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This response is prompted by the Government’s Draft Aviation Policy Framework published in July 

2012. 

This is the response of Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership. 

We note that it is the Government’s intention to issue, later in 2012, a Call for Evidence on 

maintaining the UK’s international connectivity. We look forward to responding to that Call for 

Evidence in due course.  

We note that comments on what, if any, new airport capacity may be required to meet the UK’s 

needs in the medium and long term are considered to be outside the scope of the current 

consultation. 

This response attempts to answer the questions you have posed in your current consultation 

document. 

Chapter 2: The benefits of aviation  

Connectivity:  

Do you agree with our analysis of the 
meaning and value of connectivity, 
set out in Chapter 2? 

We support the definition of aviation connectivity given in 
the draft framework: “A combination of destinations 
served and frequency of flights: the broader the range of 
destinations served and the higher the frequency of 
flights to and from those destinations, the better 
connected an airport, city, or country is.”  
 
We support the idea that any scoring model should 
include relative weightings that reflect,  
- the relative importance of the destinations served,  
- the time cost of accessing them, which is the end-to-

end journey time,  
- the price cost of air travel, and  
- the reliability of the services. 
 
We support the need for the UK to maintain a hub airport 
whose connectivity is competitive when compared 
(whatever scoring model is used) to other European and 
World destinations. We believe that the potential for future 
economic growth in the Thames Valley and the UK is tied to 
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the UK’s ability to support and develop a hub airport that is 
truly well connected when compared to its global 
competitors.  

Fifth freedoms:  

Do you support the proposal to 
extend the UK's fifth freedom policy 
to Gatwick, Stansted and Luton? 
Please provide reasons if possible. 

We support liberalisation measures that will have the effect 
of improving the choices available to potential air travellers, 
and increasing the overall connectivity score for the UK. 

Are there any other conditions that 
ought to be applied to any extension 
of the UK's fifth freedom policy to 
Gatwick, Stansted and Luton? 

No comment 

Airports outside the South East:  

Do you agree that the Government 
should offer bilateral partners 
unilateral open access to UK airports 
outside the South East on a case-by-
case basis? 

No comment 

Any other comments:  

Do you have any other comments on 
the approach and evidence set out in 
Chapter 2? 

In a general response, we recognise the proximity of the 
UK’s hub airport as a key factor underlying the strength of 
the Thames Valley Berkshire economy. We seek to support 
initiatives and measures which strengthen not only 
Heathrow’s relative position in relation to continental and 
world aviation, but also its capacity to be a good neighbour 
to the communities and neighbourhoods which suffer 
disproportionately from the noise, congestion and pollution 
which operating a hub airport entails.  
 
Under the heading “Integrating airports in the wider 
transport network (short term)” we welcome the statement 
at 2.84 confirming the investment in the Western Rail Access 
to Heathrow (WRAtH) scheme. 
 
We also strongly support the comments made at 2.80. There 
is a need to balance the national interest of maintaining 
competitive and attractive international airports against the 
local interest of reducing the adverse impact that airports 
have on the amenity of the neighbouring communities. We 
advocate further debate about what would be a sufficient 
level of investment in mitigating measures to alleviate the 
worst local impacts. 
 
Under the heading “Integrating airports in the wider 
transport network (medium and longer term)” we welcome 
the government’s commitment to the further integration of 
the rail network to serve our airports, but we are also aware 
of the need to join-up with Network Rail’s long term 
planning process in order to realise the maximum benefits 
from such major capital investments.  We believe that 
excellent rail services can make a major contribution to 
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reducing the need for some short-haul flights, and for 
providing better surface access choices for air passengers 
and airport workers. 

 

Chapter 3: Climate change impacts  

Do you have any further ideas on how 
the Government could incentivise the 
aviation and aerospace sectors to 
improve the performance of aircraft 
with the aim of reducing emissions? 

We support the imposition and enforcement of regulation 
regimes which promote the need to invest in newer aircraft 
and technologies alongside carefully structured incentive 
schemes. 

Any other comments:  

Do you have any other comments on 
the approach and evidence set out in 
Chapter 3? 

TVB LEP is fully supportive of initiatives that avoid the need 
for air travel such as High Speed Rail and virtual meetings 
utilising new generation technologies. In particular, in the 
HS2 proposals, we see a major opportunity for improving 
the medium to long distance surface access accessibility of 
Heathrow, Birmingham and other airports.  
 
We also support the need to continue investment and 
support for emerging green technologies which will either 
improve the efficiency of existing fuels and propulsion 
technologies, or provide the breakthrough discoveries of 
substitute or replacement technologies. 

 

Chapter 4: Noise and other local 
environmental impacts 

 

Do you agree that the Government 
should continue to designate the 
three largest London airports for 
noise management purposes? If not, 
please provide reasons. 

As stated in answer to a previous question, there is a need 
to balance the national interest of maintaining competitive 
and attractive international airports against the local 
interest of reducing the adverse impact that airports have on 
the amenity of the neighbouring communities.  
 
Therefore we support any noise management regime which 
is effective in mitigating the worst effects on neighbouring 
communities.  

Do you agree with the Government's 
overall objective on aviation noise? 

We agree with the overall objective of both promoting 
international aviation connectivity and mitigating the effects 
of this on those communities living closest to the airports. 
We believe that as both technology and design continue to 
advance allowing for quieter air travel these benefits should 
be directed towards alleviating the worst effects on the 
communities that are most directly affected. Government 
policy and enforcement regimes should be directed towards 
achieving these benefits. 

