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1. Phase 1 feedback - Community Groups
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Safety

Strongly

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Agr
Agree gree

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's

Future airspace change must be safe for all

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground X

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X

s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_id _over_flying dense populations, to X
minimise risk to those on the ground
Must be safe, but does not exceed existing

Worksh .
S4 7 cirls ops 6, safety standards to an extent that it has a X
' detrimental impact on other benefits
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published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8 X But not to the detriment of noise.

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels

Workshops i
N2 3.4,6,7,911,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
N3 - X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
The way noise is measured is to the
benefit of the industry - contrived by the
industry to allow ever increasin
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X ex ans%on of numbers of i htsg- usin
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities P 9 9

EPNdB and to the detriment of
communities as it takes no account of
height along flight paths.
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The latest generation of aircraft is widely
acclaimed by the aviation industry. The
devices would be quieter and more
economical. But an objective
consideration shows that new types such
as the Airbus A320-NEO, the Boeings
737-Max and the 787-Dreamliner are not
at all quieter. On the contrary.

B787 Dreamliner

B737 MAX A320 NEO
Noise Level
EPNGB
120
" Y v
100 : .' . ® ~
80 L] : W o . bl
o .

10 15 20 25 30 EL
Cumulative Margin (EPNAB)

ich 5 the 737-Max, the Dreamiiner and the A320 Neo have 3 larger ‘cumulstive margin, but deliver 3
‘noise level than older aircraft, Read the article for 3 detailed explanation. (source noise measurements:

To make a good assessment it is
important to know how the system
works. The United Nations Aviation
Organization, ICAQ, has established a
protocol for measuring the noise of
each individual aircraft. The results of




Classification: Public

such a measurement are stated on an
official noise certificate.

Measurements are taken just before
arrival when the aircraft is at 120
meters altitude, at take-off on either
side of the end of the runway 450
meters away and after the first climb
when the aircraft has reached 450
meters altitude.

The measured values are reported as
an average of constant perceptible
sound for ten seconds. The measure
for that average noise level is
EPNdB (effective perceived noise in
decibels).

The measurements are carried out with
a fixed protocol by the competent
aviation authorities in the region where
the aircraft was built: the European
EASA tests the Airbuses, the
American FAA the Boeings.

Unnecessarily complicated

Based on those measurements, it
should be easy to assess whether one
aircraft is quieter than another. But no,
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the aviation sector makes it
unnecessarily complicated to continue
calculating.

In addition to the measured values, the
same noise certificate also states so-
called 'limit values'. These are values
that have been established by the
aviation sector itself as maximum
values for different types of aircraft.

The difference between the limit value
(the maximum permissible noise) and
the measured value is called the
margin. The three margins of the three
different measurements are added
together to form a cumulative margin.
And it is now used to indicate whether
or not an aircraft has become quieter.

Take for example the older B737-800
and latest B737-8 Max
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Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | X
valuable respite

Workshops 1, Ther(_a should_be steeper cIimps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 ) . ;
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

N6

Share the noise through managed distribution X

N8 Workshop 4 over multiple flight paths

NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule
Workshops . . . .
N10 78 912 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

Night flights should be stopped

Predictable respite during the day and X altogether, people need a full nights
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces sleep as per WHO (2018) guidance. If

Frankfurt is not allowed night flights,

N13 | Workshop 9
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shoulder periods, late departures, then
neither should Heathrow

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

If there are more flights these should be
X sent over areas that are not currently
overflown.

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 overflown

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N15 | Workshop 8 X

N16 X

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

10
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Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cgrrently experienc_e the most noise X
should benefit most from the airspace change

N22 | Workshop 4 I\{Iinimi;e the negative impacts on health from X
night flights

N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X Devil in the detail
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge., comple>§ changes only to X
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same.communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 o
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

11
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Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N2 Workshop 7 . .
8 Orkshop boundaries as possible X
Open spaces/parks are important areas
for mental health wellbeing. Heathrow is
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X In the wrong place and should, as other

countries have done, be moved to a low
population area, to improve the health
outcomes of the overflown.

Strongl Neither Strongl
Environment gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree rongly Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
E1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_rlorlty below 4000 X
feet, regardless of any policy changes
inimi Minimise the number of flights — it is not
E2 Workshop 1 Minimise fuel burn., COg, gree_nhouse gases X . g
and all other contributors to climate change sustainable.
Noise is the top priority up to 4000’ and
should be to 7000’ — the noise budget
cannot be raided to allow unbridled
expansion and reduction of operating
Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly costs to the industry at the expense of
E3 | Workshop 2 wa X communities.
y
It needs to be made a statutory
nuisance, as all other ‘good citizen’
industries are required not to be a
nuisance.

12
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E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

NADP1 improves the NOX levels upto
the mixing layer

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO2 impacts

See E3 comments

EG6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise benefits must be the only
consideration.

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

T1

Workshop 1

Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there
should be a balance

Future airspace change should use modern
technology

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

To avoid concentrating flight paths over
the same people all the time.

13
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Design with latest technological specification

T2 Workshop 2 : is Wi i
OrkshOP 2.5 1 yssible, that is widely available

Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to

T3 12 benefit from future technological developments

Use the latest technology that enables the

4 Workshop 12 greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its X

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 - . .
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

; Further comments
Disagree

Agree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3
7

But not by using ‘mixed mode’ operation
X as this would remove the respite
element.

Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 lessen the impact on the night schedule

14
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The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . . . X
environmental/noise constraints
Minimise the requirement for future change to

OP7 | Workshop 10 | . nimise fhe requireme Ut g X
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X

Designs should enable a reduction in stack
holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

Use of NADP1 departure procedures

OP9 | Workshop 12

15
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S_trongly Further comments
Agree Disagree Disagree

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all

St Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground es
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe Yes
s3 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to Yes

minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a Yes
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace No
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11

P1 CAA

16
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published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8 Yes

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to Yes
pre-COVID-19 levels

Workshops

N2 3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise Yes

Future airspace change should result in a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,

6 rather than a smaller number significantly Yes
annoyed
Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change . L
N4 6,9,11,12 between industry and communities No Communities must take priority

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
NS Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | Yes
valuable respite

17
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Workshops 1, There_: should_be steeper cIimps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as Yes
34,6,8,12 ) . ;
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides Yes
meaningful respite

N6

NS Workshop 4 Share thg nois_e through managed distribution Yes
over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a Yes
schedule
Workshops . . : .
N10 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite Yes
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., Yes
during each day rather than weekly]
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights Night flights should cease

Predictable respite during the day and

N13 | Workshop 9 concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Night flights should cease

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop8 | ' o n

18
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Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N15 | Workshop 8

N16 Yes

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | Yes Reduce rather than limit the effects
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

affected by noise yes

N18 | Workshop 7

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final Yes Over a wider area than currently
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an Yes
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change ves

N22 | Workshop 4 Minimi;e the negative impacts on health from Yes
night flights

N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience Yes

an increase in noise due to this ACP

19
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even Yes
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an Yes
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Dor!’t make Iarge., comple>.< changes only to No
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the Yes
6,9,10 -
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

. . Yes
boundaries as possible

N28 | Workshop 7

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. Yes

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

feet, regardless of any policy changes es

El Workshop 1

20
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Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 . . i i
Orkshop and all other contributors to climate change yes But not by reducing climb rate
£3 Workshop 2 Vovzjrate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly Yes But not by reducing climb rate
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality Yes
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet Yes
regardless of CO2 impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO:2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst Yes
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net Yes
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO: below
E8 Workshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO: ves
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon Yes
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there No Noise is the most important

Technology

should be a balance

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

21

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments
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Future airspace change should use modern

T1 Workshop 1 ?
technology
T Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification "
possible, that is widely available
Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to . .
3 12 benefit from future technological developments es Especially to reduce noise
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .technql.ogy that gnab!es the Yes
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change ?

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its NoO
runways, subject to

environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays No This would go against predictability

OP2 | Workshop 2

Sy Neither

Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through Yes
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3 7

22
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Make efficient use of runways during the day to

P4 | Workshops 4 ; i
O orkshops 4.8 lessen the impact on the night schedule

Night flights should cease

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- No Only by operating below total capacity
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . . .
environmental/noise constraints

Minimise the requirement for future change to

OP7 | Workshop 10 . ) .
adjacent airport operations

Yes

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users Yes

Designs should enable a reduction in stack

holding ves

OP9 | Workshop 12

Any other design principles we should consider?

No community affected by departure on easterly operation should be affected by arrival on westerly operation, or vice-versa

23
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Name... NG O'oanisation/Representing......Forest Hill Society, London |l

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Safety

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground X
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
Avoid overflying dense populations, to Agree with the principle but this seems
S3 Workshop 8 e X . . . .
minimise risk to those on the ground unavoidable given the airport location.
Safety is a fundament but should not be
a factor that is so weighted by this
Must be safe, but does not exceed existing process and the industry that it always
Workshops 6, . :
S4 7 11 safety standards to an extent that it has a X overrides all other factors to the
' detrimental impact on other benefits environmental disadvantage of those on
the ground and the commercial
advantage of the industry.

Policy ‘

24
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Proposed Principle

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree
Agree 'sag

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

Use of the term ‘overriding design
principle’ implies a bias to this process
that if the airport were to use any safety

P1 CAA S . . X argument at all all other considerations ,
remains in accordance with the CAA's . .
. . L such as the environment and impact on
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy h h 4. will in th db
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans t ose_ on the ground, will in the end be
associated with it. overridden.
In accordance with the London Plan
Future airspace change should take into implemented in February 2021 and
local pl lici ing local Local Plans being drafted and
7 Workshop 8 account local plans and policies regarding loca « g

Noise

air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

N1

Workshop 1

The design options must not create anymore
noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree
Agree 'sag

Agree

Strongly
Disagree

implemented by individual London
Boroughs, ACPs will align with and must
take account of issues included therein.

Further comments

This looks attractive for those currently
overflown, but it would rule out routing
flight paths over communities currently
with no air traffic, which will need to be
done for aircraft noise is to be shared
fairly.

Generally, reference to pre-Covid levels
should probably instead refer to an

25
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Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

agreed baseline year, such as 2018.

Workshops

N2 3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise X

Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,

6 rather than a smaller number significantly X
annoyed
Assume we are talking about noise
benefits? The commercial needs of the
industry have always been observed as
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change « by far the highest priority for the airport.
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities Given the airport location a significant

rebalancing is needed with noise impact
on overflown communities given very
high priority.

Relating to aircraft flight profiles ‘

Departure routes from different runway ends Respite is more than valuable. Well
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X designed and managed respite must be

valuable respite seen as essential to this project.

Arrivals in SE London are a particular
NG Workshops 1, There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to concern, they do not consistently fly a
34,6,8,12 get higher quicker and for arnvals to stay as X Continuous Descent Approach, flying

high as possible, for as long as possible higher for longer would make a

significant difference to those who live

26
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Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

many miles from landing.

Heathrow flying higher would create
essential height options for interacting
airport paths, such as London City.

Relating to respite/dispersal ‘

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

Share the noise through managed distribution

N8 Workshop 4 over multiple flight paths X
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule
Workshops . . . .
N10 78 912 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

_ _ _ Night flights and early morning arrivals
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘egplte c.iurln’g the day and « are a huge source of complaint from
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces heavily populated London communities.

They should be dispersed, shared and

27
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Proposed Principle

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

Relating to newly overflown

Neither

Strongly Agree nor

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

rotated, with planned respite, the same
as day flights. There are insufficient
open spaces to make this realistic in
heavily populated areas.

We do not think that commercial benefit
gains for LHR by receiving early
morning flights outweigh the
considerable health and environmental
disbenefits to the overflown.

Further comments

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

Disagree

Regrettable as it is, in the interests of
fairness unavoidable aircraft noise

Workshops 7,

N16 12

those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Future airspace change should aim to reduce
noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N14 Workshop 8 X .
orkshop overflown should be dispersed across the
population
No one wants to be under a
concentrated flight path. With a brand
N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to « new start to flight paths, this is a once in

a lifetime opportunity to design a system
whose impacts on communities are
demonstrably fair.

ACPs must minimise noise pollution.
The noise metrics used by the industry

28
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Proposed Principle

Classification: Public

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

serve to mask acknowledgement of h
noise-level incidents at quiet times of
day which cause the early morning
“wake-ups” that are significant in
SELondon.

igh

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft

approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the |m_pacts on those most significantly X
affected by noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely

N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

Don’t make it worse for those currently We would substitute “Must improve...”
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X for “Don’t make it worse. " prove...
overall net noise reduction tw
Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change X
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimi§e the negative impacts on health from X
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X For an ACP with high quality design and

29
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agreenor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
an increase in noise due to this ACP well managed flight paths, impact needs
to be demonstrably fairly distributed,
some people may need to experience
an increase in noise.
This applies particularly to those who
Minimise impacts on those affected by noise, live many miles from the airport. not
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g., within the regulated areas close to the
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X airport but who are nevertheless
though not directly overflown, according to the overflown and impacted by intrusive
CAP1498 definition) noise — either decibels or overflight
frequency or both
General ‘
It is the airport that is holding that new
technology and procedures will be able
Find a balance between the number of to dgllver multiple ﬂ'ght, paths with
procedures for respite and operational rotation/managed respite. Why should
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X the overflown be expected to
issue with the number of procedures that compromise on this? Is the industry not
aircraft/airlines can manage) actually able or willing to do the work
needed to deliver? We need
transparency.
N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple)_< changes only to X
achieve small noise benefits
N27 | Workshops 3, | Future airspace change should avoid overflying | x South East London is overflown by
the same communities with multiple routes,
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agreenor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
6,9,10 and take into account routes and the London City easterly arrivals in a
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other concentrated path at c1900ft without

airports, below 7000 feet Continuous Descent Approach. Also by

a crossing Heathrow westerly arrivals
path at ¢ 4000 ft also without CDA.
Sometimes simultaneously (light
easterly winds).

No community should have two different
airport flight paths designed overhead
under 7000ft, let alone paths crossing.
And using them both at the same time
has presented unacceptable levels of
noise and emissions polution to
overflown Londoners.

This and probably other known flight
path problems for London communities
should be designed out at the earliest
possible stage of this process. Early
collaboration is needed between the two
airports to solve this particular problem,
well before ACOG is needed to

arbitrate.
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport « Must use steep take_—offs and I_andlngs
boundaries as possible and use CDA on all inbound flights.
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Appropriate flight path levels, dispersals
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Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

and use of CDA is key to reduction of
noise impact. Flying aircraft over heavily
populated areas noise cannot be easily
confined in such a way over London
with parks closely interspersed with
homes. Dispersal /rotation/respite/ CDA
is a far more important principle.

Note that LB Lewisham’s Local Plan
defines the key principle of enjoyment of
high-quality design open spaces as
being crucial to residents.

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the prlorlw below 4000 X
feet, regardless of any policy changes

The definition of the phrases CO? and

reen house gases could be expanded
Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases g g P

E2 Workshop 1 . . X to include a more considered definition
and all other contributors to climate change . .
of all pollutant emissions in subsequent

iterations of the Design Principles.

£3 Workshop 2 Vovzjrate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly «

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agreenor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
£S5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th_e priority below 7000 feet X
regardless of CO2z impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
o . Given the proposed duration for this
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the . brop )
. . . ACP, it may be prudent to re-specify
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X w1 o
. , . deliver net carbon reduction” with
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation . o \
deliver net carbon emissions at zero”.
The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
E Worksh
8 orkshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO: X
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X
Agreed. However, noise and all
E10 | Workshop 12 | Noise and COz are equally important and there “ pollutant emissions must be treated with
should be a balance equivalence, with every effort focussed
on reduction.

Technology

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree
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Strongly
Disagree

Further comments
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Neither

Operational Performance ‘

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agreenor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
1 Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern X
technology
This ACP has proposed lifespan of 25+
. . . I ears. This principle must anticipate all
Design with latest technological specification y P P . P
T2 Workshop 2, 5 ; o ; X foreseeable technologies that may be
possible, that is widely available . . L
deemed deliverable in the design time-
frame.
T3 Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to X
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest _technql_ogy that gnabl_es the «
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

OP1 | Workshop 1 ) X
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 y X

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither Strongly

Strongly

Agree Disagree Further comments

Agree Agree nor Disagree
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agreenor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
Disagree
Airlines need to conform to the design to Add “ through the use of published and
Workshops 3, i . . .
OP3 - ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X transparent metrics and periodic
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) publication of reports.”

OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬂugnt use of runwgys during the day to «
lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable
OP6 | Workshop 7 . P . 9 . P X
environmental/noise constraints

OP7 | Workshop 10 M|n|m|se the requwemt_ant for future change to X
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
The importance of the elimination of
stacks must be promoted to being one
OP9 | Workshop 12 De5|.gns should enable a reduction in stack « of.thfe_hlghest — and deliverable -
holding priorities. We understood that doing

away with stacks is a core element of
the project?

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Name.... |} NG Oroanisation/Representing................. HACAN.................

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all X

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X Safe for whom?

s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_id _over_flying dense populations, to X
minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11

Think this is not a clear principle as the
strategy is wide ranging and is not clear

P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace X _ : : 1ot €
change that cannot be discounted is that it in terms of noise reduction or priorities
remains in accordance with the CAA's between carbon and noise reductions.

published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree if this means not routing flight
paths over housing developments.
Perhaps stronger wording needed?...

“Future Airspace Change should
incorporate local plans and policies
regarding air pollution and the climate
emergency.”

Further comments

Not sure this is a technical possibility
and goes against a principle of sharing
the noise pollution more equitably.

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels This principle is meaningless without
further clarification and inclusion of
noise metrics.
Workshops i
N2 3.4,6,7,9.11,12 Share the noise
Tentatively support this in terms of
Future airspace change should result in a spreading noise around but there may
Ng | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, X be instances where new flight paths

6

rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed

may result in both of these issues
occurring.
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N4

Workshops
6,9,11,12

Share the benefits of the airspace change
between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends

Need a mechanism to ensure this is
done equitably — none exists currently.

Our members believe that
communities around Heathrow have a
reasonable expectation that they
should see improvement in the noise
climate over time. How can this be
delivered?

If airspace change delivers benefits to
the airport that enables more
movements how will any noise benefit
be delivered to communities?

Do we need to define ‘suitable
distance’?

N7

34,6,8,12

Relating to respite/dispersal

Workshops 3,9

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe
operational parameters, that provides
meaningful respite

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite What distance would guarantee
valuable respite?
_ _ Agree in principle, especially for smaller
Workshops 1, | There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to aircraft but would need to see robust
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as

data to show total noise impact on all
Heathrow communities.
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Relating to newly overflown

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

NS Workshop 4 Share the_ noisg through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths
N9 | Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a “ Agree in _principl_e but not clear if this is
schedule possible in practice.
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., X
during each day rather than weekly]
Would need to understand what the
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X practical implications would be for
overflown communities.
. . . Agree with first part of this principle but
Predictable respite during the day and g . P P P .
N13 | Workshop 9 o ) ; X guestion whether the second part is
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces .
deliverable?

Further comments

those currently affected

N14 Worksh i inci i i
orkshop 8 overflown X Goes against principle of sharing noise
Don’t think this principle needs justifying
e ; . with ‘if’.
N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to «

If noise is to be shared then new
communities will be overflown.

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations
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Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

Reducing noise at source should be the

N16 . e . . .
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X priority.
Big difference between limiting the
effects and reducing the effects.
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines) Principle should be simply to reduce the
level of aircraft noise for overflown
communities.
N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly « Is this possible for communities closest
affected by noise to the runways?
Does mitigation work sufficiently well?
Provide mitigation for those most adversely Reducing noise at source should be the
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X priority.

approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Runway alternation seems to offer the
most comprehensive mitigation.

Further comments

Are we taking 54dB LAeq as the onset

N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X of sianificantly impacted?
overall net noise reduction Ignif yimp ’
_ _ Is this technically possible given those
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who currently experience the most noise X most impacted will be at the ends of the

should benefit most from the airspace change

runways?
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Minimise the negative impacts on health from

N22 | Workshop 4 night flights X
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience . Minimi_s,e the total number or those
an increase in noise due to this ACP newly impacted?

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

This principle should be reworded as it

Is this practical — assume it would cover
most of London?

Find a balance between the numper of is not clear. Yes, there is limited space
procedures for respite and operational in aircraft flight management systems —
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X so can't suoport a princiole without
issue with the number of procedures that “F’p P ) P . u
aircraft/airlines can manage) understanding what is possible with
existing and future aircraft?
, Airspace change is large and complex.
N26 | Workshop 5 Don't make large, complex changes only to X What is needed is clarity about the

achieve small noise benefits . . .
potential noise benefits.

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes, This should be split into 2 different
6.9.10 and take into account routes and the X rincioles

" cumulative impacts of routes to/from other P pIES.
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

K h of th i ithin the ai
N28 | Workshop 7 eep as.muc of t §n0|se within the airport «
boundaries as possible
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People need open spaces to have an

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X .
escape from noise.
Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

; Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_r|0r|ty below 4000 X
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases . . .
E2 Workshop 1 . 29 . 9 X Depends what impact this has on noise.
and all other contributors to climate change

E3 Workshop 2 vovzjrate flights in the most CO efficient/friendly X Depends what impact this has on noise.

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X

E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th_e priority below 7000 feet «
regardless of CO2z impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X Feels like this is 2 principles.
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall

CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If Not sure we should be trading off

s Workshop 8 noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below x increases in noise with possible carbon
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO> reductions — we want to see both
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace ideally.

or reduced airborne/stack delays)
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E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X

E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there
should be a balance

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

Future airspace change should use modern

T1 Workshop 1 X Think this is a meaningless statement.
technology
T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification « Isn’t that happe_nln_g anyway? Does it
possible, that is widely available need to be a principle?
T3 Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to « Only if this doesn’t hinder reductions in
12 benefit from future technological developments noise now.

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .techncl)llogy that (_anab!es the y
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

Not sure this is possible given changes
being discussed are significant

Operational Performance

Not if this means an increase in ATMs.
Future airspace change should enable Environmental commitments can be too

Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its easily ignored or abandoned.
OP1 | Workshop 1 . X
runways, subject to

environmental commitments

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Respite periods should not be reduced.

43



Classification: Public

OP2

Workshop 2

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Depends what impact this has on noise
for local communities in terms of runway
alternation and respite.

Siigelyle]l Neither Strongl
gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
Workshops 3, Airlines need _to conform to the design to This potential also requires improved
OP3 - ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X requlation and enforcement bowers
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) guiat POWETS.
- . Not clear what efficient use of the
Make efficient use of runways during the day to . .
OP4 | Workshops 4,8 . . X runways means. Mixed mode operations
lessen the impact on the night schedule .
must be avoided.
. . . This should be standard practice. Poor
The airspace design needs to retain .
. o weather is a regular occurrence and the
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X . - o
. required flexibility should be built into
standard situations (e.g., weather) .
day to day operations.
Meet fi t ts withi tabl . . .
OP6 | Workshop 7 eet periormance fargets within accep able X What is an acceptable noise constraint?
environmental/noise constraints
OP7 | Workshop 10 Ml_mmlse the reqmrem(_ant for future change to « W.hat. is the noise impact of such a
adjacent airport operations principle?
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
i ion i Depen n the noise im f k
OP9 | Workshop 12 De5|.gns should enable a reduction in stack X epe Ids on the noise impact of stac
holding reduction.
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Any other design principles we should consider?

A tailored approach pertaining to aircraft size or type may be appropriate. For example, a full power departure of a small aircraft may reduce noise for a
lot of people and have little or no impact elsewhere. This may not be the case for the larger aircraft which cannot climb as quickly.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Name.. NG  C'oanisation/Representing...Iver Parish Council

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X

s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_id _over_flying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace X
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into

account local plans and policies regarding local

P2 Workshop 8 . ! . P . polic garding X
air quality, the climate emergency [London

Plan]

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4.67,9.11.12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should result in a
N3 | Workshops 3, | jarger number of people slightly annoyed, «
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities
Relating to aircraft flight profiles
Departure routes from different runway ends Define valuable respite
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X .
P valuable reyspitex P P Respite for whom? What about those
communities who are not directly
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overflown but are subject to constant
noise

Workshops 1, Therg should_be steeper climps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . . ;
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

Define meaningful respite

N6

There should be planned respite within safe Respite for whom? What about those
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X communities who are not directly

meaningful respite overflown but are subject to constant

noise
N8 Workshop 4 Share the_ nois_e through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths
' i What t ite for th h
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X at about respite for those who are
schedule not overflown?
N10 \;Vgrl;sztz)ps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X Define what this means

Define what respite means

Respite for whom? What about those
communities who are not directly
overflown but are subject to constant
noise

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]
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N12

Workshop 7

Different flight paths for day/night flights

N13

Relating to newly overflown

N14

Workshop 9

Workshop 8

Predictable respite during the day and
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Strongly

Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree night flights over open spaces
Define predictable respite for whom ?

What about those communities who are
not directly overflown but are subject to
constant noise

Further comments

N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N1 . e . .
6 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X
regard for WHO guidelines)
Reduce the impacts on those most significantl . .
N18 | Workshop 7 y 'mp 'gnif Yl x Including those not directly overflown
affected by noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely .
L ! What about those not directly overflown
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X y

approach/immediate climb out)

who suffer noise constantly?
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Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cyrrently experience the most noise X
should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 I\/_I|n|m|_se the negative impacts on health from X
night flights
Minimise the number of people who experience
N23 | Workshop 4 an increase in noise due to this ACP X
Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X

though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

6,9,10

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple)_( changes only to X
achieve small noise benefits

N27 Workshops 3, | Future airspace change should avoid overflying X

the same communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the
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cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible X
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X
Strongl Neither Strongl
Environment gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree rongly Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree

E1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_rlorlty below 4000 X

feet, regardless of any policy changes

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases . .
E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change X Noise should be the priority
E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly X

way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X
£S5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet «

regardless of CO2 impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X

delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X

carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
ES Workshop 8 The airspace change should deliver an overall X

CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
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noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X

E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

Future air han houl modern
T1 | Workshop 1 uture airspace change should use mode y
technology

T Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification X
possible, that is widely available

Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to

T3 . .
12 benefit from future technological developments X
What does this mean?
T4 Workshop 12| Us€ the latest technology that enables the y Need to develop techn-ology to-

P greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts adequately measure airport noise
particularly for those close to the airport
who are constantly impacted

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X Mission impossible

Operational Performance
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Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

Noise for those close to the airports has

OP1 | Workshop 1 . X o
runways, subject to to be a priority
environmental commitments
ffer flexibility in th hat all Need to know more about this
oP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows .

Workshops 3,

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

OP3 7 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X Enforcement is needed
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬁmgnt use of runwf';\ys during the day to «
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet performance targets within acceptable . L
OP6 | Workshop 7 P  fargets withi P X Noise has to be the priority
environmental/noise constraints
Minimise th i for fi h
OP7 | Workshop 10 |r1|m|se t. e requwemgnt or future change to « How?
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X Who?
oP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack «

holding
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Classification: Public

Any other design principles we should consider?

The design principles should consider all those impacted by noise not just those overflown

Define what is meant by valuable respite, predictable respite, meaningful respite
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all v

St Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe v

Avoid overflying dense populations, to v

S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a v
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace v
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle -

(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to v
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops
i v
N2 3.4,6,7,911,12 Share the noise
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, v
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change v
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Departure routes from different runway ends
NS Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide v
valuable respite

Workshops 1, Ther(_a should_be steeper climps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as v
34,6,8,12 ) . ;
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides v
meaningful respite

N6

Share the noise through managed distribution v

N8 Workshop 4 over multiple flight paths

NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule
Worksh . i . .
N10 7 grgslgps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite v

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., v
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights ¥

Predictable respite during the day and

N13 | Workshop 9 concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S_trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently v
overflown

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N16

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having v
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final v
approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an v
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise v

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change
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Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Minimise the negative impacts on health from

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

N22 | Workshop 4 b v
Orkshop night flights

Minimise the number of people who experience

N2 Workshop 4 . . . : v

8 Orkshop an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,

N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even v

though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an v
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)
N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple>§ changes only to v
achieve small noise benefits
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
N27 P and take into account routes and the v
6,9,10 S
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as_much of thg noise within the airport v
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. v
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Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Environment

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

v

EL Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes
E2 Workshop 1 Minimise fuel burn., COg, gree_nhouse gases v

and all other contributors to climate change
3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly v

way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality v
£S5 Workshop 4 Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet v

regardless of CO2 impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst v
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net v
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall
ES Workshop 8 CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If v
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
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Proposed by

Proposed Principle

benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree
Agree 9

Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Technology

T1 Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern v
technology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification v
possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to v

12 benefit from future technological developments

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .techno'llogy that gnab!es the v
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change v

Operational Performance

OP1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S_trongly Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
OP2 | Workshop 2 Offgr erX|b|I|ty m the routg structure that allows v
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays
Workshoos 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 - PSS, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through v
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efficignt use of runwf’;lys during the day to v
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- v
standard situations (e.g., weather)
OP6 | Workshop 7 Megt performancg targets W|_th|n acceptable v
environmental/noise constraints
op7 | Workshop 10 Mipimise the requiremgnt for future change to v
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users v
Desi houl I ion i k
OP9 | Workshop 12 h;(sjli?]r;s should enable a reduction in stac v

Any other design principles we should consider?
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all v

St Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe v

Avoid overflying dense populations, to v

S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a v
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace v
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle -

(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to v
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops
i v
N2 3.4,6,7,911,12 Share the noise
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, v
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change v
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide v
valuable respite

Workshops 1, Ther(_a should_be steeper climps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as v
34,6,8,12 ) . ;
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides v
meaningful respite

N6

Share the noise through managed distribution v

N8 Workshop 4 over multiple flight paths

N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule
Worksh . i . .
N10 7 grgslgps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite v

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., v
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights ¥

Predictable respite during the day and

N13 | Workshop 9 concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces
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Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S_trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently v
overflown

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N16

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having v
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final v
approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an v
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise v

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change
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Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Minimise the negative impacts on health from

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

N22 | Workshop 4 b v
Orkshop night flights

Minimise the number of people who experience

N2 Workshop 4 . . . : v

8 Orkshop an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,

N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even v

though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an v
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)
N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple>§ changes only to v
achieve small noise benefits
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
N27 P and take into account routes and the v
6,9,10 S
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as_much of thg noise within the airport v
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. v
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Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Environment

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

v

EL Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes
E2 Workshop 1 Minimise fuel burn., COg, gree_nhouse gases v

and all other contributors to climate change
3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly v

way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality v
£S5 Workshop 4 Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet v

regardless of CO2 impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst v
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net v
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall
ES Workshop 8 CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If v
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
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Proposed by

Proposed Principle

benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree
Agree 9

Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Technology

T1 Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern v
technology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification v
possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to v

12 benefit from future technological developments

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .techno'llogy that gnab!es the v
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change v

Operational Performance

OP1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its
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Any other design principles we should consider?

