
 

 

Appendix 1 
 
 

Planning Committee 
 

Item 5: Draft Aviation Policy Framework 
 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Let us move on to item 5, our main agenda item, the Draft Aviation Policy 

Framework.  Can I firstly welcome our guests.  We have a full array of experts in the field, which will 

inform our discussion and our response to the Draft Aviation Policy Framework.  This is actually an area 

on which the Committee has done a substantial body of work already.  Only at the beginning of the 

year we did a report, Plane Speaking, on air pollution around Heathrow.  We are not necessarily going 

to go over that area, nor what we think are local issues to do with how better the airports can work 

locally.  The main focus of this meeting will be on carbon emissions and noise, and to that effect we 

have an excellent array of experts, beginning with the Mayor’s spokesperson for 

aviation, Daniel Moylan, along with Michèle Dix from Transport for London (TfL), whom many of us 

will know.  Michèle has for many years been working on issues such as congestion charging and other 

issues that involve a lot of planning.  We have an expert in Brian Hoskins, which will no doubt inform 

my discussion on climate change; and we have Matt Gorman from BAA, although I hear BAA has had a 

name change, it is now Heathrow. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Heathrow Airport, yes, effective from today. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  It is Heathrow, yes, so maybe we should refer to yourself as the 

representative from Heathrow.  Many of us will know John Stewart from HACAN, and an expert in his 

own right in noise.  If I remember rightly, you recently wrote your own publication on that front, John. 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  I have indeed, and even Matt is reading it now. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  What more can you ask for? 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  What more can I ask; yes! 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  We also have Dr Ian Flindell, an independent acoustic consultant, which will 

no doubt assist our discussion on noise issues, as well as Rob Gibson, who has been in front of us 

before.  He is here in the capacity of representing London Councils and is head of environmental 

strategy at Hounslow. Can I also thank him for arranging the site visit last Friday, which many of us 

found very, very useful, certainly on the noise issue. 

 

Finally, we have someone from the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA), Dan Edwards.  This is, I think, the 

first time CAA have been in front of us.  Just whilst you are here, Dan, can you just clarify CAA’s 

responsibilities in the environmental arena, because, like I said, it is the first time you have been in 

front of us. 

 



 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Absolutely, yes. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  We had previously, as a Committee, asked that environmental 

considerations be taken on board at the CAA. 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Well, thank you for the opportunity to set out our interest, really, in this debate.  

Obviously as a sector regulator for aviation we have responsibility for the safe operation of aviation as 

a whole, but more and more we are very conscious of the impact the environmental issues have on the 

sector’s performance and obviously the responsibilities that the sector has to the environment. We 

recently set out an environmental programme reflecting this renewed emphasis on the environment 

within the CAA, which covers all of the things that we do as a regulator, including airspace regulation, 

the way that we set standards, for example, and other issues, which I will cover in more detail in my 

responses. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Can I just follow up very quickly, is that a statutory duty now, or is that a 

discretionary power on your part? 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  There is no statutory duty, but we interpret our duty towards customers, which is 

passengers and freighters, as a broad duty towards the environment as well, given that there is such an 

interlinking between performance of the industry and how it is perceived and how it operates within 

the environment. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thank you for clarifying that, because I think the CAA have an important 

role in this whole arena. We are grateful that you have come along and taken it on as discretionary, it is 

something that you should do more of. 

 

Before we come to the questions from the Assembly Members, can I just remind people we are 

essentially concerned about carbon emissions and noise issues within Greater London.  Whilst I know 

those boundaries may be senseless in terms of airspace, I think the forum for the London Assembly is 

just that.  There are possible stacking issues, but I am sure we can be informed about what stacking 

happens within the airspace of Greater London, and principally I think there are two London airports, 

Heathrow and City Airport. 

 

To begin our questioning, I am going to go to my Deputy Chair, Jenny Jones, to lead on how the 

change impacts. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Thank you.  I am going to target my questions fairly specifically, 

because there are so many of you experts, and we need to be careful we do not only talk about climate 

change today, which is obviously something I would like to. 

 

I wanted to ask first, Daniel and Brian, if you could set out briefly your perspective on the 

Government’s approach to reducing aviation carbon emissions. 

 



 

 

Daniel Moylan (Mayoral Advisor, Aviation):  Well, the Mayor supports the legislative framework 

that is in place. He believes that the national air policy framework, when finally issued, should include 

stringent targets that meet those objectives.  He notes that the Independent Climate Change 

Commission has said that accommodating 60% growth in air traffic over the next 30 years, I think it is, 

to 2050 is consistent with Britain meeting its carbon objectives.  The Mayor believes that the 

framework itself should take account of all pollutants in respect of their effect on Greater London and 

that the targets or the criteria that are set would be unreasonable if they allowed an increase of activity 

at Heathrow, given the levels of noise pollution and air pollution in that area.  He still believes there is 

room for growth in aviation, but it should be accommodated elsewhere at a new airport. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Thank you. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I am a member of the UK Climate Change Committee. Perhaps I should also say I am on the 

environmental advisory board for Rolls-Royce, but I am basically a weather and climate scientist who 

has also looked at some of the aviation impacts.  The approach to aviation has the background of the 

whole UK approach to climate change and the targets there, and as you are aware in law we have the 

target of 80% reduction by 2050 in our CO2 emissions.  Aviation emits more than just the carbon 

dioxide that has an impact on climate, but I will restrict my comments to the carbon dioxide emissions 

of aviation. 

 

Aviation has become more efficient, at roughly 2% per year. However, the growth in aviation 

worldwide is about 5% per year, so the impact on the climate is increasing and globally about 1% to 

2% of the total impact on enhanced greenhouse effect is due to aviation, but in the UK it is about 5% 

and growing.  Therefore, in the UK 5% is not huge, but it is 5%. 

