise levels of about
3 decibels are reduced under
the original flight path but up
to 7 decibels are added to the
new flight path.
Clearly the aggregate footprint
of the two flight paths
increases and so would the
population exposed depending
on its distribution.

Source: RHC Airspace noise model

Most people under the original single flight path experience the benefit of reduced noise but people
under the new flight path experience noise for the first time or increased noise. The net effect on
health and quality of life depends on translating these acoustic impacts into dose-response effects.
Nothing in this analysis can be said to lead to conclusions on the concentration/dispersal debate but
the analysis does illustrate some of the issues.
Acceleration and Speed
29. The model’s Base Case assumes arriving aircraft are at a speed of 145 knots at 3,000 feet before
landing at 130 knots. On departures the Base Case assumption is a take-off speed of 150 knots
reaching 209 knots at 3,000 feet. The speed determines the time overhead and hence noise impact.
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The time an aircraft is overhead ranges from zero to 90 seconds or more. Increasing speed on
departures tends to narrow the footprint along the path and vice versa for arrivals. We comment on
these variables because we believe they are sometimes not given the weight they deserve . They are
also relevant in balancing fuel burn, carbon and noise generation.
Less Noisy Aircraft
30. Aircraft are much less noisy than 20 years ago but the reduction trend has tapered to about 0.1 dBA
per annum. The Airports Commission and Heathrow had quite different fleet replacement forecasts
with the Commission retaining the historic average life of an aircraft of 25 years. Heathrow’s
forecasts reduced this to 15 years. It will be important to see what new forecasts Heathrow produces.
Less noisy aircraft probably surpass operational improvements as the main source of reducing noise.
But after taking account of London’s population growth there is likely to be little if any net reduction
in numbers of people impacted, even in the two runway case. The additional flights from a 3rd runway
may well prevent there being any net benefit in reduced noise being available to the community. The
National Aviation Policy Framework requires that benefits be shared between the aviation industry
and the local community but Heathrow expansion puts an end to that.
Larger Aircraft
31. Currently Heathrow has around 74 million passengers a year and 480,000 flight a year so the average
load is around 154 passengers per flight. Heathrow’s two runways can serve up to 95 million
passengers and this ultimate capacity is being achieved with average loads rising to around 200
passengers per flight. The A380 is probably the largest aircraft that will serve Heathrow so the
growth is likely to be through the mean size of the Heathrow fleet being skewed towards larger
aircraft. The passenger, baggage and freight weights are a relatively small proportion of a fully
loaded aircraft with fuel on departure. We have not been able to find any reference material on how
the trend might effect fuel burn, carbon and noise. It does seem the community will experience more
noise as a result of this trend to larger aircraft (other things being equal) and the visual impact will
worsen. Any increase in the proportion of long haul flights will tend to add to the fuel and size of the
aircraft in the fleet. This issue is not widely discussed but could be material to the noise impact.
Heathrow’s Modernisation and 3rd Runway airspace Proposals
32. Absence of information. There is very limited published detail on where the flight paths will be as
a result of modernisation and development of a 3rd runway, should this proceed. The absence of any
definitive flight path proposals makes it impossible to respond definitively on modernisation of either
a two or three runway Heathrow. Also, the publication of UK aviation demand figures by the DfT has
been deferred and the National Aviation Policy Framework 2013 with its key aviation objectives will
not be updated until 2018. The WebTag model used for evaluating and monetising environmental
costs will not be updated until later this year or next. We await updates on how the Government will
manage the carbon issue in its pending Emissions Reduction Plan.
33.

Questionable decision process. This situation does raise the question as to whether rational
decisions can be made on the development of a 3rd runway until the airspace has been re-designed,
published and consulted on. In our view, approval of a 3rd runway without the greater certainty on
the flight paths would be irrational and undemocratic. It has been said in some circles that definitive
flight paths will only be published after approval of a 3rd runway and possibly not until just before first
flight in 2025. While the airspace change process will hopefully give stakeholders a chance to
influence the design there will be no opportunity to reverse approval of a 3rd runway if an acceptable
design cannot be agreed.

34.

Modelled airspace. Please see Annex A for all existing departure and arrival flight paths and Annexes
B to E for an analysis of the Brockmans Park flight path on westerlies taking off from the southern
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runway. The results are presented here for illustration only and to highlight some of the issues
discussed in this report.
35.

The Base Case is for a two runways in 2017and the Sensitivity Case is for a three runways in 2030.
The 3rd runway case is based on a 50% increase in flights (i.e. pro-rata to overall Heathrow expansion
from 480,000 flights a year to 740,000). This amounts to an increase from 9 to 13.5 flights per hour
along the Brockmans Park flight path. The split between westerlies and easterlies is assumed to be
70%/30% and there is no respite. In the time available we have not transferred the Base Case take-off
from the southern runway to the 3rd runway so there is relatively minor distortion of the noise impact
near the airport. Sustainable Aviation suggests that noise levels could be reduced by 0.1 decibels a
year as less noisy aircraft are introduced into the Heathrow fleet. We do not necessarily endorse this
figure but have used it here to illustrate the 3rd runway case with a noise reduction of 1.3 decibels
over the 13 years to 2030. As discussed above, we doubt that greater angles of ascent will
substantially reduce the noise climate around Heathrow, but for illustration the mean angle of take
off for the fleet is increased by one degree from (4.9 (8%) to 5.9 degrees). In the Base Case we
continue to use the CAA noise propagation assumption of 8 decibels for doubling of propagation
distance but we use 6 decibels in the 3rd runway case.

36.

Just increasing the traffic by 50% on the Brockmans Park flight path (without the other
changes in the Sensitivity Case) increases the Hourly metric 50 dBA footprint by around 17%.
Both the length and width of the footprint increase. As another example, in the case of the
arrivals on westerlies from the Lambourne holding stack, the Hourly metric 50 dBA footprint
increases by 25% as the number of flights is increased from 10 to 15 per hour.