Neither
Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S_trongly Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
OP2 | Workshop 2 Offgr erX|b|I|ty m the routg structure that allows v
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays
Workshoos 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 - PSS, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through v
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efficignt use of runwf’;lys during the day to v
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- v
standard situations (e.g., weather)
OP6 | Workshop 7 Megt performancg targets W|_th|n acceptable v
environmental/noise constraints
op7 | Workshop 10 Mipimise the requiremgnt for future change to v
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users v
Desi houl I ion i k
OP9 | Workshop 12 h;(sjli?]r;s should enable a reduction in stac v
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Plane Hell Action SE (PHASE)

Neither

Strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree

Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Disagree

Future airspace change must be safe for all X

St Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X

Avoid overflying dense populations, to X

S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace X
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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Classification: Public

(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

But not to the detriment of noise

reduction

Further comments

But this must not translate into
concentration of flight paths over the
same communities; and communities

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X .
pre-COVID-19 levels not currgntly impacted ml_Jst expect to
take their share of the noise burden as
described in N3, Workshops 3, 6
Workshops .
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
Worksh i
N3 orkshops 3, | larger number of people shghtly ar_moyed, X Cf PHASE response to N1
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
Noise is currently measured in a way
_ _ that benefits the industry and to the
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X detriment of communities and hides the

6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

fact that new aircraft such as A320-Neo,
Boeing 737-Max and 787-Dreamliner
are quieter. This demands the question
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Classification: Public

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends

‘quieter than what?’ It has enabled the
so-called ‘quietness’ factor to allow
these aircraft to fly lower, inflicting more
rather than less noise on communities, a
fact not helped by the complicated
measures used to calculate noise as an
‘average’ rather than ‘single event’
measure — to the detriment of the
overflown.

34,6,8,12

Relating to respite/dispersal

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | X
valuable respite
There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to
Workshops 1, X . ;
N6 P get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

‘Meaningful’ being the all-important

schedule

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X word
meaningful respite )
N8 Workshop 4 Share thg noisg through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths
Does this mean multiple routes
operating in parallel and at scheduled
NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a times? Many flight paths should be

designed to operate in a phased
approach to spread/share the impact
experienced by the communities under




Classification: Public

currently-concentrated and few flight
paths.

Workshops

N10 7,8,9,12

Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite

N11 | Workshop 8

Share the noise through predictable respite,
with respite being provided frequently [e.g.,
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7

Different flight paths for day/night flights

There should be no night flights. We
need a minimum of 8 hours sleep each
night for health. There must not be any
flight-path concentration at any time or
place. If night flights/shoulder flights
and late departures/early arrivals are
banned at other European airports e.g.
Frankfurt, Heathrow should be able to
ban these, too. Citing Frankfurt,
business involving flights has boomed
rather than failed since night flights were
banned.

N13 | Workshop 9

Relating to newly overflown

Predictable respite during the day and
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

There should be no night flights. We
need a minimum of 8 hours sleep each
night for health. There must not be any
flight-path concentration at any time or
place.

Further comments
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N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently X Aircraft noise must be shared not.
overflown concentrated — anywhere or any time.
if i i i Aircraft noise m hared n
N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to X craft noise must be shared ot.
those currently affected concentrated — anywhere or any time.

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N1 . e . .
6 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

X

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cgrrently experienc_e the most noise X
should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 r':/:ianmllls;hize negative impacts on health from | There should be no night flights
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N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP But without concentrating flight paths

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

There should be no reliance on

Find a balance between the number of

procedures for respite and operational ‘modelling’” which can never replicate the
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X reality but can only ever be an indication
issue with the number of procedures that or show guidance. Respite must be the
aircraft/airlines can manage) overarching goal.
N26 | Workshop 5 Don’t make large, complex changes only to X

achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 o
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible

Open spaces and parks are necessary
for and beneficial to health and
wellbeing. Do not make a point of
overflying this except in upper airspace.

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X
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Classification: Public

Neither

Environment SUTTE Agree Agree nor | Disagree S_trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p.rlorlty below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes
Noise reduction is the priority.
Minimise fuel burn, COz2, greenhouse gases Minimising fuel burn, CO2, GHG etc will
E2 Workshop 1 . . . . .
and all other contributors to climate change only be achieved by reducing flight
numbers
Noise reduction is the priority.
£3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly Minimising fuel burn, COZ,_ GHQ etc will
way only be achieved by reducing flight
numbers
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality
£S5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO2 impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst Noise reduction is the only consideration
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall ) ) o
E8 | Workshop 8 COz reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If Noise benefits must take priority over
noise benefits negatively impact CO:2 below CO2 impacts
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
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benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X
E10 | Workshop 12 | Noise and CO2 are equally important and there X NO'S? reduction must take priority over
should be a balance CO2 impacts

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

Future airspace change should use modern And should support many flight paths

T1 Workshop 1 .
P technology over concentrated flight paths

Design with latest technological specification

T2 Workshop 2, 5 possible, that is widely available

Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to

T3 . .
12 benefit from future technological developments

Use the latest technology that enables the

T4 Workshop 12 . i . .
P greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its X

runways, subject to
environmental commitments
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OP2

Workshop 2

Workshops 3,

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

OP3 7 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
. . Mi . . . hi
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬁugnt use of runways during the day to X ixed mode is not.an option S|.nce this
lessen the impact on the night schedule would negate any idea of respite.
Only in national emergencies should
airspace design be ‘violated’. If there
The airspace design needs to retain are, as an example, problems resulting
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X from weather the plane should neither
standard situations (e.g., weather) take off nor land — and the airlines and
airport staff have enough experience of
how to handle such groundings.
Meet performance targets within acceptable Define ‘acceptable’ — acceptable to
OP6 | Workshop 7 P = 'arg . P X whom, the industry or impacted
environmental/noise constraints o
communities?
oP7 | Workshop 10 Ml_nlmlse the requwemt_ant for future change to X
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
oP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack

holding
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Any other design principles we should consider?

General points raised by stakeholders: why were community groups impacted by arrivals that come in low at a distance from landing not invited to contribute?

Had they been, Workshop 7 might have included the opportunity to flag up steeper descents to reduce the noise impact over the overflown.
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ANNEX A
Heathrow Design Principles Wor kshop Feedback by RHC 12 November 2021

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. Thisis not to suggest the effect
on peopleislessat 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. The chart isfor the number of flights per hour. In between flights there will be background
noise levels. 40 flights an hour is equivalent to asingle event flight.

Relationship between Noise LAsg 1hr and number of fights

For Buustration only. Mot reprasentative of any particular case
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ANNEX B
Heathrow Design Principles Workshop Feedback by RHC 12 November 2021

PROPOSED COMMUNITY OR LOCAL NOISE OBJECTIVE
There needs to be a community noise objective that shares the noise in afair and reasonable way.
Local Noise objectives can be introduced under provisionsin Air Navigation Guidance 2017.

RHC recommends: Wherethereisareduction in overall noisethe benefit be applied to those
already most affected and wherethereisanincreasein overall noisethedis-benefit beapplied
tothosealready least affected. Thisobjectivecan beapplied using proportionality or asliding
scale between those most and those least affected.

The reduction in overall noise scenario arises where the aircraft fleet becomesless noisy and there
isno expansion. Theincreasein overall noise scenario ariseswhen increased noise from expansion
exceeds and the reduction in noise from aless noisy aircraft fleet.

MULTIPLE FLIGHT PATHS AND NOISE DISTRIBUTION (NUMBER OF FLIGHT

PATHS AND THEIR POSITION)

1. Applying RHC's proposed community noise objective to the design of flight paths using the
webTAG tool leads to the principle of maximizing dispersion. The following Figure 1
illustrates the noise impact of dispersion.

Dispersion - Total noise cost & cost per household
Halving the number of flights per flightpath

o
o
D
. |
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e
® B Total cost
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o
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@

54-57 57-60 60-63 63-66 66-69 69-72 72-T5 75-78

Noise dBA with dispersion RHC wabTAG valuations

Figure 1 Cost of Multiple flight paths compared to a single flight path. Prepared by RHC

2. Thenoise cost of introducing a single flight path is compared with the introduction of two
flight paths. The number of flightsis halved on each of the two flight paths compared to a
single flight path. The noise cost is calculated using webTAG for several bands of noise
compared to a base 51-54 dBA level. For example:
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a Total cost. Wherethenoiselevel increasesfrom 51-54 to 75-78 dBA thetotal noise
costinwebTAG monetary termsof two flight pathsis 1.7 times the noise cost of one
flight path.

b. Cost per household. On the assumption household density is the same for one and

two flight paths, the number of households doubles for two flight paths. Where the
noise level increases from 51-54 to 75-78 dBA the cost per household is 0.2 times
the cost for asingle flight path.

Using Total Cost as the decision criteria requires minimising the number of flight paths if
Total Cost isto be minimised. This means concentration. Using Cost per household as the
decision criteriarequires maximising the number of flight pathsif average cost per household
isto be minimised. This means dispersion.

The Community objective requires the cost per household to be minimized, which in turn
supports dispersion of noise rather than concentration. Werecommend dispersion asadesign
principle but this needs to be qualified asfollows.

There is an exception to the support of dispersion. When there is an existing legacy noise
climate and an established distribution of the population rather than ablank sheet of paper for
design of al theflight paths, thereisasubstantial cost to dispersing the existing noise. Figure
2 below isthe vertical arrivals gate about 8 km east of Heathrow, as an example. It shows a
singleflight path (brown line) being divided into two flight paths (albeit overlapping) (green
lines).

Arrivals: Single flightpath split into two LAeq 16hr

8 hour rotabon with respite

dBA LAeq 16 hr
F -9
~
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!
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iy I 8 8 8 @ [ "2 B S 0 vy

¥ 5 O O N N v L - ~— N N O M T =
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— 1 flight path LAeq - 2 Fightpaths LAeq e==iVHO w— L b nt

Figure 2 Single Hight path split into two Prepared by RHC
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Half the flights on the existing path 1 are transferred to the new path 2. This could be by
halving theflow rate or introducing schedul ed respitefor half thetime. Acoustically, reducing
the number of flights by half reduces the noise level by 3 dBA. For example, directly under
the flight path the ground noise level would be reduced to 58 dBA on the existing flight path
and increased from background of say 45 dBA to 58 dBA on the new flight path.

The following table represents the incremental benefit and dis-benefit from sub-dividing an
existing flight path. ThewebTAG value of the reduction depends on the new noiselevel asin
thetable- rangingin abenefit between £3,500 and £7,000 per household (NPV 60 year). The
noise cost from theincrease rangesfrom zero to £24,000 (NPV 60 year) depending on the new
noise level. For example, referring to the chart, the ground noise level directly under the
existing flight path reduces by 3 dBA to 58 dBA with a benefit of £4,763 per household. But
people directly under the new flight path would experience a dis-benefit of £7,592 per
household. This exception to dispersion principle arisesin the case of existing flight paths
because the valuation is an incremental change rather than atotal change.

Respite: Noise benefit and cost from transferring 50% of air traffic to a second flight path. Figures are
normalized and are not derived from the Chart. Sou rce: RHC
£ per household (NPV 60 yr) Noise Benefit to existing Noise Dis-benefit to new households
webTAG households Increase from 51-54dBA to new level
3dBA reduction to new level
New level after transfer £ per household £ per household
dBLAeq 16 hr)
51-54 3,552 0
54-57 4,040 -3,552
57-60 4,763 -7,592
60-63 5,525 -12,356
63-66 6,301 -17,882
66-69 7,094 -24,182

Thereisasubstantial noiseimpact cost from creating multipleflight pathsfrom existing flight
paths and we therefore recommend that the design principle for dispersion be qualified so as
to support dispersion for additional flights but not as a reason to re-distribute noise from
existing flight paths.

The above analysis suggests that in the case of airspace design principles for Heathrow, the
substantial existingflight path network and resultant noise climate shoul d not bere-distributed
through dispersion. To do sowould result in asubstantial noise dis-benefit for newly affected
peoplein excess of the benefit to those already affected. The additional noisefrom the NWR
expansion should be distributed only to those newly affected and not to those already affected
by the existing noise legacy of atwo runway airport. In practice ablack and white solutionis
probably not feasible and, as we said earlier in regard to the proposed community noise
objective, a degree of proportionality as between those most and those least affected is
probably needed and is reasonable.

RHC recommends a dispersion design principle wher eby:

Dispersion is sought for the additional flights from the NWR expansion,

Noise from existing flight pathsisnot re-distributed.

Thereisnoincreasein noise impact for those already affected by the two runway
airport.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

PLEASE SEE ANNEXES A AND B SUBMITTED WITH THIS RESPONSE.

Name: Il Croanisation/Representing: RICHMOND HEATHROW CAMPAIGN (RHC)

|
Stron Neither Stronal
Proposed by Proposed Principle gly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree TONIY e rther comments
. Disagree
Agree Disagree
Safety
s1 Workshops 1,8 Future airspace change must be safe for all X Safety is paramount
" | stakeholders, including those on the ground
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X Safety is paramount
- i i Not possible in densely populated area
s3 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to X p ! y pop
minimise risk to those on the ground surrounding Heathrow.
RHC recognises that safety is paramount. The
CAA says in its 2018 draft Modernisation
Strategy that ‘the UK’s airspace has an
Must be safe. but d ; d existi excellent safety record that is underpinned by a
Workshops 6, L]fs © sade, du 0es no exc:e , e:'s s well-established system of structures, rules and
S4 171 safety standards to an extent that it has a X procedures.” The report does highlight safety
detrimental impact on other benefits improvements needed in dealing with the
complex structure, air traffic controller
workload and conflicts between general and
commercial aviation. But the draft Strategy was
based on substantial growth in aviation. RHC
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P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

believes that in the absence of growth from a
3" runway, safety does not need the degree
of improvement planned by the
Modernisation Strategy. There has not been
any update of the Strategy in recognition of
reduced growth and there should be,
including an assessment of safety.

The Airspace Modernisation Strategy CAP
1711 needs to be updated. It has a number of
crucial deficiencies, including:

Need for Modernisation. The drivers for
long term aviation demand have weakened
and demand is likely to be further
constrained by climate change. Expansion
of Heathrow goes against the levelling up of
the economy across the UK and is
increasingly irrational. There is little
evidence supporting aviation growth and
airport expansion. Focus therefore should be
on the question of need for airspace
modernisation in the scenario with little or
no growth and no airport expansion.

Airspace Capacity. RHC supports
increased airspace capacity to improve
safety and efficiency but is wholly opposed
to increased capacity to satisfy increased
demand, which the CAA claims is a main
reason for modernisation.

Punctuality, Delay, Resilience Benefits.
The DfT’s publication -Upgrading UK
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Airspace - Strategic Rationale, 2017 (used
by the DfT to support its draft
Modernisation Strategy) says ‘Aviation
traffic forecasts from NATS suggest that
commercial air transport will grow by
around 2% a year in the UK, from 2.25m
flights in 2015 to 3.25m flights in 2030.”
The CCC recommends a maximum 0.7%pa
to achieve carbon Net Zero (6™ Carbon
Budget). NATS estimates of future delays,
etc., and hence need for modernisation, are
therefore hugely overstated. RHC has not
been able to find quantification of the
benefits of modernisation on operations or
the environment in the scenario with little or
no growth. This needs to be remedied.

Noise Objectives: RHC has long argued
that Objectives come before Principles and
that there is No Local Noise Objective
dealing with allocation of noise. This needs
to be remedied. See Annex B attached here,

WHO is not on a legal footing but should
be and with timetable and targets for noise
reduction to WHO levels.

PBN and Respite. Procedures to reduce the
impact of noise and in particular noise
caused by PBN, such as avoidance of dense
populations, respite and relief using multiple
flight paths cannot fully mitigate the
harmful noise affects of PBN. Analysis to
understand respite is woefully inadequate.
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There is a webTAG net noise cost on health
and well-being from introducing respite into
legacy airspace. See Annex B attached here.

The ICAO Balanced Approach is failing:
reduction of noise at source (too slow - there
needs to be an updated forecast for
Heathrow’s fleet), land use (London’s
population growth and housing plans are
largely ignored but offset reduction of noise
at source) and operational (gains are
relatively small even in aggregate). Growth
restrictions (airspace capacity should be no
greater than needed for the 480k passenger
planning cap and should be quantified as
such in Modernisation plans).

Tier 3 airspace change is high risk for
Heathrow’s communities. Airlines can
allocate flight frequencies as they wish for
commercial and other reasons and yet flight
frequency has major impact on noise impact
and on health and well being. It is
imperative this major gap in flight path
design is addressed. See Annex A attached
here.

Environmental issues tend to be given
subsidiary significance to commercial and
efficiency benefits, notwithstanding the
wording of the Modernisation Strategy.
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Environmental issues should be on no less a
footing than efficiency.

» Airspace design for 10 to 20 or more years
needs to take account of potentially
significant technology changes, such as
electric and hydrogen propulsion and air
taxis and wide use of drones. These changes
could have material impact on communities
and should be incorporated now into
emerging flightpath plans.

« RHC urges Heathrow, as a top priority,
to demonstrate that over the next 5, 10
and 15 years there will be a clear
reduction in noise impact from both less
noisy aircraft and their less noisy use of
the airspace. Without this assurance,
communities will have good reason to
guestion the serious intent of the
modernisation.

Future airspace change should take into
P2 Workshop 8 a_ccounF local plgns and policies regarding local X See also P1 Balanced Approach
air quality, the climate emergency [London

Plan]

Stron Neither
Noise gly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree
Agree Disagree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to sharing the noise
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N1

Workshop 1

The design options must not create any more
noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels

RHC has long promoted a Local Noise
Obijective dealing with allocation of noise.
The Obijective supports NI. See Annex B
attached here.

N2

Workshops
3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise

Fairness. In the absence of expansion and
hence growth in noise energy, noise
reduction through less noisy aircraft should
be allocated preferentially to those most
effected by the legacy airspace structure.

Multiple Flight paths. Communities should
not be exposed to both departures and
arrivals.

Other Airports. When integrating
flightpaths servicing Heathrow and its 14 +
neighbouring airports, the allocation should
be fair. The ACP needs to provide
communities around each airport with
engagement in the environmental impact on
them from traffic serving neighbouring
airports. At present this is missing.

Tailor-made flight paths. There needs to
be recognition of the different noise impacts
as between arrivals and departures; between
easterlies and westerlies; between flight
paths tending to serve long and short haul
flights and between other modal features. In
effect flight paths need to be tailor-made.
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Legacy airspace structure. Changes to
legacy airspace structure should be kept to
the minimum.

Uncertainty and blight from changes to
aircraft noise patterns and potential
controversy in allocating noise across
Heathrow’s community needs explicit
recognition and mitigation.

Respite. See P1 caution in introducing
respite (there is a cost and not only a
benefit). See Annex B attached here.

Workshops 3,

Future airspace change should result in a
larger number of people slightly annoyed,

This is about concentration versus
dispersion (or concentrated dispersion).
RHC agrees but subject to the other criteria
referred to in N1 and N2, et al.

N3 6 rather than a smaller number significantl X
annoyed g y WebTAG should optimise average noise
per household (i.e. dispersion) NOT total
noise (i.e. concentration). See Annex B
attached here.
Efficiency benefits should be for the industry.
Benefits from less noisy aircraft (noise at
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change « source) should all be for the community since
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities the polluter should pay principle applies to

environmental harm (Noise Policy Statement
England)
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Relating to aircraft flight profiles

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends

should stay a suitable distance apart to provide

valuable respite

X

N6

Workshops 1,
34,6,8,12

There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as
high as possible, for as long as possible

Aircraft height. RHC’s modelling
demonstrates that height is not necessarily
of net benefit taking account of noise from
kinetic energy needed from increased power
or reduced acceleration and hence reduced
speed and longer noise exposure. Aircraft
on steeper arrivals may have increased
breaking and earlier lowering of
undercarriage and reduced safety. The issue
is more about noise allocation than overall
noise reduction. This is not intended as a
blanket response because the impact varies
depending on distance from airport and a
range of other factors and for example
choice of NPD 1 or 2 can reduce noise.
Perhaps more important than raising the
height of Heathrow’s fleet as a whole is the
reduction in number of flights that are
clearly unnecessarily low.

Altitude Based Priorities in the design of
airspace underestimate the noise impact
from higher altitudes and the official band
breakpoints of 4,000 feet and 7,000 feet
(amsl) are several thousand feet too low.
Noise is prioritised in relation to carbon up
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There should be planned respite within safe

to 7,000 feet. We realise this is Policy rather
than Principle but irrespective of the
banding the noise impact is for real

Relating to respite/dispersal

« Caution is needed when introducing respite
into legacy airspace structure since it results
in a net noise cost (webTAG). See Annex B
attached here.

e Heathrow currently has 30 flight paths
(arrival and departure). Multiple flight paths

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides for each so as to provide mitigation from
meaningful respite PBN concentration through dispersion or
alternation respite can only provide partial
mitigation (at least over near to medium
distance from the airport) because of lack of
airspace. Meaningful mitigation may not be
possible in the case of Heathrow and its
dense surrounding population.
N8 | Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution See ?'30 N? and limits to mitigation using
over multiple flight paths multiple flight paths.
i i See also N7 and limits to mitigation usin
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a : - g g
schedule multiple flight paths.
N10 \;vg rI;sI;gps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite See also N7
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Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X See also N7
during each day rather than weekly]

The aim should be to minimise noise and its
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X harm to health and well-being. This may or
may not lead to different paths for day/night.

' ite duri N12 and RHC Response to Any Other
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§plte (_Jlurln,g the day and N See_ a_ d_ C Response to Any Othe
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces Design Principles.

Stron Neither
Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown gly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree
Agree Disagree

N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently X See N15
overflown

Newly Affected. The aim should be to
minimise noise and its harm to health and well-
being. This may or may not lead to flights over
new people. If there is no expansion and hence
no overall increase in noise energy then the
Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to RHC Local Noise Objectlve_ for allocating
N15 | Workshop 8 X noise suggests no re-allocation to new people.
those currently affected . . .

If there is expansion and increased overall
noise energy then the objective suggests that
the increment include new people on the basis
that those already suffering high noise levels
should not suffer more. See Annex B attached
here.

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations
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e Heathrow’s insulation programme has
historically fallen way short of what is
needed.

N16 Workshops 7, | Future airspace change should aim to reduce X : Ins_ulatlon IS_ nota SUbSFItUte for peace and
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise quiet, especially for children and the
vulnerable and for the outdoors.

» Also, rehousing communities around the
perimeter of the Airport is unjustified and
strongly opposed by local communities.

WHO Guidelines are not on a legal footing but

should be. Government has resisted this for 30

N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X t be gi leqal basis. Th h ’ ldb
regard for WHO guidelines) mus e given a lega aS|s._ eres (_)u ea
timetable and targets for noise reduction to

WHO levels.

Red the i . " ¢ sianificantl This in line with RHC’s Local Noise Objective
N18 | Workshop 7 educe the Impacts on those most sighimcanty | for allocating noise. See Annex B attached
affected by noise

here.

Provide mitigation for those most adversely This in line with RHC’s Local Noise Objective
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X for allocating noise. See Annex B attached
approach/immediate climb out) here.

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Stron
gly

Agree

Neither
Agree nor

Disagree

Strongly

Further comments

Agree
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Don’t make it worse for those currently

This in line with RHC’s Local Noise Objective

N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an for allocating noise. See Annex B attached
overall net noise reduction here.
This in line with RHC’s Local Noise Objective
N21 | Workshop 4 Those wha currently experience the most noise for allocating noise. See Annex B attached
should benefit most from the airspace change here.
Night flights have a high impact on health and
o o well-being. RHC proposes an 8 hour ban
N22 | Workshop 4 mé”r']?}'nsghge negative impacts on health from (11pm to 7am) by re-allocating night flights in
that period to the day time. There is sufficient
day capacity at Heathrow for this.
RHC goes further and says no one should
experience an increase under the circumstances
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience where there is no expansion and increase in
an increase in noise due to this ACP .
overall noise energy. See Annex B attached
here.
The use of overflight has become distorted
from its original purpose. Overflight fails to
recognise the full spread of noise laterally and
Minimise impacts on those affected by noise, substantially ignores many people significantly
not just those Con.S'dered. to be Oyerﬂown 9. effected. The overflight tool should not be
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even

though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

used in design unless it is redesigned to cover
the appropriate area. E.g. A LOEL 51 dBA
contour can be 10km wide on departures while
the overflight tool covers only to a fraction of
this.
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General

Environment

El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Stron
gly Agree
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Technical barrier. Aircraft computers do not
have capacity for multiple flightpath coding
Find a balance between the number of al_o_ng5|de PBN at all the airports the aircraft
procedures for respite and operational visit globally. Even as computers are
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an | X upgraded, the aircraft visiting Heathrow have
issue with the number of procedures that an average life of 25 years so many will not be
aircraft/airlines can manage) compliant. Complexity is dangerous especially
as many pilots visit Heathrow intermittently
given their airline’s global coverage.
N26 | Workshop 5 Don't make large, complex changes only to X Simplicity is essential for pilots and ATC.
achieve small noise benefits
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, | the same communities with multiple routes, See also response to N2 regarding multiple
N27 6.9.10 and take into account routes and the X fliaht paths and other ai ¢
= cumulative impacts of routes to/from other Ight paths and other airports.
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport « Local re5|der_1ts should r_10t_ be exp_osed to
boundaries as possible excessive noise from within the airport.
RHC has substantial reservations — see RHC
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X . .
response to Any Other Design Principles

Further comments

See also N6
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Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

¢ There will be an increased conflict between

noise, CO2 and air pollution mitigation.
That is until zero CO2, zero noise and zero
pollution are achieved (the three zeros) but
probably not before 2050!

* RHC suggests that generally CO2 reduction

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change X will be relatively small in the lower airspace
around Heathrow compared to total CO2
from aviation and that effort should be
focussed on CO2 reduction in a wider
context and that locally around Heathrow
noise and air pollution should be the
priority.

£3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly « See also E2

way

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X See also E2

E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th_e priority below 7000 feet See also E2

regardless of CO2z impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2

E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X See also E2

delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the

E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X See also E2

carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

ES Workshop 8 The airspace change should deliver an overall X See also E2

CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
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noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO>
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

See also E2

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there
should be a balance

Future airspace change should use modern

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

See also E2

Further comments

Subject to mitigating the significant health

Tl Workshop 1 X .
P technology costs of PBN on local communities.

T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification « See also T1.

possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Futur(_e proof airspace deS|gn_to be able to « See also T1

12 benefit from future technological developments
he | hnol h les th

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .tec no pgyt at (.anables the X Seealso T1

greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X Seealso T1

Operational Performance

OP1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its
runways, subject to

environmental commitments

* But RHC strongly opposes increased
number of flights (mixed mode or
otherwise).
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* RHC opposes the additional 25,000 ATMs a
year previously proposed by Heathrow.

« RHC opposes the introduction of
Independent Parallel Approaches.

» RHC has considerably reservations about
introducing curved flight paths and locating
arrival joining points nearer the airport.

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Stron Neither Simirely

: Further comments
Disagree

gly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree
Agree Disagree

* Heathrow needs to make good use of noise,
CO2 and Air Quality Action Plans.

Airlines need to conform to the design to
Workshops 3, m '9

OP3 7 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X * RHC has proposed to Heathrow a
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) Greenhouse Gas quota scheme for the larger
emitters to manage their contribution to
climate change.
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efficient use of runways during the day to X See also N22

lessen the impact on the night schedule

But there are limits that should not be breached
such as excusing late runners on account of
weather. Dual runway use and breach of respite
should not be allowed on account of weather.

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)
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On the other hand, Time Based separation is an
example of good practice.

RHC is concerned that performance is treated

o as the objective and the environment as the
Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . . . X constraint and on a lesser footing. Both
environmental/noise constraints .
performance and the environment should be
given no less status and objectives.
OP7 | Workshop 10 M|.n|m|5e the requwemgnt for future change to "
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
Desi houl I ion i k
oP9 | Workshop 12 esigns should enable a reduction in stac X

Any other design principles we should consider?

holding

Avoidance of Dense Populations. PBN introduces precision and flexibility and some noise relief may be possible through use of PBN to navigate around dense
populations (say over parkland). But in the south east and across densely populated London around Heathrow, for example, it seems unlikely there will be sufficient
airspace to allow enough flight path separation to give meaningful relief, especially if the number of flights is increased through expansion. Furthermore, air traffic
directed over, say, The Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew or over Richmond Park has to fly over dense populations surrounding these parks and the parks themselves are
highly vulnerable to noise due to the large number of visitors. This raises the question of compliance of airspace design with designated Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) and National Parks and Quiet Areas. RHC is concerned that Heathrow has in mind greater use of Richmond Park for overflight for arrivals on
Westerlies (i.e. from the east) and departures on Easterlies (i.e. to the east), which would potentially increase the noise impact over Richmond and other communities.

Letter boxes in and out of Lower Airspace. RHC suggests the letter box structure is critical to flight path design in Lower Airspace (up to 7,000 feet). There appear to
be no design Principles for the letter box structure. Possibly the intention is flexibility with no formal structure. But with design seeking to remove holding stack use for
most of the time then presumably the Principle is to reduce queuing and to require aircraft to approach directly from further afield. This subject needs clarification.

RHC
Addit

Sound Absorption may be over-estimated leading to an under-estimate of noise impact. The CAA’s Ancon model assumes a sound absorption rate of an 8 decibel
reduction for every doubling of propagation distance. A 6 decibel reduction is the adjustment according to basic physics and brief examination of why 8 decibels is used
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ional
Issue

by the Ancon model indicates it was chosen in 1997 to represent an airframe adjustment. RHC is not aware it has been validated and a lot has happened to airframe
design in 20 years and noise thresholds have been reduced making the point more relevant. RHC estimates that in the case of Brockman’s Park departures the 50dBA
footprint comparing 8 versus 6 decibel reduction increases the area of a single event 90 second Leq from 167 km2 to 313 km2 (x1.9), an hourly (9 flights) Leq from 92
km2 to 142 km2 (x1.5) and the annual Leq (70% westerlies) from 78 km2 to 114 km2 (x1.4). These are very material differences and the matter needs investigation.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all *

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe *

Due to Heathrow’s location in the middle
of a highly populated area flying over
dense populations cannot be avoided.

s3 Workshop 8 Ayo_id 'over_flying dense populations, to *
minimise risk to those on the ground

Safety standards cannot be
compromised for those in the air or on

the ground.
Workshos 6. | Must be safe, but does not exceed existing After safety, Airspace Navigation
S4 211 PSO: 1 safety standards to an extent that it has a * Guidance (ANG) 2017 requires
' detrimental impact on other benefits minimising significant adverse noise

impacts on impacted communities is to
be the next priority.

ANG makes it clear in designing
airspace noise is the first priority (after
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P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

safety) up to 4000ft and between 4-
7000ft can only be balanced against
CO2 - note not fuel savings, engine
maintenance cost or other commercial
considerations.

It could be implied from the way this
principle is worded that safety standards
might be subject to limitation due to
other — potentially commercial —
considerations. This is unacceptable,
and this principle should be rejected
as it does not add anything.

This suggested principle adds
nothing to the general position
applicable to airspace modernisation
and lacks clarity as it stands (in fact
it reads as if the CAA is asking for a
blank cheque in the future). It should
not be used for the purposes of the
present airspace modernisation
programme.

Clearly the whole issue of airspace
modernisation should comply with best
practice.

ANG sets out national policies regarding
noise and health which have legal effect
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and airspace modernisation needs to be
subject to these.

There is a major omission in Heathrow’s
airspace modernisation strategy and the
CAA’s CAP 1616 process in that there is
not an accepted evidence base for
arriving at airspace modernisation
design decisions — in particular
regarding what causes significant
adverse impacts, especially in relation to
PBN, where international evidence
(particularly in the US) makes it clear
there are very significant health/quality
of life impacts arising from concentration
of flight paths and low flying.

