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[Please note that we have responded only to selected questions.]
Chapter 2: Build a global and connected Britain
Q8. How could the policy proposals be improved to maximise their impact and
effectiveness in addressing the issues that have been identified?
The Government makes a number of proposals in relation to its work with ICAO.
The strategy should set out clear steps towards delivering robust international targets,
standards and measures. We support the proposal to negotiate a long-term climate goal for
aviation consistent with the temperature goals of the Paris Agreement, but building
consensus will require the UK to begin its outreach and diplomacy now. This is line with the
UK’s own net zero ambition, the IPCC 1.5 Report’s call for more urgency, and the UN
Secretary General’s climate summit this autumn where states will be asked to commit to
further ambition to meet the climate challenge.
The strategy should set out an aim to negotiate a long-term climate goal no later than
ICAO’s 41stAssembly. In advance of the final strategy being published later this year, the
Government should seek to use the 40thAssembly to establish the building blocks and
timetable for a decision by 2022. This work should include identification of the process and
any analysis required to support a decision. To show leadership, we encourage the
Government to build a high-ambition coalition of states, NGOs and industry partners well in
advance of the 41stAssembly.
In advance of an ICAO Council decision on which offset credits will be eligible under CORSIA,
it is not possible to set out all the areas in which CORSIA will need to be strengthened
through the three-yearly reviews. The reviews should aim to adjust the CORSIA baseline in
line with the pathway towards a long-term goal once negotiated.
NGOs participating in the ICAO process, including AEF, are encouraged by the proposal to
create a greater culture of transparency and accountability. This commitment needs to be
applied at several levels, ranging from public disclosure of discussions and decisions at
Council, good governance in the CORSIA TAB process (this would be expected in any multibillion dollar market), and a process to allow for wider engagement in the CAEP work
programme.
The strategy proposes to encourage ICAO to work on a close and regular basis with industry.
We believe industry already plays a significant role in ICAO’s work, especially in the area of
setting standards where ICAO is most closely involved with supporting technological
developments. To support balanced decision making, any dialogue to assess the social and
environmental effects of regulation should take place between all ICAO states, observers
and relevant stakeholder organisations.
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Chapter 3: Ensure aviation can grow sustainably
Q18. To what extent does the proposed partnership for sustainable growth balance
realising the benefits of aviation with addressing environmental and community impacts?
The vision for the partnership is unclear to us - its purpose, its composition and its output.
However, for as long as the Government prioritises growth for the industry above all else,
the prospects for a fair balance in terms of sustainability (environmental and community
impacts) appear slim.
Q19. How regularly should reviews of progress in implementing the partnership for
sustainable growth take place?
We would need a clearer exposition of the proposed partnership to allow us to comment.
Q21. How could the policy proposals be improved to maximise their impact and
effectiveness in addressing the issues that have been identified?
The concept and objective of sustainable growth
Environmental objectives should be split out from growth objectives. Whether or not the
government will support industry growth should depend on its performance against
meaningful environmental objectives.
The economic importance of aviation is typically overstated in DfT publications and this
Green Paper is no exception. The assumption that growth in the sector must be supported is
not, in our view, well substantiated however. While the draft strategy highlights the
employment provided by the aviation sector, the number of people directly employed has in
fact been falling over time if adjusted to exclude employment in aerospace (not previously
covered by the Government’s definition of the aviation sector). While the UK tourism sector
generated £68bn for the economy in 2016, just one sixth of this expenditure came from
overseas visitors, and UK residents spent £26bn more abroad than overseas visitors spent in
the UK. In terms of the sector’s importance for business, in 2017, UK residents took fewer
business flights than they did 20 years ago, both in absolute and percentage terms. And the
sector’s growth is all the while artificially inflated by way of longstanding tax exemptions.
Rule out further runways. We do not support the proposal to invite the National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to comment on whether or not the UK should be adding
further runways. As an executive agency sponsored by HM Treasury, NIC’s main focus is on
the relationships between infrastructure investment and economic growth. We do not
believe that a third runway at Heathrow can be justified given its likely impacts on noise, air
pollution and climate change. The Government should rule out further expansion given the
need to constrain demand in order to achieve climate change objectives. The NIC should
instead focus on the big infrastructure challenges associated with the necessary shift to net
zero emissions.
Climate change
Make a commitment that environmental measures for aviation will be at least as
ambitious as those within Europe.
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The Government has committed to ensuring that when the UK leaves the EU, our
environmental protections will be at least as tough as they would have been if we had
remained in the European Union, as reflected, for example, in the BEIS work on the UK’s
departure from the EU ETS. The aviation strategy should similarly reflect this commitment.
