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Introduction

HACAN support robust regulation of airspace change but oppose any weakening of
protections for communities. Our members believe that noise, air pollution and carbon
impacts must be treated as primary constraints, not tradeable against convenience or
capacity growth.

There should be a duty placed on UKADS to consider the communities most impact and the
most vulnerable populations first to ensure that decision making prioritises reducing harm to
health.

We would like to see greater clarity and transparency regarding how decisions are arrived at,
what trade-offs have been considered and an explanation as to why some options have been
chosen, particularly when the outcomes from these processes stand opposite to stated
community-preferences.

Whilst we understand the need to modernise airspace, purported economic and capacity

benefits should not be allowed to justify significant new or intensified noise pollution burden
on overflown communities.

Executive Summary

The proposed revisions to CAP1616 appear to offer no improvement to the process or
engagement with communities. Rather, it seems designed to simply reduce the workload
potentially at the expense of monitoring and control. The objective is stated as achieving
proportionality but does not explain for whom; how is such proportionality defined and what
opportunity do stakeholders have to input into this?

The consultation document is largely impenetrable to those without technical understanding
of the airspace change process. HACAN would have liked the CAA to produce a non-technical
summary that outlined the reasons for and the implications of the amendments to the
airspace change process as well as the changes themselves proposed. This should have been
aimed at airport communities via a full spectrum of cross media advertisements with a built-
in monitoring exercise to determine effectiveness.

HACAN is opposed to the proposed reduction of the number of stages of the design process.
This may reduce the amount of information that is released and shared with impacted
communities resulting in fewer opportunities for engagement. This feels like it will exacerbate
the relative levels of understanding between those operating the process and those that
experience the resulting adverse impacts of airspace change.
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We're also concerned that options that are rejected may not be made public thus increasing
the risk that some options that could reduce noise impacts are given due consideration. In
our view all options should be published with the reasons why they are not being pursued
being explained and justified. This would help increase transparency, trust and understanding
within local communities.

HACAN would like to see airspace design that increases the ambition to protect local
communities. Unfortunately, it appears the proposals are seeking to champion the easiest
and fastest design to achieve political objectives.

There appears to no be no justification for the removal of post implementation review so the
current review structure should be maintained.

Similarly, seeking to shorten the period of public consultation without producing clearly
understandable information for those affected, on what is a hugely complex and technical
exercise, is not only contemptible and potentially at odds with the Gunning Principles on
Consultation, but verging on the criminal.

Communities need to be able to establish if, when the routes are chosen, there is no conscious

or unconscious bias to those routes which give the greatest capacity and or economic benefit,
possibly at the expense of noise impact.

Responses to Questions

Proposal 1: Reduce, remove or amend Gateways (See Chapter 4, page 24)
Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 5: Do you agree or disagree with our preferred option (option 3) to introduce a
Stage 1/2 milestone check and retain a Stage 3 gateway?

Disagree. HACAN welcomes the stated commitment to an evidence-based process and
stakeholder involvement but is concerned that “streamlining” and “proportionality” may be
used to justify weaker environmental assessment or reduced engagement. We believe
further clarity should be provided on what the proposals mean by ‘proportionate’. What is
the definition and does it give due regard to equity of all stakeholders?

The process to date has enabled both community and other stakeholder input into the early
designs which we believe has helped strengthen the designs. The risk of the removal of the
gateways is that such opportunities for constructive engagement are lost.

The proposal also risks wasting time and resources if work is only found to be deficient by
Stage 3. This may result in further delays to an airspace change process.
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Question 6: If you disagree with our preferred option (option 3), what is your preferred
option?

o Option 1: no change

o Option 2: milestone check

0 Option 4: remove gateways

o Other:

A3 Proposal 2: Define the role of proposer, change sponsor and partner (See
Chapter 4, page 27)

Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 7: Do you agree or disagree that a new proposer role is created — who proposes
the airspace change and may or may not sponsor the change through the process?

o Agree

o Disagree

o Unsure

Please tell us why you have responded in this way:

This seems to make sense particularly for the London airspace.

Question 8: Do you agree or disagree that at the assessment meeting it should be confirmed
who is the proposer and who is the change sponsor?

o Agree

o Disagree

o Unsure

Transparency at every stage of the process is essential.

A4 Proposal 3: Create a new set of standard design principles which apply to
all airspace change proposals (See Chapter 4, page 30).

Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 9: Do you agree or disagree that the CAA should produce a new set of standard
design principles which apply to all airspace change proposals?

0 Agree

o Disagree

o Unsure
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It is essential that the current work undertaken on existing design principles is not lost from
the process. Indeed, many communities will want to see strong environmental protections
(no noise, air pollution, carbon, biodiversity etc.) embodied in design principles, including
those for specific local areas or circumstances such as green spaces.

There is a risk that standard principles reduce the flexibility of the ACP to reflect community
concerns. There appears to be no mechanism by which a sponsor must demonstrate they
have reflected such bespoke principles. Consequently, we would like to see explicit design
principles that:

e Minimise aviation noise, air pollution and carbon emissions. This should include
targets for delivering reductions.

e Protect health and wellbeing, including sleep and mental health. This could include
clear glide paths to limit noise at night.

e Prioritise those most exposed or most vulnerable (children, older people, deprived
communities

e Protect green spaces

e Consider local circumstances (e.g. population density, type of environment)

e Protect educational facilities.

HACAN request that the term ‘representative level’ referred to in this section is clarified. Who
will be considered to be key stakeholders during this stage?

Question 10: Do you agree or disagree that a change sponsor should engage with relevant
stakeholders to consider local issues and local circumstances against the new set of design
principles?

Agree. Notwithstanding our concerns raised to Q9, stakeholder engagement is crucial for
informing both local communities and an airspace proposer/sponsor. HACAN would like to

see as much engagement early in the process as possible to increase understanding and
reduce potential for future conflicts.

Proposal 4: Reduce the number of appraisals by removing the initial options
appraisal (See Chapter 4, page 32).

Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 11: Do you agree or disagree that the initial options appraisal should be removed
from the airspace change process (option 1)?

Disagree.

The process of Initial Options Appraisal has been a welcome one in HACAN’s experience as it
has provided an opportunity for detailed and constructive debate about what matters most
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to different local communities and how this can be reflected in airspace design. We believe
that this has also helped increase broader understanding of airspace change leading to better
informed stakeholder engagement.

In our view Heathrow listened to community requests during the I0A phase for inclusion of
noise metrics such as N65 and N70 as well as modelling impacts at lower levels (down to
45dB) more than required by policy. Any change that removes such consideration is only
going to weaken community trust in the process.

The proposal risks reducing opportunity for stakeholder engagement which is likely to be
beneficial for UKADS when considering the complexity of an all-London airspace change
proposal.

We're also concerned that options that are rejected may not be made public so increasing
the risk that some options that could reduce noise impacts are not taken forward. In our view
this reasoning should be explained and justified to help increase transparency, trust and
understanding. The proposal as drafted appears to achieve the opposite.

Question 12: Do you agree or disagree that, in Stage 2, the change sponsor should be
required to present a high-level description of the methodology they intend to follow to
develop the assessments for the full options appraisal?

Agree in principle given the resulting benefits of mutual understanding of the methodology
being applied to appraisal. However, this must include consideration of the metrics to be used
(in order to judge success) as this helps provide clarity to all involved. There should also be a
requirement for a sponsor to show how stakeholder views have been incorporated.

The principles behind the methodology should be transparent, such as is there the intent to

share noise and pollution in new areas or to saturate existing residents who are overflown
and what is an acceptable maximum threshold?

Proposal 5: Combine Stage 1 and Stage 2 of CAP 1616 into a single stage (See
Chapter 4, page 35).

Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 13: Do you agree or disagree that Stage 1 and Stage 2 should be combined in one
stage?

Disagree.

HACAN oppose any reduction or removal of early gateways if that means less scrutiny of
objectives and option development. It is these early stages where community knowledge
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can have most impact (for example, identifying noise-sensitive locations, local flight-path
issues and equity concerns) and must therefore be strengthened, not compressed.

Question 14: Do you agree or disagree with our proposed high-level overview of
requirements to retain in a combined Stage 1 and Stage 2?

Disagree. The reduced list of requirements is insufficient. We would expect to see any
combined Stage 1/2 materials to explicitly include baseline noise and air quality data,
distributional and health impact framing, and clear environmental objectives before any
design work is fixed. There should also be a range of environmental appraisal metrics set
out alongside a clear requirement for stakeholder engagement to be reflected in the
principles.