 

Now, looking at the approach to how we get to 2050 and 80% reduction, with all the sectors one looks 

at, each of them thinks they are special and they do not want to reduce by 80%.  When we looked at 

the scenarios we found that probably aviation is one of the most difficult to see how to reduce, 

because kerosene, the fuel, is so efficient and you have to carry it with you. We found with our 

scenarios that if we kept aviation emissions just about constant to 2050, then we could see how we 

could get to our 80% targets. When we looked at the efficiencies that aviation tries very hard on and 

always has, and maybe those will continue at maybe 1% or 2% per year, there is a possibility of modal 

shift and maybe some use of biofuels – we saw that at some level – but then when we did that we 

came down to a 60% growth in aviation was perhaps possible, but not much more than that, consistent 

with the UK targets. 

 

That is the background, which I think is the background to the Government’s view still, although I saw 

in the latest document it was not put out very strongly like that, and so that is the view that we would 

strongly give.  In terms of climate change, we are not saying that aviation has to stop, we are not 

saying it has to stay level, but it cannot go on increasing just ad lib. It has to be constrained to maybe a 

60% growth by 2050. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  I am quite surprised to hear you say that given the figures you gave us 

earlier. You do not actually think it is too risky to increase aviation emissions? 

 



 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  When we are looking at the scenarios of different areas, we are looking at what the 

trade-offs might be. I think if we consider that aviation could reduce by 50% its emissions easily, then 

that would be in the scenarios.  We sort of consider that maybe in the power sector decarbonisation is 

much easier than in aviation, where the emission of carbon is inherent in the whole process.  If you 

reduced aviation by 50%, you would essentially be reducing passenger kilometres by maybe 30% or 

something.  We are trading off one sector against another, but what I would certainly caution against is 

a rise in any as business as usual or ad lib approaches. There must be constraint on the growth, and the 

60%, I think, is our finger in the wind at the moment as a proxy for what in the end must be a global 

agreement, when that global agreement comes.  Clearly as time goes on then we may see that climate 

change is happening faster than anticipated. What we are concerned about is that we should prepare 

now that growth should be constrained and the actual level of that constraint can be adjusted as we go 

on, as long as we build in that sort of constraint now. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  You do not think you are giving people false expectations that 

aviation is actually okay as long as you are careful? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  We are always struggling with this thing of giving false expectations and allowing one 

sector more than another. Aviation, there is no doubt, has its role in our activities and we consider that 

at present saying a 60% growth by 2050, and that is not much percentage per year if you are looking 

at it to 2050, is essentially that aviation has to be constrained and that is where our target would be at 

the moment. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Just to be clear, my reading of what you have said is that putting a 

disproportionate amount of effort into decarbonising aviation would not hit the target, because it 

would only be of marginal benefit. You said that it is 1% to 2%, I think you said, of aviation emissions 

are aviation-related.  If everything else stayed constant and aviation grew by 60%, it would go to 2% 

to 3%, effectively. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  In terms of the UK, it would go to 25% if we keep it the same, because when we reduce, if 

it is now 5% and we reduce everything by 80% -- 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  No, I said if everything else stays constant, it would go to 2% to 3%, 

effectively. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Well, I do not think we are looking at everything else staying constant.  If we are, then 

aviation, in my view, business as usual and climate change as usual are not compatible. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  But then if your scenario is right and it goes to 25%, the overall emissions, 

even though 25% of it is made up to aviation, still are relatively, compared to the other sources of 

emissions, a relatively small amount.  The overall emissions in the UK would have fallen very 

significantly for aviation to be at 25%. 

 



 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  You have to recognise that we are saying by that time aviation would be about a quarter of 

the UK emissions, and whether that would actually accord with what everyone would wish at that time 

is not clear. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  I am sorry if this is slightly --, but I am getting slightly confused by the maths.  

You are saying currently aviation accounts for 1% to 2% globally. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  No, 5%.  We are talking about the UK.  5%. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Right.  Okay.  You said earlier 1% to 2%. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  That is globally. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Globally.  Right.  Okay. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  We are talking about the UK. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  All right, so if the UK is 5% aviation. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Yes. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  And if it grows by 60%, if everything else was constant, that would take it to 

8%, by my maths. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  No. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  At that stage, you say it would be 25% of UK emissions, which means that UK 

emissions would have fallen, if 8% is 25 – 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Sorry, 8% is not correct. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  UK emissions will have fallen by 60% or 70% by that time. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  No, no.  What we are saying is that the level of aviation emissions in 2050 must be the same 

as now, and so the 60% growth allows for the incredible work on efficiency that is being done in the 

industry. It allows for some modal shift, it allows for some use of biofuels, and it allows for efficiencies 

in general. It takes us, given the huge amount of work that is going to be done in the industry to try to 

reduce emissions, then, because of that, some growth is possible in terms of passenger numbers, but 



 

 

the growth of emissions we are talking about is zero, so we are talking about the same level as 

emissions now.  If it is 5% now of the total, and the total goes down by a factor of 5, it will go up to 

25% of the total. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Yeah.  No, I get that, but, okay, so what you are saying is there is a massive 

reduction in emissions from other sources that results in aviation growing, albeit that the emissions 

should, in theory, stay broadly the same from aviation. So it is not that aviation has got worse; it is that 

everything else has got better. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Emissions should, both in theory and practice, not increase.  Now, there are many who 

would argue that we are actually making this aviation, we are making a very special case for aviation by 

allowing that constrained growth of 60%.  No other sector is treated in that way, and so it is a very 

special case saying that the combustion of fossil fuel is inherent to aviation.  The substitution is 

extremely difficult.  There is no doubt a certain amount of aviation is required for society and its 

activities. Even so, the 200% that is estimated as a business as usual growth is not possible , not 

consistent with climate change targets.  It should be -- we can only see not more than 60% as being 

possible. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  I just had one further question, which was about efficiency, relative efficiency.  