Commit to limit aviation emissions on an actual basis rather than relying on offsets, and
review aviation growth plans in light of legislation to tighten the long term target under
the Climate Change Act. The draft strategy claims to be adopting the CCC’s longstanding (if
now outdated) recommendation that aviation emissions from UK-departing flights should be
at or below 2005 levels in 2050. But the Green Paper fails to make clear that the
Government seemingly plans to meet this target by way of offsetting rather than through
real emissions reductions (despite CCC advice not to use offsets to meet the planning
assumption). This is an enormous difference that could make the policy completely
meaningless and it’s unacceptable to have concealed this disparity of approach in the
language adopted in the strategy. Meanwhile the proposal to “consider the use of all
feasible abatement options” for aviation emissions, including policies on technology, fuels,
and demand management that “may evolve over the long term” is woefully inadequate. We
have, for many years, been highlighting the lack of a climate change strategy in UK aviation
policy. This Green Paper was supposed to meet that need, not set out generic intentions.
The CCC has yet to publish its aviation-specific advice to the Government in relation to the
recommendations it has made for the UK’s 2050 target to be tightened in order for us to
deliver on our net zero emissions commitment. Nevertheless it has made clear in its main
recommendations its view that:
● Emissions from international aviation and shipping should continue to be included in
the UK’s 2050 climate target
● International aviation emissions should be included in carbon budgets from the 6th
carbon budget onwards
● A target for the UK to be net zero by 2050 is possible to achieve on the assumption
that aviation emissions are balanced by equivalent carbon removals, the costs of
which will need to be met by the industry
● Aviation demand will, however, need to be curtailed, and higher-end technology
assumptions will need to come into play. Aviation emissions in 2050 have been
assumed in CCCs’ modelling as being around 30 Mt in actual terms (balanced by
carbon removals).
● The net zero 2050 target should be met domestically, without international offsets.
To the extent that CORSIA has any role to play by this point, CCC indicates, it would
be to help facilitate carbon removals rather than deliver offsets as currently
understood.
Some aspects of this advice strike us as unduly generous to the aviation sector. Allowing for
60% growth in passengers, for example, assumes significant availability of negative
emissions in future – something that currently feels very uncertain and risks leaving future
generations responsible for cleaning up large amounts of CO2 emitted now and in the near
future. While one of the CCC’s key messages has been about the importance of delivering
CO2 reductions domestically, the advice appears to leave open the possibility of carbon
removals for aviation taking place elsewhere in the world, potentially making these
measures harder to monitor and verify, risking double counting, and potentially denying
other countries of carbon abatement opportunities to reduce their own national emissions.
The modelling assumption that the top end of technology forecasts will be realised (1.4% pa)
implies significant change to the current trajectory determined by likely industry fleet
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renewals and assumed technological improvements. Whether and how faster technology
improvements will be delivered is currently unclear, as are the policies that Government
should adopt to encourage this outcome.
Nevertheless we were pleased that the CCC advised that the UK should set a net zero target,
that this should include international aviation and shipping emissions, and that it should be
achieved without international offsets. We welcome the fact that the Government has now
proposed legislation on net zero emissions, and has made clear in public statements that the
target will include emissions from international aviation and shipping (at least on the same
basis that they have so far been included).
Delivering on the CCC’s recommendations implies the need for significant changes, in our
view, to the aviation strategy as currently drafted.
- While the CCC advises that no more than 60% passenger growth over the 2005 level
should be planned for, Government forecasts currently anticipate 80-118% growth
depending on the degree to which airport capacity provides a constraint. No
measures are proposed in the strategy for delivering demand constraint. Having
previously commissioned expert analysis to assess the potential for technology
improvements to help cut aviation emissions, the Government should now
commission analysis on how best to deliver demand constraint measures.
- The proposal in the strategy to keep emissions at 2005 levels arises from a plan for
delivery of an 80% emissions reduction and should therefore be revised downwards
in light of net zero legislation.
- The CCC’s technology assumption implies that action is taken beyond natural fleet
renewal. The proposal to “consider the use of all feasible abatement options,
particularly in-sector measures” falls a long way short of the kind of policy plan
needed to provide confidence that the Government is ready to implement necessary
measures to ensure that aviation emissions are tackled.
- The White Paper should make reference to the possibility of including IAS emissions
in carbon budgets following the CCC’s 6th carbon budget recommendations. AEF has
always supported formal inclusion in budgets to ensure that aviation is treated on
an equal footing with other sectors.
While the Green Paper proposes to “use CCC’s reviews to monitor the sector’s progress at
the national and international level and to adjust its mix of policy measures and overall
approach accordingly”, as long as CCC is able to publish its promised aviation-specific advice
soon, there is now no reason for further delay in the setting of a clear and robust policy plan
for aviation, in line with a net zero target for 2050. The Government should therefore
include such a plan in the White Paper.