Proposal 6: Remove the requirement for the CAA’s assessment of the change
sponsor’s initial and full options appraisals (See Chapter 4, page 37).

Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 15: Do you agree or disagree that the requirement for the CAA’s assessment of
the change sponsor’s initial and final options appraisals is removed (option 1)?

Disagree. HACAN strongly oppose removing the CAA’s formal assessment of sponsors’ initial
and full options appraisals, as this weakens independent oversight of how noise, air quality
and carbon are treated. The proposal also increases risks that potential errors or biases in
the analysis by the change sponsor are not identified.

Local communities cannot realistically audit complex technical appraisals on their own and
therefore a form of independent regulatory review is essential to guard against selective use
of metrics, optimistic assumptions or under-reporting of adverse impacts. It is crucial that
this happens at the earliest possible stage.

Communities are therefore at a significant disadvantage and have proposed that a passenger
levy should be introduced and ringfenced to fund truly independent research that could
support community engagement efforts.

Proposal 7: Reduce the number of metrics in the options appraisal (See
Chapter 4, page 39).

Question 16: Do you agree or disagree that the options appraisal should include
a shortened list of metrics?
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Disagree. We cannot have a sensible discussion regarding the removal of metrics without the
knowledge of what is going to be removed. The consultation document infers that some
capacity metrics might be removed yet this would be bizarre given the underlying justification
for airspace modernisation is capacity benefits. Such removal would undermine community
confidence in the process. How can a specific flight path change or set of changes be proposed
if the potential benefit cannot be measured and subsequently shown to outweigh the
potential community or environmental impact?

This information is required and must be placed in the public domain.

We acknowledge that simpler documents can help public understanding, but suggest that
reducing metrics risks hiding important harms, particularly for highly impacted communities.
Metrics must not be dropped simply because they are inconvenient or show worsening
outcomes for specific communities.

Question 17: Do you agree or disagree with the shortened list of metrics we have
proposed?

Disagree.

Question 18: Are there any other metrics or factors you think should be included
in the options appraisal, and if so, why?

HACAN believe that any metrics should also include:

¢ Noise measurements down to 45dB Lden (day) and 40dB Lden (night) as there is
strong evidence to show that health harms occur at these levels.

e Changes to respite levels.

¢ Health-relevant outcomes (sleep, annoyance, cardiovascular risk proxies).

¢ Non-acoustic factors (for example, impact of change of community perception)

¢ Distributional analysis (who gains, who loses).

Proposal 8: The UKADS provider would perform full and final options
appraisals of the system end state against the baseline scenarios (See Chapter
4, page 42).

Applicable to: the UKADS provider sponsored airspace change proposals

Question 19: Do you agree or disagree that the UKADS provider should be
required to only perform an assessment of the end state design option(s) against
the baseline scenarios in the full and final options appraisals — our preferred
option?
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Disagree.

We remain concerned that assigning full and final options appraisal to the UKADS provider
centralises technical power and may create conflicts if the same provider designs, analyses
and effectively marks its own homework.

We recognise cumulative and system-wide impacts must be assessed, but this must be fully
transparent and independently challengeable, with community access to data and methods.

HACAN would like to see:

o A clear separation between design and independent appraisal functions.

¢ Publication of all underlying assumptions and data used in system-wide cumulative
impact assessments.

¢ Specific attention to “noise concentration” and “noise ghetto” risks when
system-wide designs funnel traffic over particular areas.

¢ Recourse mechanism for local communities should planned benefits not be
delivered.

It must also be noted that the uncertainty around the potential third runway at Heathrow
creates a huge amount of risk. We believe that the single design option for London should
detail potential changes both with and without a third runway given that it is not guaranteed
to be delivered and even if it is it may not be for a decade after airspace change begins.

It is also unclear in the event that a third runway is given planning permission what happens
to current flight paths and how the transition to the new ones associated with an expanded
Heathrow is managed. If the airspace design is approved could Heathrow begin operating
some of those new flight paths on a 2-runway airport? If so when could this begin to happen
and what assessment will be required and what information will be provided for communities
allowing them to understand the potential impacts?

Question 20: Do you agree or disagree that the UKADS provider should not be
required to quantify and/or monetise each of its deployment stages?

Disagree. It would assist with community understanding and transparency if it were possible
to monitor and track the quantified and monetised benefits and impacts at each stage of
deployment.