37.

The following table provides the model results for Brockmans Park in 2030 with 50% increase in
traffic (equivalent to including a 3rd runway) but also including reduced noise at source and steeper
take-off and using a 6 decibel adsorption rate. The Single Event 50 dBA footprint is large at 250 km2
extending 51 km to Potters Bar. The footprint width is 10.8km. The hourly footprint is 142 km2 and
extends 38 km to Watford. The footprint width is 7.1 km. The table illustrates how the Annual metric
dilutes the impact and how different are 50 dBA and 57 dBA contours. The Hourly 50 dBA area is over
five times the Annual 57 dBA area, which historically has been the measurement metric.
Brockmans Park Departures westerlies with 50% increase in traffic equivalent to a 3rd runway
50 dBAL Aeq
Footprint

Single Event

Hourly

Area km2

250

142

115

Length km

51

38

10.8

Width at 10km from runway km
Aircraft Height at end of footprint feet
Aircraft Speed at end of footprint knots
Source: RHC Airspace noise model.

38.

57 dBA LAeq
Annual Single Event

Hourly

Annual

84.7

36

25

33

29

16

13

7.1

6.0

4.7

2.3

1.6

13,114

9330

8075

6792

4275

3,835

325

289

278

263

216

190

13.5 flight per hr; 70% westerlies; 6 decibel absorption rate.

New Flight paths. We have not yet fully appraised with our noise model the indicative flight
paths, including a 3rd runway, submitted by Heathrow to the Airports Commission and on
which the Commission based its Final Report 2015. It appears that the redesign of
Heathrow’s airspace goes far beyond replication of the existing flight path structure. So far
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we have focussed on arrivals but departures will also need to be taken into account. The
results are as follows for the three options chosen by the Airports Commission:
39.

- Option T: flight paths for all three runways that would minimise the total number of people
overflown. The proposal is for two arrival flight paths to serve the existing northern runway;
they curve in from the north and the south and merge onto a straight line ahead of the final
5 nautical miles. They alternate with change in modal pattern. People east of the merge
points would no longer be exposed to arrival noise. One arrival flight path serves the
southern runway and curves in from the south. In this example of Option T, it would appear
that very approximately two thirds of the distances for the flight paths serving the existing
northern and southern runways would be over new territory and population not
previously exposed to noise from arrivals. This increases to approximately three quarters
of the distance if the new third runway were to be included.

40.

- Option N: flight paths for all three runways that would minimise the number of new people
overflown. The proposal is for one arrival flight path to serve the existing northern runway
and for one to serve the southern runway; both for the most part are over existing flight
paths serving the two runways. The flight paths curve in to meet a straight line approach
some ten nautical miles from touch down and in comparison with Option T it would appear
that there is a smaller distance over new territory and population not previously exposed. It
would appear that very approximately one third of the distance for the flight paths serving
the existing northern and southern runways would be over new territory not previously
exposed to noise from arrivals. This increases to approximately half of the distance if the
new third runway were to be included.

41.

- Option R: flight paths for all three runways that would maximise the opportunities for noise
respite (i.e. intervals during the day and night in which areas under the flight paths would not
be overflown). The proposal is for four arrival flight paths to serve the existing northern
runway and to be used alternately. Two of these flight paths curve in from the south, one
from the north and one is along the existing flight path. Two arrival flight paths serve the
southern runway and curve in from the south. It would appear that very approximately half
of the distances for the flight paths serving the existing northern and southern runways
would be over new territory and population not previously exposed to noise from arrivals.
This increases to approximately two thirds of the distance if the new third runway were
to be included.

42.

From the above, albeit limited analysis, it is reasonably clear there will be a large number of
people overflown for the first time and for others there will be an increase in overflight for
both the two and three runway situations. There will be people also who experience less
noise as a result of modernisation and a 3rd runway.

43.

Often the published figures on people newly exposed and people no longer exposed are
netted off and we strongly recommend this is not pursued.

44.

Legacy. The proposals will have implications for the extent noise is concentrated or dispersed
but this we still have to assess. The point we make here is the importance of legacy. People
have planned their lives and made investments in housing, schools etc with reasonable
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expectation that noise from Heathrow will not increase. Clearly this is not going to be the
case for those newly exposed (probably several hundred thousand people). The uncertainty
and blight from potential exposure effects over one million people according to TfL.
45.

Respite. Of particular concern to Richmond Heathrow Campaign is the loss of respite across
Richmond resulting from a 3rd runway. There will be four modal changes for Options T and N as
follows:

Options T&N modal
patterns
New Third runway
Northern runway
Southern runway

MDL

MLD

LDM

DLM

Arrival & Departure Arrival & Departure Arrival
Departure
Departure
Arrival
Departure
Arrival
Arrival
Departure
Arrival & Departure Arrival & Departure