A strategy for domestic policy action on aviation emissions is consistent with the proposal in
the strategy to “continue to lead efforts in ICAO to negotiate for robust, environmentally
effective emissions reduction measures that minimise market distortions and address the
sector’s emissions in the most cost-effective way”. CORSIA may have a role in:
● beginning to impose a carbon cost on emissions that fall outside the EU ETS. The
most recent aviation CO2 forecasts assume that as a result of carbon costs, aviation
emissions are 10% lower by 2050 than they would otherwise have been. But it is
currently unclear where these costs will come from as the likely price of an offset
will be considerably less than the carbon costs assumed in the DfT’s modelling.
CORSIA will at least ensure that the some carbon cost is imposed.
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●
●

providing a platform for global monitoring and reporting of international aviation
emissions from which more ambitious international action can be launched
potentially facilitating the procurement of carbon removals, as CCC suggests. We
would not, however, support any proposal for CORSIA permits to be treated as
equivalent to an emissions reduction under the EU ETS, or a reduction in the UK
carbon accounts.

Further comments in relation to the strategy’s proposal in relation to ICAO are set out in our
response to chapter 1.
Put in place a meaningful approach to ensure airport planning decisions are consistent
with climate ambition. The proposed approach to regulation on climate change is
inadequate. Airport planning decisions have an important role to play in limiting aviation
emissions, particularly in light of the CCC’s view that demand growth needs to be restricted
in order to meet climate objectives, and noting that the Government’s latest forecasts
indicate that in an unconstrained scenario, passenger numbers will grow by nearly 120%
over their 2005 level.
The proposal to “require planning applications for capacity growth to provide a full
assessment of emissions… demonstrating that their project will not have a material impact
on the government’s ability to meet its carbon reduction targets” is, however, perhaps the
most bizarre example of the Government’s desire to shift regulatory responsibility for
aviation’s environmental impact to the local level. Without a clear benchmark for total UK
emissions (in actual rather than net terms), this process is meaningless, and how an
individual airport is supposed to demonstrate that its own emissions increase is acceptable
without guidance from Government is unclear. We note that the “carbon neutral growth”
plan published by Heathrow Airport very largely repackages existing measures, in particular
arguing that CORSIA will offset emissions increases above their level in 2020 and that
therefore growth after this date will be ‘carbon neutral’. We would not support any
encouragement by Government for other airports to produce similar plans, which simply
aim to deflect attention away from the need for UK domestic action and real emissions
reductions.
Commit to identifying appropriate policy solutions on non-CO2 impacts. The proposal “to
keep non-CO2 emissions under review and reassess the UK’s policy position as more
evidence becomes available” acknowledges an important issue but falls short of the
appropriate level of UK ambition to deliver net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050.
While we recognise that work remains to be done to aid understanding of how best to
compare CO2 and non-CO2 impacts, we note that under both the historic Radiative Forcing
Index and the forward looking Global Warming Potential, aviation’s total impact on climate
change is estimated to be around twice that of CO2 alone.
Continuing to ignore aviation’s non-CO2 impacts in policy is not, in our view, an acceptable
response. The Government should instead actively consider how to plug any current funding
gaps in relation to scientific research on non-CO2 impacts, and consider the implications of
having to account for these impacts in climate policy (noting that the CCC’s 2009 report, for
example, considered the possibility that aviation’s allowable CO2 emissions may need to be
halved to take account of non-CO2 impacts). Either non-CO2 impacts need to be completely
mitigated by 2050, or aviation targets should allow headroom for their inclusion at a future
date.
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With climate targets supporting net zero greenhouse gas emissions, we support measures to
address aviation’s non-CO2 effects. Specifically the proposal to negotiate standards for all
engine emissions with climatic effects should specifically reference cruise NOx. Historically,
CAEP has concluded that cruise NOx is proportional to LTO NOx so an improvement to the
latter would bring wider benefits. However, more analysis is needed to confirm whether this
relationship is still relevant to current in-production engines and whether a specific cruise
NOx standard is required.
Ensure that any changes to the slot allocation rules deliver environmental as well as
consumer benefits
The strategy proposes to “work constructively with the industry, IATA and the countries the
UK has aviation links with, to consider how to develop the existing slot allocation system to
deliver the best outcomes for the consumer”. Changes to the slot allocation system should
also be designed so as to deliver good environmental outcomes. We support the proposal to
“allocate slots or ‘bundles’ of slots to airlines that will operate cleaner or quieter aircraft”.