Question 21: Do you agree or disagree that year 10 (after implementation with
the proposed airspace change) is still an appropriate duration for the appraisal
period, given that the deployments within some complex airspace change
proposals may span longer or shorter than 10 years?
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Disagree. We believe that an interim appraisal should be undertaken as soon as practically
possible (within 6-12months) after the deployment to understand the immediate impacts on
local communities.

We also understand that the London airspace change process will be delivered in a series of
five deployments over five years which means that a flexible appraisal period will be required
to monitor the totality of the proposal.

Question 22: If you disagree, what do you think is an appropriate duration for the
appraisal period for a complex airspace change proposal implemented in a
series of deployments?

We'd like to see regular annual or 5-year appraisal of each deployment with then several set
piece appraisals after 10, 20 and 30 years of final deployment. Some specific assessments of
the cumulative impact over time will inevitably require a longer appraisal period.

Proposal 9: The UKADS provider would assess the combined impacts, including
any cumulative impacts, of the system-wide design in the final options
appraisal at Stage 4 (See Chapter 4, page 47).

Applicable to: the UKADS provider sponsored airspace change proposals

Question 23: Do you agree or disagree that the UKADS provider should be required to assess
the combined system-wide impacts, including any cumulative impacts, in the final options
appraisal at Stage 4 instead of Stage 3?

Disagree. Such assessment should take place and be shared with the public as early as
possible during the full options appraisal at Stage 3. Communities under flight paths deserve
to have all the facts and combined impacts of the system-wide design available to them when
being consulted. All conflicts, trade-offs and interdependencies (between flight paths and
airports) should be disclosed to help increase understanding around the proposals and the
decisions that may be taken.

Question 24: Do you agree or disagree that the assessment of cumulative
impacts should be based on LAeq,16h and L Aeq,8h noise exposure and overflight up
to 4,000 feet?

Disagree.

Question 25: Are there any other metrics you think the UKADS provider should
use for the assessment of cumulative impacts? Please specify what metrics.
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There are a number of other metrics (Lden, N levels etc...) that should also be measured and
used to base assessment of cumulative impacts. We also reiterate our position that such
measurement should go to lower levels than exist in current policy to reflect the onset of
health harm (e.g. 51dB and 45dB LAeq or 45dBLden and 40dBLden).

Proposal 10: Remove reference to 12 weeks as the accepted standard length
for permanent airspace change consultations but maintain the requirement
for change sponsors to agree with the CAA an appropriate period of
consultation (See Chapter 4, page 49).

Applicable to: All airspace change proposals

Question 26: Do you agree or disagree with our preferred option (option 1) to remove
reference to 12 weeks being the accepted standard length for permanent airspace change
consultations but maintain the requirement for the change sponsor to agree with the CAA
an appropriate period of consultation?

Strongly disagree. Removal of 12 weeks as the standard consultation period for permanent
airspace changes will reduce meaningful engagement. Overflown and potentially impacted
communities need time to: understand technical documents, organise meetings, reach
harder-to-engage groups and develop informed responses; shorter or highly variable
periods will disadvantage residents compared with well-resourced sponsors.

Given the size and complexity of the London airspace change proposal there should actually
be a longer consultation period (16 — 24 weeks) to ensure sufficient time for public
engagement, marketing campaigns and information events to take place. This is a once in a
generation change and it is vital that the public who will be impacted are given sufficient
time to respond properly.

Independent funding as outlined above would assist in a quicker and more efficient time
management window so that communities could seek technical support.

Proposal 11: Refine and introduce new criteria for convening public evidence
sessions (See Chapter 4, page 52).

Question 27: Do you agree or disagree that public evidence sessions should be
retained for Level 1 airspace change proposals — which are highly complex or
impactful, or have a high level of public interest to justify a public evidence
session, and it is proportionate to do so?

10
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Agree. HACAN support the concept of public evidence sessions in principle. However, we
are concerned that any narrowing or tightening of the criteria for when they occur could
mean fewer opportunities for communities to be heard directly by decision-makers.

We would welcome an explicit trigger mechanism for a public evidence session where:
o Large populations or multiple local authorities are affected.
¢ There is substantial opposition or concern from communities or public health bodies.
e Proposals significantly worsen noise, air quality or carbon compared with today.

It is also essential that any public evidence sessions are: accessible (timing, venue, online

options), chaired independently, recorded, and supported by clear guidance on how
evidence will influence the final decision.