It is evident within its guidance notes
that the CAA is aware of the dangers of
creating noise sewers under
concentrated flight paths as well as the
importance of departures and arrivals
flying higher. This is especially important
in the case of Heathrow as the airport is
situated within a densely populated area
and already causes the worst
environmental impacts in the UK and
Europe.

A presentation was made to the

HCNF on 20 October 2021 regarding
these issues and aresponse should
be provided before airspace design
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principles around Heathrow are
progressed further.

This is self-evident but this should not
be used to override safety and

* health/noise/wellbeing concerns which
are reflected in adopted national policies
(see above).

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

Flights to and from Heathrow already
cause unacceptable levels of noise
impact — way above WHO
recommended levels - to millions of
people living in London and the
southeast.

. . Noise sewers must be avoided at all
The design options must not create any more costs as these will cause the most

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to : ; ;
pre-COVID-19 levels sgrlous adverge |mp§cts and potentially
blighted and stigmatised
neighbourhoods - this is evident from
USA evidence.

The principle, whilst having merit and
serving as a limitation on airspace
redesign, as stated it is overly
simplistic and needs to be qualified.
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The overriding objective is set out in
national policy, which in relation to
aviation noise is to avoid, minimise or
mitigate the industry’s significant
adverse impacts, judged by effects to
health and wellbeing.

If this cannot be achieved immediately
Heathrow needs to use its best
endeavours to work towards achieving
WHO recommended noise standards in
relation to environmental noise, so that
every community is protected as far as
possible.

This may mean that noise needs to be
shared on a more equitable basis
between communities — but in any event
no communities already suffering noise
over the LOAEL at 51 dBLAeq on
single mode should suffer noise levels
to a greater extent than 2019. Not
making any community already
impacted worse off should be an
overriding consideration in redesigning
airspace

N2

Workshops
3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise

Please see above.

Workshop 1 discussed this point, and it
was agreed that noise should be
shared on a fair and equitable basis.

107




Classification: Public

Workshops 3,

N3 6

Future airspace change should resultin a
larger number of people slightly annoyed,
rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed

This objective should be a
fundamental component of
Heathrow’s airspace modernisation
programme.

In order to avoid noise sewers and the
outcomes experienced in the US (as
well as seen in Heathrow’s own PBN
trials) it is essential best endeavours are
used to achieve managed dispersion as
well as optimising the use of airspace
around Heathrow to create meaningful
respite for all communities.

Workshops

N4 6,9,11,12

Share the benefits of the airspace change
between industry and communities

It should be noted that the experience in
the US is that the commercial benefits of
PBN have been vastly overstated
(please see HCNF presentation on 20
October).

This objective as stated may imply that
economic gains for the airport and
airlines should be traded against
fundamental health, safety and
environmental considerations. This is
not a correct interpretation of the
ANG (which has legal effect), where
safety and noise/environmental take
precedence over commercial
considerations up to 7000ft.

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide
valuable respite

This should apply beyond the runway
ends and especially on easterly
departures best efforts should be
used to achieve acceptable living
conditions through managed
dispersion and meaningful respite up
to 7000 ft.

The expiration of the Cranford
Agreement should be used as an
opportunity to relieve areas currently
experiencing the most intense levels of
noise on easterly departures. This
should involve noise sharing — please
see earlier responses.

N6

Workshops 1,
34,6,8,12

There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as
high as possible, for as long as possible

This is essential. ICAO advocates the
use of NADP1 (not NADP2) over
densely populated residential areas
near airports (such as Heathrow).

Higher climb rates of departures (which
are achievable as demonstrated by
independent aviation consultants TO70)
will very significantly reduce the adverse
impacts of low flying which has been
allowed to develop in recent years
(apparently for commercial reasons).
This accounts for the much higher
complaint and annoyance levels than
experienced prior to the 2014 PBN
trials.
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N7

Workshops 3,9

There should be planned respite within safe
operational parameters, that provides
meaningful respite

There are already aircraft, including long
haul, that operate NADP1 type
procedures out of Heathrow.
Unfortunately, the examples are minority
users of Heathrow so the adverse
impacts of shallow climbs are felt
severely with the likes of BA and Virgin
operating them. Heathrow should
mandate significantly steeper climb
rates to all airline users in future.

It should also be noted that people are
annoyed by aircraft they hear flying over
them i.e. noise events, not theoretical
average sound levels. The industry
funded and pro aviation CAA arrives at
incorrect conclusions in this regard in
CAP 1498.

Relating to respite/dispersal

An evidence base is required to
implement this objective.

In order to implement this principle,
there needs to be a clear understanding
of what flight path separation is needed
to achieve meaningful respite.

All areas under departure and arrival
flight paths should be offered a
minimum of 8 hours per day respite
when subject to overflight due to
operational mode.
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N8

Workshop 4

Share the noise through managed distribution
over multiple flight paths

As evidenced in the US and Heathrow’s
own PBN trials in 2014, in order to avoid
serious environmental damage to
established residential communities,
highly concentrated flight paths
(previously termed ‘noise sewers’ by
the CAA) caused by highly
concentrated flight paths need to be
avoided at all costs.

Further research needs to be
undertaken to establish whether this is
best achieved through managed
dispersion, truly meaningful respite or a
combination of both (see above).

Underpinning these decisions an
evidence base is required to ensure that
significant adverse impacts of aviation
noise are understood and avoided
wherever possible or progressively
minimised where not.

At present such an evidence base does
not exist. It is essential that Heathrow
commissions research to be
undertaken on an independent basis
(not through the CAA) given its
unique location and noise footprint.

In other words, if airspace is to be
modernised around Heathrow at all
bespoke innovative solutions will be
required at lower altitudes (i.e., below
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7000ft) — not industry generated
standardised solutions which may be
applicable to airports not surrounded by
high population densities (disregarding
the impacts on communities living under
or close to flight paths).

Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a

N9 Workshop 5 Please see earlier comments.
schedule
N10 \7N§ rI;s?gps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite Please see earlier comments.
Share the noise through predictable respite, Please see earlier comments (but
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., * unclear what the bracketed wording
during each day rather than weekly] means).
. . . . Night flights should not be permitted
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths f ht flight
orkshop ifferent flight paths for day/night flights after 2024,
Subject to achieving meaningful noise
separation (and sufficient duration) the
principle of predictable respite during
the day can play an important part in
noise mitigation strategy.
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable respite during the day and However, as noted above all night flights

concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

should be banned after 2024.

It should also be pointed out that the
aviation industry’s historic concept
that flights — day or night — should be
concentrated over open spaces,
whilst superficially appearing a
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simple solution, has not been
properly thought through.

First, established residential
communities will need to be flown over
to get to and beyond open spaces.
Consequently, if this principle were to be
adopted for future airspace strategy,
such areas will become blighted and
potentially unfit for human habitation.

Secondly, in fact there is a very strong
case for parks and open spaces to be
avoided during the day as these are
locations where very large numbers
of people go for recreation, peace
and tranquillity. Richmond, Bushy and
Home Parks are prime examples.

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

Given Heathrow’s already unacceptable

noise impacts, sadly this will not be
Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently . possible.

N14 Worksh
orkshop 8 overflown

Please see earlier comments
concerning noise sharing.

The noise burden needs to be shared
Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to subject to not causing significant
those currently affected adverse impacts (i.e., ANG must be
applied).

N15 | Workshop 8
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N16

Workshops 7,
12

Future airspace change should aim to reduce
noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Classification: Public

The first step should always be to
reduce noise at source.

As noted, — and accepted by the CAA in
its guidance - this can be achieved by
implementing higher departures and
arrivals as far as possible.

Heathrow should also incentivise the
use of modern quieter aircraft through
differential airport charges.

N17

Workshops 1,6

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
noise for individuals/local communities (having
regard for WHO guidelines)

This is required under ANG and without
any other appropriate evidence base
WHO guidance (which resulted from a
world-wide meta-analysis) should be
used as the default starting point.

N18

Workshop 7

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly
affected by noise

This is implicit from the official
aviation noise policy set out in ANG
17.

The main problem with the principle as
suggested is the absence of a robust
evidence base and Heathrow should
address this by commissioning
independent research. Please see
earlier comment.

N19

Workshop 7

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
affected (those living under final
approach/immediate climb out)

Every effort should be made to help
those most significantly impacted.
However, see comment above
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regarding the need to establish an
appropriate evidence base on which to
make informed decisions.

Neither
Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Don't make it worse for those currently See earlier comments — particularly in
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an *

overall net noise reduction relation to proposed Principle N1.

N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cgrrently experienc_e the most noise | x See above.
should benefit most from the airspace change
Minimise the negative impacts on health from There should be a total 8-hour Night
N22 | Workshop 4 . ; * .
orkshop night flights Flight Ban after 2024.

Whatever Heathrow does it will impact
very large numbers of people due to its
unique location in the middle of a
densely populated area.

This suggested principle seems to
emanate from the old now obsolete
aviation noise policy which used a
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience * simplistic ‘minimise total’ numbers

an increase in noise due to this ACP approach. Rightly this has been
superseded by the current national
policy set out in ANG 2017. This
states that adverse (health and
wellbeing) impacts should be minimised.

When it considered flight path design
options, the Airports Commission
(advised by the CAA) found that the
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lowest monetised health impacts
resulted from ‘maximum respite’
rather than minimising newly affected or
minimise total options.

This is also reinforced by CAA research
carried out for Heathrow in relation to
the monetised health benefits of splitting
a single PBN route.

N24

Workshop 6

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

The CAA’s definition of overflight is
potentially misleading as it does not
reflect aviation’s real impacts. Noise
is noise and will cause damage whether
created by aeroplanes inside or outside
the CAA’s theoretical cones.

The best measure of noise impact is
through the use of N> metrics,
particularly at 65 and 70 dBLAmax
during the day and 60 dBLAmax at
night.

It appears that the CAA apparently
prefers the use of overall average
‘legacy’ dBLAeq metrics, as these can
be used as a device to justify ATM
expansion by assuming theoretically
quieter planes (projected into the future)
rather than the actual noise levels of
individual flights and the number of
overheard aircraft movements (which
are the actual cause of ‘annoyance’).
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ICAO has recognised that LAeq
metrics only account for
approximately one third of
community annoyance.

SoNA 2" edition does not recognise or
address this finding and this is likely to
be one of the factors that led ICCAN to
recommend a new national noise impact
survey should be undertaken.

General

Aviation needs to do all it can to
minimise the harm caused by its
operations. This is reflected in national
noise policy set out in ANG 17 — see

Find a balance betvyeen the numper of earlier comments.
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an * If aviation cannot find solutions to

issue with the number of procedures that

aircraft/airlines can manage) the problems caused by proposed

airspace modernisation (evidenced in
the US and the 2014 PBN trials) the
redesign of airspace around
Heathrow should not proceed.

Best endeavours are required to ensure
the harmful impacts of aviation (through
noise and atmospheric pollution) are

Don’t make large, complex changes only to * minimised

N26 | Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits
It should be taken into consideration
that airspace modernisation is likely

to be a once a generation event,
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which must address aviation’s
adverse impacts. Given Heathrow’s
location and the present level of its
impact it is essential that every
opportunity to achieve noise reduction
should be taken — for short, medium and
long term societal benefit.

Workshops 3,

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
the same communities with multiple routes,

It is essential that communities are
not overflown by multiple routes and
in particular by both departures and

Environment

Neither

Strongly Agree nor

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N27 and take into account routes and the * ) .
6.9,10 cumulative impacts of routes to/from other arrlvgls (which \_NOUId mean that
airports, below 7000 feet meaningful respite would be severely
curtailed).
This is essential.
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as_much of thg noise within the airport N In addition, airborne noise should be
boundaries as possible minimised by mandating both
departures and arrivals to fly higher.
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. * Please see earlier response — N13.

Further comments

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

Disagree

Noise minimisation must be the top
priority, not negotiable up to 4000ft and

and all other contributors to climate change

*
EL Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes balanced only against CO2
considerations up to 7000ft.
i See above response — E1. Below 4000ft
E2 Workshop 1 Minimise fuel burn, COz2, greenhouse gases .

noise is the top priority (after safety).
Between 4-7000ft a balanced decision
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can be taken involving noise and CO2
although this must be subject to
rigorous justification (and not
exploited to save fuel costs for airlines).

The best way of reducing CO2 is to
reduce the number of flights, use more
efficient planes and ultimately people
flying less.

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

Not applicable below 4000ft and must
be balanced between 4-7000ft.

Above 7000ft flights should be operated
in a way that minimises all
greenhouse gas emissions including
CO2, NOX, vapour contrails and
particulates.

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

This is more likely to be achieved
through use of modern aircraft types
and flying at higher altitudes.

It should not be used as an argument to
trump noise at low altitude (although in
practical terms this principle is also likely
to align with noise minimisation).

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO2z impacts

Please see earlier responses including
El.

E6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

See earlier responses, in particular E3.

Noise is the priority at low altitudes — all
aviation’s emissions contributing to
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global warming should be minimised
within this parameter.

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the

See earlier responses, in particular E3.

E7 | Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net Noise is the priority at low altitudes — all
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation aviation emission contributions to global
warming should be minimised.
This suggested principle is misguided
and should be discounted.
Under ANG noise is the only priority
The airspace change should deliver an overall (after safety) belgw 4000ft and can only
COg2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If be balanced against CO2 between 4000
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below and 7000ft.
E8 | Workshop8 | 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO
feet, that needs to be offset by CO2 Above these levels given international
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace climate change limitation commitments
or reduced airborne/stack delays) all aviation emission contributions to
global warming should be minimised.
There is no moral or legal basis for
trade off.
This is mandatory below 4000ft and
carbon can only be balanced against
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon noise between 4-7000ft.
See earlier responses.
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there Noise minimisation is the priority and

should be a balance

mandatory below 4000ft. Carbon can
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only be balanced against noise between
4-7000ft.

See earlier responses, in particular E3.
Noise is the priority at low altitudes — all
aviation emission contributions to global
warming should be minimised.

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

Future airspace change should use modern Subject to noise, other environmental

T1 Workshop 1 . . .
P technology and safety considerations being met.

Design with latest technological specification Subject to noise, other environmental

T2 Workshop 2, 5 ; N . . . .
P possible, that is widely available and safety considerations being met.

Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to Subject to noise, other environmental

T . . . . :
8 12 benefit from future technological developments and safety considerations being met.

This depends on what societal impacts

Use the latest technology that enables the are being mitigated.

T4 Workshop 12 . . . .
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

See earlier responses concerning noise
and environmental priorities.

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change * Needs further definition and clarification.

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

Heathrow t ke the ¢ efficient it Unclear as stated — what is meant by
OP1 | Workshop 1 eathrowto maxe most eflicient use ot ts * ‘efficient’ and exactly what are the

runways, subject to — ; )
. . environmental commitments’?
environmental commitments
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Please see earlier comments regarding
noise and environmental overriding
priorities.

OP2

Workshop 2

Workshops 3,

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agr
Agree gree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

It depends on the extent and cause of
‘extensive ground delays’. This should
not override noise or other
environmental priorities.

Further comments

Unclear.

Depends on what the ‘design’ entails,

OP3 7 ensure benefit§ are delivered (e.g., through * what ‘benefits’ are concerned, what is
Heathrow monitoring & KP!Is) meant by ‘monitoring’ and what the
‘KPIs’ are.
It is up to Heathrow to ensure it plans its
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efficignt use of runwgys during the day to . schedu!e to.operate with?n caps and
lessen the impact on the night schedule constraints imposed at night for
environmental reasons.
This should not be an airspace design
principle — it concerns operations.
The airspace design needs to retain o
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- * It should be remembered that aviation in

standard situations (e.g., weather)

general and Heathrow in particular is a
major contributor to extreme weather
caused by climate change!
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OP6

Workshop 7

Meet performance targets within acceptable
environmental/noise constraints

It's not clear what this means without
knowing what the ‘performance targets’
and ’environmental/noise constraints’
are.

Once again this appears to be an
operational aspiration rather than an
airspace design principle.

OoP7

Workshop 10

Minimise the requirement for future change to
adjacent airport operations

It is unclear what this means and what
the implications would be. Northolt
should be closed it is major constraint
on flight path design and noise sharing
around Heathrow. It would also make a
very good housing site!

OP8

Workshop 10

Minimise impacts on other airspace users

It is unclear what this means and what
the implications would be.

OP9

Workshop 12

Designs should enable a reduction in stack
holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

OK assuming other noise and
environmental constraints are met first.

Please see email dated 6 October together with enclosure and presentation to the HCNF on 20 October 2021. A response to the matters raised in both
documents has been requested.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Safety

Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholdeFr)s, includin% those on the ground X
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
If there is a genuine risk to anyone in
the UK population from overflight then
airports should be re-sited - this has
] ) ) happened in Hong Kong and other
S3 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to X major airports around the world. It is
minimise risk to those on the ground . .
immoral and unfair to expose
deliberately some people to significant
risk because of where they live. Any risk
should be fairly shared.
Workshops 6, Must be safe, but does not exceed_ existing
S4 711 safety standards to an extent that it has a X
' detrimental impact on other benefits
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Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it

The health impacts of aircraft noise are
the highest priority for those UK
communities impacted by overflight from

Noise

air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

N1

Workshop 1

The design options must not create anymore
noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

PL CAA remains in accordance with the CAA's X Heathrow. We do not know what the
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy CAA’s current and future plans are and
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans hence we cannot agree with them.
associated with it.
Future airspace change should take into This gives communities with local plans
7 Workshop 8 account local plans and policies regarding local X and policies an unfair advantage - the

UK Government has a duty of care to all
UK residents

Further comments

If Heathrow is to allow airlines to fly over
all communities within a 20mile radius of
the airport then some communities
which have had little or no aircraft noise
should expect to have some noise in
future in the interests of fairness.
Measurable targets should be set for a
'total acceptable noise dose' - this
should add together all the noise
experienced by a community - aviation
noise - easterly and westerly operations
and arrivals and departures - plus GA,
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military aviation and other transport &
noise sources.

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends

Workshops .
N2 3.4.67,9.11.12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change It is not clear what this means and we
N4 . L e
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities would welcome clarification.

34,6,8,12

Relating to respite/dispersal

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite
Workshops 1, Therg should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

We do not want concentration and
respite. Dispersion is the only and

over multiple flight paths

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides fairest way particularly for communities
meaningful respite further away from the airport where it is
more easily viable.
N8 Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution See N7.
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Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a

N9 Workshop 5 schedule X See N7.
N10 \;Vgrl;s;]gps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X See N7.
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X See N7.
during each day rather than weekly]
Night flights should be eliminated and
for health reasons the UK population
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X should be given the opportunity for 8
clear hours of sleep during night time
hours.
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable respite during the day and X See N7 and N12.

Relating to newly overflown

concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

Every community in the vicinity of the
airport needs to take its fair share of
noise - any increase in noise for any
community should be limited to a small

N14 | Workshop 8 X . .

P overflown % increase on current levels - the trials
of 2014 proved that communities will not
accept significant changes in noise
levels from overflight

N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to X

those currently affected
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Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
N16 . o . . X
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)
Agree to some extent. However, this will
N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly X pusfh_ the noise to other con_wmunmes.
affected by noise Individuals who choose to live close to
the airport must expect aircraft noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X See N18.
approach/immediate climb out)

Further comments

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cgrrently experienqe the most noise X See N18.
should benefit most from the airspace change
S o However, the aim should be to eliminate
N22 | Workshop 4 m'nr']?}'"sehize negative impacts on health from X night flights. At the workshop, we asked
gnt g for 8 clear hours of sleep per night.
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the numberdof pteotﬂ'e vxr(mjopexperience X The noise needs to be fairly and
an Increase In hoise due 1o tnis eqUItably shared amongst all
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communities impacted by overflight from
Heathrow. This principle could lead to
noise increases being loaded on
communities in less densely populated
areas who have likely opted to live in
quieter places! A better principle would
be “the level of noise increase
experienced by any community due to
this ACP should not exceed [% to be
discussed with communities]”.

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to X

X ; A All noise benefits are valuable.
achieve small noise benefits

N26 | Workshop 5

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes, o _
P and take into account routes and the X This is absolutely crucial.
6,9,10 o
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27
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Keep as much of the noise within the airport

Not likely to be possible. It is still noisy

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible X 20km from the airport.
It depends on the time of day and each
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X open space/park needs to be

Environment

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

considered on its merits

Further comments

This should be amended to “below 7000

El Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes X feet”.
Noise should be the priority below 7000
feet. Reductions in COz etc should come
from improvements in aircraft design
N and fuel management and not at the
Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases g o
E2 Workshop 1 . . X expense of noise for communities.
and all other contributors to climate change .
Airport charges should reflect (and
incentives be designed) to reward
airlines which have invested in greener,
quieter aircraft.
£3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly X See E2.
way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet X Aircraft are still very noisy between 4000

regardless of CO2z impacts

and 7000 feet.
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The airspace design should deliver a net CO2

EG6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X See E2.
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X See E2.
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
E Worksh .
8 orkshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2 X See E2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
If planes are to continue to fly over
millions of UK residents then the health
- ) dis-benefits due to noise must be
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X P :
minimised. However, it would be better
to move airports away from populations
and then prioritise carbon reduction
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there X See E2.

Technology

should be a balance

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

T1 Workshop 1

Future airspace change should use modern
technology

Modern technology is vital and should
be used to reduce the dis-benefits of
overflight to the health and wellbeing of
communities around Heathrow. Modern
technology should not be allowed to
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create “noise sewers” (eg through PBN
or IPA) as a consequence of maximising
Heathrow’s efficiency and capacity.

Design with latest technological specification

T2 Workshop 2, 5 possible, that is widely available See TL.
T3 Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to See T1. This needs further explanation.
12 benefit from future technological developments What does this “future proofing” involve?
he | hnol h les th
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest Fec no pgyt atrj:nab.est e X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performal

nce

This should be amended to read

OP1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its
runways, subject to

environmental commitments

“environmental commitments and noise
impact for communities”. This is
especially relevant for IPA, which we
strongly oppose, particularly during night
time hours and early in the morning.

OoP2

Workshop 2

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Clarity required on the meaning of
“flexibility of the route structure”. Health
and wellbeing of local communities
should not be jeopardised to resolve
serious flight delays.
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Sy Neither

Agree

Strongly

; Further comments
Disagree

Agree  Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3 7

This “efficient use” should not include
X IPA, which we oppose. Night flights
should be eliminated entirely.

Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain You need to be really clear what you
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X mean by “operational flexibility”. We
standard situations (e.g., weather) oppose IPA.

Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . . . X
environmental/noise constraints

oP7 | Workshop 10 Mihimise the requiremgnt for future change to X
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X

OP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack X

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

SMART objectives should be agreed on all principles, avoiding the use of vague terms should as “minimise” etc

For principle N22, at Workshop 4 we asked for 8 clear hours of sleep per night ie a ban on night flights. This principle has been misrepresented.
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We suggest N23 is replaced by “The level of noise increase experienced by any community due to this ACP should not exceed [% to be discussed with
communities]”
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2. Phase 1 feedback - Industry Organisations/Groups
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 . .
rusnhops stakeholders, including those on the ground \/

<

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe

s3 Workshop 8 A\'/o.id 'over'flying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground

<

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a \/
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace \/
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide
valuable respite

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to \/
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise \/
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, Vv
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change \/
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

v
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Workshops 1, There_z should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as \/
34,6,8,12 . . .
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share the_ nois_e through managed distribution
over multiple flight paths

NG Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite

7,8,9,12

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg.,
during each day rather than weekly]

NN N NN

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights

Predictable respite during the day and
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

N13 | Workshop 9

<

Strongl Neither Strongl
Relating to newly overflown gy Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Avoid overflying places that aren’t currentl
N14 | Workshop 8 ying p y v
overflown
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Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to \/

N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final
approach/immediate climb out)

AN IR SR

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an \/
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 Workshop 4 - .
orishop should benefit most from the airspace change \/
Minimise the negative impacts on health from
N22 | Workshop 4 | TS v
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience \/

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even \/
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an \/
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to \/

N26 Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the \/
6,9,10 i
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport \/

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. \/

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

EL Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes
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Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change \/
E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly \/
way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality \/
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet
regardless of COz impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
E8 Workshop 8 noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below \/
P 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there \/

should be a balance
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Future airspace change should use modern

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

T1 Workshop 1 technology \/
Design with latest technological specification
T2 Workshop 2, 5 possible, that is widely available \/
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to \/
12 benefit from future technological developments
Use the latest technology that enables the
4 Workshop 12 greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts \/
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change \/

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

OP1 | Workshop 1
P runways, subject to \/
environmental commitments
OP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows \/

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree
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Workshops 3,

Airlines need to conform to the design to

OP3 - ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through \/
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Worksh 4,8 . .

orkshops lessen the impact on the night schedule \/

The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- \/
standard situations (e.g., weather)
M f ithi I

OP6 | Workshop 7 ee.:t per ormancg targets WI.'[ in acceptable \/
environmental/noise constraints

OP7 | Workshop 10 Ml_nlmlse the requwem(_ant for future change to \/
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users \/
Desi houl I ion i k

oP9 | Workshop 12 esigns should enable a reduction in stac \/

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

Heathrow should consider the effect of any changes in its flight routes on the behaviour of other airspace users making the use of the airspace around Heathrow,

including adjacent airfields and their route requirements.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

British Airways

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all X

St Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X

Avoid overflying dense populations, to X

S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace X
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create any more
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels

Workshops

N2 3.4.6,7.911,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
N3 A X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Departure routes from different runway ends
NS Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite
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Workshops 1, Ther(_a should_be steeper cIimps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . . .
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

N6

Share the noise through managed distribution X

N8 Workshop 4 over multiple flight paths

N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule
N10 \7/\/; rlgszgps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

Predictable respite during the day and
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Strongl Neither Strongl
Relating to newly overflown gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree Disagree

N13 | Workshop 9

Disagree

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 overflown
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N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

X

New engine technology will reduce noise

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X by itself
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)
R he i h ignifi I
N18 | Workshop 7 educe the mpacts on those most significantly X
affected by noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X

approach/immediate climb out)

Siigelgle]l Neither Siigelyle]l
Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X

overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cyrrently experience the most noise X

should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 M|n|m|_se the negative impacts on health from X

night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 M|n_|m|se thg num_ber of peopl_e who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple)_( changes only to X
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 S
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport
boundaries as possible

N28 | Workshop 7 Impossible to do effectively

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Noise & CO2 should be considered

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
P y X together with equal weighting)

El Workshop 1 .
Orkshop feet, regardless of any policy changes
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Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change X

E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly X
way

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet

E Workshop 4 .
> Orkshop regardless of CO2 impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below

E8 Workshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO: X

benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace

or reduced airborne/stack delays)
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there X

should be a balance

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Technology
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Future airspace change should use modern

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

T1 Workshop 1 technology X
T2 Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification X
possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to X
12 benefit from future technological developments
he | hnol h les th
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .tec nq ggyt atrj:nablest e X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performance

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

OP1 | Workshop 1 . X
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
OP2 | Workshop 2 y X

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Neither

: St |
Agree nor | Disagree rongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Workshops 3,

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Disagree

lessen the impact on the night schedule

OP3 7 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4,8 Make efficient use of runways during the day to X
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The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . ) . X
environmental/noise constraints
Minimise th i t for fut h t
oP7 | Workshop 10 |p|m|se . e reqwremgn or future change to X
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
If point merge considered must include a
Designs should enable a reduction in stack shorter point merge to facilitate fuel
OP9 | Workshop 12 9 X planning as well a the full point merge

holdin
g procedure

Any other design principles we should consider?

Climb gradients imposed purely for noise mitigation must be an average climb gradient not a ‘never dip below’ gradient. This allows for optimum acceleration altitudes
to be flown, which is a CO2 saving (i.e. climb gradients reduce during the acceleration phase).
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HEATHROW’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP
Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Organisation/Representing. British Helicopter Association..........

Neither

: Strongl
Agree Agree nor | Disagree rongly

Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Disagree

s1 Workshops 1,8 Future airspac_e cha_nge must be safe for all
stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe

Avoid overflying dense populations, to

S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a Yes
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace Yes
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly

Agree
Agree g

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide
valuable respite

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change Yes
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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Workshops 1, There_z should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as Yes
34,6,8,12 . . ]
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share the_ nois_e through managed distribution
over multiple flight paths

NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite

7,8,9,12

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg.,
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights

Predictable respite during the day and

. . Yes
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

N13 | Workshop 9

Neither Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop8 | " o in

No
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Classification: Public

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

Yes
those currently affected

N15 | Workshop 8

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having Yes
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 Workshop 4 - .
orishop should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimige the negative impacts on health from
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Classification: Public

N24

Workshop 6

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

Yes

General

Environment

El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

No

Strongly
Disagree

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an Yes
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)
N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple)_< changes only to Yes
achieve small noise benefits
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
N27 and take into account routes and the
6,9,10 i
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
K h of th i ithin the airport .
N28 | Workshop 7 ©ep as mucn ot the nNoise within the airpo NO Not possible
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. NO Avoid parks where people go for leisure

Further comments
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Classification: Public

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E3 Workshop 2 Yes

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet

E5 Workshop 4 regardless of COz impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst Yes
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

ES8 Workshop 8

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon

Noise and CO: are equally important and there

E10 | Workshop 12| (1 id be a balance

Yes

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Technology
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Classification: Public

Future airspace change should use modern

T1 Workshop 1 technology

Design with latest technological specification

T2 Workshop 2, 5 possible, that is widely available

Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to

. . Y
12 benefit from future technological developments es

T3

Use the latest technology that enables the

4 Workshop 12 greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its Yes

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3
7
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Classification: Public

Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non-
standard situations (e.g., weather)
M f ithi I

OP6 | Workshop 7 egt per ormancg targets WI.'[ in acceptable
environmental/noise constraints

oP7 | Workshop 10 erumlse the reqU|rem§nt for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users
Desi houl I ion i k

OP9 | Workshop 12 esigns should enable a reduction in stac

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

Safety for other users in the surrounding airspace

159




Classification: Public

HEATHROW’'S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all

S Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X

S3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_id _over_ﬂying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11

P1 CAA

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
P2 Workshop 8 af:counF local plqns and policies regarding local X
air quality, the climate emergency [London

Plan]

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Noise -

Agree

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels

N1 Workshop 1

Strongly

; Further comments
Disagree

Disagree

Workshops

N2 3.4,6,7.911,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
N3 A X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change

N4 6,9,11,12 between industry and communities X

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite

N5 Workshop 3

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

Relating to newly overflown

N14

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Workshops 1, Therg should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . ) ,
high as possible, for as long as possible
There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite
NS Workshop 4 Share the_ noisg through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§p|te (.jurm,g the day and «
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to X
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 . o . )
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

X

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the wnpacts on those most significantly «
affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

; Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise

N2l | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change X
N22 | Workshop 4 l\/_linimi§e the negative impacts on health from X

night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

N24

General

N25

Workshop 6

Workshop 2

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
complexity and technical capability (there is an
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26

Workshop 5

Don't make large, complex changes only to
achieve small noise benefits

N27

Workshops 3,
6,9,10

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
the same communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N28

Workshop 7

Keep as much of the noise within the airport
boundaries as possible

N29

Workshop 9

Environment

El

Workshop 1

Make use of open spaces/parks etc.