We recognise, however, that these environmental benefits could easily be eroded by
increases in the volume of traffic. While Heathrow expansion would open up possibilities for
Government involvement in slot allocation principles, we nevertheless remain strongly
opposed to the scheme given its overall environmental impact.
Noise
Close the regulatory gaps and increase accountability for delivering noise commitments
Our noise discussion paper set out in some detail the various bodies that have a role in noise
management, but highlighted the existence of a regulatory vacuum – a lack of any clearly
coordinated approach to reduce noise to safe levels. The Green Paper doesn’t, in our view,
provide a meaningful answer to that challenge, but instead continues to parcel out noise
responsibility to others with little sense of long-term vision.
While there are references to consideration of new powers if necessary for ICCAN, the CAA
or local government, it’s hard to know what kind of measures these approaches would seek
to enforce.
We’d like overall to see, in the White Paper:
(i)
a much stronger government steer on what noise levels airports should be
working towards, recognising the latest advice on avoiding health impacts, and
(ii)
a map or diagram with some explanation showing what the noise
responsibilities are of the various bodies involved, to help clarify what kind of
judgements they should be being made and how measures such as noise caps
should be decided.
Commit to developing meaningful, measurable targets to protect the public from the
impacts of aircraft noise on health and quality of life
The proposed new objective “to limit, and where possible, reduce total adverse effects on
health and quality of life from aviation noise” is too vague and open to interpretation. While
we’re pleased that it references adverse effects on health and quality of life, the “limit and
where possible reduce” wording fails to provide any indication of what the Government
considers to be a safe or acceptable noise exposure level.
We are deeply disappointed that last year’s - long awaited - WHO recommendations appear
to have been dismissed on the basis of cost effectiveness. We would be keen to see how the
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Government reached its conclusion and the extent to which the health cost of inaction on
aircraft noise was included in the assessment. If the Government considers the WHO’s
recommendations to be insufficiently robust, meanwhile, it should set out clearly the work it
plans to undertake in order to resolve any outstanding issues in setting appropriate noise
targets.
We support the proposal to develop a national noise indicator but we are concerned that
the proposal as expressed in the Green Paper appears to take the current noise level as its
benchmark. The objective to ‘balance noise and growth’ as proposed may be welcomed by
some communities as an acknowledgement at least that some meaningful noise controls
should in future be applied at all airports. But today’s level of noise is not, in our view an
appropriate, health-based benchmark at most airports. The noise indicator should instead
require all noise exposure at levels that could impact on public health to be monitored and
reported, and noise caps and plans should be designed to help reduce noise to safe levels.
Noise reduction plans are characterised in the document as applying only at airports without
planning caps. We would instead support the development of these plans at all airports
where noise exceeds safe levels. We support the setting of noise caps by way of the planning
process but are concerned that for the measure relies too heavily on local authorities getting
the levels right. Given the complicated relationships that can exist between local authorities,
airports and communities, and the inflexibility of the planning system (with airports
subsequently able to request changes to planning caps, but not local communities, for
example, and conditions often only being varied in the context of airport growth), the
Government should actively explore the possibilities for opening up planning conditions
where noise caps have been set too low, and should prepare (or ask ICCAN to prepare)
guidance on how to set effective noise caps in future. The White Paper should also set out
how noise reduction plans should be enforced. Currently, with airport Noise Action Plans,
there is no process for holding the airport to account if targets are not met.
The need for government guidance to replace PPG 24 has been well noted by local
government bodies and the industry. PPG24 provided valuable information on suitable
conditions to limit airport noise, how to treat general aviation and helicopter noise, as well
as thresholds to assess the suitability of new applications for noise sensitive developments.
New guidance should reflect the LOAEL and SOAEL levels that are now incorporated in the
airspace change process.
We note that airspace change decisions are now informed by noise costs calculated using
WebTAG. While we do not believe that the acceptability of noise impacts should be judged
solely in terms of health costs identified by way of a cost-benefit analysis, some
improvements to the current WebTAG methodology could nevertheless help to better
inform decision-making, and comparison of airspace options. Reliance on the Leq metric for
example, doesn’t necessarily differentiate between options that provide respite. Work is
needed to include additional metrics and to link this new data with relevant health costs.
Give ICCAN an explicit role in advising on Government policy. We support the proposals to
ask ICCAN to consider how it can best support communities in engaging with the airspace
change process, and for the Government to look into creating new statutory enforcement
powers for the body if necessary. At present, however, many communities consider that
however effectively they engage, the airspace change process will not deliver desired noise
outcomes, and with no quantitative targets or guidance from Government on noise, it is not
clear to us what ICCAN could usefully enforce.