46. Instead of the current two phase modal switch between the northern and southern runways resulting
in 8 hours of respite, the southern runway will operate in segregated mode for 4 hours and mixed
mode for 12 hours thus leaving only 4 hours of respite. The frequency in mixed mode is reduced
compared to segregated mode but still the loss of respite will be of significant impact. While the
current northern runway will remain in segregated mode throughout, the Kew community will likely
experience the added noise from a 3rd runway to add to the noise from the existing two runways.
47. Heathrow has suggested that in the Respite Option R there would be flight path rotation as well as
runway alternation so that each 4 hour mode would be divided into two 2 hour flight path rotation (8
in all). But this can only happen before the aircraft must be stabilised on the final approach and any
footprints over Richmond are unlike ly to be sufficiently separated to provide much if any respite. Also,
as explained above, respite for one group of people introduces a noise cost for another group.
48. According to the Airports Commission the number of people exposed to noise from Heathrow within
the 55 LDEN (24 hour) would reduce in a 2 runway case from 725,000 in 2012 to 588,900 by 2040
compared to 618,100 with three runways (carbon capped Total optimised). Heathrow would remain
by far the noisiest airport in Europe. We believe that these contour numbers actually underestimate
the noise effect on people under each flight path.
49. Controversy. We believe from third party evidence and our own modelling of airspace design that
modernisation and expansion of Heathrow will prove extremely controversial from a noise point of
view. The expansion will be particularly controversial because of the additional noise energy and
frequency of flights. No matter how much consultation and independent opinion is input into the
decisions, the fact is that a 50% increase in noise energy cannot be mitigated to any meaningful extent
in such a heavily populated area as London. The introduction of less noisy aircraft will likely be offset
by population growth (estimated to be 37% between 2011 and 2050). Compensation and insulation,
while of course welcome, will be a wholly inadequate response.
48. Insufficient airspace capacity. we have serious doubts about there being sufficient airspace capacity
for a 3rd runway. There may not be sufficient low level and terminal airspace over Heathrow to
accommodate the expansion in the number and size of footprints that may be necessary to avoid
excessive concentration of noise.
49. Even if there is sufficient space both in terms of safety (avoidance of collision risk) and noise footprints,
it does seem likely that the overlap of footprints will extend well beyond the airport, thus negating
benefits there might be from full scheduled respite. Partial respite is a short straw.
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50. A lower absorption rate of noise than is currently applied to modelling (as discussed above) would lead
to substantially increased noise footprints and contours than currently predicted.
51. The problem is not just Heathrow’s; there is a need to share the airspace with neighbouring airports.
Use of Gatwick and other southeast airports, and particularly Northolt, may be cramped by expansion
of Heathrow.
52. If the airspace capacity is not available then Heathrow may have to downgrade the traffic assumptions,
which would seriously impact the financial and economic cases for expansion and indeed the
deliverability of expansion. We already have doubts about the runways can be confirmed as
independent given their close proximity which could seriously restrict their use and throughput.
53. Summary Key Points
1.

Richmond Heathrow Campaign has developed an airspace noise model to assess the design
of flight path structure and aircraft operations and the consequential noise impact.

2.

The model demonstrates that propagation and absorption of noise modelled by the
Government and the aviation industry may be under-estimating the noise impact - possibly
by a considerable amount. It is proposed the sound absorption rate, which seemingly has
never been validated, be urgently reviewed.

3.

The model demonstrates that there is a material difference in the operation and noise
characteristics between departure and arrival flight paths.

4.

The model demonstrates the under-estimation of noise on departures on easterlies when
assessed by the official annual metric; this is due to averaging.

5.

The model demonstrates the relationship between noise and frequency of flights - giving
credence to recent local noise complaints about increased frequency.

6.

The model’s initial results suggests expectations of reduced noise from greater ascent rates
may be over optimistic and that long term noise benefits from steeper angles of ascent and
descent may be marginal in justifying a 3rd runway.

7.

The Government makes much of Altitude Based Priorities in the design of airspace. However,
the model’s initial assessment suggests that the noise impact from higher altitudes is greater
than thought and that the band breakpoints of 4,000 feet and 7,000 feet are several thousand
feet too low to achieve the noise improvements sought.

8.

Re-design of flight paths laterally is fraught with controversy due to re-allocation of noise
between individuals and communities and the change from a legacy noise climate in which
people have a reasonable expectation noise will not get worse.

9.

PBN technology, resulting in concentration, is not popular but neither is dispersion to those
newly affected or experiencing re-distributed noise. The industry seems keen on multiple flight
paths whereby use is rotated thus creating respite. However, respite comes at a cost to those
who experience a new flight path. The acoustic impact and effect on health and quality of life
needs to be more fully assessed before deciding on concentration or dispersal with or without
respite.
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10.

Noise improvements ultimately rely on less noisy aircraft but the benefit is long term and
potentially offset by London’s population growth.

11.

The noise impact from the proportion of the aircraft fleet being made up of larger aircraft
needs to be assessed.

12.

Currently there is a serious lack of information on the number and location of flight paths
resulting from modernisation and a 3rd runway, if built. This may not be remedied until the mid
2020s leaving London exposed to major blight.

13.

Decisions on development of a 3rd runway at Heathrow would be irrational and un-democratic
without greater certainty on the location and use of flight paths.

14.

From RHC’s initial modelling of the airspace modernisation and a 3rd runway at Heathrow it is
clear a large number of people will be overflown for the first time. There will be considerable
controversy as noise is re-allocated between communities. Also, there may be insufficient
airspace to accommodate the additional flights. Respite from noise may only be partial
because of insufficient space to separate flight paths.

15.

A 3rd runway will reduce Richmond’s respite from 8 hours a day to 4 hours with potentially
serious impact on health and quality of life.

16.

If the increase in noise over London from a 3rd runway cannot be restricted then Heathrow may
have to reduce throughput which will seriously impact the economic and financial cases for
expansion and in turn the deliverability of the project.

Please see also Annexes A to E to this Annex 3
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Source: Heathrow Maps for 2015
18 Departure flightpaths and 12 Arrivals.
6 arrivals on Easterlies southern runway are not plotted because of low traffic.
Prepared by P Willan Richmond Heathrow Campaign
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ANNEX 4

The Balanced Approach
1.

We broadly accept the ICAO Balanced Approach for managing aviation noise. But reduction in
noise is far too slow. The four elements of the Balanced Approach are listed below. The aim is
to ensure that operating restrictions are employed only as a last resort after full consideration
has been given to the other dimensions of the ICAO Balanced Approach, namely:
• Reduction of noise at source
• Land use planning and management
• Noise abatement operational procedures
• Operating restrictions

2.