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
and all other contributors to climate change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO2z impacts

E6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021

Strongly
Agree

Agree
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Disagree




Classification: Public

Future airspace change should use modern

T1 Workshop 1 technology X
T2 Workshop 2, 5 Desgn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification "
possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to x
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .techncl)llogy that gnab!es the X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X This is too vague to be meaningful

Operational Performal

nce

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

OP1 | Workshop 1 ) X
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 y X

OP3

Workshops 3,
7

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make eff|C|§nt use of runwgys during the day to X
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)

OP6 | Workshop 7 Mee_t performancg targets W|_th|n acceptable x
environmental/noise constraints

0P7 | Workshop 10 M|.n|m|se the requwemgnt for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users

OP9 | Workshop 12 E(;Zli%r;s should enable a reduction in stack X

Any other design principles we should consider?

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree | Agreenor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by | Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all

S1 Workshops 1,8 | stakeholders, including those on the
ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe

s3 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to

minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a
detrimental impact on other benefits

Policy ‘

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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Classification: Public

(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding
local air quality, the climate emergency
[London Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither

St I .
rongly Agree  Agree nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Disagree

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create
N1 Workshop 1 anymore noise for any single community
compared to pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops .
N2 3.4,6,7,911,12 Share the noise
Future airspace change should result in a
Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
N3 A
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities
Relating to aircraft flight profiles
Departure routes from different runway
NS5 Workshop 3 ends should stay a suitable distance apart
to provide valuable respite
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Classification: Public

Workshops 1, There s.hould bg steeper cIimbs_for aircraft
to get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay
34,6,8,12 ; . ;
as high as possible, for as long as possible

N6

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within
N7 Workshops 3,9 | safe operational parameters, that provides
meaningful respite

Share the noise through managed
N8 Workshop 4 distribution over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to
a schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable
7,8,9,12 respite

Share the noise through predictable
respite, with respite being provided

N11 Worksh .
orkshop 8 frequently [e.g., during each day rather
than weekly]
N12 Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights
N13 Workshop 9 Predictable respite during the day and

concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither

Strongly Agree nor

Agree

Relating to newly overflown

N14 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments
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Classification: Public

N15

Workshop 8

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

N16

Workshops 7,
12

Future airspace change should aim to
reduce noise before mitigating the impacts
of noise

N17

Workshops 1,6

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of
aircraft noise for individuals/local
communities (having regard for WHO
guidelines)

N18

Workshop 7

Reduce the impacts on those most
significantly affected by noise

N19

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Workshop 7

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
affected (those living under final
approach/immediate climb out)

Don’t make it worse for those currently

Stronal Neither
A regey Agree  Agree nor Disagree
9 Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

N20 Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an
overall net noise reduction
Those who currently experience the most

N21 Workshop 4 noise should benefit most from the
airspace change

N22 Workshop 4 Minimise the negative impacts on health

from night flights
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Classification: Public

Minimise the number of people who
N23 Workshop 4 experience an increase in noise due to this
ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by
noise, not just those considered to be
overflown (e.g., those who hear
aircraft/airport noise even though not
directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

N24 Workshop 6

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is
an issue with the number of procedures
that aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 Workshop 5 Don’t make large, complex changes only to
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid
overflying the same communities with

Workshops 3, | multiple routes, and take into account
N27 >
6,9,10 routes and the cumulative impacts of
routes to/from other airports, below 7000
feet
N28 Workshop 7 K.eep as much gf the n0|se_ within the
airport boundaries as possible
N29 Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc.
Strongl Neither Siigelgle]l
Environment gl Agree  Agree nor Disagree ONgY e rther comments
Agree Disagree

Disagree
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Classification: Public

El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below
4000 feet, regardless of any policy
changes

E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO,, greenhouse
gases and all other contributors to climate
change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO»
efficient/friendly way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000
feet regardless of CO, impacts

E6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net
CO; benefit across Heathrow’s operation
whilst delivering noise benefits below 7000
feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but
the project as a whole should still deliver
net carbon reduction for Heathrow’s
operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an
overall CO; reduction for Heathrow’s
operation. If noise benefits negatively
impact CO; below 7000 feet, that needs to
be offset by CO; benefits elsewhere (e.g.,
in the upper airspace or reduced
airborne/stack delays)
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Classification: Public

Technology

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon
Noise and CO; are equally important and
E10 Workshop 12 there should be a balance

Strongly

Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use
modern technology
Design with latest technological
T2 Workshop 2, 5 | specification possible, that is widely
available
Workshops 4, Futurg proof airspace de5|gn.to be able to
T3 12 benefit from future technological
developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest tcechnglf)gy that gnab!es the
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of

OP1 Workshop 1 . .

its runways, subject to

environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that
OP2 Workshop 2 allows variation, to avoid extensive ground

delays
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Classification: Public

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

Workshops 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 7 PSS, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
Make efficient use of runways during the
OP4 Workshops 4,8 | day to lessen the impact on the night
schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle
non-standard situations (e.g., weather)
OP6 Workshop 7 Meet performar_lce targets W|t_h|n _
acceptable environmental/noise constraints
oP7 Workshop 10 Minimise the.requirement. for future change
to adjacent airport operations
OP8 Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users
OP9 Workshop 12 DeS|_gns should enable a reduction in stack
holding
Any other design principles we should consider?
Denham DP1 Reduce the overall footprint of controlled airspace
Denham DP2 Allow equitable access to all volumes of CAS to other airspace users
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Proposed by

Safety

Proposed Principle

Strongly

Agr
Agree gree

Neither
Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agreed that design must maintain or

improve current standards of safety.

Disagree as there is no need to specify

X ground or air. If it was less safe than
today, then it wouldn’t be able

P1

CAA

Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Worksh 1,8 . . X
Orkshops stakeholders, including those on the ground
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_id _overflying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground
Workshops 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
S4 7 11 PS©, safety standards to an extent that it has a X
' detrimental impact on other benefits

Subiject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's

to progress.

Strongly agree as its mandatory
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Classification: Public

published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2 Workshop 8

Noise

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops .
N2 3.4,6,7,911,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should result in a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Should either assume this would be
mandatory (policy) , or split this into sub-
Design Principles (DP). Each

design must be evaluated against each
DP, and this has multiple factors where
a design may meet one element of this
DP but not another, causing challenges
for the evaluator.

Further comments

These give indication for multiple routes
for respite.

Compliance with N1 would be
impossible to evaluate effectively,
clarification on what is the definition of
‘community’ and ‘more noise’ — required.

N3 suggest the removal of one single
route that may provide other benefits,
shifting towards a respite or managed
dispersal.
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Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends

Classification: Public

This is a good proposal if it's specified to
4000ft, then the respite routes
should start to join above 4000-7000ft.

34,6,8,12

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide . :
valuable respite cherW|se LHR Wlll neeq lots more
airspace to contain multiple routes a
couple of miles apart to 7000ft.
Workshops 1, | There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to Itis recommended that this is split into
N6 " | get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as two separate Design Principles

Relating to respite/dispersal

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides
meaningful respite

NS Workshop 4 Share the_ nois_e through managed distribution
over multiple flight paths

N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a
schedule

N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

7,8,9,12

Share the noise through predictable respite,

N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g.,
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights

(arrivals and departures).

N10 is the best worded, most
comprehensive version of

these otherwise-similar DPs. It may be
easier to evaluate at Stage 2 if they
were three sub-DPs.

N12/N13: LCY is closed at night.
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Classification: Public

Predictable respite during the day and

concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces Not recommended

N13 | Workshop 9

Neither
Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 X Similar to N1

overflown

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to Depending on how this would contradict
N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected to LCY's DPs

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 . e . .
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

It is arguable that this would be
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft ; ;

referred, if by keeping the same
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having P Y Ping

regard for WHO guidelines) conditions more capacity or respite

could be gained.

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely Difficult to reflect these to different
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final airspace designs unless very steep
approach/immediate climb out) departure and arrival introduced.

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts
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Classification: Public

Don’t make it worse for those currently As LOAEL is generally up to 4000ft the
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an suggestion is an altitude-based

overall net noise reduction
response.

Those who currently experience the most noise

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change

Minimise the negative impacts on health from

N22 | Workshop 4 night flights

Minimise the number of people who experience

N23 Workshop 4 an increase in noise due to this ACP

N24: disagree, as it's not a ‘heath issue’

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise, based on government guidance,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g., prioritise the lowest altitudes/greatest
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X negative impacts.

though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X Agree, consider to be part of the respite
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to

N26 | Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes, _ o o
6910 and take into account routes and the X Might be difficult to avoid in the LTMA.

" cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27
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N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport X
boundaries as possible

If prioritising living areas over leisure

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X
areas

Neither
Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Environment

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

E1 | Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 ) .
orkshop and all other contributors to climate change

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly Recommend to balance noise vs carbon

E3 Workshop 2 way emission.

Noise priority below 4000ft, noise
priority 4000-7000 unless there is a
significant CO, issue, CO; priority
7000+t.

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet

E5 Workshop 4 regardless of CO, impacts

. . ] E2: Optimise is better than minimise
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2

E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst E6-E7: similar
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

ES Workshop 8 The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
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noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon

E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

T1 Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern

technology Includes navigational specification for
airspace design but also tools such
T2 Workshop 2, 5 Desgn with Ia.test.technologmal specification a§ TBS/AMAN/XMAN. How to design
possible, that is widely available airspace to be reliant on these tools?
3 Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to T4: agree but consider rewording
12 benefit from future technological developments

Encouraging airlines to update to latest
navigation equipment could release
benefit.

Use the latest technology that enables the

T4 Workshop 12 . . . .
P greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change
Operational Performance

Environmental part should be excluded

OP1 | Workshop 1 Future airspace change should enable X in this section as its already covered
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its elsewhere
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runways, subject to
environmental commitments

OoP2

Workshop 2

Workshops 3,

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This would need many airborne routes
to the same exit point e.g. departing
south to go north to avoid a ground
delay, putting more miles and increasing
complexity in other airspaces

Further comments

Consider rewording if possible as it is

OP3 - ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through difficult to have a DP based on other
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) parties™ actions
Make efficient use of runways during the day to First part is same as OP1, the night
OP4 | Workshops 4,8 . 2y g y flight part could be a separate DP with
lessen the impact on the night schedule . .
an appropriate wording.
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- This is not a DP
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet performance targets within acceptable -
OP6 | Workshop 7 >LP = 1arg _ P This is not a DP
environmental/noise constraints
OP7 | Workshop 10 Mlplmlse the requwemgnt for future change to X
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
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OP9

Workshop 12

Designs should enable a reduction in stack
holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

Suggesting a more generic wording
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HEATHROW’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Name. I

Safety

Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Organisation/Representing: London Luton Airport Operations Limited

Strongly

Fare Agree

Neither

Agree nor | Disagree S.trongly Further comments
. Disagree
Disagree

Future airspace change must be safe for all
ST Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground v
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe v
s3 Workshop 8 A\I/o.id .oveljflying dense populations, to v
minimise risk to those on the ground
Workshoos 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
S4 PS o, safety standards to an extent that it has a v
7,11 : ) ,
detrimental impact on other benefits

P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
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published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore Cumulative impacts should be
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to v considered with this desian princiole
pre-COVID-19 levels ! with thi 'gn principle.
Workshops .
N2 3.4.6,7.9.11.12 Share the noise v
Future airspace change should result in a
Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
N3 A v
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change Y
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide v
valuable respite
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N6

Relating to respite/dispersal

Workshops 1,
34,6,8,12

There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as
high as possible, for as long as possible

Keeping arrivals higher for longer is
likely to enable benefits for neighbouring
airports.

Relating to newly overflown

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor

Disagree

Any respite that is considered should be
There should be planned respite within safe mindful of neighbouring airports (as it is
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides v likely to take up more airspace) and
meaningful respite cumulative impacts should be
considered.
NS Workshop 4 Share the: noisg through managed distribution v
over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite v
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., v
during each day rather than weekly]
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights v
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§plte c.iurln,g the day and Y
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments
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Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 overflown

If it delivers benefits to neighbouring
airports, overflying new people should
v be considered. A full cost and benefit
appraisal should be completed with
neighbouring airports if this is the case.

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise v
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft

N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having v
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the impacts on those most significantly Y

affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final v
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither

Agree  Agree nor | Disagree S.trongly Further comments
. Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an v
overall net noise reduction
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Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change v
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimi§e the negative impacts on health from v
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience v

an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,

N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even v
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)
Find a balance betV\_/een the numper of Balance should also take account of the
procedures for resplte; and oper.altlonal . benefits that can be achieved by
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an v iahbouri irvorts. This will b
issue with the number of procedures that neighbouring airports. i IS Wi ) e
N26 | Workshop 5 Don’t make large, complex changes only to v

achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same.communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the v
6,9,10 .
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible
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N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. v
Strongl Neither Strongl
Environment gy Agree  Agree nor | Disagree oY Eurther comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
E1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p'r|or|ty below 4000 Y
feet, regardless of any policy changes
Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change v
, , - , Providing this does not limit the benefits
E3 Workshop 2 VOv:erate flights in the most CO2 efficient/friendly v that could be achieved by neighbouring
4 airports.
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality v
Providing this does not limit the benefits
Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet 9 . . .
E5 Workshop 4 : v that could be achieved by neighbouring
regardless of CO2 impacts .
airports.
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst v
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net v
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
E8 Workshop 8 CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If 4
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
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7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon v

E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO2 are equally important and there v
should be a balance

Neither

Strongly . Strongly
Technology ¥t Agree Ag.;ree nor | Disagree B Further comments
Disagree
T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern Y
technology
T2 Workshop 2, 5 Desgn with Ia.test.technologcal specification Y
possible, that is widely available
Providing this does not limit the benefits
Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to 9 . . .
T3 . . v that could be achieved by neighbouring
12 benefit from future technological developments ,
airports.
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest Fechngllogy that gnab!es the Y
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change v
Operational Performance
OP1 | Workshop 1 Future airspace change should enable v
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its
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runways, subject to
environmental commitments

OP2

Workshop 2

Workshops 3,

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Providing this does not limit the benefits
that could be achieved by neighbouring
airports (as this may take up more
airspace) and considers predictability
which is likely to be needed by ATC and
operators.

Further comments

We do not believe this is a design
principle and should be more monitoring

OP3 benefit del d (e.g., th h L .
7 ensure benetiis are delivere (e.g., throug v after a design is implemented (should it
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) .
receive CAA approval).
Providing this does not limit the benefits
that could be achieved by neighbourin
Make efficient use of runways during the day to . . y . g . 9
OP4 | Workshops 4,8 lessen the impact on the niaht schedule v airports and considers predictability
P 9 which is likely to be needed by ATC and
operators.
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- v
standard situations (e.g., weather)
OP6 | Workshop 7 Meet performance targets within acceptable Y

environmental/noise constraints

192




Classification: Public

OP7 | Workshop 10 M|p|m|se the reqwremgnt for future change to Y
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users v

OP9 | Workshop 12 E;ji?]r;s should enable a reduction in stack Y

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither

Proposed by Proposed Principle Strongly Agree  Agree nor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Safety
Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 . . X N mmen
P stakeholders, including those on the ground © comment
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X No comment
s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_|d _overflylng dense populations, to X No comment
minimise risk to those on the ground
Workshops 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing We would be concerned if the application
S4 7 11 pS ©, safety standards to an extent that it has a X of this DP had an adverse impact on (for
' detrimental impact on other benefits instance) the capacity of the London TMA.

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's

All sponsors of airspace change are
X obliged to follow the requirements of the
Airspace Modernisation Strategy.

P1 CAA
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published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No comment

Further comments

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X No comment
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 134679,11,12 | Share the noise X No comment
Future airspace change should result in a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, X No comment
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change
N4 6,9,11,12 between industry and communities X No comment

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide
valuable respite

No comment
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Higher rates of climb and descent make
more efficient use of airspace and

Workshops 1, Thterrf:‘ ih‘)“'d_blf steegefr climbs IfO; air::raft to N minimise the volume of controlled
34,6,8,12 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as airspace we believe that this is

high as possible, for as long as possible . . .
consistent with the Airspace

Modernisation Strategy.

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X No comment
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution X

over multiple flight paths No comment

Whilst we do not have a view on the
application of respite itself, if it is applied,
a predictable schedule might help other

N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X airports create their own (matching)
schedule :
respite schedules and reduce the
complexity of managing this within the
LTMA.
N10 \;Vgrl;sf;gps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X No comment

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X No comment
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X No comment
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Predictable respite during the day and

concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces X No comment

N13 | Workshop 9

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown
9 y Agree

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

X No comment
overflown

N14 | Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

X No comment
those currently affected

N15 | Workshop 8

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N16 X No comment

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X No comment
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

affected by noise X No comment

N18 | Workshop 7

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X No comment
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts
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Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X No comment
overall net noise reduction

N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cyrrently experienge the most noise X No comment
should benefit most from the airspace change

N22 | Workshop 4 Minimise the negative impacts on health from X No comment
night flights

N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X No comment

an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X No comment
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find adbalar}ce between tge number Olf There needs to be a balance within the
procedures for respite and operationa TMA to avoid excessive complexity and
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X pexy

possible delays and safety issues caused

issue with the number of procedures that . .
by multiple/time dependant routes.

aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to X

. ; ) No comment
achieve small noise benefits

N26 | Workshop 5

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same.communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X No comment
6,9,10 -
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27
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N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport X No comment
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X No comment

Environment

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor

. Strongly
Disagree Disagree

Further comments

Noise should remain the priority below Thg balance bet"_‘l’lee” ';‘it”irgiSi_”?j ”0(;56
. and emissions will need to be judge
El Workshop 1 4000 feet, regardless of any policy X _ _ D€ juag
taking account national policy and the
changes feedback from stakeholders.
Minimise fuel burn, COZ’_ greenhouse The balance between minimising noise
E2 Workshop 1 gases and all other contributors to X and emissions will need to be judged
climate change taking account national policy and the
feedback from stakeholders.
The balance between minimising noise
3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly X anq emissions Wlll.need to .be judged
way taking account national policy and the
feedback from stakeholders.
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X No comment
The balance between minimising noise
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th_e priority below 7000 feet X anq emissions Wlll_need to _be judged
regardless of CO2z impacts taking account national policy and the
feedback from stakeholders.
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The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
. . The bal betw inimisi [
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the © af";mc':e © . een m|n|m|S|.ng noise
) ) . and emissions will need to be judged
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X . . .
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation taking account national policy and the
P feedback from stakeholders.
The airspace change should deliver an overall
COz2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If The balance between minimising noise
ES Workshop 8 noise benefits negatively impact CO:2 below X anq emissions W|Il_need to _be judged
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2 taking account national policy and the
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace feedback from stakeholders.
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
The balance between minimising noise
and emissions will need to be judged
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X . . . judg
taking account national policy and the
feedback from stakeholders.
The balance between minimising noise
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO2 are equally important and there X anq emissions W||I.need to _be judged
should be a balance taking account national policy and the
feedback from stakeholders.

Technology

T1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should use modern
technology

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

The adoption of modern technology
would be consistent with the Airspace
Modernisation Strategy and should
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support greater consistency of operation
across the LTMA.

The adoption of modern technology
would be consistent with the Airspace

Workshop 2, Design with latest technological specification o
T2 P g L g P X Modernisation Strategy and should
5 possible, that is widely available ] .
support greater consistency of operation
across the LTMA.
T3 Workshops 4, Futur(_a proof airspace deS|gn_to be able to X No comment
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest f[echnqlpgy that e;nab!es the X No comment
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X No comment
Operational Performance
Future airspace change should enable
OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its X No comment
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
PIIITR No comment
0P2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows X

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Strongly
Agree

Agree
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Workshoos 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 - PS>, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X No comment
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬁmgnt use of runwgys during the day to X No comment
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain This would support operations across
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X P P
- the LTMA.
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet performance targets within acceptable
OP6 | Workshop 7 . P ) 9 W'. ! P X No comment
environmental/noise constraints
The operations at adjacent airports fulfil a
crucial role in UK infrastructure and all are
undertaking airspace change within their
Minimise the requirement for future respective FASI programmes. Changes at
OP7 | Workshop 10 h di . . LHR should be managed within this
change to aajacent airport operations programme in accordance with the
Airspace Modernisation Strategy and
CAP1616 in order to design out conflicts
and constraints wherever possible.
Minimise impacts on other airspace is | i i i
0P8 | Workshop 10 p p This is gongstent with the Airspace
users Modernisation Strategy
Desi houl I ion i k
0P9 | Workshop 12 h(:zligr;]r;}s should enable a reduction in stac X No comment

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Strongl Neither Strongl
Proposed by Proposed Principle gy Agree | Agree nor | Disagree TONIY Eyrther comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Safety
s1 Workshops 1,8 Future airspace change must be safe for all X Agreed
"~ | stakeholders, including those on the ground
S2 | Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X Agreed
s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_|d _over_flylng dense populations, to X
minimise risk to those on the ground

Workshops 6. | Must be safe, but does not exceed existing All benefits should be considered in the

S4 211 PS ©, safety standards to an extent that it has a X final design — it is for HAL to decide on
' detrimental impact on other benefits suitability and overall balance

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 | CAA highest priority principle of this airspace X Agreed, as a statutory DP from the CAA
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8 X No comment, for HAL to decide

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create any more
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities
Departure routes from different runway ends Note that any respite routes, whether off
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X the same or different runways, will need
valuable respite to take into account knock on
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fuel/carbon impacts to the network, and
network complexity.

For flight planning purposes routes will
also need to have a common point in
the network for flights in the same
direction. Respite routes that converge
on common points may create
separation issues. This could affect
departure separation off the runway

Modern aircraft are capable of steeper
profiles than previously utilised. It will
be for HAL to consider the relative

Workshops 1, | There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to benefits of.this alongside other _ _
346.8.12 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X considerations. The network design will
e high as possible, for as long as possible strive to provide substantial
environmental benefits from continuous
climb and continuous descent
operations.

Relating to respite/dispersal

NERL recognises the policy requirements
to consider respite options but note a
number of factors that airports must be
taken into account when developing and

N6

There should be planned respite within safe asse;sing them. These apply whether the
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X respite routes are from the same or
meaningful respite different runways:

- Direct knock-on impacts to
network fuel and carbon must be
taken into account — in particular if
the network exit/entry points are
further from UK entry/exit points
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such that network tracks are
elongated.

For flight planning purposes, and
to alleviate complexity, any respite
routes for flights in the same
direction will need to have a
common point for entering the
network.

The convergence of respite routes
to common points may create
catch-up/separation issues.
Mitigating this may require
additional time between
departures — potentially effecting
throughput.

Each additional respite route will
introduce complexity. The airport
will need to work with NERL to
establish the number/nature of
respite routes possible without
compromising safety. There will
inevitably be limitations.
Technical capabilities of the fleet
The impact of respite routes on
the efficiency of neighbouring
airport operations

NERL looks forward to working with

Heathrow to address these challenges,
but note that until the work is undertaken

and solutions found, there are risks

associated with designs that assume a
wholesale application of respite routes.

N8

Workshop 4

Share the noise through managed distribution
over multiple flight paths

As N7
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N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X As N7
schedule

N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

7,8,9,12

Share the noise through predictable respite,

N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§p|te (;Iurln,g; the day and X
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Relating to newly overflown

N14

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 ) . . )
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X

regard for WHO guidelines)
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Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise X

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change

N22 | Workshop 4 l\/_linimi_se the negative impacts on health from X
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
complexity and technical capability (there is an

N25 | Workshop 2 X As N7
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issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to

N26 | Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits X
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
N27 and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 o
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as_much of thg noise within the airport X
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Environment

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

EL Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes X
NATS welcomes this statement as we
will be designing the overarchin
Minimise fuel burn, COz2, greenhouse gases . gning . . g
E2 Workshop 1 _ . X network in order to realise major
and all other contributors to climate change . .
environmental benefits in support of the
net zero target
We believe that it is for airlines to decide
: . - . how to operate the flights, but agree that
@] te flights in th t CO:2 effi t/friendl . . .
E3 Workshop 2 perate fignts in the mos 2 eticientiinendly X this should be done in the most efficient

way

manner in support of the airspace
designs
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E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality
Priorities should be in line with National
Policies.
Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet Design decisions below 7000ft must
ES | Workshop 4 regardless of CO; impacts take account of direct knock-on effects
to network efficiency (e.g., network entry
points moving further from their
destination)
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
We strongly agree that changes should
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the help to deliver the whole industry’s aim
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X of reaching net zero emissions and note
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation that policy allows for this below 7000
feet.
Whilst it is true that reduced airborne
delay will provide benefits NERL does
_ ] not have the capability to offset any
The a|rspa<?e change should deliver f'in overall negative impact of the airport design in
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If . .
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below the .network. we WI". be seeking to
E8 Workshop 8 design the most optimal tracks and

7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

minimising the number of network
routes in order to provide environmental
benefits but it is vitally important that
airport sponsors also seek efficiency in
the lower airspace.
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Priorities should be in line with National
EQ9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X i
Policies
. . We do not believe that they are of equal
E10 | Workshop 12 | Noise and CO: are equally important and there X importance, but HAL do need to
should be a balance . . . .
consider both in their options

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

Future airspace change should use modern

Tl Workshop 1 technology X Agreed
T2 Workshop 2, 5 Desgn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification X Agreed
possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to X
12 benefit from future technological developments
he | hnol h les th
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest Fec no ggyt att_anab.est e X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performance

Agreed, NERL will seek to work with
Heathrow to make most efficient use of
its runways but note that until

OP1 | Workshop 1 X development work is undertaken, there

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

runways, subject to

. . is no guarantee that the network can
environmental commitments

accommodate runway usage concepts
that are radically different from today.
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OoP2

Workshop 2

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Network considerations need to be
taken into account when designing to
mitigate ground delays. Simplifying the
design on the ground could add
unsupportable levels of complexity or
environmental disbenefits in the air.

Strongl Neither Strongl
gy Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Workshoos 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 - PSS, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬂugnt use of runwgys during the day to X
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X Agreed
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet performance targets within acceptable
OP6 | Workshop 7 . P . 9 . P X
environmental/noise constraints
Minimise the requirement for future change to
OP7 | Workshop 10 IiMISe e requireme Ut 9 X
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
_ o NATS is investing in advanced
OP9 | Workshop 12 Eeijl'gns should enable a reduction in stack X streaming tools will provide benefit to
olding the future operation, alongside more
modern delay absorption techniques.
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Heathrow should ensure that the low-
level design complements the network
to ensure that the reduction in airborne
delays can be delivered.

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP
Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Organisation/Representing RAF Northolt

Neither

: Strongl
Agree Agree nor | Disagree rongly

Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Disagree

Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 . .
rusnhops stakeholders, including those on the ground X

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X

Avoid overflying dense populations, to X

S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace X
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

Strongly

Agree
Agree g

Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Neither Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide
valuable respite

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise X
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

X

This will need to consider the impact on
adjacent airports
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Relating to newly overflown

N14

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Workshops 1, There_z should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . ' .
high as possible, for as long as possible
Relating to respite/dispersal
There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite
N8 | Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution « This will need to consider the impact on
over multiple flight paths adjacent airports
N9 | Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X This will need to consider the impact on
schedule adjacent airports
Workshops . . . .
N10 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]
This will n t nsider the impact on
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X .S e_:ed 0 consider the impact o
adjacent airports
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§plte QUrlng the day and X
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Further comments
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N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft

N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the wnpacts on those most significantly X
affected by noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely

N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X

approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction
Those who currently experience the most noise

N21 Workshop 4 . .

Orkshop should benefit most from the airspace change X

N22 | Workshop 4 Minimige the negative impacts on health from X
night flights

N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational This will need to consider the impact on
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X di . :

issue with the number of procedures that adjacent airport operations
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to X

N26 Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes, o
P and take into account routes and the X RAF Northolt have a similar DP
6,9,10 D
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

El Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes
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Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

=2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change X
E3 Workshop 2 VOvzjrate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly X
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet N

regardless of CO2z impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below

E8 Workshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO: X
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there X

should be a balance

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology
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T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern X
technology
T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test.technololg|cal specification X
possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to X
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest _techngl_ogy that (_anabl_es the X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
Any future changes are likely to have a
knock-on effect to adjacent airports’
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X operations and therefore minimising
impact is very important.to RAF
Northolt.

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its This will need to consider the impact on
OP1 | Workshop 1 . X . . , .
runways, subject to adjacent airports’ operations

environmental commitments

This will need to consider the impact on

OP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows « adjacent airports’ operations
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree
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Workshops 3,

Airlines need to conform to the design to

OP3 - ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬁugnt use of runwgys during the day to
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)
OP6 | Workshop 7 Mee.:t performancg targets Wl.thln acceptable X
environmental/noise constraints
Any future changes are likely to have a
L . knock-on effect to adjacent airports’
Minimise the requirement for future change to . L
OP7 | Workshop 10 . ) . operations and therefore minimising
adjacent airport operations . . .
impact is very important.to RAF
Northolt.
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users Th.ls will nged o Fon&dgr the impact on
adjacent airports’ operations
OP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?
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3. Phase 1 feedback - Local Authorities/Councils
and Environmental Organisations
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

s1 Workshops 1,8 Future airspac_e cha_nge must be safe for all v
stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe v

s3 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to v

minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a v
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace v
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to v
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops
i v
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise
Future airspace change should result in a o
N3 Workshops 3, larger number of people slightly annoyed, v We would hope that it is no worse than
6 rather than a smaller number significantly at present
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change v
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide v
valuable respite
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Workshops 1, There_z should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as v
34,6,8,12 . . .
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides v
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share the_ nois_e through managed distribution v
over multiple flight paths

NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule

N10 \;Vgrl;s;lgps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite v

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., v
during each day rather than weekly]

Open space should be used to provide
minimum disruption during the day and
evening to limit impact on school and
those working from home during the day
and then those returning from work in
the evening

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights v

Predictable respite during the day and Open space should be used day and

N13 | Workshop 9 concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces night
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Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Relating to newly overflown

Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Disagree

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14
overflown

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

N15
those currently affected

Workshop 8

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

Workshops 7,

N16 . o . . v
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having v
regard for WHO guidelines)
N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly v
affected by noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final v

approach/immediate climb out)

Neither

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an v

overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those wha currently experience the most noise v Unavoidable close to the Airport

should benefit most from the airspace change
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N22 | Workshop 4 l\/_Iinimi_se the negative impacts on health from v
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience v

an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even v
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an v
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple)_< changes only to v
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the v
6,9,10 i
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. v

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree
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El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
and all other contributors to climate change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO:z impacts

EG6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there
should be a balance
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Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Technology

Future airspace change should use modern

Tl Workshop 1 v If it provides benefits
technology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification v
possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to v

12 benefit from future technological developments

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .techncl)llogy that (_anab!es the v
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change v

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its v

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree
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Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through v
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3 7

Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- v
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . ) . v
environmental/noise constraints
Minimise the requirement for future change to

OP7 | Workshop 10 | . nimise fhe requireme Ut g v
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users v
Desi houl [ tion in stack

oP9 | Workshop 12 esigns should enable a reduction in stac v

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Organisation/Representing..

Hertsmere Borough Council.............cccvvveiiiiiiinnnnnnn.