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To have any credibility as a noise expert body, ICCAN should be encouraged to reach its own
view on whether the Government’s approach to aviation noise is in line with the evidence
and likely to be effective in meeting the scale of the challenge. The Government’s current
vision for ICCAN appears to be designed more to minimise public opposition, particularly
around airspace modernisation, than to encourage the Commission to develop a strong and
independent voice on aviation noise. As its terms of reference are still in draft, we would
welcome explicit recognition that ICCAN should develop advice on the effectiveness of
Government policy.
Improve the quality and accessibility of noise information
We support the proposal to extend the CAA’s information duties to allow CAA to require
additional environmental information. We would also, however, urge the DfT to consider
whether the CAA’s legal duties in relation to environmental information are being effectively
delivered (including an assessment of how useful, comprehensive, and up to date the
information is), and to clarify how the CAA’s roles and duties in this area differ from those of
ICCAN. We support the proposal to introduce a new power to direct airports to publish
information, such as league tables of airline noise performance. If this would help to ensure
transparency around adherence to noise conditions it would be welcome, though league
tables that focus on top and bottom performers may do little to get to the heart of the longterm noise problem.
We support the proposal to create minimum standards for noise monitoring around
airports. Revisions to the airspace change process now require a suite of noise assessments,
and airports should provide similar information (using a range of metrics) on a regular basis
to help inform ongoing engagement with their local communities. Airports should be
required to publish this information in a way that is easy for the public to access and
understand, and it should be signposted by the CAA in dispatching its environmental
information duties.
Airports are usually responsible for the cost of noise monitoring such that the frequency and
scale of monitoring is dependent on the resources set aside for this purpose. Some
community groups have called for more standardised, independent noise monitoring funded
by the airport or through a noise levy, or access to airport-held noise data so that they can
undertake their own analysis of the information.
We also support the proposal to require airports to make more use of sanctions available to
them for breaches of noise controls, for example when airlines have poor track-keeping
performance.
We understand the importance of flight management systems in ensuring good trackkeeping, but don’t have a strong view on whether the DfT should directly hold coding-house
companies to account on this, or whether it should require airlines to do so.
We support the proposal to monitor and enforce the analysis and reporting on noticeable
changes to volumes of traffic by flightpath in accordance with future guidance issued by the
CAA on transparency and engagement, and consider limiting the extent of these changes.
We do not support the proposal to give the Secretary of State the power to direct airports or
air navigation service providers (ANSPs) to take forward airspace changes where they are
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unable or unwilling to do so. We have set out our views on this in the separate consultation
that DfT ran https://www.aef.org.uk/uploads/2019/04/Annex-A-response-AEF.pdf.
Ensure that any advice for prospective homebuyers is accurate and standardised. We have
called previously for better information on noise to be available. We welcome proposals
both for tailored guidance for housebuilding in noise sensitive areas near airports and for
improving flight path information for prospective home buyers. A concern has been
expressed from among our membership, however, that the provision of this information
could impact negatively on the value of homes that are within areas advertised as noisy.
Care should be taken to mitigate this risk as far as possible, to ensure that the information is
accurate, and to consider appropriate compensation if these fears prove to be well-founded.
Strengthen and rationalise the compensation proposals
We welcome the proposal to introduce measures to improve noise insulation schemes for
existing properties, particularly where noise exposure may increase in the short term or to
mitigate against sleep disturbance. Insulation can only ever go some way towards reducing
the level of aircraft noise experienced. Many of our members feel strongly that the current
approach to compensation leaves them significantly disadvantaged compared to aviation
consumers (who are often generously compensated for delays), and the aviation industry,
which can benefit from operational changes without having to pay for the ‘externalities’
they may have in terms of noise increases. Better compensation is needed to reflect the
‘polluter pays’ principle.
We welcome the proposal to lower the threshold for noise insulation. We consider that 60
dB LAeq is still too high a level to provide the right trigger, however. With 54 dB LAeq now
considered to correlate to the same ‘significant’ level of community annoyance as 57 dB
LAeq was previously found to trigger, this would seem to provide a more appropriate,
evidence-based insulation trigger for daytime noise levels. Meanwhile, we are concerned
that the Government has not proposed any night-time noise trigger for insulation, despite
indicating an objective for the insulation policy to help prevent sleep disturbance. At some
airports – East Midlands for example – night time noise levels may be high even if daytime
noise is relatively low.
While we support in principle the proposal for airspace change resulting in significantly
increased overflight to act as a trigger for insulation where noise exceeds 54 LAeq, lowering
the overall insulation threshold to this level would obviate the need for a separate policy on
this. If the overall threshold is not lowered, we would argue that a 3dB change – equivalent
to a doubling of aircraft movements – seems high as the test for a significant increase.