I mean, the jet engine is an incredibly efficient form of combustion of carbon-based fuels. I do not 

know if you have done any research on aviation versus other modes of moving people around or, 

indeed, other modes of carbon generation, as to whether, actually, it is a relatively efficient way from a 

nation’s point of view. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  I think that is probably outside of our brief; I am so sorry. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Right.  I guess that what I am hearing is that aviation is not the bad boy here. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Aviation is about, for moving a person a kilometre, is about the same as other means of 

transport, give or take. About the same as a car. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Because what I get a sense of is, there is a disproportionate demonisation of 

aviation in the climate change debate which you are saying is not necessarily warranted. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I am saying that aviation could be 25% of our emissions by 2050 under this constrained 

scenario.  Whether that is a good boy or a bad boy, I would not like to say.   

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  That is because we have reduced it by 60%. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Perhaps I could ask Matt and Dan, Brian has talked about efficiencies, 

modal shift, use of biofuels. Is it possible that a growth in aviation of 60% could keep emissions to 

current standards and actually not incur growth in carbon emissions? 

 



 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Thanks.  We think it is. I should say, as well as representing Heathrow, I am also currently chairing an 

initiative called Sustainable Aviation, which is an alliance of all the big airports, airlines, aircraft engine 

manufacturers and National Air Traffic Services (NATS) in the UK which is driving a common 

sustainability across the industry launched in 2005.  The reason that is relevant is that Sustainable 

Aviation published earlier this year an update of our 2008 CO2 road map, and I have got copies of the 

summary that I can leave here, but, effectively, what that says is that, yes, we believe we can 

accommodate significant growth.  Actually, we think we can accommodate a bit more than the 60%, 

but we recognise --  

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Without an increase in emissions? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

While keeping emissions at around today’s level, and that is through exactly the things that Brian has 

outlined. It is through a combination of increasing efficiencies, both in air space management and on 

the ground, it is through new aircraft and engine technology, and we are seeing some of that coming 

in now and we anticipate new generations of technology coming in over the next 40 years, and it is 

through some use of sustainable biofuels as well.  I think it is important to -- and that, as you say, 

allows us to keep at around today’s levels.  Actually, as I say, we are a bit more optimistic than the 

Committee on Climate Change (CCC) in the kind of growth that is permitted, but we recognise that we 

will need to demonstrate performance towards that over time.   

 

I think an important second part to this, which we have not touched on yet, is the role of emissions 

trading. As [Sir] Brian [Hoskins] said, aviation in the CCC scenario stays at around today’s levels, but 

other sectors are cutting significantly. Actually, aviation, we think, needs to go further than just 

keeping at today’s level, and at a global level the industry is, as far as we know, the first to have 

committed to a sectoral target to reduce its net emissions, so reducing net emissions by 50% by 2050. 

The word “net” is important because that does not say it is all happening within our sector, but that 

does say that we are paying for emissions reductions in other sectors through carbon trading. This 

comes back to the point that, actually there is a lot that the industry is doing and can do through 

efficiency, but there will be a limit to cost-effective reductions in aviation, so we think that emissions 

trading is a good solution.  It allows us to pay for reductions in other sectors where they can be 

delivered most cheaply.  I think the key point here is the enemy is not air travel; the enemy is carbon. If 

we can get that out of the system in the cheapest way possible through emissions trading, that is a 

good thing. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Fiona [Twycross] is going to come in on emissions trading in a 

moment .If I could stick with this idea about being able to keep the emissions the same, you are sort of 

banking on technology that we have not got yet. Do you think that is actually a bit risky? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  I 

will leave these copies here. Some of the technology -- so we are banking on a significant part of the 

reduction is technology that is coming into fleets now, and what we have done is looked ahead and 

said how much of that do we think is going to fly from the UK. For instance, aircraft like the new 

Airbus A380, the double decker Jumbo, about 20% more fuel efficient than the aircraft it is replacing, 

the new 787, the famous Boeing Dreamliner, about 15% to 20% more efficient than similar aircraft, 



 

 

the new Airbus A350, coming into service in three or four years.  A significant part of the reductions 

are aircraft that are entering fleets now, and that we expect to be an increasingly significant part of 

fleets.  There is a next generation of technology that we would see coming in from the mid to late 

2020s. Clearly it has not been designed or developed, that is into the future, but what we have done – 

and there is a very detailed report which sets out all our assumptions in detail on this – is we wanted to 

be very transparent so that we could be scrutinised and challenged on this. We have drawn on historic 

projections and said, “Well, what do we think is likely and possible for future technology?” We think it 

is a robust and evidence-based position that we have set out. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  There is so much there I want to argue with, but I am going to let 

others come in.  Perhaps I can just ask Dan and Brian very quickly, given that international agreement 

is so slow. Do you think the Government ought to be looking at other ways of cutting carbon 

emissions, and doing it unilaterally or creatively? 

 

Daniel Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  I think that is a good question.  The UK is, I think, probably at the forefront of carbon 

reduction globally.  It has got a long-standing policy of pursuing carbon reduction within the economy, 

and I think that is reflected in its approach to international negotiations as well as its domestic policy 

on carbon.  It is not as though there are many stones that have been left unturned in UK carbon 

change policy.  Clearly, it is unfortunate that we have not been able to get an international agreement 

at the global level on aviation and carbon.  What we have been able to do is agree at the European 

level that it is best to forge ahead without international partners for the time being in the hope and 

expectation that the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) and other major players within the 

aviation sector will follow that lead.  Clearly, everyone is aware of the controversy with the EU 

Emissions Trading System (ETS) within the aviation sector, and I think the UK is doing a lot of work 

behind the scenes to make sure that ICAO negotiations result in a meaningful agreement at the global 

level.  That is the kind of global picture.   

 

I think at the European level, obviously ETS, as Matt [Gorman] has outlined, is a key part of this 

picture.  The ability to ensure that the polluter pays in essence, in this case aviation, means that as 

aviation’s emissions grow relative to other sectors within the economy, it will be paying more and more 

of the bill. I think that is important and it is, to some extent, that is a kind of equalising, a natural 

equaliser within the system which will become more and more important in the future. Lastly, there is 

work at the domestic level which, obviously because this is an international sector, it is more difficult to 

pursue a solution independently. However, there are things we can do at the UK level such as work on 

making our airspace more efficient, and that is one thing that the CAA has quite a big remit to do.  We 

published a future aviation strategy back in 2010. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  That means increasing capacity? 