Reduction of Noise at Source - Less Noisy Aircraft
We refer to evidence provided by the All Party Parliamentary Group on Heathrow and the Wider
Economy (APPG) in their Inquiry Report ‘Noise from Heathrow Airport 18 December 2014’. The
report refers to Heathrow using an annual 0.1dB annual improvement in their noise estimates
(para 3.5). Respondents to the Inquiry said that ‘noise reduction achieved by new aircraft is not
as great as sometimes implied’ and they provided the example of the A380. The Consultation
refers to the expected improvement from the new aircraft with their footprint being 50%
smaller on departure and 30% smaller on arrival, but we believe these estimates should be
treated with caution, especially given the over-optimistic footprint forecast for the A380. The
APPG also said that ‘future improvements in noise reduction on landing are likely to be
materially less than on take-off’. The APPG Report also highlighted the much reduced trend in
noise reduction at source compared to a decade ago. There is a question of insufficient
incentive for the aviation industry to reduce noise especially in trade-offs with fuel and carbon
improvements.
On the subject of fleet replacement it was said by the APPG that ‘fleet replacement is an
allocation of aircraft from each airline’s international fleet and is not solely governed by
Heathrow requirements.’ Heathrow assumes most of the current Heathrow fleet (around 3,500
aircraft) are phased out by 2030, which would appear to be a significant shortening of the fleet
life to just over 15 years compared to the historic 25 years.

3.

Land Use Planning and Management.
The replacement of the planning guidance PPG24 with a new National Planning Policy
Framework and Localism Act has thrown into some confusion the ability of local authorities to
prevent new buildings when noise levels are high. Combined with the demand for new housing,
schools, etc. on account of population growth in London (37% growth from 2011 to 2050
according to the London Plan), the pressures to build are probably paramount except close to
Heathrow. The precautionary approach would be to assume that everyone in a radius of 40 to
50 kilometres (24 to 30 miles) from Heathrow will be impacted by aircraft noise.

4.

Noise abatement operational procedures The operational measures can improve performance
or reduce noise or a combination. We believe that individually the measures tend to have
relatively small impact on reducing noise on the ground but in aggregate should have some
positive impact. But, the Heathrow APPG in its Inquiry report ‘Noise from Heathrow Airport
December 2014’ said ‘Generally, respondents expressed the view that changes to operational
procedures were likely to deliver marginal noise reduction benefits, if they were indeed feasible
at all.’ The various flight path restrictions such as NPRs and height bands are important and
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need careful attention in modernisation of the airspace. The change process is also important.
5.

Operational restrictions
Under the circumstances outlined above it seems inevitable that operating restrictions will be
needed. This is not new, as the Inspector recognised at the time of the Heathrow Terminal 5
Planning Inquiry when on the basis of all the evidence he decided a legally binding cap of
480,000 flights a year was essential. The prognosis for noise has not been demonstrated by
Heathrow or the Government to be any better and arguably has worsened. In our view this cap
should remain.

Summary Key Points
1.
The trend in noise reduction e at source has decreased considerably and expectations generally
under-achieved. Lack of incentives and trade-offs with fuel and carbon improvements seem
reasons for further decline in the rate of noise reduction.
2.

Fleet replacement and the introduction of less noisy aircraft is uncertain and it is cause for
concern that the noise climate will not improve other than slowly over the long term.

3.

The pressure for housing from a growing London population and the already high population
density is unlikely to allow land use planning and management to have much effect on
controlling the number of people exposed to aircraft noise.

4.

The precautionary approach would be to assume that everyone in a radius of 40 to 50
kilometres (24 to 30 miles) from Heathrow will be impacted by aircraft noise with a 3rd runway.

5.

Operational improvements may have a positive effect on noise reduction but the benefits even
in combination seem likely to be marginal.

6.

Under the circumstances outlined here there is no good reason to lift the current operating
restriction capping Heathrow flights at 480,000 per year.

2

ANNEX 5
Justification for Airspace Modernisation
1.

Introduction
The DfT has accompanied its Airspace consultation with a report ‘Upgrading UK Airspace- Strategic
Rationale’. The report examines the need for modernisation in terms of the economic and
environmental sustainability benefits, and the risks for the aviation industry and wider economy
from maintaining the current airspace structures. We comment in this Annex on this report.

2.

Sustainable Growth in demand is over-estimated
a. In principle, we support the premise that the UK economy needs the support of aviation and
that economic growth is desirable. But we add that it is essential that aviation growth is
sustainable. There is increasing evidence that there are constraints to aviation growth from
the negative impact on health, quality of life and productivity caused by NOx, particulates and
noise emissions. The Government has for some time recognised there is a constraint on
growth due to carbon emissions and the negative impact on climate change. The Airports
Commission’s preferred scenario was carbon capped. We are concerned the NATS’ estimates
of demand growth fail to adequately recognise the environmental constraints and their full
cost. It is also of concern that the NATS’ demand estimates seem to have replaced the DfT
demand forecasts in this instance; it is doubtful the NATS’ forecasts have been the subject of
the scrutiny applied to the DfT forecasts over many years.
b.

We submit that there is a tendency to over-estimate the rate of noise reduction from aircraft
and rate of change of the aircraft fleet and that there is an under-estimate of population
growth under flight paths. The measurement of noise has not adequately reflected the effect
on the population, partly because of unsatisfactory choice of metrics and partly because the
metric levels applied are too high. Air quality and its impact on people is worse than thought.
Steps to mitigate carbon emission generated by aviation are far from proven and potentially
inadequate.

c.

We have not been able to reconcile the growth in demand assumed by NATS in estimating
systemic delays and the cost of not modernising with previous forecasts by the DfT and
Airports Commission. The estimate by NATS of 3.25 million flights a year by 2030 seems high
compared to the estimates by the Airports Commission of around 2.5 million flights. Both
exclude the impact of Heathrow expansion. The 30% higher figure used by NATS needs to be
reconciled, especially since the ‘delay’ calculations assume exponential growth in delays per
flight. It is of grave concern that the Government has chosen to delay its publication of
Demand estimates for the UK until after the current consultations on Airspace and draft NPS.

d.