We agree that a review of the effectiveness or otherwise of airport noise insulation schemes
would be worthwhile. We suggest that this review should be coordinated by ICCAN, to
ensure that there is consistency of approach across all airports and to ensure that any best
practice guidance that ICCAN develops is well informed.
We suggest that the Government or ICCAN should investigate the possibility of insulation for
energy conservation being upgraded to deliver simultaneous noise benefits. The CCC’s
recent net zero advice said that its net zero modelling assumes “around 6 million cavity
walls, 6 million solid walls and 21,000 loft insulation measures”, but notes that in recent
years the delivery of such improvements has stalled. Streamlining the installation of noise
insulation and energy insulation may help increase take-up rates and improve affordability.
Gil Paterson MSP has described to us in personal correspondence his experience of trying to
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deliver these dual home improvements for properties impacted by Glasgow Airport, and of
successfully delivering a night-time noise reduction, in a trial home, to below the level
recommended by WHO.
We support the proposal to produce guidance on minimum standards for community funds,
and we agree that these should be complementary measures that do not substitute for
noise reduction. In terms of fairness and social cohesions, community funds may have some
advantages over the provision of financial compensation to individual households, as long as
they do not substitute for investment in noise mitigation measures including insulation. The
level of investment should not, in our view, be proportional to growth but to the scale of
impact (for example the population exposed to a given noise level).
Air pollution
While the proposals around information provision in the draft strategy are welcome, the
Government also needs to address several policy gaps around air pollution.
Clarify how airport planning decisions will help deliver air pollution commitments
Many airport planning decisions that could result in a worsening of air quality are taken at
the local level. Some, including the Heathrow third runway, will require a Development
Consent Order.
The Government should clarify how air quality impacts should be taken into account in these
decisions. Airport development should, in our view, be disallowed if there is a significant risk
of it either causing or exacerbating any breaches of air pollution legal limits, (as a minimum
level of ambition) either now or in the future when operating at maximum capacity. This risk
should be assessed with respect to the Air Quality Directive, the National Emissions Ceiling
Directive, or any future relevant legislation. If development is permitted in such
circumstances, conditions should be put in place that the development will be halted, or use
of the infrastructure limited, if such breaches occur. A regulator – either the Environment
Agency or the CAA – should be tasked with monitoring any such breaches and taking
enforcement action where necessary.
Since current legal limits are out of step with WHO advice on air pollution targets,
appropriate advice should be developed to guide planning decisions that are likely to cause
of exacerbate air pollution above the levels recommended for health.
Clarify how aviation’s air pollution impacts will be assessed and managed nationally, and
how airport monitoring will be coordinated
We have previously highlighted the need for better public information about airports’ air
pollution impacts. We support the proposals for:
● improving the monitoring of air pollution, including ultrafine particles (UFP), in order
to improve understanding of aviation’s impact on local air quality
● ensuring comprehensive information on aviation-related air quality issues is made
available to better inform interested parties.
● requiring all major airports to develop air quality plans to manage emissions within
local air quality targets.
While we had hoped that the strategy itself would have gone some way towards setting out
better air quality information, we nevertheless look forward to having sight, as soon as
possible, of the new Government guidance that will be required to deliver these measures.
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The strategy proposes “validation of air quality monitoring to ensure consistent and robust
monitoring standards that enable the identification of long-term trends”, which “could be
achieved by the government or a third party being given responsibility for overseeing
aviation-related air quality monitoring at the national level”. We agree that national
oversight of this issue is essential, and we are disappointed that the Government has yet to
take responsibility for this issue. We hope that the White Paper will provide greater
certainty.
The Government also needs to set out the evidence base in relation to aircraft air pollution
outside the landing and take-off cycle. DfT indicated in response to an FOI request last year
that it holds no information on the appropriate cut-off, in terms of altitude, for air pollution
associated with aircraft, but that “emissions from aircraft above 1,000 feet are unlikely to
have a significant impact on local air quality”. Meanwhile the document cited in support of
this view, the International Civil Aviation Organisation's (ICAO) Airport Air Quality Manual,
cites 1000 metres, or around 3000 feet, as the appropriate cut off for considering the impact
of aircraft air pollution. In clarifying which altitude is correct, the Government should assess
the robustness of the evidence base in terms of how to account for air pollution above the
LTO height, particularly considering the potential significance of ultrafine particle emissions
at higher altitudes. This question will require clarification in the context of the informationgathering work considered above.
It will also have relevance for the issue of NECD compliance. As we understand it, the NECD
imposes on the total national emissions of given pollutants, irrespective of their
concentration at a given location. The Government, or an alternative body appointed to give
national oversight, should provide an assessment of how any increase in aircraft emissions
or airport-related emissions affects NECD limit values.