 

Daniel Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  That basically means using the highways above our heads in the sky more efficiently so 

that aircraft can fly in a more direct routing, so that they are not burning CO2 flying round in circles, in 

stacks and elsewhere, for example. 

 



 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Brian, could you answer, please, whether you think the Government 

has to change its approach? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I think the approach in general is okay, but I would urge that the CCC advised earlier this 

year that aviation should be brought properly under the UK targets over these five year targets that we 

have. We have a strange situation where aviation is in the 80% target at the end, but not explicitly in 

the individual targets as we go along. I think what can be done is to agree to the CCC proposal that 

aviation be brought in to these targets as we go through.  This was rather vague before and we wanted 

it explicitly made that it is in those targets. In that case, emissions from aviation that we think now can 

actually be judged - what is apportioned to the UK - if that is brought in then we can see this give and 

take between aviation and other sectors, is it working or are the strains really showing?  When it comes 

to 2050, by the way, on the CCC, we do not think there is going to be much to be bought and sold 

around the world in terms of one country saying, yes, we have far too many emissions that we are not 

going to use.  By 2050 there is not going to be much slack in the system.  We essentially believe we are 

going to have to do it ourselves, and that is partly why we have a 60% target. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  Have you had any feedback from the Government about whether or 

not they are going to include aviation in the ongoing targets? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I should say there has been a few straws in the wind that are not that hopeful. 

 

Jenny Jones (Deputy Chair):  All right.  Thank you. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  There were two points I just wanted to pick up.  The first one is about this 

growth of 60% by 2050, and I think, Sir Brian, you referred to passenger numbers going up by 60% By 

2050. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Yes. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Mr Moylan referred to air traffic going up by 60%.  Now, I think they could 

be two rather different things because, presumably, as aircraft get bigger, a 60% growth in passenger 

numbers might not be a 60% growth in the number of flights. In fact, there might be very little growth 

in the number of flights.  I do not know who could answer that.  Sir Brian, do you want to? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  We have tried to take accounts of these sorts of changes as we come with our number, and 

as the aircraft get bigger, yes, one does tend to take on more people.  There is also a change in the 

length of journey which has certainly been very important over this last period. In this last period, in 

the last 20 years, the passenger numbers have gone up 130%, but the emissions have gone up 120% 

despite all these efficiencies because the journeys have been longer. There are various things to bring 

into account, and when we are looking out to 2050 there is some fuzziness about all this. I would not 

want to say 60% is the number.  It gives an estimate that unconstrained growth is 200%.  60% means 

you are reducing that by at least more than a factor of three. 



 

 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Can I ask, you painted this world in 2050 where aviation accounts for 25% of 

all greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  From the UK. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  From the UK.  And I just wonder whether you could paint for us a picture of 

what the world in 2050 looks like. Presumably, in order to get our overall emissions down we are going 

to have to, as a society, make compromises, and I think to judge whether allowing aviation 25% of the 

carbon that we are allowed to emit in 2050 is a fair deal. I think we need an understanding of what sort 

of compromises we are going to have to make in other areas. I wonder if you could paint for us briefly 

a sort of pen picture of what we are looking at. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I will give you a brief picture; I am not sure I am going to be around to see it, but, anyway.  

The first thing, that by 2030 we need to just about decarbonise our power supply. That means nothing 

from unabated gas, oil or coal by 2030.  Then it means using that decarbonised electricity in the 

transport sector, the land transport sector, for instance electric vehicles, and maybe biofuels for lorries; 

that sort of picture there.  In the housing sector, houses from which you lose almost no heat compared 

to today’s. Therefore, the insulation on the past housing stock and the demand from the new housing 

stock is that the demand for energy to keep them warm and light is reduced by a large factor. Then 

using some of that electricity to maybe power heat pumps to heat those houses.  In industry there is 

low carbon production throughout, and then carbon capture sequestration where one has to use fossil 

fuels. Shipping by that time we estimate will be hugely more efficient, because there is a lot of slack in 

shipping.  Then non-CO2 greenhouse gases. Again, huge reductions from anything to do with waste 

and to do with agriculture.  Agriculture is going to be a real problem by that time.  I hope that is the 

world we are thinking of for 2050, then aviation is going to be there in that picture.  

 

Stephen Knight (AM): I think a lot of people will think, hearing that, that that is such a radical 

departure from the world we face now, in which we use gas to heat our homes, predominantly.  We 

have failed to make really major inroads on home insulation despite many efforts for the last 20 years, 

but suddenly within 35 years from now we will have got to this position almost seems incredible, and I 

think to most people will seem incredible. I suppose asking you, in the context of the achievability of 

what you have just described, can we really allow aviation this leeway to carry on as it is now? With no 

growth, but, you know, without having to make a contribution to cutting at all? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I suppose it would have given a contribution in that the efficiencies and the constrained 

demand would mean that there was a contribution.  It would clearly be up for society and Government 

to determine whether the right balance is being achieved.  I would have my personal views, but I am 

trying to present the CCC that looks at various scenarios in terms of activity.  There would be a scenario 

that said there should be a 50% reduction in those emissions, and then that extra 12% or so could 

then be willingly apportioned amongst the other sectors. 

 



 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Could I put this to you in a slightly different way.  I mean, I think given that 

we are not going to completely rebuild the housing stock between now and 2050 -- 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  This is not strictly relevant.   