Neither

Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Safety
Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 . .
P stakeholders, including those on the ground y
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe y
Avoid overflying dense populations, to
S3 Workshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground y
Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
Workshops 6, .
S4 7 11 safety standards to an extent that it has a y
' detrimental impact on other benefits

P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends
should stay a suitable distance apart to provide
valuable respite

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to y
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise y
Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, y
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities y

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

y
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Relating to newly overflown

Workshops 1, There_z should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as y
34,6,8,12 . ' .
high as possible, for as long as possible
Relating to respite/dispersal
There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides y
meaningful respite
N8 Workshop 4 Share the_ nois_e through managed distribution y
over multiple flight paths
NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a y
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite y
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., y
during each day rather than weekly]
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights y
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§plte QUrlng the day and y
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither

strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree

Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

N14

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Disagree
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Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having y
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final y
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an y
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 Workshop 4 - .
orishop should benefit most from the airspace change y
Minimise the negative impacts on health from
N22 | Workshop 4 night flights y
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience y

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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N24

Workshop 6

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

General

Environment

El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Strongly

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an y
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)
N26 | Workshop 5 Don_’t make Iarge_, comple)_< changes only to y
achieve small noise benefits
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
N27 and take into account routes and the y
6,9,10 i
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport y
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. y

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments
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E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
and all other contributors to climate change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO2z impacts

E6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Strongly

Agree Agree

236

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree




Classification: Public

T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern y
technology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test.technololg|cal specification y
possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to

12 benefit from future technological developments y

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest _techngl_ogy that (_anabl_es the y
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change y

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its y

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

OP2 | Workshop 2 variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through y
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3
7

237



Classification: Public

Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 lessen the impact on the night schedule y
The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non-
standard situations (e.g., weather)
M f ithi I

OP6 | Workshop 7 egt per ormancg targets WI.'[ in acceptable y
environmental/noise constraints

oP7 | Workshop 10 erumlse the reqU|rem§nt for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users

OP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?
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&2 HEATHROW STRATEGIC
/i PLANNING GROUP

Heathrow Airspace Modernisation ACP
Heathrow Airport Limited

Email: airspace@heathrow.com

16/11/2021

Dear Sir / Madam

Response to the Stage 1B Consultation

| attach a completed Matrix on behalf of the membership of the HSPG to the deadline
previously agreed with |l - ' 2/so set out some overarching comments.

Methodology

The principles need a context to determine their application, otherwise they are free floating
and there is no basis on which to assign relative priority, weight and trade-offs. This is crucial
since, quite properly, it will be necessary to balance competing objectives and interests in
new designs and procedures and these trade-offs need to be clear to stakeholders. We have
suggested that one immediately understandable and highly relevant context would be the
different stages of the flight journey given that the relative significance of the various
principles rightly varies at different points. If this approach were to be adopted it would
provide a far clearer basis for the application of the design principles to actual airspace
change proposals. Otherwise it is very hard to see how critical decisions about balance can
be made.

We are concerned to know more about how the overall methodology and how

the Design Principles (once adopted) will apply to all Airspace Change Proposals options to
be considered when a change is designed? How will trade-offs be made and how will
effective voice to external stakeholders be enabled?

Balancing Principles

We suggest that ‘Balancing Principles for decision making’ should be set out. For example:
o Safety should never be compromised
o Below 4000ft all decisions will support reducing the number of people
significantly impacted by noise, then other local pollution impacts, and then
mitigating those impacts
e Between 4000-7000ft decisions will support noise reducing the number of
people significantly impacted by noise, then other local pollution impacts, and
then mitigating those impacts. Then carbon reduction
e Above 7000ft decisions will support carbon and other relevant emission
reduction, with regard to mitigating noise impacts

Consultation process

As described above, the consultation in subsequent stages has to provide a clear
explanation of the rationale behind the Design Principles and their application.
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We need more information on how ‘higher’ legislation and principles have actually been
applied to preparing the framework for these? e.g. National Noise Policy for England, UN
SDG, AFP, Net Zero Strategy etc.
The consultation also needs to address directly what types of proposals might be coming
down the track and their effect — such as IPA, flight track concentrated by PBN etc.
We have concerns that the Stage 1A has already been signed off by CAA without affording
‘external’ voice to that of the aviation industry — notably for local communities and LAs. In
our view the process would benefit from earlier opportunity for external voice, in particular
our members — the local LA perspective. Because of this we believe:
e« Missed opportunity for engagement that would have allowed better
understanding of the purpose and eventual use of the Design Principles and
therefore a richer response obtained.
e We believe there are avoidable misunderstandings and / or errors in the way
the Design Principles and presentations appear inconsistent with ‘higher’ policies
referred, and to jump the consideration of ‘avoiding impact’ and straight to
‘mitigation’.

Some other Key Points

Fundamentally, the key aims of reducing local noise and pollution emission impacts should
not be watered down in favour of UK and global decarbonisation

targets. Different balances need to be applied for the various parts of the total flight — surface
access to the airport, ground servicing; ground running/taxiing; approach / departure and
below 4000ft; below 7000ft; and then beyond.

The focus for the development of the design principles and their application must be what is
needed for the future, not to minimise the extent of change as stated in the needs
statement Stage 1A. It is suggested this needs review.

Further consideration to the Stage 1 needs statement — is this fully consistent with the APF
and NPSfE? The starting point should be to ‘reduce numbers of people significantly
impacted by noise’, not to be ‘mitigating impacts’. Principles require that this should

operate to (avoid) or minimise noise at source, then to reduce and mitigate impact on
receptors (including alternation/respite), then where necessary to offer beneficial moves to
improve health and QoL (compensation)

APF 2013 - sharing of the benefits of new technology between industry and local
communities. Apply principle to ACP and new tech / innovation

Design Principles need to prioritise reducing noise at the NQP and the whole of Night.
Different approaches to routeing and alternation may be appropriate by Day, at Night
sensitive shoulder periods and in the Night NQP.

Further research needed into what makes different receptors sensitive to noise, and options
for alternation / respite most meaningful to impacted communities. A range of new metrics
required to assess. e.g. N and LA period metrics and contours to scale and manage the total
‘noise envelop’, then N and SEL to limit specific impacts on small groups of receptors. Then
meaningful targeted consultation on proposal options.

It is important to understand what Heathrow will do to fill the space left by ICCAN. We
currently wait on DfT / CAA replacement arrangements in the Spring 2022 but Heathrow can
take good initiatives too.

In general terms, it would be wrong to introduce flexibility that might increase noise impacts
to reduce ground delays for example — the operations should be managed efficiently by the
various responsible parties and local communities should not have to pay the cost of their
managerial failures.

We must be mindful of all harmful emissions - as well as noise and carbon. In terms of Air
Quality - In September 2021 the WHO introduced even more stringent Guideline Values for
common pollutants including particulates. The Guideline Value for PM 2.5 halving to 5ug/m3.
As you’ll be aware, airports associated with ultrafine particulates. The proposed Environment
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Bill 2019 — 2021 also introduces a duty on the government to set new long-term targets for
PM2 s by October 2022.

Kind Regards

Lead Advisor

Heathrow Strategic Planning Group
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Organisation/Representing...... Heathrow Strategic Planning Group — (Environment and Airspace Group)
Some overarching comments:
Methodology

The principles need a context to determine their application, otherwise they are free floating and there is no basis on which to assign
relative priority, weight and trade-offs. This is crucial since, quite properly, it will be necessary to balance competing objectives and
interests in new designs and procedures and these trade-offs need to be clear to stakeholders. We have suggested that one
immediately understandable and highly relevant context would be the different stages of the flight journey given that the relative
significance of the various principles rightly varies at different points. If this approach were to be adopted it would provide a far clearer
basis for the application of the design principles to actual airspace change proposals. Otherwise it is very hard to see how critical
decisions about balance can be made.

We are concerned to know more about how the overall methodology and how the Design Principles (once adopted) will apply to all
Airspace Change Proposals options to be considered when a change is designed? How will trade-offs be made and how will effective

voice to external stakeholders be enabled?
Balancing Principles
We suggest that ‘Balancing Principles for decision making’ should be set out. For example:

e Safety should never be compromised
e Below 4000ft all decisions will support reducing the number of people significantly impacted by noise, then other local pollution
impacts, and then mitigating those impacts
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e Between 4000-7000ft decisions will support noise reducing the number of people significantly impacted by noise, then other
local pollution impacts, and then mitigating those impacts. Then carbon reduction
e Above 7000ft decisions will support carbon and other relevant emission reduction, with regard to mitigating noise impacts

Consultation process

As described above, the consultation in subsequent stages has to provide a clear explanation of the rationale behind the Design
Principles and their application.

We need more information on how ‘higher’ legislation and principles have actually been applied to preparing the framework for
these? e.g. National Noise Policy for England, UN SDG, AFP, Net Zero Strategy etc.

The consultation also needs to address directly what types of proposals might be coming down the track and their effect — such as
IPA, flight track concentrated by PBN etc.

We have concerns that the Stage 1A has already been signed off by CAA without affording ‘external’ voice to that of the aviation
industry — notably for local communities and LAs. In our view the process would benefit from earlier opportunity for external voice, in
particular our members — the local LA perspective. Because of this we believe:

e Missed opportunity for engagement that would have allowed better understanding of the purpose and eventual use of the
Design Principles and therefore a richer response obtained.

e We believe there are avoidable misunderstandings and / or errors in the way the Design Principles and presentations appear
inconsistent with ‘higher’ policies referred, and to jump the consideration of ‘avoiding impact’ and straight to ‘mitigation’.

Some other Key Points

Fundamentally, the key aims of reducing local noise and pollution emission impacts should not be watered down in favour of UK and
global decarbonisation targets. Different balances need to be applied for the various parts of the total flight — surface access to the
airport, ground servicing; ground running/taxiing; approach / departure and below 4000ft; below 7000ft; and then beyond.

The focus for the development of the design principles and their application must be what is needed for the future, not to minimise
the extent of change as stated in the needs statement Stage 1A. It is suggested this needs review.
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Further consideration to the Stage 1 needs statement — is this fully consistent with the APF and NPSfE? The starting point should be
to ‘reduce numbers of people significantly impacted by noise’, not to be ‘mitigating impacts’. Principles require that this should
operate to (avoid) or minimise noise at source, then to reduce and mitigate impact on receptors (including alternation/respite), then
where necessary to offer beneficial moves to improve health and QoL (compensation)

APF 2013 — sharing of the benefits of new technology between industry and local communities. Apply principle to ACP and new tech
/ innovation

Design Principles need to prioritise reducing noise at the NQP and the whole of Night. Different approaches to routeing and
alternation may be appropriate by Day, at Night sensitive shoulder periods and in the Night NQP.

Further research needed into what makes different receptors sensitive to noise, and options for alternation / respite most meaningful
to impacted communities. A range of new metrics required to assess. e.g. N and LA period metrics and contours to scale and
manage the total ‘noise envelop’, then N and SEL to limit specific impacts on small groups of receptors. Then meaningful targeted
consultation on proposal options.

It is important to understand what Heathrow will do to fill the space left by ICCAN. We currently wait on DfT / CAA replacement
arrangements in the Spring 2022 but Heathrow can take good initiatives too.

In general terms, it would be wrong to introduce flexibility that might increase noise impacts to reduce ground delays for example —
the operations should be managed efficiently by the various responsible parties and local communities should not have to pay the
cost of their managerial failures.

We must be mindful of all harmful emissions - as well as noise and carbon. In terms of Air Quality - In September 2021 the WHO
introduced even more stringent Guideline Values for common pollutants including particulates. The Guideline Value for PM 2.5
halving to 5ug/m3. As you’ll be aware, airports associated with ultrafine particulates. The proposed Environment Bill 2019 — 2021
also introduces a duty on the government to set new long-term targets for PM2.s by October 2022.
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Safety

S1

Proposed by

Workshops 1,8

Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all
stakeholders, including those on the ground

Classification: Public

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

How are the aircraft emergency risks to
the airborne balanced against the longer
term impacts to those on the on the
ground, including the impact on longer
term health, wellbeing and quality of life
(QoL). What are the key significant risks
associated with the ACP and against
what standard these risks have been
quantified?

S2

Workshop 2

Airspace design must be safe

As S1

S3

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground

Not clear, does ‘risk’ refer to the risk
of a crash or noise impacts? Land sue
planning should avoid dense activities
within PSZ of elevated risk.
Otherwise, ACP design should have
regard to changing settlement patterns
and how this in turn changes to scale
and distribution of receptors.
Heathrow is on the edge of a city and
people live at relatively high densities
in cities. The fact of the matter is that
numbers of households needing
housing are likely to grow and they
will have to go somewhere (and there
is a London Plan-designated
opportunity area around it).
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S4

P1

Workshops 6,
7,11

CAA

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a
detrimental impact on other benefits.

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Suggest:

“Must be safe but should minimise
detrimental impact on other objectives
as directed by the Balancing Principles”
(see below)

The reference to ‘not exceed existing
safety standards’ is misplaced. Safety
standards should not be restricted from
improving safety - we need to remove
the phrase ‘existing safety standards’.

The AMS should be designed to achieve
objectives — not followed slavishly for its
own sake.

This appears to be dismissive of other
and ‘higher’ policies such as: NSPfE,
APF 2013, ICAO Guidance on the
Balanced Approach to Aircraft Noise
Management”, Second Edition, ICAO,
2008 etc or even the UN Sustainable
Development Goals.

Furthermore, local objectives may
properly outweigh broader AMS
objectives.
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P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into

account local plans and policies regarding local

air quality, the climate emergency [Londen
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

N1

Workshop 1

The design options must not create anymore

noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree
Agree g

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

‘Taking into account’ could mean
anything and nothing. This should be
rephrased more meaningfully, e.g.
“There should be a commitment to
have regard to local plans and policies
and it should be clear how doing this
has had a tangible impact on ACP
design, particularly the impact on
health and QoL and climate
emergency.”

Further comments

However, overall, we should commit to
build back better rather than simply back
to previous.

N2

Workshops
3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise

This needs to be applied alongside the
principles at N20 — N24.

Sharing can be achieved spatially and
over time - flight path and specific track
within a broad path; runway, flight path
and track alternation; and a more evenly
Balanced preference for
Easterly/Westerly operations.

PBN —is a tool that can be used but we
need clarity on how it can be used.
There is a reluctance to go for the
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increase spread of routes because it is
harder to do.

Future airspace change should resultin a

Ng | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, X Could rather than should!
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
Follow the Aviation Policy Framework
2013 principles for sharing the gains
from new tech and innovation, and
demonstrably show compliance with
“limit and where possible reduce the
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X number of pepple In U.K flgnlflcantly
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities affected by aircraft noise” and the

new UK airspace policy noise
objective to “limit and, where
possible reduce the number of
people significantly affected by the
adverse impacts from aircraft noise”

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Distinct flightpaths at lower levels from

Departure routes from different runway ends each runway for a given route, to ensure
NS Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | X . . . —
a meaningful difference in alternation /

valuable respite . ..
respite for local communities.

Workshops 1, Ther(_a should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to Yes to Steeper landing approaches —
34,6,8,12 ﬁgthhlgher qq:;:lke:c and f?r arrivals to %tlay as X steeper Departures far more
191 @s possibie, for as fong as possible complicated balancing — more noise

N6
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closer to the airport in favour of less
noise further along departure route.
Different impacts of different aircraft
types, routes - more nuanced

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

NS Workshop 4 Share the_ noisg through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths

Need to be challenging demanding
operations that offer the number of

N9 | Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a alternative routes as necessary to offer
schedule . . . .
worthwhile noise benefits — despite
increased workload to pilots and ATC.
Worksh . . . . Monitori lishing —
N10 Oreshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite | X onitoring and pub 'S mg must be
7,8,9,12 seen to be applied and fair
Ask people about what makes it respite
meaningful to them — this is a proper
matter for consultation. It might be short
Share the noise through predictable respite, frequent periods or longer periods,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X sticking to a predictable plan as far as
during each day rather than weekly] possible might outweigh strict balance of

time over a monitoring period?
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Sensitivities day, night and shoulder

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X . .
P gntp yright g periods are not necessarily the same

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘egplte (.jurln,g the day and «
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Relating to newly overflown Further comments

Agree

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 overflown

N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to X
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, | Future airspace change should aim to reduce NPSfE, APF etc all clear that this is the
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise case at lower altitudes

N16

Need for new metrics and research —
concern at demise of ICCAN. Who will
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft provide independent technical expertise
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X now? Public transparency and
regard for WHO guidelines) i . P y I
openness to independent scrutiny is
important to Heathrow’s image too!

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise X
Provide mitigation for those most adversely Compensate rather than mitigate - the
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X point here is to offer these communities
approach/immediate climb out) means to benefits to their Health and
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QoL to compensate for acknowledged
harmful impacts. However, firstly seek to
Avoid and then Mitigate before
Compensate - NPSfE

Neither
Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts Strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
Don’t make it worse for those currently Prioritv to reduce impacts for the ver
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X Y P Y

overall net noise reduction worst impacted

Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 | Workshop 4 . : X
Orkshop should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimise the negative impacts on health from X

night flights

Priority to reduce number of people
X significantly impacted, not to minimise
‘any’ increase

Minimise the number of people who experience

N23 Workshop 4 an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational But are we being demanding enough /
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X i en

issue with the number of procedures that unambitious
aircraft/airlines can manage)
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Reward airlines that flying accurately to
track and following procedures to
achieve objectives

Don’t make large, complex changes only to

To limit the scale of change of change is
administrative convenience only. (Stage
1A statement of need is in error). Design
the ACP that is needed to meet future
requirements, not aim to minimise the
changes.

N26 | Workshop 5 hi Il noise benefit
achieve small noise benetits For most receptors, the benefits of
changes will likely be felt through an
accumulation of many small changes
rather than a single big change.
Reward accurate flying to achieve
objectives
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
N27 P and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 o
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
Displace thresholds for landing and
steeper approaches; start departure roll
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport from beginning of th'e runyvay (rather
boundaries as possible than any shortcut mid-point) to enable
maximum altitude at boundary on
departure
Not clear, do you mean overfly these at
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc.

night when parks are less/not used by
the public or a preference for avoiding
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overflying populated area rather than
open spaces. Disagree with latter

Neither

Environment Sengly Agree Agree nor Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree
£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_rlorlty below 4000 « Key point — concerr.l tha}t carl?on agenda
feet, regardless of any policy changes not be allowed to diminish this
Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases Balance — noise and also other
E2 Workshop 1 . . X L .
and all other contributors to climate change pollutants and net gains in biodiversity
E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly « Above 7000ft
way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X

E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet «
regardless of CO2 impacts

Signal the airplanes to not start the
engines prematurely

The airspace design should deliver a net CO:2 Also consider non-flying Scope 1,2,3
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X impacts of the airport operation.
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet e.g.ground tugs, taxiing, surface access
route to airport — CO2 ‘end to end’
approach

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

ES Workshop 8 The airspace change should deliver an overall | y
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
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noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Future airspace change should use modern

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

It's ‘just a tool’ - it should be used to

Tl Workshop 1 X achieve benefits in terms of the agreed
technology . .
overarching aims
T2 Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification X As above
possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to «
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest _technql_ogy that (_anabl_es the X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
Do not be constrained by aiming to
minimise change from status quo —
should design for what is needed in
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X future, as if starting with a blank sheet of

paper. Statement of Need Stage 1A
needs revising in terms of the stated aim
to minimise change
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Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

Workshops 3,

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

OP1 | Workshop 1 ) X This is not about maximising capacity
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
Who decides? This appears to be
avoiding delays on the ground as a
priority? People can wait in a terminal
oP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows X and the aircraft isn't burning fuel, better

this than flying holding patterns or flying
in the night period

Further comments

Incentivise both the pilot in command
and the airline to operate according to

lessen the impact on the night schedule

OP3 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X . . .
7 o airport procedures designed to achieve
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) ,

the agreed benefits
Within proper limits within the day. In
this context ‘night’ is defined at 23.00 to
07.00 — there are particular benefits to

OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efficient use of runways during the day to « value in reducing operations in the

shoulder of Night and the NQP.
Necessary to retain sufficient ‘spare’
capacity in the day schedule for
resilience so avoid straying into Night.
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The airspace design needs to retain

Maintain some spare capacity in the

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- schedule. Pre-Covid operations allow
standard situations (e.g., weather) inadequate contingency
OP6 | Workshop 7 Megt performange targets W|'th|n acceptable
environmental/noise constraints
Needs should be a balanced and
i rdinated in strat r Il
oP7 | Workshop 10 Mlplmlse the reqwremgnt for future change to cpo dinated in s ?_egy ac os_s a ,
adjacent airport operations airports, not on a ‘first come first served
basis between airport proposals
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
Designs should enable a reduction in stack
OP9 | Workshop 12 S1gns shou uetionin's X

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

Fundamentally, the key aims of reducing local noise and pollution emission impacts should not be watered down in favour of total carbon reduction. Different
principles need to be applied differently for the various parts of the flight — ground running, approach / departure and below 4000ft, below 7000ft, and then

beyond.

Do not design to minimise the extent of change but design to what is needed for the future. Review Stage 1A Statement of Need | relation to the aim to minimise

change

Further consideration to the Stage 1A needs statement — is this fully consistent with the APF and NPSfE? Starting point should be to ‘reduce numbers of people
significantly impacted by noise’, not to be mitigating impacts. Should operate and manage to (avoid) minimise noise at source, then to reduce and mitigate
impact on receptors (including alternation/respite), then where necessary to offer beneficial moves to improve health and QoL (compensation)

APF 2013 - sharing of the benefits of new technology between industry and local communities. Apply principle to ACP and new tech / innovation
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Further research needed into what makes different receptors sensitive to noise, and options for alternation / respite most meaningful to impacted communities. A
range of new metrics required to assess. e.g. N and LA period metrics and contours to scale and manage the total ‘noise envelop’, then N and SEL to limit
specific impacts on small groups of receptors. Then meaningful targeted consultation on proposal options

Design Principles need to prioritise reducing noise at the NQP and the whole of Night. Different approaches to routeing and alternation may be appropriate by
Day, at Night sensitive shoulder periods and NQP.

We must be mindful of all harmful emissions - as well as noise and carbon. In terms of Air Quality - In September 2021 the WHO introduced even more
stringent Guideline Values for common pollutants including particulates. The Guideline Value for PM 2.5 halving to 5ug/m3. As you’ll be aware, airports
associated with ultrafine particulates. The proposed Environment Bill 2019 — 2021 also introduces a duty on the government to set new long-term targets
for PM2 s by October 2022.
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KingsToN CounciL - DESIGN PRINCIPLES RESPONSE (17/11/21)

Neither
Strongly Agree Agree nor Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Subject to the overriding design principle of P1
maintaining a high standard of safety, the . o
highest priority principle of this airspace Airspace Modernisation Strategy
P1 CAA change that Ca”r(‘;)t be d'izotl:]”tec?p":'that it X The Airspace Modernisation strategy
remains in accordance wiin the LAAS (2018) was developed before Covid-19
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy and before National and Local Climate
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans Emergency declarations aiming to
associated with it.
mitigate climate change. Continued
expansion in airspace capacity as an
Future airspace change should take into aim is not supported by Kingston
local pl lici ing local il..
P2 Workshop 8 a.ccoun’F ocal p a.ms and policies regarding loca « MUST Council
air quality, the climate emergency [London )
Plan] P2 future airspace change shoettd must
take
The council does not support any
While maintaining a high standard of safety, g]ifp:i?tsi'll']lfil:ﬁ‘?;ztﬁ;?J?ef:(:)n;ul—éf)?)tzrow
the highest priority principles of this travel t-o and from the airport is not in
airspace change are improvements in place
Kingston airspace performance (to include carbon, X The Council does not believe that this
air quality, noise and service performance) modernisation has been successful if it
with no net decreases in performance necessitates an increase in noise to any
across any of these areas individual
Airspace modernisation must look to
decrease air pollution, decrease carbon,

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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and increase the efficiency of the
system for passengers and airlines. In
Kingston’s Annual Public Health Report
2018, ‘Clearing the Air’, the detrimental
impact of air pollution was well
evidenced, including the
disproportionate impact on economically
deprived communities. As part of this
report, the council sets out our
commitment to reduce air pollution,
including traffic congestion, supported
through the Council’s Air Quality Action
Plan and Active Travel Programme.
This work has been expanded through
extensive residential consultation and
commitment for change, as set out in
our local Climate Emergency Action
Plan. Therefore, any airspace
modernisation must avoid any increase
in traffic congestion (impacting on air
quality).

The 2018 airspace modernisation
strategy should be reviewed to reflect
recent impacts and changes and the
fundamental principle of growth in
capacity should be reviewed.

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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The design options must not create anymore

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels
Workshops i
N2 3.4,6,7.9.11,12 Share the noise
Future airspace change should resultin a
Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,
N3 L
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change «
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

N1

N2 /N3

Surprised that the option to share the
noise was widely supported by groups.
A diversification of flight paths and
decisions to share the noise would only
be required if there was a significant
increase in noise / flights which is not an
aim of this modernisation plan.
Improvements should be made to the
experiences for those currently living in
flight paths through this modernisation.

By sharing the noise, we would be
subjecting more residents to the
detrimental health impacts of noise
pollution. Long term noise exposure can
cause a variety of negative mental and
physical health impacts on individuals.

The disproportionate impact on lower
socio-economic communities needs to
be considered in decisions made
regarding noise pollution by committing
to zero or near zero noise increase in
residential flight paths.

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends N5
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite N6 Again, to a point. If the technology

was available to make very steep climbs
possible but this made homes under the
flight path uninhabitable, this would

have to be balanced against the impact

There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X of the people in those homes.
high as possible, for as long as possible

Workshops 1,

NG 34,6,8,12

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

Workshops

N7 3.9

NS Workshop 4 Share thg noisg through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Ml:]ItigIe; routes for respite to be operated to a X N12 The Council is not in support of
schedule further use of greenspaces and parks in
this modernisation programme
Worksh
N10 OrKShops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X
7,8,9,12 Would support fewer flight paths with
better technology to reduce noise
Share the noise through predictable respite, distribution

N11 Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§plte (.:lurln,g the day and .
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Neith
Strongly ertner

Relating to newly overflown Agree Agree nor

Agree
9 Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently «
overflown

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to

N15 | Workshop 8 those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, | Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N1
6 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X
Workshops Se_ek to Ii_mit_o_r reduce the effects Qf aircraft_
N17 16 noise for individuals/local communities (having | X

regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly «
affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 [ Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

N14: Would not support overflying
places that aren’t currently overflown
where there is no impact on individuals
if this refers to parks and green spaces

N15: Not supported unless modelling
demonstrates that there is a large
carbon / air quality / environmental
enhancement for doing so. Should not
be done to facilitate a greater number of
flights

N18 - Agree, except where this involves
impacting a greater number of people.
Commenting on principles without an
assessment of the levels of impact /
benefit is difficult, but see comments
above re: ‘share the noise’

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

N20

Workshop 1

Don’t make it worse for those currently
significantly impacted, even if there is an
overall net noise reduction

Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongl
Disagree . b Further comments
Disagree

N21

Workshop 4

Those who currently experience the most
noise should benefit most from the airspace
change

N22

Workshop 4

Minimise the negative impacts on health from
night flights

N23 - this should be a commitment to

N23

Workshop 4

Minimise the number of people who
experience an increase in noise due to this
ACP

zero or close to zero

N24

Workshop 6

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

N25 - can’t comment, this is not
accessible as a principle. What does
this mean?

N26 - Agree, but while a large a

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)
N26 | Workshop 5 Don’t make large, complex changes only to X

achieve small noise benefits

complex change is being made, noise
benefit is a key factor

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Workshops 3,

Future airspace change should avoid
overflying the same communities with multiple

N27 routes, and take into account routes and the
6,9,10 L
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc.

N27 - agree, important to ensure that
airspace changes are coordinated

N29 - Kingston Council does not agree
with making more use of parks in this
airspace modernisation

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Neither
Agree nor

Strongly

Strongl
Disagree aly

Agree . Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

Disagree

E Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes X
Minimise fuel burn, CO,, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change

E3 Workshop 2 Ope.rate fI.lghts in the most CO,
efficient/friendly way

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality

E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet "
regardless of CO, impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO,

E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the

E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO, reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If

Es Workshop 8 noise benefits negatively impact CO, below «

7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO,
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E4 - improve air quality

Must also recognise that there is not
sufficient capacity on the ground (traffic
levels) for an increase in flights. This
modernisation must not aim to increase
capacity without infrastructure to
support it. This consultation is airspace
modernisation only and not expansion.

Kingston preferred wording: Noise is
the priority below 7000 feet, but the
airspace change must deliver an overall
CO2 reduction for Heathrow’s
operation. If noise benefits negatively
impact CO2 below 7000 feet, it needs to
be offset by CO2 benefits elsewhere
(e.g. in the upper airspace or reduced
airborne/stack delays).

Note: offset of carbon production in
operation must always be within
operational boundaries rather than by
purchasing offset credits

E9 strongly disagree without the
qualification about below 7000 feet

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Noise and CO, are equally important and there

should be a balance

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Neither

St I St |
Proposed by  Proposed Principle el Agree  Agree nor Disagree .rong J Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Safety
S1 Workshops Future airspace change must be safe for all X S1-S4
1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

While we agree that air travel is safe
and that further safety should not be

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
sought at the expense of environmental
i i i considerations, it should be sought
s3 Workshop 8 A\(o_ld _over_flylng dense populations, to X . : . ¢] .
minimise risk to those on the ground against operational expansion. This

balance between safety and other
factors should be assessed using cost
benefit analysis. There must be no
decrease in the current levels of safety.

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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Neith
Strongly either Strongly

Technology Agree Agree ?)g:;:z;:r Disagree Disagree Further comments

Future airspace change should use modern

T1 Workshop 1 X
technology
T3: Technological advances should be
T2 Workshop 2, 5 De3|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification « us.ed_to mltlgate social Ir.npaCts is a key
possible, that is widely available principle - this change aims for an
improvement in the use of airspace
Workshops 4, | Future proof airspace design to be able to across multiple factors. not greater
T3 . . X p » hotg
12 benefit from future technological developments

operational performance and knock on
impacts to residents and stakeholders

that bles th
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest T[echnc?llogy a gna .es e «
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Strongl Neither Strongl
aly Agree  Agree nor Disagree . e Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Future airspace change should enable OP2 - does this mean making last
icient use of its minute changes - exposing new
OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to r.nake the most efficie x t€ g p g

runways, subject to sensitive receptors to environmental
environmental commitments pollution - or is this again about much

more flight paths (Kingston Council not
in agreement about an expansion in
flight paths)

oP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows X
P variation, to avoid extensive ground delays OP5 - what does that mean?

©Heathrow Airport Limited 2021
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Airlines need to conform to the design to

OP3 \;Vorkshops 3 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

oP4 Workshops Make efficient use of runways during the day to

4,8 lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle
non-standard situations (e.g., weather)

OP6 | Workshop 7 Me(?t performancg targets W|.th|n acceptable x
environmental/noise constraints

OP7 | Workshop 10 M|.r1|m|se the requwem('ant for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users

OP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack

holding
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HEATHROW’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP
Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Name: |l ( Environment Protection Lead Practitioner) Organisation/Representing: London Borough of Ealing —
(Environment Protection)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

, Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Can this principle demonstrably work
with the “ICAQO’s balanced approach to
management of aircraft noise” and is
capable of avoiding/preventing effects
synonymous with SOAEL? What are the
new key and significant risks associated
Future airspace change must be safe for all X with the ACP and against what standard
stakeholders, including those on the ground these risks have been assessed/
quantified? How key risks have
balanced against risk associated with
impacts on those affected on ground,
including the impact on longer term
health, wellbeing and quality of life

(QoL)?

S1 Workshops 1,8

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X As S1

271



Classification: Public

S3

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground

Avoid/prevent large populations being
exposed to noise level synonymous with
SOAEL (NPSE). Regard should be had
of the ICAO Guidance on the Balanced
Approach to Aircraft Noise
Management”, Second Edition, ICAO,
2008. Also, this principle is not criterion
outside of the safety zones, where land
use Planning decisions should avoid
adverse impacts upon densely
populated areas,

S4

Workshops 6,
7,11

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a
detrimental impact on other benefits.