Support the setting of appropriate performance standards for aircraft.
The strategy notes that “current aerospace research and technology goals remain
ambitious”, but does not set out the Government’s view on whether international standards
for limiting air pollution from aircraft are sufficiently stringent. Without clarification on
existing barriers to cleaner fuels, we are unclear about what is meant by the proposal to
“support industry in the development of cleaner fuels to reduce the air quality impacts of
aviation fuels”.
CAEP (the Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection at the UN International Civil
Aviation Organisation) has asked a panel of independent scientific experts to review
whether ICAO’s standards respond to the latest evidence on environmental impacts, and
what technologies may exist to address these issues in the future. The UK Aviation Strategy
should set out how the Government will assess the output from CAEP’s independent expert
panel, to ensure that the industry contributes to achieving improvements in air quality levels
in line with health-based advice.
Q22. How should the proposals described be prioritised, based on their importance and
urgency?
AEF’s priority areas of concern are set out in the papers we prepared in the run-up to
publication of the Green Paper.
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On noise: https://www.aef.org.uk/2018/07/11/aef-launches-noise-discussion-paper-aheadof-aviation-strategy-consultation/
On climate change: https://www.aef.org.uk/2018/09/28/aef-discusses-how-aviationstrategy-can-effectively-tackle-climate-change/
On air quality: https://www.aef.org.uk/2018/12/06/aef-releases-air-qualityrecommendations-ahead-of-aviation-strategy/
Q27. Looking ahead to 2050, are there any other long term challenges which need to be
addressed?
Either by commissioning research directly, or through ICCAN, the Government should
support research efforts to better understand how noise can impact on communities. In
addition to supporting on-going work on noise and health, several new issues have emerged.
These include improving our understanding of the relevance of low background noise levels
(developing metrics that measure the degree of intrusion of a noise event – in effect the
difference between peak noise levels and background levels – and how this relates to
annoyance); whether different annoyance levels and health impacts are associated with
living directly under a concentrated flightpath; and the extent to which being newly exposed
to noise results in a different impact from long-term exposure.
These issues have been regularly raised within ANEG, but it is unclear whether either ANEG
(which has the ability to identify research) or ICCAN is going to address these gaps.
Chapter 4: Support regional growth and connectivity
Q33. How could the policy proposals be improved to maximise their impact and
effectiveness in addressing the issues that have been identified?
Drop the proposal to expand the scope of PSOs
We don’t support the proposal to allow for PSOs to be introduced on domestic routes on
grounds of “onward connectivity benefits that open up long-haul opportunities for
international trade and tourism”. PSOs should be reserved for routes where there is a clear
case on the basis of social inclusion, for example to ensure that people living in isolated
regions can access urgent medical care. We are doubtful that a clear case could be made for
a route to be publicly subsidised for trade reasons, given the lack of available evidence
demonstrating a causal link between direct air routes and trade relationships. International
tourism, on balance, takes money out of the UK economy (every year much more money is
spent by British people holidaying abroad than by visitors from other countries coming to
the UK) and should not be supported with taxpayer funds. Applying this approach at
Heathrow, for any routes other than those with a compelling social equity case, would
represent a public subsidy for the expansion, which we strongly oppose.
We have provided some comments on the wider issues of slot allocation elsewhere in our
response.
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Chapter 6: Ensure a safe and secure way to travel
Q56. How could the policy proposals be improved to maximise their impact and
effectiveness in addressing the issues that have been identified?
We support the proposal for mandatory identification of all aircraft in UK airspace. While the
primary motivation may be to improve aviation safety, we hope that this measure will also
help to improve the tracking of aircraft by systems that offer public access. People with
noise concerns who want to understand where to direct enquires and complaints to rely on
being able to accurately identify what is in the air and which airport aircraft are flying to or
from. General aviation operations, in particular, can currently be difficult to track.
Provide transparency about the Government’s policy, and planning advice, in relation to
third party risk
The strategy is silent on the issue of third party risk, a subject of significant concern for
several of our members given:
● Safety concerns
● Implications for airport, and airport-related, development, and
● Implications in terms of local planning restrictions and land blight.
We have previously had correspondence with DfT, DCLG, CAA and HSE over this issue. We
understand that the Government and the CAA are currently reviewing the policy on Public
Safety Zones but we know nothing about the rationale, the scope, or the timescale for this
review and our requests for further information have been met with silence.
Chapter 7: Support general aviation
Q67. How could the policy proposals be improved to maximise their impact and
effectiveness in addressing the issues that have been identified?