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  I am trying to assess whether aviation having 25% of our carbon usage by 

2050, or our emissions, is a realistic thing.  Given that we are not going to completely rebuild our 

housing stock, what we are talking about is people going cold in the winter, in some cases, in order to 

enable people to fly. Is that a fair assumption, given that not every home is going to be suitable for 

fitting heat pumps? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  It would require that if aviation was going to expand by this 60% that huge efforts was 

made by society in other areas, then society has to make the choices in whether that is possible.  We 

have come up with one scenario here which allows it.  Others would be possible, clearly, and, 

personally, I might choose one way, but I think this is a possible scenario that allows this activity. There 

are good arguments that aviation fulfils a very necessary role in terms of communication and the 

business of society. That is what we have tried to accommodate in terms of saying constrained growth 

is possible to allow level emissions, but any growth in emissions should not be considered as viable. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  I just want to ask about the efficiency of operation.  Dan [Edwards] and Matt 

[Gorman] both said that greater efficiency of operation could have an impact.  If you could run 

Heathrow 24 hours, or if there were a 24-hour airport available around London, have you looked at 

what kind of impact that would have on a reduction in emissions?  I guess there are two things.  First 

of all, there is less stacking, less taxiing, all that kind of stuff, but also it has an effect on the schedule, 

because you can run a frequency that does not require you to bunch all your flights at the same time. 

It may be that you can run fewer flights on a route and get the same capacity because you are not 

constrained by time. 

 

Daniel Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  We have not looked at that scenario.  Obviously there is a huge noise dimension to the 

scenario you have just pictured, and  --  

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Well, unless a 24-hour airport was nowhere near a residential area. 

 

Daniel Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  What we have at the moment is obviously an airport that operates two-thirds of the day, 

with some minimal night movements at the moment between certain hours, 11.00pm and 6.00am.  

What would happen, I think, if you kept the current cap on Heathrow movement at 480,000 a year but 

opened the 24-hour window of operation would be, as you said, you might get some more resilience at 

certain points of the day but actually, what you find at Heathrow is that there is demand bunched at 

particular times of the day anyway. The fact that people want to fly early in the morning and arrive at 

certain points in the afternoon and the evening would not go away.  That is the natural demand cycle 

of the airport. Therefore, you might get some benefit, but I would not expect it to solve all of our 

problems in that respect. 

 



 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  Yes, thank you.  Just going back to Matt on the EU ETS, but would welcome 

comments from other guests as well. I think my question is slightly loaded because I am going to 

challenge the assumption in what you said earlier, that the emissions trading scheme had been 

successful.  Arguably, it has been relatively limited and has quite limited scope in terms of what the 

current cap represents. Given the limited achievements of the EU ETS to date, what do you think the 

outlook is for reducing carbon emissions from UK aviation and, for example, should there be a gross 

emissions cap as well as a net emissions cap? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Emissions trading. I would dispute that the achievements of EU ETS have been limited to date.  I think 

it is important to remember this is not just an issue for aviation, it covers around 50% of Europe’s 

emissions as a whole. I think it is, as far as I am aware, the single most complex piece of environmental 

legislation that has ever been introduced in the world, and it was introduced in 2005.  That means it 

will not be perfect first time.  We need to learn from it, we need to improve it, I would agree with that.  

Does it mean that the principle of emissions trading is not a sound one?  I do not think it does at all.  

The principle of emissions trading is that it allows you to find the cheapest way to reduce carbon.  It is 

the most economically efficient, environmentally credible way of getting carbon out of the economy. I 

think the challenge that we all face, and it is not just an aviation challenge, is to continue to learn 

from, and improve, emissions trading.  I think aviation’s inclusion in the EU emissions trading scheme, 

which is already a fact as of the beginning of this year, is a really important first step. However, I think, 

ultimately, we have said, there is general consensus that you need a global solution for all sectors, 

certainly for a globally competitive sector like aviation. I think we have seen a significant increased 

effort by the body that regulates aviation internationally, the ICAO, which is responsible for developing 

that global solution. It is doing a lot of work on what that solution might be at the moment ahead of 

its next big meeting next year, and I would expect to see progress there. However, I think we should 

not underestimate what emissions trading has already achieved in Europe and what it can continue to 

achieve. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  But in terms of the outlook for reducing it further and whether you agree 

that a gross emissions target would be useful in terms of reducing it further -- 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Well, our view is the global industry in the long term has set a net emissions target. It is a 50% 

reduction in net emissions, and part of that will be achieved through gross emissions cuts.  Part of it 

will also be achieved through net targets for net cuts.  The reason that we set a net target is it allows 

you some flexibility to make absolute cuts as far as you can, but also to buy those reductions 

elsewhere.  I think we are cautious about – I would make two comments on this, and it links back to 

[Sir] Brian [Hoskin]’s earlier point – carbon budgets.  We are cautious about setting a gross target for 

the UK because of the risk of driving perverse outcomes. One way that the UK could achieve that 

target is by reducing the number of long-haul flights that depart from the UK. However, I do not think 

you would be solving the climate challenge by doing that.  What you would find is that you would 

incentivise people to get on to short-haul transfer flights to other European hubs and get their long-

haul connection from there. People would still be flying, we just would not be counting all of their 

flights in the UK carbon budgets.  That links to the second point.  We are, as an industry, actually 

supportive in principle of the CCC’s recommendation of inclusion in carbon budgets.  However, I think 

there is an important distinction between a national target in carbon budgets, and what the CCC has 



 

 

recommended, which is that aviation be included in the UK’s budget, but on the basis of its EU 

emissions trading cap. Effectively, that is a recognition that a European emissions trading and, 

ultimately, a global emissions trading solution is the right way to go. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):   If I can just ask Sir Brian what the impact of the ETS has been since 2005, in 

your view. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  The impact has not been great yet, so everyone is waiting to see that this cap is brought 

down and that it really starts to bite.  It was a big change to have such legislation, as was said, and it 

produces a hopeful situation. In other areas of the world they are starting to think of similar trading 

schemes and maybe in the future even linking these up. This is perhaps the start of something which 

could happen much wider, if not a global agreement linking trading areas.  It has not done much yet, 

but we hope it will in future. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  Is that a hope, or do you think it is likely to happen?  I mean, what would 

need to change for it to improve and for it actually to make a difference? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Europe should be moving to its 30% target from its 20% target and then it should be doing 

what is necessary in the European trading scheme to go along with that. We do, in something like 

aviation, rather rely on a European dimension for doing this so that the competitiveness issue is not 

there. We should be putting every possible pressure -- the UK should be putting every possible 

pressure on our colleagues in Europe to go for a 30% target and to tighten the ETS so it really does 

work. 