We are concerned that the opening premise by the aviation industry and the Government in
justifying modernisation is that there is a need for more capacity in the southeast e.g. a 3rd
runway at Heathrow. We do not accept the opening premise for the following reasons:
i.

International-to-international transfer passengers. Were transfer numbers to be
reduced (for example, by removing their Air Passenger Duty exemption) then this could
free up 30% of Heathrow’s capacity. Heathrow is not efficiently full.

ii.

There are around 74 million passengers a year currently using Heathrow compared to
runway capacity of 94 million. Heathrow is not full - growth in Total Passenger numbers
is set to continue without NWR expansion through use of larger aircraft and higher
occupancy.
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2.

iii.

Heathrow claims to be able to raise traffic throughput by 25,000 flights a year without
impact on resilience of the hourly throughput.

iv.

Heathrow is a high frequency airport with many popular routes but often less than full
use. Evidence of three quarter empty planes to and from New York is an example of
misuse of existing capacity.

Questions on the delay calculations produced by NATS include the following:
a. The calculations are said to be high level. We question whether the calculations are
sufficiently granular across the UK, where there could be significant variations in the
demand/capacity relationship. Given the delay to demand ratio is said to be exponential there
could be substantial over-estimates of future delays if the whole of the UK is treated as a
uniform hot spot.
b.

Delays are calculated in relation to schedules. But the schedules themselves may not be the
most efficient use of airspace. Management systems used in manufacturing, for example, use
stochastic techniques for optimising throughput. We submit that delays, as defined, may
indicate failure against expectations based on schedules but could well be a distorted
indicator against optimum performance and efficient use of air space. To illustrate the point,
we understand the stacks at Heathrow fill up early in the morning because pilots rush to be
at the front of the queue and the holds are not the result of delays, as claimed.

c.

We accept there are inefficiencies in the use of the airspace but we are not convinced by the
evidence that there is a shortage of capacity now or by 2030. Heathrow has said they can add
25,000 flights a year without negatively impacting hourly resilience.

3.

Technology
We support the application of technology in improving efficiency of airspace use in terms of both
airspace structure and operations and in reducing environmental harm such as is caused by noise
and other emissions. But there are associated costs such as using PBN to concentrate flight paths,
which may then lead to increased noise impact on the population; these costs must be taken into
account.

4.

Conclusion
a. Our view is that the risked case to modernise airspace to increase capacity is not proven - the
demand growth appears overstated; using delays as an indicator of inadequate capacity is
questionable; and the environmental costs of expansion have not been fully taken into
account. In our response to the DfT on the draft NPS we also include a section that seriously
questions the economics of expanding Heathrow but this does not rule out expansion
elsewhere in the UK. The NATS evidence does not demonstrate there is insufficient regional
airspace capacity to allow this to happen.
b.

There is a stronger case to use new technology and techniques to improve the efficiency of
airspace use, whether or not this increases capacity at the same time. Improved safety,
reduced costs and reduced environmental impact are all good reasons to improve efficiency,
whether through structural or operational changes. However, it is imperative to weigh up the
benefits and costs and their allocation because the changes, for example, that affect noise are
likely to be more about re-allocation of noise amongst the population rather than reduction
in noise and re-distribution is a very sensitive issue.
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Summary Key Points
1.

The NATS demand growth forecasts seem not to recognise that growth needs to be sustainable and
not unrestricted.

2.

The NATS’ forecasts seem not to have had the same level of scrutiny that the DfT demand forecasts
receive and it is not clear why the DfT forecasts have been replaced. It will be interesting to see
whether the NATS forecasts reconcile with those of the DfT when they are next published. We
doubt they will match.

3.

Sustainable growth in demand is overstated by the NATs report on delays, which therefore leads
to overstatement of the number of delays.

4.

It is not clear to what extent the forecast delays are caused by Heathrow alone or are spread across
the UK.

5.

Delays are a questionable indicator of performance because the target is moveable and does not
necessarily relate to the efficient and effective use of airspace.

6.

We are generally in support of using technology for managing the efficient use of airspace subject
to not worsening the noise climate but we are not in support of using it to increase airspace
capacity, which we do not think is required for a two runway Heathrow and we see no justification
for a 3rd runway.
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Richmond Heathrow Campaign’s response to the DfT structured questions
References are made to the DfT Report: UK Airspace Policy - A framework for balanced decisions on the
design and use of airspace, Feb 2017 (“AP”) and to the DfT draft Air Navigation Guidance: management
and environmental objectives, Feb 2017 (“G”).

Questions

Richmond Heathrow Campaign responses

Change to Airspace (Ch 4 AP & Ch 6 G)
Question 1a. Please provide your views on the
proposed call-in function for the Secretary of
State in tier 1 airspace changes and the process
which is proposed, including the criteria for the
call-in and the details provided in the draft
guidance.

We agree the SoS’s call-in role should be
enhanced.
1. Strategic National Importance trigger. For
example, as worded the SoS would not be able
to call-in airspace proposals for Heathrow after
DCO determination even though this is the
likely timing. We strongly disagree.

We propose that for tier 1 airspace changes, the
Secretary of State should have a call-in function.
This would mean that when decisions meet one or
more specified criteria, the Secretary of State could
call-in a proposal and decide upon it.

2. Economic trigger. Wording is too vague.

4.24 Any party can ask for the SofS to call-in a
proposal. If an airspace change proposal
met the call-in criteria, the SofS will have a
discretion whether or not to call it in. The
proposed criteria for the SofS to call-in an airspace
change proposal are that:
• It is considered to be of strategic national
importance and was not linked to a
planning decision which had already been
determined by the SofS; or
• The proposal could have a significant impact
(positive or negative) on UK economic
growth; or
• It could lead to a change in noise distribution
resulting in a 10,000 net increase in the
number of people subjected to a noise level of at
least 54 dB LAeq 16hr as well as having an identified
adverse impact on health and quality of life.