Chapter 7 gives prominence to General Aviation (GA), grouping together a wide range of
activities from business aviation, to pilot training and recreational flying. Some of these
activities, such as facilities for training, may warrant Government attention, but the strategy
is unclear on the rationale for extending this broad proposition of support to discretionary
leisure activities. The environmental impacts of GA, with the exception of the high carbonintensity of business aviation flights, relates largely to noise.
GA noise impacts, while smaller in scale than those of commercial aviation, are a concern for
many AEF members and are often compounded by repetitive activities such as circuits or
aerobatic practice, operations at relatively low altitudes and the different tonal
characteristics of rotary and piston-driven aircraft, all of which can result in people finding
GA more annoying than noise from commercial aircraft at a given exposure level.
Maintaining tranquil areas has clear public health benefits, and EU noise policy
already recognises the need for protection measures. Designated landscapes such as
national parks or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, as well as many non-designated rural
areas, are often appreciated for their tranquil qualities and policies should seek to
preserve these characteristics. At the same time, these areas are often less densely
populated (although the number of visitors they attract should not be overlooked) so may
come under increasing pressures for the siting of new flightpaths in order to avoid
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overflying urban areas. Government guidance already highlights the need to avoid such
areas wherever possible, but this could, for example, be strengthened by setting a minimum
altitude for overflights that would help to minimise any disturbance from private and
pleasure flights. In the US, aircraft overflying national parks are not permitted to fly lower
than 2,000 feet asl.
The strategy’s support for general aviation in all its forms pays little attention to
environmental impacts, instead arguing that among the privileged few who fly in light
aircraft “many note that it increases their appreciation of the UK’s natural and heritage
environment.” The only proposal in relation to noise impacts is for the industry to review its
own codes of practice .
We are aware that bodies like the British Helicopter Advisory Board produce ‘fly
neighbourly’ advice, and that best practice has previously been identified by the CAA (2008)
and Defra (2006, in respect of helicopters). With the exception of some planning controls,
many general aviation facilities rely on this advice and guidance to manage noise. Some
voluntary arrangements work well, and there are examples of good practice. However, best
practice guidance is not very visible and, unless signposted, it’s difficult for communities to
familiarise themselves with what’s possible and recommended as a basis for discussion with
their airfield or airport management.
To the extent that the final strategy retains a specific focus on general aviation, it should
include commitments to address its environmental effects and to protect tranquil areas:
• Many local authorities lack appropriate guidance on aircraft noise, especially with
regard to appropriate planning conditions, since the cancellation of PPG24. This specific
advice on how to assess noise from small airfields, and suggested conditions to manage
noise, should be set out in the strategy or other relevant guidance.
• ICCAN’s work should include consideration of general aviation noise. The proposed
‘best practice’ review should be carried out by ICCAN, not by the GA industry itself, and
appropriate enforcement measures for general aviation should be considered. The
burden of proof to report infringements should not be placed on communities given the
widespread absence of continuous monitoring and flight information.
• The Government should consider measures to support the retrofitting of light aircraft,
with noise-reduction technologies.
8. Encourage innovation and new technology
Q79. How could the policy proposals be improved to maximise their impact and
effectiveness in addressing the issues that have been identified?
Commit to developing a plan for delivering the maximum possible efficiency
improvements from aircraft, and for ensuring that carbon removal technologies are
deployed to balance remaining emissions
Modelling from the Committee on Climate Change, based on work that was cocommissioned with DfT, assumes that under a net zero target (for which legislation has now
been tabled), efficiency improvements from aviation will average 1.4% per annum in future.
The DfT’s latest forecasts assume a lower rate of just over 1% per annum. In order for
aviation to play its part in the big changes now required to achieve the new national climate
target, the Government should commit to working with CCC and the aviation industry to
identify the policies necessary to ensure that the upper end of technology improvements are
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realised. In addition, the CCC advises that the aviation industry, as a ‘hard to abate’ sector,
should be at the forefront of developing and paying for the new technologies that will be
essential to balance out remaining emissions from aviation. Aviation is likely to be the sector
most reliant on these carbon removal or ‘negative emissions’ technologies. The strategy
should make a commitment to ensuring that the industry makes progress in this area. The
alternative would be the development of synthetic aviation fuel that captures CO2 up front
and combines it with hydrogen, produced using water and renewable electricity.
Q85. Looking ahead to 2050, are there any other long term challenges which need to be
addressed?
Radical technologies such as electric aircraft are unlikely to be ready for commercial use
until after 2050, the Government’s research indicates. Nevertheless, development of zero
carbon aircraft should be pursued now, and consideration should be given to the
appropriate charging structure that this is likely to require.
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