 

Daniel Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Perhaps if I just come in here.  I entirely agree with [Sir] Brian [Hoskins] and Matt 

[Gorman] on the position on inclusion of aviation in the national target, as it were. That is key, and it is 

consistent with our belief that the best efficiencies and the best outcomes can be generated through 

trading between sectors.  We are not actually in support of a sector target for aviation for the same 

reasons, actually, in that we believe that would drive some perverse outcomes.  You might get higher 

net CO2 emissions as a result of that than you would if you had an aviation sector that was 

incorporated and was free to operate as it wishes.  I think, in terms of the benefits of the ETS, one of 

the key benefits, as I said earlier, is actually bringing international parties to the table to negotiate.  

The European scheme is not ideal.  You would want it at the global level, but what it has done is force 

people’s minds on getting a global agreement. I think that is, to some extent, given this is only 10 

months into its operation, a huge achievement for aviation ETS.  In terms of the actual operational 

benefit for the aviation sector as a whole, it is still too early to tell in that regard.  I think what has 

happened is it has come at a time when the sector, and the economy as a whole, is facing a bit of a 

downturn and you would expect, for example, permit prices, the cost of carbon to be at a relatively low 

level in those circumstances. I think we will have to play this by ear to some degree and look at what 

improvements can be made in the future as we learn the lessons of the scheme. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I cannot stop myself thinking about Tim Yeo [Chairman of the House of 

Common’s Energy and Climate Change Committee]’s recent comments that you could cover the whole 



 

 

of Surrey with runways and not increase emissions by a single kilogram.  That sounds rather optimistic 

in light of what we are hearing here. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  He said you can cover the whole of Surrey with -- 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  -- airstrips, and not increase emissions by a single kilogram.  Now, I am not 

sure where he got that idea from, but --  

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I usually think that Tim is speaking great sense, but I am not sure I understand the sense in 

this one. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Well, those are actually the words he used, and I am trying to make out 

what sense we can, because he seemed to hold a lot of store on the ETS delivering the carbon emission 

reductions at Heathrow. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Yes.  Let me say that if the European trading scheme worked in this sector and one had 

built huge airports, those airports would not be used. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Chair, if I can just come in quickly. I had not read the quote, actually, about covering the whole of 

Surrey in runways, which sounds –  

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Over the top? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  -- 

a slightly fanciful suggestion.  I had certainly read a quote which talked about the possibility of some 

aviation expansion, but making the point that, actually, emissions trading provides a cap. Therefore, 

any growth from now is effectively offset by reductions in other sectors, which is the point I have made 

before. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  If I could follow it up, we have said 60% growth, so if you doubled the airport capacity, 

most of it is not going to be used. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thanks very much for clarifying that.  Nicky, can we move on to the trade-

off between CO2 emissions and noise impacts? 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  My question is really about the benefits of new technologies, realising the kind 

of benefits we are going to get over the next 10-15 years from new technologies in relation to CO2 and 

noise. Before I do that, I just want to ask, you talked about pressure for global agreements being the 

way forward. Is that not made very manifest by the fact that China, India and the US are not going to 

play ball when they land in the EU? 

 



 

 

Daniel Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Obviously there is some resistance to the current ETS scheme.  The resistance is largely 

focused on the legality of the scheme at the moment.  There are concerns that it is extra-territorial in 

nature, i.e., Europe is in effect, the accusation is they are taxing emissions outside of European 

territory in contravention of international law.  Obviously that is a matter for the international courts 

and for legal processes as a whole.  I think key to that consideration is whether or not international law 

is able to factor in what is actually an extra-territorial problem, that we do have emissions outside 

national boundaries, and that those emissions are going to affect us all. I think it is a matter of legal 

principle, but I think one would have to query whether or not that legal principle is actually appropriate 

in this current debate. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  I just wanted to raise that.  In terms of the question I was asking about the 

benefits that you think will come, and if I could address this to Sir Brian Hoskins, what do you think the 

benefits are going to be from the new technologies in relation to the new technological developments. 

You have talked about engine efficiency and fuel efficiency.  Are there any others we can look forward 

to which are going to make environmental improvements? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Well, we know that there has been a considerable 

amount of effort over the last 40 years with improvements in technology making aircraft a lot quieter 

now than they were in the 1960s.  From the noise point of view that that technology, using the current 

configuration and design of aeroplanes, it is becoming increasingly difficult to squeeze any further 

noise reduction out of the basic technology.  There is still a lot of effort going on in British and 

European industry to try to squeeze a little bit more out of it, but it is only small amounts in decibel 

terms.  That is with the kind of existing technology that we have with high bypass ratio fan jet engines.  

However, it depends on how you measure these things, because – and Matt [Gorman] already talked 

about the new more efficient aeroplanes, the larger aeroplanes – if you measure noise per passenger, 

that is not necessarily the same thing as noise per aeroplane, so there is a way of looking at increased 

efficiency there.  There is also increasing efforts into trying to improve the operations in the way in 

which aircraft are operated at the airfields. That can also give small improvements here and there. The 

idea is that every single technological or operational change may not make a big difference that is 

particularly noticeable to the community by itself, but when all of these things are added up over a 

period of years it does make further small differences.  The next thing we have to consider is whether 

we introduce radical new technologies such as contra-rotating open rotors to gain a further increase in 

efficiency. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Say that again.  Contra- -- 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Aeroplanes with propellers on instead of ducted fans. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Still jet? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Sorry? 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Still jet? 

 



 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Still jet powered – it is a jet core – but a modern high-

bypass-ratio engine has in it a multi-bladed propeller inside a fan, which is actually generating most of 

the thrust. That is powered by a jet engine inside, but most of the thrust comes from the slightly less 

violent process of blowing air in through this big fan, and the exhaust out the back is not as hot and 

the whole thing becomes more efficient.  Now, successive improvements in efficiency have been 

achieved over the last 40 years by gradually increasing the size of the fan of this engine, because the 

first jets did not have fans at all and they were more like military jets and very noisy.  There becomes a 

limit to how big this fan can be made. The current technology, some parts of the industry are working 

towards dispensing with the ducting round the outside of the fan and using contra-rotating propellers. 