Suggest:

“Must be safe but should minimise
detrimental impact on other objectives
as directed by the balanced approach”
(see below)

The reference to ‘not exceed existing
safety standards’ is misplaced. Safety
standards should not be restricted from
improving safety - we need to remove
the phrase ‘existing safety standards’.

P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

The AMS should be designed to achieve
objectives outlined in existing
international/national policy framework.

The proposed policy wording appears
dismissive of existing overarching
policies such as NSPE, APF 2013,
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

ICAO Guidance on the Balanced
Approach to Aircraft Noise Management”,
Second Edition, ICAO, 2008 etc or even
the UN Sustainable Development Goals.

P2

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

N1

Workshop 8

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [Londen
Plan}

The design options must not create anymore
noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

London Plan policies might well be less
relevant in areas affected by future
airspace change, therefore, greater
alignment should be achieved with local
plan policies (DPDs and SPGs) on
regional basis.

Taking into account local plans and
policies’ does not mean that final ACP
design has factored-in and tangibly
influenced by local policy constraints,
including consideration for health
impacts, QoL and climate emergency.

Further comments

Given the communities surrounding
Heathrow Airport have experienced and
attained a ‘new normal’ in context of
noise related disturbances post Covid-
19 pandemic, therefore, design options
should consider delivering airspace that
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is representative of noise emissions /
levels that are synonymous with post-
Covid-19 period and not to noise levels
prior to Covid-19 pandemic.

N2

Workshops
3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise

Where there is a reduction in overall
noise the benefit be applied to those
already most affected and where there
is an increase in overall noise the dis-
benefit be applied to those already least
affected. This objective can be applied
using proportionality or a sliding scale
between those most and those least
affected. Sharing can be achieved
spatially and over time - flight path and
specific track within a broad path;
runway, flight path and track alternation;
and a more evenly Balanced preference
for Easterly/Westerly operations.

PBN — is a tool that can be used but we
need clarity on how it can be used.
There is a reluctance to go for the
increase spread of routes because it is
harder to do.

N3

Workshops 3,
6

Future airspace change should resultin a
larger number of people slightly annoyed,
rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed

Could rather than should!
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Follow the Aviation Policy Framework
2013 principles for sharing the gains
from new tech and innovation, and
demonstrably show compliance with
“limit and where possible reduce the

Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change number of pe_ople in U.K significantly
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities affected by aircraft noise” and the
new UK airspace policy noise

objective to “limit and, where
possible reduce the number of
people significantly affected by the
adverse impacts from aircraft noise”

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Distinct flightpaths at lower levels from

Departure routes from different runway ends each runway for a given route, to ensure
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | X : : . -
a meaningful difference in alternation /

valuable respite i o
respite for local communities.

N4

Steeper approaches when landing might
work, however, steeper Departures are
far more complicated to balance — more
Workshops 1, | There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to noise closer to the airport in favour of
346812 get higher qu_lcker and for arrivals to stay as X less noise further along departure route

B high as possible, for as long as possible ) ) i )

is unlikely to deliver NPSE policy.

Different impacts of different aircraft
types, routes - more nuanced.

Relating to respite/dispersal

N6
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There should be planned respite within safe

Heathrow currently has 30 flight arrival
and departures. Multiple flight paths for
each movement type to provide
mitigation from PBN concentration
through dispersion or alternation respite

N7 | Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides can only provide partial mitigation (at
meaningful respite least over near to medium distance from
the airport) because of lack of airspace.
Meaningful mitigation may not be
possible in the case of Heathrow that is
surrounded by densely populated areas.
N8 | Worksho Share the noise through managed distribution Refer to N7 for multiple flight paths and
p4 . . . . .
over multiple flight paths meaningful and predictable respite
Need to be challenging demanding
. ) operations that offer the number of
N9 | Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a alternative routes as necessary to offer
schedule . . . .
worthwhile noise benefits — despite
increased workload to pilots and ATC.
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite Monitoring and publlshlng — must be
7,8,9,12 seen to be applied and fair
Ask people about what makes it respite
meaningful to them — this is a proper
matter for consultation. It might be short
Share the noise through predictable respite, frequent periods or longer periods,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., X sticking to a predictable plan as far as

during each day rather than weekly]

possible might outweigh strict balance of
time over a monitoring period?
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Sensitivities day, night and shoulder

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X . .
P gntp yright g periods are not necessarily the same

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘egplte (.jurln,g the day and «
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Relating to newly overflown Further comments

Agree

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 overflown

N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to X
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, | Future airspace change should aim to reduce NPSE, APF etc all clear that this is the
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise case at lower altitudes

N16

Need for new metrics and research —
concern at demise of ICCAN. Who will
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft provide independent technical expertise
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X now? Public transparency and
regard for WHO guidelines) i . P y I
openness to independent scrutiny is
important to Heathrow’s image too!

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise X
Provide mitigation for those most adversely Compensate rather than mitigate - the
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X point here is to offer these communities
approach/immediate climb out) means to benefits to their Health and
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QoL to compensate for acknowledged
harmful impacts. However, firstly seek to
Avoid and then Mitigate before
Compensate - NPSE

Neither
Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts Strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
Don’t make it worse for those currently Prioritv to reduce impacts for the ver
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X Y P Y

overall net noise reduction worst impacted

Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 | Workshop 4 . : X
Orkshop should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimise the negative impacts on health from X

night flights

Priority to reduce number of people
X significantly impacted, not to minimise
‘any’ increase

Minimise the number of people who experience

N23 Workshop 4 an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational But are we being demanding enough /
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X i en

issue with the number of procedures that unambitious
aircraft/airlines can manage)
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Reward airlines that flying accurately to
track and following procedures to
achieve objectives

Don’t make large, complex changes only to

To limit the scale of change is
administrative convenience only. (Stage
1A statement of need is in error). Design
the ACP that is needed to meet future
requirements, not aim to minimise the
changes.

N26 | Workshop 5 hi Il noise benefit
achieve small noise benetits For most receptors, the benefits of
changes will likely be felt through an
accumulation of many small changes
rather than a single big change.
Reward accurate flying to achieve
objectives
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
N27 P and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 o
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
Displace thresholds for landing and
steeper approaches; start departure roll
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport from beginning of th'e runyvay (rather
boundaries as possible than any shortcut mid-point) to enable
maximum altitude at boundary on
departure
Not clear, do you mean overfly these at
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc.

night when parks are less/not used by
the public or a preference for avoiding
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overflying populated area rather than
open spaces. Disagree with latter

Neither

Environment Sengly Agree Agree nor Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree
£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_rlorlty below 4000 « Key point — concerr.l t.ha.tt carl?on agenda
feet, regardless of any policy changes not be allowed to diminish this
Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases Balance — noise and also other
E2 Workshop 1 . . X L .
and all other contributors to climate change pollutants and net gains in biodiversity
E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly « Above 7000ft

way

There will be an increased conflict
between noise, CO2 and air pollution
mitigation.

We think that CO2 emission reductions
in the lower airspace around Heathrow
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X will be small compared to total CO2
emissions from aviation in UK and
therefore, closer scrutiny of CO2
emissions reduction in a wider aviation
context is warranted and priority locally
around Heathrow should be on noise
and air pollution, i.e.surface access.

E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet X See E4
regardless of CO2 impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO:2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet See E4.
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Signal the airplanes to not start the
engines prematurely

Also consider non-flying Scope 1,2,3
impacts of the airport operation.
e.g.ground tugs, taxiing, surface access
route to airport — CO2 ‘end to end’
approach

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

T1

Workshop 1

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Future airspace change should use modern
technology

Strongly

Agree
Agree g

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

It's ‘just a tool’ - it should be used to
achieve benefits in terms of the agreed
overarching aims
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Design with latest technological specification

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

T2 Workshop 2, 5 possible, that is widely available As above
Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to
T3 . . X
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .techn(?I.()gy that gnab!es the
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
Do not be constrained by aiming to
minimise change from status quo —
should design for what is needed in
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change future, as if starting with a blank sheet of

paper. Statement of Need Stage 1A
needs revising in terms of the stated aim
to minimise change

Operational Performance

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

OP1 | Workshop 1 . This is not about maximising capacity
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
Who decides? This appears to be
avoiding delays on the ground as a
priority? People can wait in a terminal
OP2 WOkahOp 2 Offer ﬂeX|b|I|ty in the route structure that allows and the aircraft isn’t burning fueL better

this than flying holding patterns or flying
in the night period
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Strongl Neither Strongl
gy Agree | Agree nor | Disagree TONGY B rther comments
Agree : Disagree
Disagree
. i Incentivise both the pilot in command
Airlines need to conform to the design to - .
Workshops 3, i . and the airline to operate according to
OP3 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through . . '
7 o airport procedures designed to achieve
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs) ,
the agreed benefits
Within proper limits within the day. In
this context ‘night’ is defined at 23.00 to
07.00 — there are particular benefits to
Make effici f ing th value in reducing operations in the
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 ake e |C|§nt use of runways during the day to ' gop
lessen the impact on the night schedule shoulder of Night and the NQP.
Necessary to retain sufficient ‘spare’
capacity in the day schedule for
resilience so avoid straying into Night.
The airspace design needs to retain Maintain some spare capacity in the
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- schedule. Pre-Covid operations allow
standard situations (e.g., weather) inadequate contingency
M f ithi I
OP6 | Workshop 7 egt performance targets WI.'[ in acceptable
environmental/noise constraints
Needs should be a balanced and
inimi i for f h coordinated in strategy across all
OP7 | Workshop 10 erumlse the requwemgnt or future change to . i qy ' ’
adjacent airport operations airports, not on a first come first served
basis between airport proposals
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
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OP9

Designs should enable a reduction in stack

Workshop 12 holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

Fundamentally, the key aims of reducing local noise and pollution emission impacts should not be watered down in favour of total carbon reduction. Different
principles need to be applied differently for the various parts of the flight — ground running, approach / departure and below 4000ft, below 7000ft, and then
beyond.

Do not design to minimise the extent of change but design to what is needed for the future. Review Stage 1A Statement of Need

Further consideration to the Stage 1 needs statement — is this fully consistent with the APF and NPSfE. Starting point should be to ‘reduce numbers of people
significantly impacted by noise’, not to be mitigating impacts. Should operate and manage to (avoid) minimise noise at source, then to reduce and mitigate
impact on receptors (including alternation/respite), then where necessary to offer beneficial moves to improve health and QoL (compensation)

APF 2013 — sharing of the benefits of new technology between industry and local communities. Apply principle to ACP and new tech / innovation

Further research needed into what makes different receptors sensitive to noise, and options for alternation / respite most meaningful to impacted communities. A
range of new metrics required to assess. e.g. N and LA period metrics and contours to scale and manage the total ‘noise envelop’, then N and SEL to limit
specific impacts on small groups of receptors. Then meaningful targeted consultation on proposal options

Design Principles need to prioritise reducing noise at the NQP and the whole of Night. Different approaches to routeing and alternation may be required by Day,
at Night sensitive shoulder periods and NQP.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders
I Oroanisation/Representing....London Borough of Merton.

Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all

Strongly e

Neither Stronal
Agree nor | Disagree . v Further comments
. Disagree
Disagree -

Difficult for a Council Stakeholder to

P1

7,11

CAA

detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground X respond on safety issues aside a
general statement
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X As above
s3 Workshop 8 A\'/o.id 'over'flying dense populations, to X As above
minimise risk to those on the ground
Workshoos 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
S4 S, safety standards to an extent that it has a X As above

No comment
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into

P2 Workshop 8 account local plans and policies regarding local « Agreed, Heathrow is stated in a number
P air quality, the climate emergency [London of Air Quality Action Plans
Plan]

Neither

St I :
rongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree

Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Disagree

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels

Workshops

N2 3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise X

Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,

6 rather than a smaller number significantly X
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite
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Workshops 1, There_: should_be steeper climps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . . ;
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share thg nois_e through managed distribution X
over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule
Worksh . . . .
N10 7 grgslgps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

Predictable respite during the day and

N13 | Workshop 9 concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently X
overflown
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N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to «
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

N16 Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce X
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly X
affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change

Minimise the negative impacts on health from

N22 | Workshop 4 night flights

Minimise the number of people who experience
N23 | Workshop 4 an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Dor!’t make Iarge., comple>.< changes only to
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 -
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport X
boundaries as possible

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p.rlorlty below 4000 «
feet, regardless of any policy changes
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E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
and all other contributors to climate change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO2 impacts

EG6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO:2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO: below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree
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Future airspace change should use modern

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

T1 Workshop 1 X
technology

T Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification x
possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to X

12 benefit from future technological developments

T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .technql.ogy that gnab!es the X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performance

OP3

Workshops 3,
7

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

OP1 | Workshop 1 . X
runways, subject to
environmental commitments

OP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows x

Strongly

Agr
Agree gree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments
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Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 . . X
P lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non-
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . P . g WI. I P
environmental/noise constraints

oP7 | Workshop 10 Mihimise the requiremgnt for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users
Designs should enable a reduction in stack

OP9 | Workshop 12 '9 ! uction

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Organisation/Representing: London Borough of Redbridge...........ccccoeeeeenn...

Neither

: St |
Agree Agree nor | Disagree rongly

Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Disagree

Future airspace change must be safe for all J

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe v

Avoid overflying dense populations, to
Worksh LT
S3 orkshop 8 minimise risk to those on the ground 4

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a v
detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
P1 CAA highest priority principle of this airspace V4
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local J
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create any more
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to v
pre-COVID-19 levels
Not sure about this. It may be better to
localise the noise as far as possible
Workshops ) .
N2 346791112 Share the noise v rather than exposing more parts of the
R country to it. Noise from new routes
should be shared.
Workshops 3 Future airspace change should result in a Agree but still not sure that sharing the
N3 SNOps S, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, v noise and exposing more people is a
6 rather than a smaller number significantly luti
annoyed solution.
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change J
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide v
valuable respite
Workshops 1, | There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to I'd like to know more about the safety
N6 346812 " | get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as v aspect of this approach. Does it
T high as possible, for as long as possible increase any risks to safety?
There should be planned respite within safe Again, not entirely sure as this means
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides v more people exposed to noise from
meaningful respite dispersed flight paths.
Share the noise through managed distribution .
N8 Workshop 4 over multiple flight paths v Not sure this is a good approach.
NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a V Not sure this is a good approach
schedule
Does predictable mean the public
Workshops . . _ . . . .
N10 78 912 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite v knowing flight paths and their
B scheduling?
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., v
during each day rather than weekly]
: . . . Not sure how this might impact on
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights v safety g P
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘egplte Fjurln,g] the day and J
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces
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N14

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Classification: Public

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

Still not sure that spreading the problem
is a real solution.

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise v
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft

N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having v
regard for WHO guidelines)
Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise 4

v

Provide mitigation for those most adversely

N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final

approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Strongly
Agree

Agree
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Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an v
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise v

N21 | Workshop 4 should benefit most from the airspace change

Minimise the negative impacts on health from
N22 | Workshop 4 night fights v
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience v

an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even v
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an v
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to V

N26 Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the v
6,9,10 S
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27
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Keep as much of the noise within the airport J

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. v

Strongl NEUET Strongl
Environment gy Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gty Further comments
Agree Disagree Disagree

Noise should remain the priority below 4000 J Agree, unless there is a disproportionate

El Workshop 1

feet, regardless of any policy changes increase in CO2 emissions.

Minimise fuel burn, COz2, greenhouse gases J

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change

flights in th fficient/friend|
E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly v
way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality v
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet J .Impact on CO2 .emlssmn.s is as
regardless of COz impacts important as noise pollution.

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst v
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the Agree, but don’t entirely agree that

E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net v noise should be th priority under 7,000
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation feet.

ES Workshop 8 The airspace change should deliver an overall v

CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
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noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon v

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
E10 | Workshop 12 should be a balance v

Strongl NI Strongl
Technology gly Agree  Agree nor | Disagree TONAY | e rther comments
Agree ; Disagree
Disagree

Future airspace change should use modern
T1 Workshop 1 P 9 v

technology

Desi ith | hnological ificati
T2 Workshop 2, 5 esign with latest technological specification J

possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to J
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest technology that enables the J

greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change v
Operational Performance
OP1 | Workshop 1 Future airspace change should enable v

Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its
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runways, subject to
environmental commitments

OP2

Workshop 2

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Siigelyle]l Neither Siigelgle]l
gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree ¥ Disagree
Disagree
Workshops 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 pS 3, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through v
7 o
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
Make efficient use of runways during the day to
P4 | Worksh 4 . .
© orkshops 4.8 lessen the impact on the night schedule v
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- v
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Would like to know more about what
Meet performance targets within acceptable environmental/noise constraints are
OP6 | Workshop 7 1P °1arg ) P N4 .
environmental/noise constraints considered acceptable, or rather what
impacts are considered acceptable.
Minimise th i for fi h
OP7 | Workshop 10 |r1|m|se t. e requwemgnt or future change to v
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users v
OP9 | Workshop 12 E;(s;igr;]r;s should enable a reduction in stack V

300




Classification: Public

Any other design principles we should consider?

| think the above covers a lot of ground and | can’t think of any further design principles.
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HEATHROW’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP
Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Organisation/Representing:.. London Borough of Sutton

Name. .

Neither

Agree Agree nor strongly

Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle Disagree

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all

Disagree

P1

7,11

CAA

detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it

Y

S1 Worksh 1,8 . .
orkshops stakeholders, including those on the ground Y
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe Y Duplicates S1
Not clear how this can be achieved
Avoid overflying dense populations, to given the level of population growth and
S3 Workshop 8 L Y o .
minimise risk to those on the ground existing densely populated communities
already surrounding the airport
Workshops 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
S4 S o, safety standards to an extent that it has a Y

Safety concerns will be changed as new
developments or policies are introduced.
Unless CAP1711 is designed to be

flexible and adapt to these changes then
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remains in accordance with the CAA's difficult to see why it should override
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy other strategic documents.

(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

The majority of London boroughs and
Y neighbouring authorities have declared
climate emergencies.

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

Given that aircraft sizes, power levels

The design options must not create anymore and noise emissions are expected to
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to Y reduce through technology
pre-COVID-19 levels advancement, is this proposal
necessary?
Workshops This principle is perhaps better
N2 i Y . . .
3,4,6,7,9,11,12 Share the noise managed via equitable respite
Future airspace change should resultin a )
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, v The focus should be on reducing overall
6 rather than a smaller number significantly annoyance levels
annoyed
Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change .
N4 6,9,11,12 between industry and communities Y Not clear what this means

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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Departure routes from different runway ends

Not clear what this means, given that
meaningful respite might be achieved

34,6,8,12

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide : ;
valuable respite through longer perlqu than just for
example alternate flights.
There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to Subject to impact on communities
Workshops 1, - . : . . .
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as Y immediately under the takeoff flightpath

close to the airport

Relating to respite/dispersal

concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides Y
meaningful respite
Share the noise through managed distribution Will need to be considered alongside
N8 Workshop 4 . . . !
over multiple flight paths altitude and approach angle design
NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule
Workshops . . . . N210 and N11 could be reduced to one
N10 7.8 9.12 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite Y quideline. Also effectively covers N7.
Share thg nmsg throug.h predictable respite, N10 and N11 could be reduced to one
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., Y L
. guideline
during each day rather than weekly]
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X This happens at present, e.g. SV.VItChmg
from westerly to easterly operations
N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable respite during the day and v
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Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Relating to newly overflown

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently This of course depends on other factors

N14 | Workshop 8 .
P overflown e.g. frequency and altitude

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N15 | Workshop 8 Y

N16 Y

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | Y
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final Y
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an Y
overall net noise reduction

N21 | Workshop 4 Those who c_urrently experienc_e the most noise v
should benefit most from the airspace change
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Question as to whether the number of

Minimise the negative impacts on health from v night flights now or in the future, which
night flights tend to be exceptional circumstances, is

significant enough to warrant additional

N22 | Workshop 4

Minimise the number of people who experience v

N23 Workshop 4 an increase in noise due to this ACP

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise, Difficult to see how this might be

not just those considered to be overflown (e.g., achieved. Even if an aircraft does not
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even Y pass directly overhead, the noise profile

though not directly overflown, according to the is still defined as ‘overflown’ if it passes

CAP1498 definition) within a specific distance.

General

It is arguable that, given the location of
Heathrow, the new types of aircraft

Find a balance between the number of T -
being introduced and the complexities of

procedures for respite and operational

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an Y managing aircraft movements across
issue with the number of procedures that London, operators do have the capacity
aircraft/airlines can manage) to manage the respite and technical

requirements to use Heathrow.

Highly likely that even marginal benefits
will only be achieved through more
complex changes due to the
surrounding residential patterns and
alignment with other London airports

Don’t make large, complex changes only to Y

N26 Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits

Workshops 3, | Future airspace change should avoid overflying The closer to the airport, the less

6,9,10 the same.communities with multiple routes, opportunity for varying routes.
and take into account routes and the

N27
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cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

Keep as much of the noise within the airport

N28 | Workshop 7 boundaries as possible

Agree in principle, but open space at a
premium and not contiguous. May also
conflict with air quality, heritage and
other issues

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. Y

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Below 4000 ft there is a balance to be
Y struck between noise and emission
impacts. This could be merged with E6

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

El Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes

Minimise fuel burn, COz2, greenhouse gases

E2 Workshop 1 and all other contributors to climate change Y
3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly v

way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality Y

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet

E5 | Workshop 4 regardless of CO2 impacts

Y E7 is a preferable approach

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst Y
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
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Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net Y
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
E Worksh
8 orkshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO: Y
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)
This proposal does not take into the
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon Y nuances of altitude and other factors as
highlighted in E6-E8
E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there v
should be a balance
Siigelyle]l Neither Siigelyle]l
Technology gly Agree  Agree nor | Disagree trongly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
T1 Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern v
technology
T2 Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification v
possible, that is widely available
Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to
T3 . . Y
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest t[echnqlf)gy that gnab!es the v
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change Y Not clear what this means
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Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

Classification: Public

Operational Performance

OP1 | Workshop 1 ) Y
runways, subject to
environmental commitments
Not clear exactly what this means.
L However, presumably flight contingenc
Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows . P . y g gency
OP2 | Workshop 2 - . . Y plans will continue as they do now to
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays . i
allow for emergencies and special
events.

Strongly
Agree

Neither Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Workshoos 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to

OP3 - PSS, ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through Y
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
Make effici f ing th

OP4 | Workshops 4.8 ake e |C|gnt use 0 runw(.e\ys during the day to v
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- Y
standard situations (e.g., weather)

OP6 | Workshop 7 Megt performanc&_e targets W|_th|n acceptable v
environmental/noise constraints
Minimise th i for fi h

OP7 | Workshop 10 |r1|m|set.e requwemgnt or future change to v
adjacent airport operations
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Vital that emergency services (eg air
ambulance/police helicopters) and armed

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users Y .
forces/air defence movements can
continue
. o Understand that revised approach
Designs should enable a reduction in stack .
OP9 | Workshop 12 g Y proposals will reduce stack

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

requirements as a matter of course
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Further comments
Agree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Future airspace change must be safe for all

s Workshops 1.8 stakeholders, including those on the ground X
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
s3 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to X

minimise risk to those on the ground

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a X
detrimental impact on other benefits

Workshops 6,

S4 7,11

Subiject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's

P1 CAA
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published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Noise Agree

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels

Strongly
Disagree

Mole Valley has declared a Climate
Change Emergency

Further comments

Workshops

N2 3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise X

Future airspace change should result in a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,

A X
6 rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change x
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
NS Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite
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Workshops 1, There should_be steeper clim.bs for aircraft to
346812 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
T high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

N6

Share the noise through managed distribution

N8 | Workshop 4 1 o er muttiple flight paths X

N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule

N10 \;Vgrzszgps Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘egplte (IJlurm’g the day and .
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

N14 | Workshop 8 Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently .
overflown
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N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7,

Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)
N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly X
affected by noise
Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X

approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts Strongly Agree Agree nor  Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cgrrently experience the most noise X
should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 M|n|m|§e the negative impacts on health from X
night flights
Minimise the number of people who experience
N2 Workshop 4 . . . . X
3 orkshop an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational It is not understood what is meant by
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an this question

issue with the number of procedures that q '
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Dorft make Iarge_, comple>§ changes only to
achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same'communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 -
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport X
boundaries as possible

N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

El Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes
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E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
and all other contributors to climate change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of COz impacts

E6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree
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Future airspace change should use modern

TL | Workshop 11\ hnology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 Desgn with Ia_test.technologmal specification X
possible, that is widely available

Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to

I 12 benefit from future technological developments

Use the latest technology that enables the
T4 Workshop 12 _ . 9y . . X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its X

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

P2 | Workshop 2 o - :
o orkshop variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3 7
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OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬂcpnt use of runwgys during the day to X
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet f t ts withi tabl
0P6 | Workshop 7 eg per ormancg argets WI' in acceptable «
environmental/noise constraints
OP7 | Workshop 10 M|p|m|se the reqmrem(_ent for future change to X
adjacent airport operations
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X
Desi houl I ion i k
OP9 | Workshop 12 h;zli?,gs should enable a reduction in stac X

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders
Name: NN Organisation: MRA and Elmbridge Council

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Proposed by Proposed Principle

Safety

Resilience of use of PBN satellite
navigation must be demonstrated for
safe use in all weather conditions, and
Future airspace change must be safe for all J from dangers posed from loss of
stakeholders, including those on the ground satellites (space junk/political action),
cyber-attack and power failure.
Sufficient manned air traffic control
expertise must remain.

S1 Workshops 1,8

S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe v

You cannot avoid dense populations
Avoid overflying dense populations, to \/ around Heathrow. This should not be
minimise risk to those on the ground used as an argument for concentrated
noise sewers.

S3 Workshop 8

Workshops 6, ML;St be sa;e, zm does not excr(]aeo! e;(iSting J Attribute not clear. Do you mean safety
7,11 Za gty stanl .ar stoan ezten;t atf_'t asa must not be over-engineered such that
etrimental impact on other benefits other airspace change potential benefits

S4
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e.g. noise or pollution reduction, are
compromised?

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it

Airspace design must comply with CAA
regulations, but compliance must be

achieved whist delivering other benefits.
‘Future plans’ are unknown at this time.

Noise

air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

N1

Workshop 1

The design options must not create any more
noise for any single community compared to
pre-COVID-19 levels

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree

Disagree

PL CAA remains in accordance with the CAA's v PL.Jttlth th|s as the sec;‘)nd ovgrndmg
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy p:jIgCIp e_ IS e_m excusfe 0 avol h
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans a ress.lng Issues of concern to the
associated with it. population. It should be on an equal
footing with achieving other benefits.
All Boroughs, including those in London
Future airspace change should take into must be given equal weight and
P2 Workshop 8 account local plans and policies regarding local J consideration in their attempts to reduce

Strongly
Disagree

pollution and detrimental impacts on
their communities. One area cannot be
prioritised or sacrificed over others.

Further comments

Ideally noise pollution would decrease
or not increase. The noise profile pre-
COVID 19 needs to be studied as some
communities already get a
disproportionate amount of noise in
comparison to others. This attribute
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may be impossible to achieve if the
principle of sharing noise pollution from
Heathrow is properly employed.

N5

Workshop 3

Departure routes from different runway ends

should stay a suitable distance apart to provide

valuable respite

N2 \?:\,/ng’s;r’lgf)lsl’lz Share the noise Essential
The sentiment behind this is to avoid
Future airspace change should resultin a noise sewers. It could be reworded as
N3 Workshops 3, larger number of people slightly aF‘F‘OVEd’ ‘...than a smaller, but still significant
6 rather than a smaller number significantly o
annoyed number of people’s lives made
unbearable.’
| don’t understand this attribute. Does it
mean don’t funnel planes over industrial
areas? Or does it mean have more
planes to benefit jobs and companies?
Any general benefits felt by populations
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change around HR would also automatically
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities benefit industry too. We are not talking

about ground-based operations and
access so | can only assume this means
that commercial considerations have to
be given priority vs. residents’ quality of
life. 1 do not agree with this.

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Route dispersal to provide meaningful
respite, and how respite is defined are
crucial. However, easterly and westerly
preference use should not be forced to
fit with increased or dangerous wind
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speeds. Prevailing winds need to inform
the design.

N6

Workshops 1,
34,6,8,12

There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as
high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

Steeper approaches and take-off using
NADP1 should be used standardly and
also airline adherence should be
monitored and enforced.

Relating to respite/dispersal

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides \/ See N5 comment
meaningful respite
NS Workshop 4 Share thg noi;e through managed distribution \
over multiple flight paths
A workable level of route dispersal and
. ) respite procedures are possible to
N9 | Workshop 5 i‘ﬁggﬁ;omes for respite to be operatedtoa | achieve and a predictable pattern is
probably safer and easier for pilots and
ATC to become familiar with.
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite \
7,8,9,12
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., \
during each day rather than weekly]
Sensible rules around night flight
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights \ timings, respite and route dispersal

might make this less necessary.
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N13

Relating to newly overflown

N14

Workshop 9

Workshop 8

Predictable respite during the day and
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently
overflown

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Predictable respite is important but
combining it with concentrating flights
over open spaces is not logical. The
two parts of the attribute should be
independent of each other.
Concentration over the few open spaces
around Heathrow automatically also
leads to concentration over certain
heavily populated areas and the
creation noise sewers in and around
those few green spaces. This is not
acceptable at any time and especially
not at night. Night flights should be
banned for 8 hours between 10.30 and
6.30am.

Further comments

To share noise equitably, some
communities with little noise pollution
may have to be overflown a little

N15

Workshop 8

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

| think this is poorly expressed but it is
consistent with the sentiment in N14 i.e.
everyone around Heathrow benefits
from its positive attributes (ease of
flying, jobs etc) and so we all need to
share the negative impacts. No
community should be completely
protected, nor should any community be
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disproportionately adversely affected.
Fairness is key.

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Noise reduction should be prioritised as
the ambition to try to meet WHO
recommendations — that is the ultimate
Workshops 7, | Future airspace change should aim to reduce J mitigation strategy. But realistically

12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise genuine noise mitigation strategies will
also be key, but it depends on what they
are and how accurately their impacts
are measured and calibrated.

N16

This is very important, but my
understanding is that this attribute is
also about reducing and sharing noise
fairly

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having \
regard for WHO guidelines)

Objective independent measures of

noise impacts are critical to underpin
route planning on this basis. This is

consistent with the principle of noise
sharing.

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly N

N18 | Workshop 7 affected by noise

This depends on what an acceptable
and meaningful level of mitigation is

Provide mitigation for those most adversely deemed to be. If complex procedures
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final \/ will only achieve e.g. a 1DCB reduction
approach/immediate climb out) but cause more harm elsewhere then

mitigation strategies need to assessed
in a wider context. The effect on some
communities hard by the runways may
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be difficult to mitigate to a meaningful
level, but every effort should be made to
come up with creative solutions from
investment in physical sound blocking
systems from double glazing to baffling
to meaningful respite routines and night
flight bans.

Neither
Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts Strongly Agree Agree nor | Disagree SFroneg Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree
Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an ol
overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cyrrently experience the most noise N
should benefit most from the airspace change
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimise the negative impacts on health from \
night flights
inimi i This attribute goes against noise sharin
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise thg num_ber of peopl_e who experience \ g _ g g
an increase in noise due to this ACP and promotes noise sewers.
It is important that robust, independent
and publicly available noise data is
Minimise impacts on those affected by noise, collected from multiple points to feed
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g., Into thg airspace redeS|gn. Actual noise
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even V according to credible measures should
though not directly overflown, according to the be used to underpin route structures,
CAP1498 definition) not just perceived sensitivities to noise.
Also average noise events are not good
markers. No-one is woken or kept
awake by an average (statistically
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smoothed) noise event; it is specific
planes at specific heights and
locations that disturb sleep,
education and health.