Do you agree that the Government 
should retain the 57 dB LAeq, 16h 
contour as the average level of 
daytime aircraft noise marking the 
approximate onset of significant 

We support a policy that would at least maintain the 57 dB 
level, and where possible and feasible, work towards a lower 
average level of aircraft noise. This policy should be directed 
towards improving the mitigation of the worst impacts on 
the communities that are most impacted by aviation activity. 
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community annoyance? 

Do you think that the Government 
should map noise exposure around 
the noise designated airports to a 
lower level than 57 dBA? If so, which 
level would be appropriate? 

We support any activity that leads to a lowering of the levels 
of noise suffered by communities living around airports.  We 
have no comment to make on how far or how fast levels 
should be reduced. 

Do you agree with the proposed 
principles to which the Government 
would have regard when setting a 
noise envelope at any new national 
hub airport or any other airport 
development which is a nationally 
significant infrastructure project? 

We believe that the main principle when setting a noise 
envelope should be an objective assessment of the amount 
and intensity of noise to which local residents are exposed. 
We prefer this type of method instead of using proxies such 
as the number of flights or number of passengers. 

Do you agree that noise should be 
given particular weight when 
balanced against other environmental 
factors affecting communities living 
near airports? 

We support the government’s continued efforts to 
understand and measure the noise impacts that aviation 
activity has, particularly for those communities who live 
closest to aviation activity. We support the continued use of 
noise as a major element of the planning and regulation 
regime for the aviation industry. 

What factors should the Government 
consider when deciding how to 
balance the benefits of respite with 
other environmental benefits? 

No comment 

Do you agree with the Government's 
proposals in paragraph 4.68 on noise 
limits, monitoring and penalties? 

We support the action the government is proposing, 
especially if the result of the review will be to improve the 
impact of the mitigating measures for those communities 
living in closest to our airports. 

In what circumstances would it be 
appropriate for the Government to 
direct noise designated airports to 
establish and maintain a penalty 
scheme? 

We believe that, in order to deliver fair and reasonable 
mitigation measures that benefit those communities living 
closest to our airports, there should be a mixture of 
incentive and sanction regimes and in this context we would 
support the use of penalty schemes. 

In what circumstances would it be 
appropriate for the Government to 
make an order requiring designated 
airports to maintain and operate 
noise monitors and produce noise 
measurement reports? 

We believe that in order to manage noise impacts the first 
thing that the aviation industry should do is develop reliable 
measurements methods. Therefore in the circumstances 
where airport operators are not routinely operating noise 
monitors or are not routinely producing noise measurement 
reports, we believe it would be appropriate for the 
government to order it to be done. 

How could differential landing fees be 
better utilised to improve the noise 
environment around airports, 
particularly at night? 

We have no comment on the particular design of this sort of 
incentive scheme. However we do support the use of 
incentive schemes alongside regulatory measures that both 
have the objective of improving the quality of life for the 
communities living closest to airports. 

Do you think airport compensation 
schemes are reasonable and 
proportionate? 

We have no comment to make on existing airport 
compensation schemes. However we believe that they have 
a role to play in the range of mitigating measures that the 
aviation industry and government should put in place to 
make sure there is a balance between the need to promote 
aviation connectivity and the need to mitigate the impact on 
local communities. 
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Do you agree with the approach to 
the management of noise from 
general aviation and helicopters, in 
particular to the use of the section 5 
power? 

No comment 

What other measures might be 
considered that would improve the 
management of noise from these 
sources? 

No comment 

Do you have any further ideas on how 
the Government could incentivise the 
aviation and aerospace sector to 
deliver quieter planes? 

We believe that in order to be a better neighbour, the 
aviation industry has to continue to deliver improvements in 
this arena. We believe there should be a mixture of 
investment incentives and regulatory sanctions. 

Do you believe that the regime for the 
regulation of other local 
environmental impacts at airports is 
effective? 

No comment 

Do you think that noise regulation 
should be integrated into a broader 
regulatory framework which tackles 
the local environmental impacts from 
airports? 

Yes. As far as is reasonable the airport operators should 
have to deal with a single regulatory regime. 

 

Chapter 5: Working together  

Do you think Airport Consultative 
Committees should play a stronger 
role and if so, how could this be 
achieved? 

No comment 

Is there a case for changing the list of 
airports currently designated to 
provide consultative facilities? 

No comment 

Do you agree that the Civil Aviation 
Authority should have a role in 
providing independent oversight of 
airports’ noise management? 

Any proposal which will have the effect of improving the 
accuracy and rigour of regulatory regimes is supported, 
subject to the comment above about the need to identify a 
single regulatory regime. 

Do you agree with the Government's 
overall objective on working 
together? 

Yes, we agree the objective on working together. 

Is the high-level guidance provided in 
Annex E sufficient to allow airports to 
develop local solutions with local 
partners? 

Yes, we support the development of the guidance set out in 
Annex E on the grounds that it allows each airport to 
develop solutions that are specific to their context and not a 
rigid national framework. 

Do you agree that master plans 
should incorporate airport surface 
access strategies? 

Yes we strongly support the development of airport surface 
access strategies 

Do you agree that, where 
appropriate, the periods covered by 
master plans and noise action plans 
should be aligned? 

Yes we agree that where possible that noise action plans 
should be aligned with master plan periods 

 