This is inherently a noisier process because there is not a shroud, there is not the ducts around the fan 

to shield the sound, but there is a lot of work going on to make these devices as quiet as current high-

bypass-ratio engines. Perhaps not quite as quiet as high-bypass ratios could be if some of the other 

problems – I am afraid this is rather complicated – --  

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  So, it is going forwards to go backwards? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Well, yes, but it is a much more advanced aerodynamic 

shape of the blades than a World War Two propeller. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Does it reduce CO2? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Yes, because you have increased efficiency considerably. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  So it increases efficiency, reduces CO2, but with a bit more noise? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  But a bit more noise. One of the other problems is the 

character of the noise has also changed, because you get multiple interaction tones which are not 

necessarily harmonic between the interactions of the blades, so the sound could also be not necessarily 

noisier in an objective sense but it would have a different character. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  But not harmonic noise? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Well, until you got used to it. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  I have never heard what we have got now describe as a harmonic noise. 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Does that help? 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Thank you for that.  If I just go to Sir Brian Hoskins. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  I am sort of a bit allergic to a trade-off between noise pollution and global climate change 

impact. I do not think in general we should be thinking about a trade-off between those.  They are 

extremely different in their impacts on numbers of people, and in the way they are done and, in 

general, it is not necessarily a trade-off between one and the other. I think up to now aviation has 

actually improved them both without much compromise from one to the other.  There has been slightly 



 

 

more compromise between the local pollution issue and the climate change one because of the nitrous 

oxide production, et cetera, so I do not see a trade-off. However, in future, as was said, there could be, 

if this open rotor becomes the noise problem, a difficulty that would have to be coped with about 

putting them on top of the wing or whatever.  There could be a point at which one was having to 

compromise to some extent between local pollution and global impact. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Can I just move on and ask, this country is absolutely brilliant at research and 

development (R&D). What could Britain do?  I am very depressed by what I see as the poverty of our 

horizons in this. We went from the biplane to the jet in 20 years, and we put a man on the moon – I 

mean, not Great Britain, but I mean the world – 25 years later, something like that. Here we are 

thinking we might have slightly more efficient engines. It is all a bit incremental.  I know we have come 

a long way, but we are just building on what we have done.  We might have some biofuels.  None of 

you have talked about any other kind of renewable fuel.  No one has talked about - we have got 40 

years ahead of us - nobody has talked about going beyond the jet and looking at fuel cell, batteries.  

There are other possibilities. How do you incentivise that, because I am sure this country could do it, 

and I initially ask that to Sir Brian. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  As I say, I am involved with Rolls-Royce, and I am conscious of the amount of work they 

put in to try to make the engines more efficient.  First, let me say, most of the planes you fly on are 

not this year’s model.  They might have been there 10 years, and it takes development of an aircraft 10 

years or so.  I am not an expert, but we know now what will be in the air in 2030, I think that is the 

situation.  Now, beyond 2030 are the radical things that are possible.  Aviation is unique in that you 

have to carry your fuel not just with you, but up into the air, so it has to be very energy-efficient. That 

is why the substitution, in terms of a battery or anything else, becomes extremely difficult. If you are 

going to carry your fuel with you, you have to find something correspondingly fuel-efficient per weight 

as kerosene. That is our understanding at the moment.  There is a sort of limitation on actually getting 

a certain weight up there with a certain speed.  You need a certain amount of energy, and  maybe 

there is a brilliant idea.  Maybe we will go back to actually having the flying boats, you know.  What do 

I mean? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Airships. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Yes, that is right; the airships.  Some people say, well, we should go back to airships. 

Certainly carrying freight around you could, and that would be one way to use much less fuel. There 

could be a radical thing where you do some of it and maybe you can have a luxury hotel in the sky and 

you do not worry that you are taking three days to reach the US by airship. There could be radical 

things, and that is the sort of thing it might have to be if it is not going to be this fast thing carrying 

you through. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

This idea of poverty of horizons I would really challenge if you look at what the aerospace industry has 

achieved and the significant improvements that we have talked about over the last 40 years. To give 

you a really tangible example of that, the A380 I have talked about.  We have more airlines flying 



 

 

A380s than you have double-decker jumbos in and out of Heathrow, than any other airport, and I 

challenge you to stand by the runway and hear these things take off.  It is noticeably quieter than 

other aircraft carrying that number of people, Ian’s point about noise efficiency.  To talk about poverty 

of horizons, I think, there have been significant achievements.  Absolutely, there is a big challenge on 

both noise and emissions that we need to continue to address. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  I just want to defend myself.  I was not talking about what we have achieved; it 

is just what we can achieve and how we incentivise it in the next 40 years. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Okay.  My point I was going to come onto, I would expect continued improvement. I should also say, 

since we are beginning to touch on noise, Sustainable Aviation were planning to publish a follow-up 

document to our CO2 road map called the noise road map, focused on what we think technology, 

operational practices can achieve over the next 30 to 40 years. We are studying this in detail at the 

moment, but I think we see the same potential as with carbon to effectively decouple growth in 

aviation from growth in noise impact, which I think has to be the challenge for us. I think those 

opportunities are there.  What the Government do, I would highlight a couple of things: continued 

support for aerospace generally, and encouraging research and development.  I think we have the 

second biggest aerospace industry in the world in the UK, Airbus making wings in north Wales, and 

Rolls-Royce making engines up in Derby.  I think continuing to provide and incentivise R&D is 

important. 