Question 28: Do you agree or disagree that public evidence sessions should also
apply to all airspace change proposals sponsored by the UKADS provider with
five or more partners involved?

Potentially agree but would welcome further clarity on what rationale is supportive of five
partners being sufficient as a trigger mechanism.

Proposal 12: Remove the possibility of publication of draft CAA decisions (See
Chapter 4, page 53).

Question 29: Do you agree or disagree that the draft CAA decision for Level 1
airspace change proposals should be removed (option 1)?

Disagree. It's not clear how removing this possibility delivers any benefits. Surely better to
have the option if it is needed in the future?

Proposal 13: Consolidate Stage 5 — Decide and Stage 6 - Implement (See
Chapter 4, page 55).

Question 30: Do you agree or disagree that Stage 6 — Implement, should be merged into
Stage 5 — Decide, retaining the current requirements of Stage 6?

Agree. This makes sense as long as all requirements of Stage 6 are retained.

11
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Proposal 14: Outline the information the UKADS provider would be required
to provide to stakeholders prior to any individual deployment (See Chapter 4,
page 56).

Applicable to: the UKADS provider sponsored airspace change proposals

Question 31: Do you agree or disagree that the guidance should outline the information the
UKADS provider would be required to provide to stakeholders prior to any individual
deployment?

Agree.

Question 32: What information would you want to know or consider a change
sponsor should provide before a deployment takes place?

As much information as possible about changes to noise, greater frequency of flight path use,
introduction of new noise or any reduction in respite for local communities.

We would also welcome for example:
e Lmax footprints for individual routes to help describe the noise ‘in mode’.
e Difference contours illustrating geographically where noise levels will increase and
decrease.

Proposal 15: Remove the post implementation review and replace it with an
airspace performance oversight process (See Chapter 4, page 58).

Question 33: Do you agree or disagree with our preferred option (option 1) to replace post
implementation reviews with an oversight process to review the ongoing performance of
UK airspace?

HACAN support any strengthening of post-implementation review, but this must explicitly

compare actual noise, air pollution and flight patterns with what was promised in the
proposal.

Question 34: If an oversight process were established, do you think it should include a
mechanism for stakeholder feedback on the performance of the airspace change?

Yes 100%.

Question 35: Do you have any further views on what you would like to see included in a UK
airspace oversight review process?

12
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HACAN would like to see:

e publicly accessible monitoring data (including flight tracks and noise),

e clear triggers for remedial action if impacts are worse than forecast and

e asimple route for communities to raise post-implementation concerns leading to
formal CAA consideration.

Question 36: If post implementation reviews continue to be undertaken, do you agree or
disagree that the data collection period could be reduced from 12 months following
implementation?

No. The data collection period should be longer to ensure that all the impacts, including the
environmental impacts, can be properly assessed.

Proposal 16: Introduce a proportionate scaled process that enables
conventional procedures that have been subject to RNAV Substitution (CAP
1781) and are already operational, to be replicated with fully Performance-
based Navigation (PBN) compliant procedures. (See Chapter 4, page 62).

Applicable to: A pre-scaled airspace change proposal
Question 37: Do you agree or disagree with our proposal (option 2) that any procedure
designed under CAP 1781 would need to undertake a Level 3 airspace change under CAP

1616?

N/A

Proposal 17: Develop a proportionate scaled process within CAP 1616 that
would enable the establishment of short-duration volumes of segregated
airspace for BVLOS (See Chapter 4, page 64).

Question 38: Do you agree or disagree that a process is required in uncontrolled airspace to
facilitate low impact and short duration drone flights beyond visual line of sight (BVLOS)?

N/A

Question 39: Do you agree or disagree that the CAA should establish this new process to
facilitate this activity?

N/A

13
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Migration policy: Migration from CAP 1616 edition 5 to edition 6 (See Chapter
5, page 67).

Question 40: Please provide details of any key points you would like us to consider in the
migration policy and process to ensure a smooth and efficient migration from CAP 1616:
edition 5 to any updated airspace change process.

N/A

Final call for views: (See Chapter 5, page 68).

Question 41: Is there anything you think we have overlooked or not considered in these
consultation proposals? Please provide details.

Independent funding to assist communities in accessing professional expertise and support

would enable more informed and detailed responses to these highly technical issues. This
would significantly increase trust in the process.
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