3. Noise distribution trigger.
a. Netting off winners and losers in noise
distribution hides the magnitude of the
issue. We strongly disagree.
b. The Government has agreed LOAELs of 51
dBA day and 45 dBA night and the use of
the day LOAEL in altitude tests. The WHO
Guidance levels are 50 dBA day and 40 dBA
night. We support the WHO Guidelines as
the trigger and not 54 dBA LAeq as
proposed. We recommend and hourly and
daily LAeq be part of the trigger as the
Annual LAeq dilutes the impact. (See Annex
2).
4. General.
a. It is not clear how effectively the proposed
triggers would sift appropriate cases for
call-in and the proportion of failures (those
missed and those unnecessary). There
needs to be an assessment before the Callin rules are fixed.
b. The Call-in process and decisions should
satisfy the National Aviation Policy
Framework objectives and in particular
those for Noise, subject to them being fit
for purpose in a revised NAPF (see Annex
1).
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Change to Airspace (Ch 4 AP & Ch 2 G)
Question 1b. Please provide your views on
The proposal that tier 2 airspace changes
should be subject to a suitable change
process overseen by the CAA, including the
draft guidance and any evidence on costs
and benefits.
For tier 2 airspace changes, we recognise there
should be a suitable level of oversight, for example,
when changes to vectoring patterns may
substantially affect communities on the ground. We
propose that:
• 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; and
• the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) should assess
the proposal and give its approval for the
procedural change before it is implemented.
• 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 regulation principles and practices. This
will include the level of engagement which is
considered suitable, including where
consultation is appropriate.

We support the concept of Tier 2 but with caveats
including:
1. Altitude triggers. The 4,000 ft and 7,000f t
references need to be raised by several
thousand feet (see Annex 3 para 22 et seq),
2. While the Altitude Priorities are relevant, at
the end of the day it is the noise impact that is
important and not the height of the source of
noise,
3. Information supplied should take account of
our metric proposals and avoid the shortfall of
existing metrics (see Annex 2),
4. The Tier 2 process and decisions should satisfy
the National Aviation Policy Framework
objectives and in particular those for Noise,
subject to them being fit for purpose in a
revised NAPF (see Annex 1),
4. Potential proposers should extend beyond the
Air Navigation Service Provider,
5. There should be an appeal process other than
to the CAA.
6. It is not clear how effectively the Tier 2 process
would sift appropriate cases and the
proportion of failures (those missed and those
unnecessary). There needs to be an
assessment before the Policy is fixed.
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Change to Airspace (Ch 4 AP & Ch 2 G)
Question 1c. Please provide 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.
For tier 3 airspace changes, we recognise the need
for consistency in how industry engages with
communities. We therefore propose the Civil
Aviation Authority should:
• put in place a suitable policy for industry to
follow with respect to tier 3 airspace changes.
This should set out expectations on
transparency and engagement with
communities, including on potential ways to
mitigate adverse impacts; and
• take a light-touch approach, working in
conjunction with the new Independent
Commission on Civil Aviation Noise
(ICCAN), to disseminate best practice and
improve transparency.

We support the concept of Tier 3 but with caveats
including:

1. The proposed suitable Policy needs to be
firmed up and consulted on before Policy
decision,
2. Traffic numbers on a flight path are a major
determinant of noise impact (see Annex 3
para 11). There we suggest the current Tier
3 proposal is inadequate for several
reasons,
3. To the extent Altitude Priorities figure in
the process, which they should, we have
concerns: The 4,000 ft and 7,000 ft references
4.

5.

6.
7.

3

need to be raised by several thousand feet (see
Annex 3 para 22 et seq),
While the Altitude Priorities are relevant, at the
end of the day it is the noise impact that is
important and not the height of the source of
noise,
The Tier 3 process and decisions should satisfy
the National Aviation Policy Framework
objectives and in particular those for Noise,
subject to them being fit for purpose in a
revised NAPF (see Annex 1),
Decisions should take account of our metric
proposals and avoid the shortfall of existing
metrics (see Annex 2),
It is not clear how effectively the Tier 3 process
would sift appropriate cases and the
proportion of failures (those missed and those
unnecessary). There needs to be an assessment
before the Policy is fixed.

ANNEX 6
Change to Airspace (Ch 4 AP & Ch 2 G)
Question 1d. Please provide your views on the
airspace change compensation proposals.
We want to ensure the right balance between fair
compensation for those affected by aviation noise
and proportionate costs on the aviation sector. This
is important to create a balanced, transparent and
effective process to support beneficial airspace
change. We are therefore proposing the following:
• 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 airspace change;
• allow for financial assistance towards insulation
for all homes brought into the 63dB LAeq level
or above, regardless of the degree of change which
has led to their falling within that contour;
• encourage airspace promoters to consider
compensation for significantly increased overflights
that occur as a result of the airspace change, based
upon appropriate metrics; and
• a requirement of an offer for full insulation to be
paid for by the airport for homes within the 69dB
LAeq or above contour, where the home owners do
not wish to move.

1. We do not think compensation should be

2.
3.
4.
5.

used to pay for being allowed to pollute.
The pollution should not take place in the
first place. Where there are exceptional
safety and other reasons t hen
compensation may be appropriate.
Notwithstanding the principle expressed in
(1), aircraft noise is too high and all else
failing mitigation should be forth coming.
We support the removal of the distinction
between infrastructure development and
airspace change,
We support the removal of there needing
to be an increase in noise for there to be
compensation.
We strongly disagree that 63 dBA is the
appropriate trigger for compensation. It is
a relic of the past as is the 57 dBA
threshold. The decibel test should be much

lower and decisions should take account of our
metric proposals and avoid the shortfall of
existing metrics (see Annex 2).
6. Compensation should satisfy the National
Aviation Policy Framework objectives and in
particular those for Noise, subject to them
being fit for purpose in a revised NAPF (see
Annex 1),
7. To the extent Altitude Priorities figure in

the process, which they should, we have
concerns: The 4,000 ft and 7,000 ft references

need to be raised by several thousand feet (see
Annex 3 para 22 et seq),
8. While the Altitude Priorities are relevant, at the
end of the day it is the noise impact that is
important and not the height of the source of
noise.
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ANNEX 6
Assessing Noise in Airspace Decisions (Ch 5
AP)
Question 2a. Please provide your views on the
proposal for assessing the impacts of noise,
including, including on health and quality of
life. Please provide any comments on the
proposed metrics and process, including
details provided in the draft guidance.
9. To ensure sponsors transparently, consistently
and objectively assess all available options for
airspace design, it is proposed that an options
analysis should be carried out as part of change
proposals for airspace.
10. This would allow communities to have certainty
that reasonable options have been considered,
and that evidence-based decisions have been
made.