Find a balance between the number of It must be possible to come up with a
procedures for respite and operational workable design that pilots and ATC can
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an | V become familiar with that will
issue with the number of procedures that :
aircraft/airlines can manage) share/reduce noise better.
N26 | Workshop 5 Dor!’t make Iarge', comple>.< changes only to \
achieve small noise benefits
This is really important. Raising the
Future airspace change should avoid overflying base of stack heights to say 10,000 ft
Workshops 3, | the same communities with multiple routes, (given that stacks are meant to be much
N27 6910 and take into account routes and the \ reduced or eliminated by airspace
" cumulative impacts of routes to/from other ) y ) P )
airports, below 7000 feet redesign) must make continuous climb
easier to manage.
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport N
boundaries as possible
But only as far as this does not lead to
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. \ noise concentration. Green spaces are
surrounded by houses.

Environment

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agr
Agree gree
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Noise should remain the priority below 4000

E1l Workshop 1 : Essential
feet, regardless of any policy changes
Greener aircraft should make this
L ossible, but steeper continuous climb is
Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases P . p
E2 Workshop 1 . . \ more of a priority in terms of general
and all other contributors to climate change . . .
benefit. This can also deliver CO2
benefits.
flights in th fficient/friend| But n weigh noise r ion
E3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly N ut Qt to outweigh noise reductio
way benefits
Better technology and also planes being
higher will mean air quality in local
. . communities is better and there are
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality \ un I. I .
fewer particulates at low level. Planting
trees in Wales does not give immediate
benefit to someone in Feltham.
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet Essential
regardless of CO2 impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation
The airspace change should deliver an overall
ES8 Workshop 8

CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
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7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

should be a balance

E9 Workshop 12 | Prioritise noise over carbon \
It is a question of where the balance is
_ _ set. The health impacts of noise are
E10 | Workshop 12 | Noise and CO: are equally important and there N significant — sleep deprivation,

depression, poor learning, poor
concentration and physical impacts.

Strongl Neither Strongl
Technology gy Agree | Agree nor | Disagree TONGY | e rther comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
But technologies need to be safe — see
. comment S1. Use of PBN does not
Future airspace change should use modern .
Tl Workshop 1 \ automatically mean route
technology . .
concentration — it can be a tool for
effective dispersal.
T2 Workshop 2, 5 DeS|gn with Ia.test_technologlcal specification N
possible, that is widely available
T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to N
12 benefit from future technological developments
Rules for use of green technologies
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest .technc?l.ogy that gnab!es the N g : g
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts should be part of this.
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change \

Operational Performance
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OP1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

Yes, but only if environmental
commitments also include noise and we
are talking about 2 runways not 3.

OoP2

OP3

Workshop 2

Workshops 3,
7

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree
Agree g

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Flexibility and variation need to be only
employed if it is not going to contravene
agreements on route dispersal and
noise pollution. Airlines need to have an
incentive to operate efficiently according
to their timetable. If they know they
have flexibility to do something else then
there will be no adherence to the
design.

Further comments

It is really important that there is
meaningful oversight and sanction for
airlines that just do what they always do
regardless of the impact on
communities. Late running, low flying
late night large planes on certain routes
are a case in point. We need to avoid
situations where there is habitual and
predictable non-compliance that is just
written off as part of their quota
allowance.

OP4

Workshops 4,8

Make efficient use of runways during the day to
lessen the impact on the night schedule

But we need to understand what the
implications of this are.
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Yes, but various scenarios for poor
conditions should be able to be

\ .

modelled in advance so there are more

automatic procedures that kick in.

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non-
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable N I’m not sure what this means. Too

OP6 | Workshop 7 . . .
environmental/noise constraints woolly.

An integrated system that takes account
of other airports is what the Airspace
redesign is all about, but this is less of a
priority than getting the current needs
balanced.

Minimise the requirement for future change to N

OP7 | Workshop 10 . . .
adjacent airport operations

The military and drone operators which
have enormous flexibility should not be
prioritised over the quality of life benefits

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users \ . . . .

P P P (noise & pollution reduction, respite) that
may be made possible to communities
near Heathrow.

OP9 | Workshop 12 Designs should enable a reduction in stack J And stack base heights could be raised

holding to facilitate continuous climb NADP1

Any other design principles we should consider?

Safety — resilience of the sat Nav PBN system should be guaranteed — see comment S1

Noise — use of NADP1 continuous climb for take-offs to reduce noise (possible raising of base stack heights of needed to make this easier)

Safety & Noise : Easterly/westerly preference — ensure that take-offs and landings are not forced to a 50:50 split regardless of prevailing winds nor safety.
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders
Name... I - Oroanisation/Representing...Runnymede Borough Council (RBC) (Officer Response)

Caveat:

We have concerns over the lack of clarity around the Design Principal process:

1)

2)

3)

Responses are asked in respect of combined, unrelated parameters e.g.,
“S4: Must be safe, but does not exceed existing safety standards to an extent that it has a detrimental impact on other
benefits”

- Clearly Safety must take overall priority for all parties
- What are the ‘other benefits’ which Safety might detrimentally impact on. If the priority is on safety what is the implicit trade-
off for which agreement is sought.

We understand that the current stage of the ACP is effectively a second stage of the process. The first stage having been
carried out in conjunction with the CAA and the airport community without inclusion of local authorities and communities.

This has culminated in the present proposal being presented void of the eventual proposals. In the absence of context,
responses are in danger of being cautious because of concerns because of the lack of detail around potential proposals e.g.,
the effects of IPA, concentration of flight paths into so called ‘noise sewers’, etc.

Greater granularity in the prioritisation of parameters is required e.g., weighting of noise levels on all processes below 4,000ft
which may change in priority against Carbon Emissions above 7,000ft.

Similarly — considerations around ‘respite’ should not be presented as an unspecified proposal but needs to be weighted to
recognise the importance of respite at night and / or in the NQP.
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Safety

S1

Proposed by

Workshops 1,8

Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all
stakeholders, including those on the ground

Classification: Public

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

Please see comment in Caveat

Safety must be the primary overarching
consideration in all aspects

S2

Workshop 2

Airspace design must be safe

Please see comment in Caveat

Safety must be the primary overarching
consideration in all aspects

S3

Workshop 8

Avoid overflying dense populations, to
minimise risk to those on the ground

This is only one aspect, which while we
generally agree with must be taken in
conjunction with other parameters
including planning policy, land use, etc.

S4

Workshops 6,
7,11

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a
detrimental impact on other benefits

We strongly agree that all design
considerations must be safe.

The Balanced approach must be applied
but safety must not be to the detriment,
for example, of cleaner and quieter
aircraft and vice versa.

This is an example where agreement is
sought regarding two incomparable
parameters
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We do not agree that future safety
standards should not exceed existing
safety standards. The safety standards
must be appropriate to the need.

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the

highest priority principle _Of this airspace - Accordance with other policies does not
change that cannot be discounted is that it

P1 CAA remains in accordance with the CAA's X appear to be factored in e.g. NSPfE &
APF 2013, etc.

published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

This should NOT be limited to the

Future airspace change should take into London Plan.

account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

X Local Plans in the relevant and affected
areas must also be included and where
appropriate take precedence over the
London Plan

P2 Workshop 8

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Noise

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create any more We agree with this statement as a
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X minimum. However, this does not

pre-COVID-19 levels appear to adopt improvement on the
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pre-Covid 19 levels which is surely what
this should be striving to achieve.

N2

Workshops
3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise

RBC has adopted a policy that
flightpaths should be dispersed.

We are concerned that the introduction
of PBN will result in the concentration of
more flights into the same volume of air
space — increasing the noise burden on
already impacted communities.
Implicitly, PBN is reported to enable
flightpath control which could / should
be utilised to disperse the noise impact
and not make it worse for already
impacted communities.

Sharing the noise can also be
multidimensional

N3

Workshops 3,
6

Future airspace change should resultin a
larger number of people slightly annoyed,
rather than a smaller number significantly
annoyed

Future airspace change and the
understood aspirations of the Jet Zero
consultation — as well as reducing
carbon emissions - should also result in
technological advances to make quieter
aircraft. If the Jet Zero aspirations are
accepted as credible it is a curious
objective of Future Airspace Change to
be couched in terms of ‘degrees of
annoyance’. This is an example of
where the HAL'’s focus appears to be on
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mitigation rather than avoidance in the
first instance.

If one categorises the negative impacts
in terms of ‘pollution’ — including but not
limited to material pollution and noise
pollution — on the basis of the
international accepted ‘Polluter Pays
Principle’ — the ‘airport / plane company’
must implicitly be the Polluter. On this
Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change basis it is incumbent on the airport to
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities prevent pollution or mitigate /
compensate. Therefore, it is difficult to
justify why the benefits of airspace
change should be shared between
industry and communities.
Communities are the passive partner
who are not creating or instigating the
original action.

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

This agrees with the RBC adopted
Departure routes from different runway ends rinciole of dispersal. Managed

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | X princip P g
valuable respite

N4

departures from different runways to
increase respite is a positive

This is an example of an inappropriate
simplification. Having previously stated

Workshops 1 There should be steeper climbs for aircraft to .
N6 | 2, 6812 | gethigher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X that we believe that Safety must be the
B high as possible, for as long as possible overarching priority we are now asked to

prioritise on the approach and departure
angle of flights in isolation. This is an
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Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe

impossible judgement to make in this
way. Clearly there is a need for balance
but where is this accommodated within
this statement?

We strongly agree that there should be
planned and meaningful respite.
However, what is the definition of
‘meaningful’ respite. This has been the
subject of discussion in previous
consultations but has not been resolved.

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides Is meaninaful respite lonaer periods less
meaningful respite 9 P .g P
frequently or shorter periods more
frequently? Also how is respite
reconciled with ‘awakenings’ in regard to
late evening / night and early morning
flights, etc.?
NS Workshop 4 Share thg noise through managed distribution See comment N7
over multiple flight paths
N9 Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a See comment N7
schedule
Workshops . . . .
N10 78 9.12 Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite See comment N7
Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.g., See comment N7

during each day rather than weekly]
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Day, night and shoulder sensitivities are
N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X not the same and must be considered
separately

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e.splte (.jurln’g the day and X
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Strongl NEHES Strongl
Relating to newly overflown gly Agree Agree nor | Disagree . gy Further comments
Agree X Disagree
Disagree
Avoid overflying places that aren’t currentl This appears to be contrary to the RBC
N14 | Workshop 8 yingp y X ppears fc rary
overflown accepted principle of dispersal

N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to «
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 . e . .
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise X
There is a need for new research on the
health impacts of noise. Previous
consultations on this subject have
Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft identified that there is reason to expect
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X that noise does have a negative impact
regard for WHO guidelines) on health but failed to establish ‘safe’

limits or internationally accepted
standards. We believe that this remains
to be the case.

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the m_pacts on those most significantly X
affected by noise
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N19

Workshop 7

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
affected (those living under final
approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently

Strongly

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Disagree

We agree with this. However, as has
been established in previous
consultation on this subject —
identification of those affected and who
has access to compensation cannot be
on the basis of a geographic boundary.
Further work has to be carried out on a
more meaningful and equitable
mechanism.

Further comments

N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an
overall net noise reduction
N21 | Workshop 4 Those who currently experience the most noise This agrees with the RBC dispersal
should benefit most from the airspace change principle
N22 | Workshop 4 I\/_Iinimi_se the negative impacts on health from
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience « This is in contravention to the RBC
an increase in noise due to this ACP Principal of dispersal
We agree that the impacts on those
Minimise impacts on those affected by noise, affected by noise should be minimised.
not just those considered to be overflown (e.qg., We do not agree that those overflown
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X should be excluded from minimisation of

though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

the impacts of noise — especially where
there is an increase in the noise impact
due to concentration of flights,
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typography, etc. The impacts of noise
must be minimised - period.
It is the airport / airlines that are
providing the service. The onus is
therefore on the airport / airlines to
Find a balance between the number of manage the negative impact of
procedures for respite and operational delivering that service on the
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an commuUnity. How can we agree or
issue with the number of procedures that ) Y- 9
number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage against
safety and health impacts?
, How small is small? At what point would
N26 | Workshop 5 Don't make large, complex changes only to we agree that change is too complex in
achieve small noise benefits . .
proportion to what benefit?
Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes, This appears agree with the RBC
N27 6910 and take into account routes and the X finciole of dispersal
" cumulative impacts of routes to/from other P P P
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport
boundaries as possible
What is the context of this question? Do
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. you mean overflying open spaces in
daytime e.g., areas for recreation; or do
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you mean overflying open spaces at
night / shoulder periods

Strongl Neither Strongl
Environment gly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree ; gly Further comments
Agree i Disagree
Disagree
i i jori ...in addition to safety which takes

£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_rlorlty below 4000 X fon y

feet, regardless of any policy changes overall priority

inimi ... subject to overarching considerations

E2 Workshop 1 Minimise fuel burn., COgo, greephouse gases X ] g

and all other contributors to climate change of safety

... on what basis is it proposed that this
£3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly « ]UQgement should be made. Are we
way being asked to choose between Co2

and safety?

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X
... on what basis is it proposed that this
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th_e priority below 7000 feet « ]UQgement should be made. Are wg
regardless of COz impacts being asked to choose between noise

and CO2 impacts?

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

...in addition to safety which takes
overall priority

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

...in addition to safety which takes
overall priority
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The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below

E8 Workshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO: X

benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace

or reduced airborne/stack delays)
E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X On what basis is the balance struck?
E10 | Workshop 12 | Noise and CO: are equally important and there X On what basis is the balance struck?

should be a balance

Strongl Neither Strongl
Technology gy Agree | Agree nor | Disagree TONGY | Erther comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Implicitly we agree with this but the term
‘modern’ technology is not defined.
i ?
T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern « What 'modern technology? ....an.d how
technology will this be governed by the principles
for safety against consideration of other
factors?
Why would anyone design with
Desi ith | hnological ificati ifications which are not the |
T Workshop 2, 5 eS|gn wit a.test.tec no oglca specification X spec gato S (o ?.e Qtt e latest
possible, that is widely available assuming that there is an improvement /
advantage over previous specifications?
Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to .
T3 P > P P an X Why would anyone do otherwise?
12 benefit from future technological developments
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest Fechnqlggy that gnab!es the X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts
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TS5

Workshop 12

Minimise the impact of future change

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

Why would you minimise the impact of
future change an objective? Surely the
positive impact of future change should
be the objective regardless of whether

this requires minimal or a greater level

of change.

Operational Performance

Heathrow’s operational aspirations are

Workshops 3,

variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Airlines need to conform to the design to

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agree
Agree g

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

OP1 | Workshop 1 X . . .
P runways, subject to not within the remit of a Local Authority.
environmental commitments
On what criteria would flexibility be
permitted? Would these be commercial,
PITTA health, carbon emissions? This sounds
OP2 | Workshop 2 Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows X

very much like the consultation and
discussion around night flights

Further comments

OP3 - ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efficient use of runways during the day to «

lessen the impact on the night schedule
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The airspace design needs to retain Agree subject to an agreed and

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X enforced definition of where flexibility is
standard situations (e.g., weather) permitted and to what extent

OP6 | Workshop 7 Megt performancg targets W|.th|n acceptable
environmental/noise constraints

oP7 | Workshop 10 Ml_nlmlse the requwemt_ant for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X

OP9 | Workshop 12 De3|.gns should enable a reduction in stack « Subj_ect to consideration of other factors
holding previously noted

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Neither

Proposed by Proposed Principle strongly Agree | Agree nor | Disagree S.trongly Further comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Safety
Future airspace change must be safe for all
S1 Workshops 1,8 . . X
P stakeholders, including those on the ground
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_|d _over_flylng dense populations, to X
minimise risk to those on the ground
Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
Workshops 6, .
S4 7 11 safety standards to an extent that it has a X
' detrimental impact on other benefits

P1

CAA

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

P2

Noise

Workshop 8

Future airspace change should take into
account local plans and policies regarding local
air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

The design options must not create anymore This depends on the details of relative
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X impacts / benefits
pre-COVID-19 levels P
Workshops i
N2 3.4.6.7.9.11,12 Share the noise X
A false choice is being presented and
Future airspace change should resultin a the statement is unclgar — larger in real
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, « terms or as a proportion? In real terms
6 rather than a smaller number significantly airspace changes should not widen
annoyed negative effects. In proportions the
statement is reasonable.
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change x The benefits should go overwhelmingly
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities to communities not industry

Relating to aircraft flight profiles
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Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | X
valuable respite

Workshops 1, Therg should_be steeper climps for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . . .
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution

over multiple flight paths X
NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

7,8,9,12

Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§p|te (Eiurln,g the day and X
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown
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Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently

N14 | Workshop 8 overflown X
N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to « Thls depends on the detail and relative
those currently affected impacts

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

N16 Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce X
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the mpacts on those most significantly «
affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

N21 | Workshop 4 Those who cgrrently experienc_e the most noise X
should benefit most from the airspace change

N22 | Workshop 4 Minimi§e the negative impacts on health from X
night flights
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Minimise the number of people who experience This depends on the detail and should

N23 | Workshop 4 . . . ) - o
orishop an increase in noise due to this ACP not be an overriding principle

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

N26 | Workshop 5 Don’t make large, complex changes only to

achieve small noise benefits X This depends on the detail

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes,
N27 and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 i

cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as_much of thg noise within the airport X
boundaries as possible

This is unclear. Parks are crucial places
of respite in particular for lower income
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X groups less likely to have outside space.
They should not be targeted for flight
paths in the daytime.

348



Classification: Public

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree

£1 Workshop 1 Noise should remain the p_rlorlty below 4000 «
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Minimise fuel h
E2 Workshop 1 inimise fue burn., COg, greeh ouse gases X
and all other contributors to climate change

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly

E3 Workshop 2 X
way

E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality X

£S5 Workshop 4 Noise should be th.e priority below 7000 feet “ The prlquty but subject_ to _balance
regardless of CO2 impacts depending on the relative impacts

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst X
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
E8 Workshop 8 7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2 X
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace

or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9 Workshop 12 Prioritise noise over carbon X At low altitude but both are crucial

349



Classification: Public

E10 | Workshop 12 Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance
Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Technology

T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern X
technology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification X
possible, that is widely available

T3 Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to X
12 benefit from future technological developments

Use the latest technology that enables the
T4 Workshop 12 . - 9y . . X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its Heathrow's efficiency should be
OP1 | Workshop 1 W clent u ! X secondary to environmental and

runways, subject to o
. . community iImpacts
environmental commitments

ffer flexibility in th hat all
oP2 | Workshop 2 0] gr. exibility |th e routg structure that allows «
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Siremally Neither

Agree

Strongly

; Further comments
Disagree

Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree
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Workshops 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to

OP3 - PSS 1 ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

OP4 | Workshops 4.8 Make efﬁugnt use of runwgys during the day to «
lessen the impact on the night schedule
The airspace design needs to retain

OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)
Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 P > farg . P What performance targets? Unclear.
environmental/noise constraints

OP7 | Workshop 10 Ml_nlmlse the requwemt_ant for future change to
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users

oP9 | Workshop 12 DeS|.gns should enable a reduction in stack «
holding

Any other design principles we should consider?
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HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Agr
Agree gree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

This statement introduces the idea of
balance — the need for design principles

S1 Workshops 1,8 stakeholders, including those on the ground Y to alsg consujer health |mp§cts of noise
and air pollution to those living and
working in the vicinity of the airport.

S2 | Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe Y Goes without saying

s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_id _over_flying dense populations, to v

minimise risk to those on the ground
It would be expected that airports are
using the highest safety standards
Workshops 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing oss?ble Sei‘et is the )r:i hest design
S4 PS©, safety standards to an extent that it has a Y P ' y g 9

7,11

detrimental impact on other benefits

principle, it appears odd to have wording
that diminishes that — even if indirectly
as here
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Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it

Noise

air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

PL CAA remains in accordance with the CAA's Y
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.
) ) References need to be wider than just
Future airspace change should take into .
account local plans and policies regarding local London Plan. Most councils have
P2 Workshop 8 P b g g Y declared a climate emergency and have

Strongly
Disagree

Climate change strategies. Areas such
as Spelthorne have existing AQMAs.

Further comments

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to Y
pre-COVID-19 levels
Airspace design should limit or reduce
the adverse impacts of aircraft noise.
Workshops ) For example through:
N2 3.4.6,7.9.11,12 Share the noise Y

-minimising number of people overflown

-managed dispersal and respite
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-noise efficient operations

Workshops 3,

Future airspace change should result in a
larger number of people slightly annoyed,

Important to avoid concentration and

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends

N3 e Y . .
6 rather than a smaller number significantly creation of “noise sewers”
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change v
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

34,6,8,12

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide | Y
valuable respite
Workshops 1, Therg should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as Y

Relating to respite/dispersal

N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides Y
meaningful respite
NS Workshop 4 Share the: nois_e through managed distribution %
over multiple flight paths
NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a v
schedule
N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite Y Awspace -d.eS|gn .ShOUId offer long te-rm
7,8,9,12 predictability of flight paths and respite
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Share the noise through predictable respite,
N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., Y
during each day rather than weekly]

More community involvement needed
on what communities want from respite

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights Y

Predictable respite during the day and

N13 | Workshop 9 concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently Aim to minimise number of people newly

N14 | Workshop 8
overflown overflown

Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce v
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

N15 | Workshop 8 Y

N16

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | Y
regard for WHO guidelines)

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

N1 Workshop 7 .
8 orkshop affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final Y
approach/immediate climb out)
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Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

N20

Workshop 1

Don’t make it worse for those currently
significantly impacted, even if there is an
overall net noise reduction

Classification: Public

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor  Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

N21

Workshop 4

Those who currently experience the most noise
should benefit most from the airspace change

N22

Workshop 4

Minimise the negative impacts on health from
night flights

N23

Workshop 4

Minimise the number of people who experience
an increase in noise due to this ACP

Y significantly impacted, not to minimise

Priority to reduce number of people

‘any’ increase

N24

Workshop 6

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational

General

achieve small noise benefits

N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an Y
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)
N26 | Workshop 5 Don’t make large, complex changes only to v We support the principle of managed

dispersal
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Workshops 3,

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
the same communities with multiple routes,

N27 6.9.10 and take into account routes and the Y
" cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport v
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. Y

Environment

Noise should remain the priority below 4000

Strongly
Agree

Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

) Y
El Workshop 1 feet, regardless of any policy changes
Minimise fuel b co h This design principle does need to
E2 Workshop 1 NIMISE TUETbun, L2, greennouse gases Y recognise the need to balance
and all other contributors to climate change . . . .
noise/environment considerations
. i th fficient/friend|
3 Workshop 2 Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly v
way
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality Y
Noise should be the briority below 7000 feet This design principle does need to
E5 Workshop 4 olse should be the priority below ee Y recognise the need to balance
regardless of CO2z impacts . . . .
noise/environment considerations
The a.lrspace design sho’uld dellvgr a ngt CO2 Recognition of need to balance
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst Y

delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

considerations
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E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:z2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact COz below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

This is vague, does not specify heights
etc

E10

Workshop 12

Technology

Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there
should be a balance

Future airspace change should use modern

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Further comments

This statement doesn’t really say much

T1 Workshop 1 Y when used in isolation — it goes without
technology .
saying really
T2 Workshop 2, 5 Desgn with Ia_test_technologmal specification v
possible, that is widely available
Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to
T3 . . Y
12 benefit from future technological developments
Recognition that some technological
T4 Workshop 12 Use the latest technology that enables the v

greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

improvements could impact negatively
on communities, ie concentration
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through PBN. This wording recognises
this.

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change Y
Operational Performance

The airspace design should enable
) ircr rator imise th f
Future airspace change should enable aircraft operators to optimise the use o

Heathrow t e the ¢ efficient it their fleet capabilities to improve
OP1 | Workshop 1 cathrow to makxe Most etficient use ot 1ts Y operational efficiency and environmental

runways, subject to .
vay ) . performance. Important to make the link
environmental commitments .. . .
between efficiencies and environmental
improvements, ie less stacking

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows

P2 | Workshop 2 o ; i
0 orkshop variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree

Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through Y Important to achieve the agreed benefits
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3 7

Make efficient use of runways during the day to

OP4 | Workshops 4.8 lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- Y
standard situations (e.g., weather)
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Meet performance targets within acceptable

OP6 | Workshop 7 . ) . Y
environmental/noise constraints

0P7 | Workshop 10 Mlplmlse the reqmremgnt for future change to v
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users Y
Desi houl I ion i k

0P9 | Workshop 12 esigns should enable a reduction in stac v

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

General comments — avoid where possible and seek to in wording, more positive wording instead, ie will do

Consider that with certain wording quantification would need to be added, ie adverse impact, annoyance in noise terms

Must achieve a fair balance between the benefits for the industry and for the people it impacts
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW'’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

Proposed by

Proposed Principle

Future airspace change must be safe for all

Strongly

Agree Agree

Neither
Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

P1

7,11

CAA

detrimental impact on other benefits

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it
remains in accordance with the CAA's
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy

S1 Workshops 1,8 . .
FUShops stakeholders, including those on the ground X
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
s3 Workshop 8 A\_/o_|d _over_flylng dense populations, to X
minimise risk to those on the ground
Workshoos 6 Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
S4 PS o, safety standards to an extent that it has a X
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(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans
associated with it.

Future airspace change should take into
7 Workshop 8 a_ccounF local plgns and policies regarding local «
air quality, the climate emergency [London

Plan]

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

Relating to sharing the noise

The design options must not create anymore
N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to X
pre-COVID-19 levels

Workshops

N2 3,4,6,7,9,11,12

Share the noise X Not clear what this principle means

Future airspace change should resultin a
N3 | Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed,

6 rather than a smaller number significantly X
annoyed
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change X
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends
N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide X
valuable respite
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Workshops 1, There_z should_be steeper clim_bs for aircraft to
get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as X
34,6,8,12 . . .
high as possible, for as long as possible

Relating to respite/dispersal

There should be planned respite within safe
N7 Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides X
meaningful respite

N6

N8 Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution

over multiple flight paths X

NO Workshop 5 Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a X
schedule

N10 Workshops Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite X

7,8,9,12

Share the noise through predictable respite,

N11 | Workshop 8 with respite being provided frequently [e.qg., X
during each day rather than weekly]

N12 | Workshop 7 Different flight paths for day/night flights X

N13 | Workshop 9 Predictable r‘e§plte QUrlng the day and .
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

Avoi rflyi I h ’ I
N14 | Workshop 8 void overflying places that aren’t currently X
overflown
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N15 | Workshop 8 Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to X
those currently affected

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

N16 Workshops 7, Future airspace change should aim to reduce «
12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having X
regard for WHO guidelines)

N18 | Workshop 7 Reduce the wnpacts on those most significantly «
affected by noise

Provide mitigation for those most adversely
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X
approach/immediate climb out)

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

) Further comments
Disagree

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently
N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X
overall net noise reduction

Those who currently experience the most noise
N21 Workshop 4 - .
orishop should benefit most from the airspace change X
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimige the negative impacts on health from X
night flights
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
N24 | Workshop 6 those who hear aircraft/airport noise even X
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

General

Find a balance between the number of
procedures for respite and operational
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X
issue with the number of procedures that
aircraft/airlines can manage)

Don’t make large, complex changes only to

N26 Workshop 5 achieve small noise benefits

Future airspace change should avoid overflying
Workshops 3, the same_communities with multiple routes,
and take into account routes and the X
6,9,10 i
cumulative impacts of routes to/from other
airports, below 7000 feet

N27

N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thg noise within the airport «
boundaries as possible

The National Trust is concerned that the
noise impacts on its open spaces/parks
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X in and near London should not be of
greater magnitude following the
airspace modernisation.

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Environment
Agree
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El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

E2

Workshop 1

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases
and all other contributors to climate change

E3

Workshop 2

Operate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly
way

E4

Workshop 3

Must not degrade air quality

ES

Workshop 4

Noise should be the priority below 7000 feet
regardless of CO:z impacts

EG6

Workshop 7

The airspace design should deliver a net CO2
benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet

E7

Workshop 9

Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the
project as a whole should still deliver net
carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO2 below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO:2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

E10

Workshop 12

Noise and CO:2 are equally important and there
should be a balance
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Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Technology

T Workshop 1 Future airspace change should use modern «
technology

T2 Workshop 2, 5 De5|gn with Ia.test.technologlcal specification y
possible, that is widely available

Workshops 4, Future proof airspace design to be able to

T3 12 benefit from future technological developments

Use the latest technology that enables the
T4 Workshop 12 . i 9y . . X
greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts

T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change X

Operational Performance

Future airspace change should enable

OP1 | Workshop 1 Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its X
runways, subject to

environmental commitments

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
OP2 | Workshop 2 o y . . X
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Neither
Agree Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly

Strongly

. Further comments
Disagree

Agree
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Airlines need to conform to the design to
ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)

Workshops 3,

OP3 7

OP4 | Workshops 4,8 Make efﬁugnt use of runways during the day to .
lessen the impact on the night schedule

The airspace design needs to retain
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X
standard situations (e.g., weather)

Meet performance targets within acceptable
OP6 | Workshop 7 . P . 9 . P X
environmental/noise constraints

Minimise the requirement for future change to
OP7 | Workshop 10 I. m . qu . ut 9 X
adjacent airport operations

OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users X

oP9 | Workshop 12 Eoelzligr;]r;s should enable a reduction in stack «

Any other design principles we should consider?
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Via email only to: [
airspace@heathrow.com Head of Planning and Economic
Development
E-mail: |
Direct line: NG

Calls may be recorded for training or monitoring
Date: 12/11/2021

Dear Sir/Madam,

Airspace Modernisation: Airspace Change Proposal Design Principles Engagement:
Phase 1 Workshop

Thank you for inviting us to the Airspace Modernisation workshop and providing an opportunity for us to
input into the design parameters for the modernaisation of airspace at Heathrow Airport. Please find
attached a copy of the completed matrix.

As you will see, although we are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the proposed airspace
changes, we are concerned that any changes that are designed to bring about an expansion in
air traffic. or facilitate a future expansion in air traffic are entirely inappropriate. The Council is
also concerned that many of the questions in the survey are imprecise or unclear and the results
of the survey could potentially be misleading.

We are concerned about the principle of continued growth in air travel. Despite changes in
technology, aviation continues to threaten our planet as a result of global warming and currently
there is no prospect that mitigation can reduce carbon emissions and address climate change

| trust the enclosed is helpful, but should you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to

contact me or my colleague G

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning and Economic Development
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Classification: Public

HEATHROW’S AIRSPACE MODERNISATION ACP

Principles suggested by Stakeholders

NBIMIE. et a e e e e e e e e e e s Organisation/Representing: Waverley Borough Council
Strongl Neither Strongl
Proposed by  Proposed Principle gy Agree | Agree nor | Disagree oG Eyrther comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Safety
Future airspace change must be safe for all
1 Worksh 1 . .
S orkshops 1.8 stakeholders, including those on the ground X
S2 Workshop 2 Airspace design must be safe X
Overflying is a function of both routes
and volume of air traffic generated.
) ) ) While diversion of existing air traffic to
S3 Workshop 8 Avoid overflying dense populations, to X minimise risk to those on the ground

minimise risk to those on the ground .
may be appropriate, we do not support

any measures which could facilitate the
expansion of air traffic.