1. We support appraisal of airspace changes
using options analysis,
2. Analysis should be conducted in the context of
relevant objectives and decision criteria (see
Question 2b),
3. Constraints should be identified for each
option,
4. Marginal rather than average valuations
should be applied as far as possible,
5. Care should be taken to avoid suboptimisation. For example, the modernisation
of Heathrow airspace will involve perhaps 30
to 40 flight paths and piecemeal or serial
optimisation would not be a satisfactory
approach,
6. Option absolute values should be used for
decisions and not incremental values which
can be seriously distorted,
7. Evidence should be used as far as possible and
areas of judgement identified,
8. Option variables and constants should be
identified,
9. Uncertainty and risk should be built into the
appraisal,
10. To the extent Altitude Priorities figure in the
process, which they should, we have concerns:
The 4,000 ft and 7,000 ft references need to
be raised by several thousand feet (see Annex
3 para 22 et seq),
11. While the Altitude Priorities are relevant, at
the end of the day it is the noise impact that is
important and not the height of the source of
noise,
12. Annex 2 (Noise Metrics) Annex3 (Airspace
Design Issues and Principles) and Annex 4
(Balanced Approach) are particularly relevant
to this question.
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ANNEX 6
Assessing Noise in Airspace Decisions (Ch 5 AP)
Question 2b. Please provide your views on the
proposal to require options analysis in airspace
change processes, as appropriate, including
details provided in the draft guidance.
•

•

The Government’s overall policy on aviation
noise is to limit and, where possible, reduce the
number of people in the UK significantly
affected by aircraft noise as part of a policy of
sharing benefits of noise reduction with
industry.
Government recognises the challenges of
effective engagement between industry and
communities on the issue of noise and how we
improve the quality of noise data and how it is
used in decision making. Our intention is to
provide further guidance on our aviation noise
policy in order to be clear about how it should
inform decisions on airspace designs and use.
We are therefore proposing to introduce
methodology for assessing the impacts of noise
in relation to:

1. The three current National Aviation Policy
Framework (NAPF) objectives are not fit for
purpose, as discussed in Annex 1,
2. We are especially concerned with the
proposed addition to the overall policy on
aviation where the words ‘in support of
sustainable development’ are added as this is
meaningless in the context and could be used
for irrational increase in capacity,
3. We are concerned airspace policy is being
proposed now before revision of the NAPF in
2018. This seems cart before horse,
4. Annex 2 (Noise Metrics) and Annex 3 ( Airspace
design issues and principles) are relevant to
the points on health and well being and
frequency of flights.

I.

Health and wellbeing impacts using
webTAG
II. Frequency of noise events.
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ANNEX 6
Independent Commission on Civil Aviation
Noise (Ch 6AP & Ch 3 G)
Question 3a. Please provide your views on the
Independent Commission on Civil Aviation
Noise’s (ICCAN’s) proposed functions.
We will establish an Independent Commission on
Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN) to support upcoming
airspace changes by building trust between industry
and communities and making sure noise impacts are
properly and transparently considered. We propose
that ICCAN’s functions are to:
• Advise on airspace change, providing assurance
that noise has been considered and mitigated
where possible.
• Advise on planning and ongoing noise
management, providing guidance on the planning
approach whilst following International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAO) standards and
balanced approach.
• Publish and promote best practice guidance.
• Review, undertake or commission research to
present new evidence.
• Monitor and quality assure noise measurements
and how noise is reported, build trust in improving
transparency and credibility.

1. We support ICCAN in principle but with
caveats:
2. It should have the powers to scrutinise CAA
decisions and there should be a decision
process to respond to any findings,
3. It should be able to advise the SoS in the event
of SoS Call-ins,
4. It should have the powers of an ombudsman
(but recognising the ultimate decisions belong
to the SoS),
5. It should have powers of mediation,
6. It should have the expertise to carry out the
above functions and provide expertise to
communities or others who are disadvantaged
by lack of expertise or funds to buy expertise,
7. It should undertake research to promote best
practice and seek to promote that practice,
8. It should communicate without favour with
those interested in the airspace and noise,
9. We appreciate much effort is being made to
ensure the CAA performs its functions to high
standards and it is important that ICCAN does
not unnecessarily duplicate the work of the
CAA,
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ANNEX 6
Independent Commission on Civil Aviation
Noise (Ch 6AP & Ch 3 G)
Question 3b. Please provide your views on the
analysis and options for the structure and
governance of ICCAN given in Chapter 6, and
the lead option that the Government has set
out to ensure ICCAN’s credibility.
Credibility will be key to the foundation of an
Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise
(ICCAN). We propose the following:
• structure - to achieve the intended benefits of an
Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise
(ICCAN) when they are most needed, our lead
option is to establish ICCAN as an independent
body within the Civil Aviation Authority; and
• governance and funding - ICCAN would be
accountable against its Terms of Reference, set by
the Secretary of State, and its work would be
subject to a sunset review after five years. ICCAN
would be funded via public funds, which would
enable ICCAN to be set up relatively quickly whilst
maintaining an impartiality from industry.