We believe that the airlines should be

S4

Workshops 6,
7,11

Must be safe, but does not exceed existing
safety standards to an extent that it has a
detrimental impact on other benefits

striving to exceed what is the basic level
of safety standards. In order to suggest
otherwise would require a detailed
analysis of the benefits for comparison
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Classification: Public

The highest priority principle is that the
carbon footprint attributable to air traffic
is reduced.

Subject to the overriding design principle of
maintaining a high standard of safety, the
highest priority principle of this airspace
change that cannot be discounted is that it

We cannot agree unconditionally with
CAP 1171, the requirement for more
direct routes, this could have a serious

Noise

air quality, the climate emergency [London
Plan]

Relating to sharing the noise

Strongly
Agree

371

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

P1 CAA remains in accordance with the CAA's X and negative impact on our countryside
published Airspace Modernisation Strategy and rural communities. Whilst cleaner
(CAP 1711) and any current or future plans fuels are very welcome, the wider issue
associated with it. of full declaration of aircraft emissions
for all flights is not addressed.
The proposals should also have regard
to local plan policies which affect flight
paths where an aircraft will be flying at
Future airspace change should take into less than 7000 feet above the ground.
P2 Workshop 8 account local plans and policies regarding local X In addition to having regard to local

Strongly
Disagree

plans and policies, design parameters
should respond to the climate
emergency and a switch to jobs in green
offshoot industries.

Further comments




Classification: Public

The design options must not create any more

Whilst we strongly agree with the
settlement as it stands, it does not go far
enough. The noise reduction as a result
in the significant diminution of air traffic
at the height of the pandemic was

N1 Workshop 1 noise for any single community compared to ; ;
pre-COVID-19 levels welcome to residents in all overflovyn
areas. We would consider pre-Covid
noise levels for any single community
unacceptably high in any scenario
where the economy is being built back.
If noise levels are unacceptable, they
should be reduced, rather than shared.
N2 Workshops Share the noise We also consider the term ‘share’ to be
3,4,6,7,9,11,12 too vague and does not appear to allow
for more noise sensitive environments.
We should be seeking a reduction in
) ) noise levels overall rather than
Future airspace change should result in a
N3 Workshops 3, | larger number of people slightly annoyed, annoyance.
6 rather than a smaller number significantly The quantity of ‘larger’ and ‘smaller
annoyed needs to be quantified, as does the level
of the annoyance.
The main benefits of any airspace
N4 Workshops Share the benefits of the airspace change change should accrue to communities.
6,9,11,12 between industry and communities

The benefits need to be clearly defined.
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Relating to aircraft flight profiles

Departure routes from different runway ends

Classification: Public

This is too imprecise. What is a “suitable
distance apart” and what is “valuable
respite” - and for whom.

34,6,8,12

high as possible, for as long as possible

There should be planned respite within safe

N5 Workshop 3 should stay a suitable distance apart to provide ‘Respite’ and ‘suitable’ needs to be
valuable respite defined to be able to judge the level of
intrusion and harm.
This needs considering on a case by
case basis with key factors to be
considered being emissions, noise,
Workshops 1, Therg should'be steeper climps for aircraft to safety.
N6 get higher quicker and for arrivals to stay as

Relating to respite/dispersal

Any additional noise and emissions
needs to be outlined before a
reasonable response to this question
can be provided.

See response to N5.

over multiple flight paths

N7 | Workshops 3,9 | operational parameters, that provides ‘Meaningful” is subjective and would
meaningful respite need to have clearly defined
parameters.
NS Workshop 4 Share the noise through managed distribution This design parameter does not take

account of more noise sensitive areas.
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N9

Workshop 5

Multiple routes for respite to be operated to a
schedule

We are concerned that the wording is
imprecise and there is a risk of multiple
routes flying over more noise sensitive
areas.

N10

Workshops
7,8,9,12

Predictable, meaningful, and equitable respite

These parameters would need to be
defined to provide a meaningful
response. The design parameter as
currently worded is considered to be too
imprecise.

N11

Workshop 8

Share the noise through predictable respite,
with respite being provided frequently [e.g.,
during each day rather than weekly]

This does not take account of more
noise sensitive areas or provide
any parameters that provide clarity
over the definition of ‘respite’.
Again, the wording is considered to
be too imprecise.

N12

Workshop 7

Different flight paths for day/night flights

Night flights should be minimal and over
open spaces.

Again, this would need to have a clear
idea of proposed flight paths before a
reasonable response could be given.
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Open spaces can be far more noise
Predictable respite during the day and sensitive, proposed flight paths are
concentrate ‘night flights’ over open spaces required before any reasonable

response can be provided.

N13 | Workshop 9

Neither
Agree | Agree nor | Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

: Further comments
Disagree

Relating to newly overflown

An analysis of the impact on each of
these places would be required in order

Avoid overflying places that aren’t currently _
X to provide a reasonable response.

N14 | Workshop 8
overflown

Overflying should be avoided. A
reduction in the volume of air traffic is
Overfly new people if it delivers benefits to preferable to overflying new people. In
those currently affected addition the term ‘benefits’, would need
to be defined together with the impact
on each place affected by overflying.

N15 | Workshop 8

Relating to noise reductions/mitigations

We consider that airspace should
X reduce noise and mitigate the impacts of
noise as a tandem approach

Workshops 7, | Future airspace change should aim to reduce

N16 12 noise before mitigating the impacts of noise

Seek to limit or reduce the effects of aircraft This would need to be in comparison
N17 | Workshops 1,6 | noise for individuals/local communities (having | X

regard for WHO guidelines) with any effect on emissions.

375



Classification: Public

Reduce the impacts on those most significantly

If a reduction is sought it would need to

N18 | Workshop 7 . X be meaningful and a noticeable
affected by noise . .
improvement for local communities.
Provide mitigation for those most adversely L .
. , Any mitigation provided would need to
N19 | Workshop 7 affected (those living under final X y g P

approach/immediate climb out)

Relating to limiting impacts/health impacts

Don’t make it worse for those currently

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

be meaningful.

Further comments

This does not mean that the issue
should simply be shifted to other

N20 | Workshop 1 significantly impacted, even if there is an X communities. A reduction in noise
overall net noise reduction ) .
overall should be the aim.
This appears to shift the issue. Instead
Those who currently experience the most noise a noise reduction should be sought for
N21 | Workshop 4 ) . X . .
should benefit most from the airspace change all communities affected by overflying
from Heathrow.
The term ‘minimise’ needs to be
inimi ive i defined. Whilst any lessening of impact
N22 | Workshop 4 Minimise the negative impacts on health from X y g p
night flights would be welcomed, the overall harm
may still be significant.
No residents should experience
N23 | Workshop 4 Minimise the number of people who experience X additional noise as a result of this ACP.

an increase in noise due to this ACP
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N24

Workshop 6

Minimise impacts on those affected by noise,
not just those considered to be overflown (e.g.,
those who hear aircraft/airport noise even
though not directly overflown, according to the
CAP1498 definition)

A brief outline of CAP1498 is required in
order to provide a reasonable response
to this question.

General

Environment

El

Workshop 1

Noise should remain the priority below 4000
feet, regardless of any policy changes

Neither
Agree | Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree

Find a balance between the number of Respite and operational complexity
procedures for respite and operational should not take precedence over quali
N25 | Workshop 2 complexity and technical capability (there is an X of life for beo Iepwho do not or chgosety
issue with the number of procedures that peop .
aircraft/airlines can manage) not to fly or for carbon emissions
’ Th ign parameter is impreci n
N26 | Workshop 5 Doqt make Iarge', comple>§ changes only to e design parameter is imprecise and
achieve small noise benefits therefore, we cannot comment.
Future airspace change should avoid overflying See comments for N26 above.
Workshops 3, the same communities with multiple routes, . . .
N27 | 910 P and take into account routes and the X An outline of alternative routes is
" cumulative impacts of routes to/from other required in order to provide a
airports, below 7000 feet reasonable response to this question
N28 | Workshop 7 Keep as.much of thfe noise within the airport X
boundaries as possible
N29 | Workshop 9 Make use of open spaces/parks etc. X

Further comments

Full account should be taken of the
impact on air quality and the volume of
carbon emissions. Emissions will need

377




Classification: Public

to be fully calculated for all flights, and it
is assumed that this will be done later in
the process and results shared with
stakeholders.

Minimise fuel burn, CO2, greenhouse gases

The issue is how this can be achieved
and the reason why detailed

E2 Workshop 1 | . consultation with local communities and
and all other contributors to climate change . L
environmental organisations should
occur with regard to this statement.
E3 Workshop 2 V(iz;erate flights in the most CO: efficient/friendly See comments above.
E4 Workshop 3 Must not degrade air quality See comments above.
See comment for E1.
E5 Workshop 4 Noise should be thg priority below 7000 feet
regardless of COz impacts
The airspace design should deliver a net CO2 The calculation of this net benefit would
E6 Workshop 7 benefit across Heathrow’s operation whilst need to be scrutinised before a
delivering noise benefits below 7000 feet reasonable response could be provided.
We agree that the project as a whole
. . should deliver net carbon reduction for
Noise is the priority below 7000 feet, but the Heathrow's operation. but we do not
E7 Workshop 9 project as a whole should still deliver net X P ’

carbon reduction for Heathrow’s operation

necessarily believe that noise should be,
in all circumstances, the priority below
7000 feet.
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E8

Workshop 8

The airspace change should deliver an overall
CO:2 reduction for Heathrow’s operation. If
noise benefits negatively impact CO: below
7000 feet, that needs to be offset by CO2
benefits elsewhere (e.g., in the upper airspace
or reduced airborne/stack delays)

The negative impact of CO2 emissions
below 7000 feet need to be avoided.
Any offsetting would need to be clearly
defined.

E9

Workshop 12

Prioritise noise over carbon

While we disagree, we consider
that there is a trade-off here. That
is why consultation with local
communities and independent
environmental experts are
important on a case-by-case basis.
Our general principle is that if there
is a requirement for noise
abatement below 7000 feet and
this requires an increase in CO2
emissions per flight, the only
effective mitigation is a reduction in
the number of flights to
compensate.

E10

Workshop 12

Noise and CO: are equally important and there
should be a balance

It is obvious that a balance needs to be
struck and there is a trade off, but it
cannot be said that “Noise and CO2 are
equally important” when we are facing a
global climate emergency. The urgent
task ahead and the big challenge for the
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Technology

T1

Workshop 1

Future airspace change should use modern
technology

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

industry is that the current volume of air
traffic is unsustainable going forward.

This is a matter of degrees if there is an
equally bad balance then this is of no
benefit.

Further comments

The modern technology needs to
be fully understood prior to
providing a comprehensive
response to this point. However,
we note the challenge is the
feasibility of new technology and as
technology advances, it should not
be seen as a guarantee that
current emissions levels or even
current volumes of air traffic should
be maintained. Both should be
reduced.

T2

Workshop 2, 5

Design with latest technological specification
possible, that is widely available

See response to T1.
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See response to T1.

This will need to be balanced with

T3 Workshops 4, Futurg proof airspace de3|gn_to be able to quality of life and reducing the impact of
12 benefit from future technological developments .
climate change.
See response to T1. We are concerned
o Workshop 12 Use the latest technology that enables the that the reference to ‘greatest benefit’ is
P greatest benefit to mitigate societal impacts too vague as a term.
See response to T1.
It is important to any future airspace
changes compliment the FASI South
T5 Workshop 12 Minimise the impact of future change programme to avoid the need to

Operational Performa

OP1

Workshop 1

nce

Future airspace change should enable
Heathrow to make the most efficient use of its

runways, subject to
environmental commitments

redesign the airspace again in the
future.

Environmental commitments should be
paramount whilst enabling Heathrow to
make the most efficient use of its
runways as far as possible.
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OoP2

Workshop 2

Offer flexibility in the route structure that allows
variation, to avoid extensive ground delays

Impact on people who do not fly or
choose not to fly should take
precedence. Some areas are more
noise sensitive and this should be
considered when redesigning the
airspace.

Strongl Neither Strongl
gy Agree  Agree nor Disagree TONAY  Eyrther comments
Agree . Disagree
Disagree
Workshops 3 Airlines need to conform to the design to
OP3 - PSS | ensure benefits are delivered (e.g., through X This point is not clear
Heathrow monitoring & KPIs)
“Efficient use” should take account of
the number of passengers compared to
plane capacity together with noise, air
Make efficient use of runways during the day to ollution. Airlines should not be provided
OP4 | Workshops 4,8 . . Y 9 Y X p_ . . o P :
lessen the impact on the night schedule with incentives to maintain flights with
few passengers on them - for example,
in order to retain take-off and landing
slots.
The airspace design needs to retain Operational flexibility should not take
OP5 | Workshop 5 operational flexibility in order to handle non- X precedence over quality of life for
standard situations (e.g., weather) communities overflown.
op6 | Workshon 7 Meet performance targets within acceptable X A knowledge of the performance targets
P environmental/noise constraints being met is required to provide a
meaningful response to this question.
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Nevertheless, environmental and noise
considerations should be paramount
and performance targets should take
account of this.

Minimise the requirement for future change to

A definition of ‘adjacent airport

OP7 | Workshop 10 . ) . operations’ is required within the design
adjacent airport operations , )
parameters to avoid confusion.
o . It is unclear what impacts this
OP8 | Workshop 10 Minimise impacts on other airspace users
covers.
Desians should enable a reduction in stack The reason for stack holding would
OP9 | Workshop 12 esigns shotlld enable a reductio need to be assessed before providing a

holding

Any other design principles we should consider?

meaningful answer to this point.
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4. Phase 2 feedback - Community Groups
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Subject: Heathrow Design Principles FINAL
Date: Wednesday, 8 December 2021 at 15:29:58 Greenwich Mean Time
From: _

To: _ DD - Airspace

CC:

Attachments: .em|

Dear-

Please find attached a letter from myself as Heathrow Community Noise Forum (HCNF) Co-Ordinator,
Community Noise Groups and local authority representatives who represent those communities within the
HCNF and whose names are added at the end of the attached letter.

For the avoidance of doubt the HCNF represents the interests of the substantive majority of communities
that surround Heathrow as well as those that are particularly affected by Heathrow aircraft movements.

We look forward to hearing from you.
Thanks in advance of your response.

Best regards,

HCNF CO-Ordinator

3k 3k 3k 3k 3k ok sk ok k %k k

385



Classification: Public

Letter to Heathrow Airport Limited
from members of
The Heathrow Community Noise Forum
8 November 2021

To
cc
Dear -

Ref: Heathrow Airspace Modernisation (FASI South) (ACP-2021-056)
Sponsor: Heathrow
Step 1b Design Principles

This letter is sent on behalf of Community Noise Groups and local authority representatives
who are members of the Heathrow Community Noise Forum and have added their names at
the end of this letter.

We refer to Heathrow’s presentation slides “Airspace Modernisation: Airspace Change
Proposal Design Principles Engagement: Phase 2 Workshop” emailed to us following our
attendances at the Stage 2 workshops held at the end of November/early December. This
document contains Heathrow’s proposed short-list of Design Principles in preparation for
submission to the CAA.

We disagree with the set of short-listed Principles chosen by Heathrow and record here
what we believe is a failure of the CAP 1616 engagement process between Heathrow as
sponsor and ourselves as stakeholders.

L The Design Principles do not adequately reflect ANG17 Noise Objectives, adopted
national policy which has legal effect,

2. The process adopted by Heathrow for consulting affected communities is not fair,
transparent and is potentially open to challenge as it does not reflect the ‘Gunning
principles’ (meaningful consultation with an open mind at the formative stage with
sufficient time given),

3. There has been no dialogue or response from Heathrow to previously expressed
concerns on the Principles Matrix or to the concerns raised during the Stage 2
workshops. Indeed, Heathrow says ‘We are unable to share all the feedback we received
during this workshop and how we have utilised it, due to time constraints’. We have had no
opportunity to examine Heathrow's interpretation of the feedback or weightings
given to views of different stakeholders.

4. Given the significance of the Stage 2 there has been insufficient time for communities
to respond to the slide pack with-held from participants until after the Stage 2
workshops and the deadline for response on 8 December. One week for communities
to respond to life changing proposals, when their expressed concerns have not even
been mentioned, is unacceptable.
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The communities affected by the proposed design changes must emphasise that they do not
agree with the Design Principles as stated but remain desirous and willing to enter
meaningful consultation.

We look forward to your responding to us on these matters as soon as possible given the
approaching deadlines set out in the CAP 1616 portal. In the interests of sending you a letter

at the earliest opportunity we have a limited list of members of the HCNF signing this letter
and we would welcome, please, your response to each of us.

Yours faithfully

B [ c:throw Community Noise Forum Co-Ordinator

, Co-Ordinator, HACAN

, Teddington Action Group

, Richmond Heathrow Campaign

, Windsor & Maidenhead Local Authority
, Englefield Green Action Group

, HASRA

, HASRA

| Iver Parish Council

, Plane Hell Action Group (Dulwich & surrounding areas)
, The Windlesham Society

, AN3V, Bagshot & Lightwater

, Ealing Aircraft Noise Action Group
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5. Phase 2 feedback - Industry Organisations/Groups
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Subject: RE: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP
Date: Wednesday, 1 December 2021 at 17:28:44 Greenwich Mean Time

rrom: - |

To: DD - Airspace

No comments from us thanks.
Kind regards

British Gliding Association.

From: DD - Airspace <airspace@heathrow.com>
Sent: 01 December 2021 16:29
Subject: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP

Dear stakeholder,

After our Phase 1 workshops and subsequent feedback period to the long list of Design Principles,
we have developed a set of proposed design principles for the Airspace Modernisation airspace
change. We shared these proposed principles with representatives from our local communities and
local authorities at a series of workshops this week and we have asked them to provide any further
feedback on these before 5pm Wednesday 8 December.

We would be grateful if you could also review our proposed design principles and provide any
feedback on them. Our proposed principles are set out in the attached slides on Page 25.
The other slides set out examples of the type of feedback we received and how that feedback has
been used to develop our design principles.

Please provide any comments or feedback by 5pm Wednesday 8 December via
airspace@heathrow.com

Many thanks for your continued support and engagement in this process,

!lrspace, Hmse & ATM Specialist
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Subject: DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Date: Friday, 3 December 2021 at 10:03:42 Greenwich Mean Time
rom: |

To: DD - Airspace

Attachments: image001.jpg, image002.png

Good Morning Heathrow,

| agree with the Design Principles you have proposed. However, | think that there should be an additional
DP in the “Our airspace design must” category. There should be due consideration made for providing
harmonised routes which not only have due consideration for adjacent stakeholders routes or
requirements, and other airspace users. You may wish to consider these as two separate DPs?

Regards,

Operations Technical Support Manager

™ "

LONDON

BIGGIN HILL

AIRPORT

E:
W: bigginhillairport.com

THIS YEAR’S

' BOXING DAY ¥,

OPENING HOURS &ILA

3%: 10am to Gpm (GMT) 8unday 26th December 7!;,?

London Biggin Hill Airport EGKB, Biggin Hill, Bromley TN16 3BH, UK

Main Passenger & Executive Terminal
Biggin Hill Airport
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Subject: RE: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP
Date: Friday, 3 December 2021 at 14:10:36 Greenwich Mean Time

rrom: -

To: DD - Airspace

Thank you for your ongoing engagement regarding Heathrow’s ACP. The MOD has no further feedback to
offer on proposed Design Principles at this stage. RAF Northolt will respond separately to this email.

Kind regards,

From: DD - Airspace <airspace@heathrow.com>
Sent: 01 December 2021 16:29
Subject: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP

Dear stakeholder,

After our Phase 1 workshops and subsequent feedback period to the long list of Design Principles,
we have developed a set of proposed design principles for the Airspace Modernisation airspace
change. We shared these proposed principles with representatives from our local communities and
local authorities at a series of workshops this week and we have asked them to provide any further
feedback on these before 5pm Wednesday 8 December.

We would be grateful if you could also review our proposed design principles and provide any
feedback on them. Our proposed principles are set out in the attached slides on Page 25.
The other slides set out examples of the type of feedback we received and how that feedback has
been used to develop our design principles.

Please provide any comments or feedback by 5pm Wednesday 8 December via
airspace@heathrow.com

Many thanks for your continued support and engagement in this process,

mse & ATM Specialist
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RE: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles Airspace Modernisation ACP

Wed 08/12/2021 13:44

To: DD - Airspace <airspace@heathrow.com>

I 1attachments (22 KB)
HAL DP response.docx;

oear N

Thank you providing NATS the opportunity to review and feedback on the
design principles.

Please find attached our response.

Reaards

Manaocer NATS Operational Policy

NATS Internal

From: DD - Airspace <airspace @heathrow.com>
Sent: 01 December 2021 16:29
Subject: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP

Dear stakeholder,

After our Phase 1 workshops and subsequent feedback period to the long list of Design Principles,
we have developed a set of proposed design principles for the Airspace Modernisation airspace
change. We shared these proposed principles with representatives from our local communities and
local authorities at a series of workshops this week and we have asked them to provide any further
feedback on these before 5pm Wednesday 8 December.

We would be grateful if you could also review our proposed design principles and provide any
feedback on them. Our proposed principles are set out in the attached slides on Page 25. The
other slides set out examples of the type of feedback we received and how that feedback has been
used to develop our design principles.

Please provide any comments or feedback by 5pm Wednesday 8 December via
airspace@heathrow.com

Many thanks for your continued support and engagement in this process,
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DP

NERL Response

Our
airspace
design
must

Be safe for all stakeholders

NERL supports this design principle

Remain in accordance with the
CAA's published Airspace
Modernisation Strategy and any
current or future plans
associated with it and all other
relevant UK Policy, Legislation
and Regulatory Standards. This
includes preventing any
worsening of local air quality due
to emissions from Heathrow’s
aircraft movements, to remain
within local authorities' limits

NERL supports this design principle

Use noise efficient operational
practices to limit and, where
possible, reduce adverse impacts
from aircraft noise

NERL supports this design principle, but would
draw attention to the necessity that any
changes do not result in an increase in
network complexity or a decrease in network
efficiency.

Reduce the contribution to
climate change from CO,
emissions, and other greenhouse
gases relating to Heathrow’s
aircraft activities*

*ANG2017 states that noise is the priority
below 7000ft. Providing some types of noise
mitigation measures below 7000ft is likely to
negatively impact CO2 emissions of aircraft in
flight. However, the airspace design must still
enable overall CO2 reductions for the
Heathrow operation

NERL welcomes this design principle. We
agree that a high priority needs to be given to
the overall carbon impact from the Heathrow
operation within the whole ATM Network.

However, this design principle needs to
recognise that the Heathrow designs will have
an influence/impact on the designs of other
airports and cannot be considered in isolation.

The caveat of noise being the priority below
7000ft is not wholly accurate, as the ANG2017
Altitude Based Priorities states that between
4000" and 7000’ noise is the priority unless the
change disproportionately increases CO»
emissions.

We suggest the following change to the design
principle:

Reduce the contribution to climate change from
CO; and other greenhouse gas emissions taking
account both of aircraft operating from Heathrow
and of the cumulative impact Heathrow designs
may have on routes serving other airports*

Enable Heathrow to make the
most operationally efficient and
resilient use of its existing two

NERL supports the need for operational
efficiency and looks forward to working with
HAL to determine what this means in practice.
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runways, to maximise benefits to
all stakeholders
And Provide predictable and NERL supports the need for respite to those
should meaningful respite to those most | affected by aircraft noise.
also affected by noise from
Heathrow's movements
Avoid overflying the same Whilst NERL understands the aim of this
communities with multiple design principle it may not be possible to
routes including those to/from realise the optimal design without overflying
other airports areas that are used by other airports.
Minimise the negative impacts NERL has no comment on this design
of night flights principle.
Keep the number of people who | NERL has no comment on this design
experience an increase in noise principle.
from the future airspace design
to a minimum
Keep the total number of people | NERL has no comment on this design
who experience noise from the principle.
future airspace design to a
minimum
Ensure the efficiency of other NERL does not understand the context of the
airspace users' operations word ‘efficiency’ in this design principle — we
suggest it needs more clarity.
Minimise the impact to all Given the timescales involved in airspace
stakeholders from future change, NERL recognises the value of
changes flexibility in the design process. However,
NERL notes that future changes will be subject
to their own approval processes and that
future requirements cannot be relied upon to
justify aspects of this change unless they are
in line with the statement of need. We also
note that any significant change to
requirements will have the potential to impact
neighbouring FASI ACPs, causing delay to the
implementation of the AMS.
OTHER COMMENTS
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Subject: RE: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP
Date: Tuesday, 7 December 2021 at 08:11:21 Greenwich Mean Time

rrom: -

To: DD - Airspace

Heathrow ACP Team,

RAF Northolt is pleased to see that the points raised during the engagement session have been captured
and therefore we do not have any further comments to add to Heathrow’s proposed Design Principles.
Kind Regards

From: DD - Airspace <airspace@heathrow.com>
Sent: 01 December 2021 09:48
Subject: Heathrow's Proposed Design Principles_Airspace Modernisation ACP

Dear stakeholder,

After our Phase 1 workshops and subsequent feedback period to the long list of Design Principles,
we have developed a set of proposed design principles for the Airspace Modernisation airspace
change. We shared these proposed principles with representatives from our local communities and
local authorities at a series of workshops this week and we have asked them to provide any further
feedback on these before 5pm Wednesday 8 December.

We would be grateful if you could also review our proposed design principles and provide any
feedback on them. Our proposed principles are set out in the attached slides on Page 25.
The other slides set out examples of the type of feedback we received and how that feedback has
been used to develop our design principles.

Please provide any comments or feedback by 5pm Wednesday 8 December via
airspace@heathrow.com

Many thanks for your continued support and engagement in this process,

mse & ATM Specialist
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6. Phase 2 feedback - Local Authorities/Councils &
Environmental Organisations
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Subject: Feedback on proposed design principles for Heathrow's airspace modernisation
Date: Tuesday, 7 December 2021 at 23:21:14 Greenwich Mean Time

rom: |

To: DD - Airspace

CC: Chiltern Society Planning, Planning

Attachments: COF77B2D21C84D4BADOFO7A6C682128E.png

Hello,

Thank you for sharing the slides and other information relating to the proposed design principles for
Heathrow's airspace modernisation, and the opportunity to provide feedback.

This feedback is provided on behalf of the Chiltern Society —an amenity organisation with 6500-7000
members seeking to protect the wider Chilterns (the AONB and its environs) —for which | am a volunteer.

It is surprising and disappointing that no reference is made within any of the slides to Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty, of which several, including the Chilterns AONB, are significantly affected by flights from
Heathrow. CAP1616 requires that there be consideration of the impacts on AONBs, and that, where
practicable, overflight below 7000ft should be minimised. Could you please clarify / confirm whether this
was explained at the various workshops, and thus fed into the discussions; and whether the participants in
those workshops included representatives from the statutory bodies for AONBs, or community
organisations from those areas?

We would also have hoped that the proposed design principles would include, as one of the subsidiary
“should also...” aims, something along the lines of “minimise impacts on Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and other tranquil areas”. If it is not too late, we would ask you to consider this suggestion.

For the future, as the modernisation process moves through its various stages, could you please check that
organisations representing the Chilterns, either the statutory Chilterns Conservation Board, or the member
organisation the Chiltern Society, are on your stakeholder list for engagement. The e-mail addresses for the
relevant paid Officers of these organisations are cc'd.

Regards,
Volunteer for the Chiltern Society

Sent from Mail for Windows

From: DD - Airspace

Sent: 02 December 2021 14:33

To:

Subject: RE: Request clarification re Heathrow's airspace modernisation plans

Thank you for your interest in airspace modernisation at Heathrow, and my apologies for the delay in
getting back to you.
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We are currently at the first stage of the Civil Aviation Authority’s process where we develop “design
principles” for the airspace change: we will submit these to the CAA early next year and we will then begin
the process of developing design options. The process will take a number of years and will involve
stakeholder engagement and public consultation so that we can ensure we capture the views and priorities
of potentially affected communities.

| have attached some slides that set out our proposed design principles. These have been developed
following workshops with community representatives, Local Authority representatives, industry
representatives and environmental groups. The proposed design principles are shown on page 25. You can
respond via this email address (airspace@heathrow.com) if you would like to provide feedback or ask any
questions.

We will keep our website updated with progress as we make our way through the airspace change process.
You may also like to follow our progress via the CAA’s portal, where you can sign up for email updates about
this airspace change: Airspace change proposal public view (caa.co.uk)

Many thanks,

Lead for Airspace Modernisation

Heathrow
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Subject: Further response to the second round of workshops - Heathrow Airspace Modernisation Design

Date:
From:
To:
CC:

Principles
Tuesday, 7 December 2021 at 18:15:01 Greenwich Mean Time

DD - Airspace

Just a few further comments following the second workshop session outlining the responses you received
to the first workshop, otherwise please add this to the previous HSPG response letter and matrix responses
to the first workshop.

a.

b.

| was pleased to see that the presentation slides and discussion suggest you are considering a fair
number of our previous submitted responses.

At the second workshop | suggested greater clarity be added around what is meant by the heading of
‘safety’ (implied to mean the acuterisks of crashing planes etc) and then how long term chronic
‘safety’ issues around health and wellbeing are addressed? HAL undertook to consider this further.
A statement was made in the workshop that you use the heading of ‘environment’ as a shorthand
for climate change/decarbonisation —this also needs a bit for unpacking for greater clarity. As you will
agree, there are a range of environmental impacts to consider and even balance with carbon
reduction.

| asked you to make more explicit recognition to the need for the efficient planning of runways to
ensure there is sufficient resilience and flexibility in the daily schedule to avoid late early/runners
during the Night time (23.00 —07.00). You undertook to consider this further

You offered a useful clarification —that ‘airspace’ covers ‘all aircraft activities insofar as they affect
flying’ —thus including things on the ground such as displaced thresholds or that use of certain flight
routes are restricted to certain runways etc. | remain unclear how the carbon effects of aircraft
activities on the ground leading to more or less taxiing time etc are accounted for in terms of carbon?
Is this part of airport operations ‘basket’ or as part of the total flight movement ‘basket’? How will
HAL present the whole balanced picture re Heathrow’s total carbon emissions?

HAL intend to introduce full alternation on Easterly Operations —this will require some development
works to taxi-ways to the Northern Runway etc. There was some uncertainty in the presentation and
you undertook to provide me clarification as to the status of the Cranford agreement and the
intended permitting process for the necessary development works —whether through DCO, PA or
GDPO etc.

On ‘environment’ —a more defined goal for reduction may help direct partnered airports to co-
ordinate better. If these carbon savings are mainly from more fuel-efficient flight paths, can we think
about breaking down the principle. e.g. reducing time spent in holding stacks etc? The need for a
somewhat loose principle is understood for the sake of simplicity, but this might help incentivise
airports to collaborate and to record, capture and improve their data.

Equalities in design? In the UK, 15% of people take 70% of all flights, while nearly 50% of the
population do not fly at all - highly unequal division of carbon budget. How might route design shape
this?e.g. attempting to address carbon heavy routes?

Where the principles state maximising the benefits to ‘all’ stakeholders, does this seek to distribute
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the benefits ‘equally’ or ‘fairly’ or on the basis of some weighted framework?

HSPG look forward to seeing the full responses to our submissions in the formal report to CAA in Q1/22. If
you wish to discuss or clarify any of the submitted points do please get in touch.

Kind Regards

Lead Advisor
Heathrow Strategic Planning Group

h
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