1.
2.

3.
4.

5.
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We agree that the performance and role of
ICCAN should be reviewed after five years,
We believe ICCAN should be accountable to
Parliament in some way but are not quite
sure how. Failing which it should be
accountable to the SoS,
ICCAN should not be within the CAA,
ICCAN’s funds and decisions on their use
should be set according to its Terms of
Reference and should be provided by the
State,
It should be independent of biased influence
by interested parties, either through its
Governance or activities.

ANNEX 6
Ongoing Noise Management (Ch 7 AP and
Annex F AP)
Question 4a. Please provide your views on the
proposal that the competent authority to
assure application of the balanced approach to
the adoption of operating restrictions at
airports in England should be as set out in
Chapter 7 on Ongoing Noise Management and
further information at Annex F.
We want decisions on noise to be made locally
where possible. Government’s involvement should
be focussed where there are strategic decisions to
be made. In line with our aims for the decision
making system and the need to appoint a
competent authority under European legislation, we
propose that: there are two separate routes for
operating restrictions to be introduced;
• For operating restrictions associated with
strategically significant decisions: The Secretary of
State (SofS) would be the competent authority for
all operating restrictions delivered through the
planning process in the case of Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs), as well as any local
planning decisions that are called-in by or appealed
to the Secretary of State.
• For all other planning-related operating
restrictions: The local authority deciding on a
planning application would be the competent
authority.
• For those occasions when operating restrictions
may be brought forward by an airport outside of
the planning process, such as resulting from
Noise Action Plans or similar processes, we
propose that the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA)
would be the competent authority for approving
any such restrictions.

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
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Annex 4 provides our comments on the
Balanced Approach.
Local Authorities already have statutory
duties regarding planning and environmental
issues. We are not sure they have the
capacity to take on more. Several authorities
are often impacted by airspace decisions and
co-ordination is necessary but is not always
guaranteed.
We are doubtful Local Authorities legally
would be able to fully meet the requirements
of a Competent Authority,
The proposal seems to introduce three levels
of decision making which complicates the
process and accountability,
We are not convinced Local Authorities
should take on Competent Authority status,
We believe that the SoS should retain the
decisions concerned.

ANNEX 6
Ongoing Noise Management (Ch 7 AP and
Annex F AP)
Question 4b. Please provide your views on the
proposal that responsibility for noise controls
(other than noise-related operating
restrictions) at the designated airports should
be as set out in Chapter 7 on Ongoing Noise
Management.
7.

8.

We want the designated airports to be able to
manage noise in a way that best reflects issues
faced by their local communities. We
therefore propose that responsibility for
setting other types of noise controls, such as
continuous descent approaches or departure
noise limits, is transferred to the airport.
Our aim is to ensure noise management
decisions are developed and made locally
wherever possible, through the planning or
airspace change process where appropriate.
This would be consistent with the situation at
other airports and would see Government’
involvement focussed where there are
strategic decisions to be made. Local decisions
could potentially be informed by Independent
Commission on Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN)
best practice in the future.

1.

2.

3.

4.
5.
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Broadly we are cautious about further
delegation of decisions to the airports. The
commercial interests have the power and
incentive to maximise profit which is a
position communities effected by noise
cannot match,
The Heathrow Community Noise Forum was
established specifically on the basis that it
would not be making decisions. Our
experience to date is that it may prove
difficult to extend this Forum or any similar
body to a joint decision making authority.
That is not to say the Forum does not have a
useful role - it seeks to exchange information
and has the potential to influence decisions.
Local Authorities already have statutory
duties regarding planning and environmental
issues. We are not sure they have the capacity
to take on more. Several authorities are often
impacted by airspace decisions and coordination is necessary but is not always
guaranteed.
This does mean that generally speaking the
CAA and DfT (SoS) will need to retain many of
the noise control decisions,
ICCAN may be able to support further
delegation of decisions but it is too early to
say.

ANNEX 6
Ongoing Noise Management
Question 4c. 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 to be published and
any evidence on the costs or benefits.

1.

6.

To assist in providing greater transparency to
communities about where and how often
aircraft are actually flying, and to make it easier
to see changes over time, we are proposing that
the designated airports should publish data on
their departure routes and track keeping
performance.
We also intend to encourage all major UK
airports to publish similar data in the interests
of transparency where practicable. The exact
information published should be determined
by the respective airports and in consultation
with local communities.

4.

Ongoing Noise Management
Question 4d. Please 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
the Independent Commission on Civil Aviation
Noise in driving up standards in noise
management across the aviation sector.

1.

7.

2.
3.

2.
3.
4.

The Government wishes for ongoing noise
management tools to be used to best effect, and for
the right balance to be struck between economic and
environmental considerations. The Government
believes that the proposals in the consultation along
with existing provisions will create the right
framework for the environmental impacts of aviation
to be balanced with economic benefits.

5. Please provide any comments on the Draft
Air Navigation Guidance published
alongside this consultation.

We support the proposal that designated
airports should publish details of aircraft
tracks and performance,
We believe flight path information is
required in addition to composite contours,
We have referred to the information that
would be helpful to communities in Annex 3
(Airspace design issues and principles),
Besides historic information we think it
important for there to be plans for the
medium to long term, subject to commercial
confidentiality.

We have concerns that the aviation industry
may not be sufficiently incentivised to deal
with noise,
The potential loss of funds from the EU for
research may further reduce the industry’s
motivation,
Aircraft replacement is a commercial decision
where noise reduction probably is a fairly low
priority,
While we appreciate the efforts of
Government to balance economic benefits
with environment our confidence has not
been improved by the way in which the
Government swallowed the Airports
Commission’s recommendations that so
clearly failed to reconcile with the
Commission’s own evidence.

We ask please that all the comments we have
made in our response contained in the five
Annexes and the response to the structured
questions be treated as our response on the
draft Air Navigation Guidance.
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