 

The other very specific one, actually, is related to biofuel, another point you mentioned.  At the 

moment, the way that the UK is implementing the renewable transport fuels directive means there are 

no credits for the development of bio jet fuel, at the moment, but there are some real opportunities, 

we think, for that.  Again, to give you an example which I hope challenges the idea of poverty of 

horizon, British Airways (BA) is shortly going to be announcing investment in a new bio jet plant in east 

London, using new technology to convert waste to bio jet, so, a new technology.  We are trialling it in 

the UK.  If it is successful, they will continue to roll it out, but, again, they need an incentive 

framework, so that is a very clear example of what the Government could do. 

 

Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, Transport for London): Whilst we should incentivise 

the development of some cleaner, less noisy aircraft, et cetera, a radical thing that we could do is to 

build an airport in a location that does not expose people to local impacts such as local air pollution 

and local noise . 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Can I just add, the only reason we are talking about noise is the location of 

Heathrow and the fact that three-quarters of Europeans who experience aircraft noise live around 

Heathrow.  If the airport was not there, then the noise imperative would not be quite as strong as it is, 

and you might be able to develop more efficient engines that were louder and nobody would care. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Tony will lead on that issue just in a moment.  Nicky, do you want to finish 

off? 

 



 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  I only wanted to ask another question, which is about going beyond biofuels to 

other forms of renewable fuel, algae, fungi, bacteria; all the things on the menu.  I am a bit worried 

about biofuels coming from crops and food. 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  Well, I share your concern over biofuels from crops, and the CCC were rather less gung-ho 

than some others in terms of the amount that we thought could be used for aviation.  In a world where 

you are trying to feed nine or ten billion people, there is not going to be this huge tract of the world 

that is available for growing crops suitable for fuel. That is our concern anyway. In our scenarios, we 

only allowed maybe 10% coming from biofuels, 5% to 10%. There may be other ideas for generating 

some fuels.  There is going to be a huge demand for that.  There is going to be demand from the road 

transport system, and there is demand in industry.  Industry that requires intensive heat is going to 

require such fuels.  There is going to be a demand from many ways round.  There may be ways of 

producing it, but there is going to be huge demand. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  What should be the incentives?  I mean, people probably do not want to put a 

tax on fuel, aircraft fuel, which is untaxed. Say you took the other path and tried to incentivise all these 

things, because it is generally regulation which, you know, is the mother of invention.  I mean, we do 

not seem to be getting any regulation, or very little, so what are going to be the incentives to go 

faster, to accelerate action on noise and CO2? 

 

Sir Brian Hoskins (Director, Grantham Institute for Climate Change, Imperial College 

London):  In general, anything that produces CO2 has got to pay in the end for what it is doing. That 

is true for aviation and it is true for other sectors, and that must then incentivise the requirement.  

However, it is crucial in all this, and it comes back to government policy, that we have our targets to 

80% and our targets on the way. Any idea that we are wobbling on those targets, this actually removes 

any incentive to develop these alternatives. The development of the alternatives will happen, and the 

UK is in a unique position to do that with its R&D, provided we know we are really going in that 

direction. That is the absolutely fundamental thing, that we have our targets, and we are keeping to 

those, whichever government is in power, and then we keep going towards those targets.  People can 

then do the R&D and in all sorts of ways find us the alternatives in aviation and elsewhere. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Just quickly, you cannot underestimate the fuel efficiency driver for airlines, let alone the carbon price, 

which I will come to. Fuel costs are a significant portion of airline operating costs, so there is already a 

real focus on making aircrafts as efficient as possible, reducing the weight that they carry as well as 

looking at new technology. Then, in addition to that, we are increasingly seeing the carbon price being 

introduced through European emissions trades, so I think that probably the key thing we can do is to 

ensure emissions trading, and then ensure that ultimately we get a global deal for aviation.  That will 

fundamentally create the incentive from a carbon perspective. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Thank you. We will move on now to what is really the second half of this 

meeting, where we will focus on what I consider, certainly, to be the concern on the doorstep of a lot 

of Londoners when it comes to the environmental impact of airports in London, noise.  Tony can lead 

on this part of the discussion given a lot of his constituents often complain about it. 

 



 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  They certainly do!  It did strike me, actually, on that last discussion about 

incentives, of course, before the war, people used to give prizes for the fastest plane and the great 

inventions.  Maybe we could have a Johnson prize for the most efficient aircraft, or something of that 

sort.  I am sorry Daniel [Moylan] is not here so he could convey the good word.  Initially, please, I 

would like to ask about the Operational Freedoms trial which we have been going through.  My 

constituents have been moaning like mad about this.  I wonder, Rob, since you are from Hounslow as 

well as London Councils, we heard some preliminary figures about the first half of the trial, about the 

substantial increase in the number of complaints.  How has it been going since?  The figures we have 

had seem to have stopped in July. 

Rob Gibson (Head of Environmental Strategy, LB Hounslow, on behalf of London Councils):  

I think Matt [Gorman], as the arbiter of the complaints system, is probably the best person to put the 

question to on the basis of complaints. 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Do they not come directly to you?  Does Hounslow not have a noise guide? 

Rob Gibson (Head of Environmental Strategy, LB Hounslow, on behalf of London Councils):  

They do, and we continue to receive complaints on operational freedoms, as do other colleagues in 

other boroughs. We continue to receive complaints and  we record them accordingly.  I think in terms 

of complaints, per se, Hounslow receive fewer complaints than perhaps other boroughs do.  

Traditionally we have always received fewer complaints about the airport than perhaps 

Richmond Council, but yes, they --  

Tony Arbour (AM):  They are vocal in Chiswick. 

Rob Gibson (Head of Environmental Strategy, LB Hounslow, on behalf of London Councils):  

Yes, indeed, in Chiswick and Isleworth.  I think our complaints are a fundamental part of the 

Operational Freedoms trial, but are they the ultimate arbiter of whether the trials go ahead or not?  I 

am not sure they are.  

Tony Arbour (AM):  The reason I am asking the question, and I will ask John and Matt to comment - 

I was going to say the volume of complaints, I mean the number of complaints – because there could 

be a theory and people were very cross that the experimental period has been extended, based on the 

theory, “Well, they get used to it, so they will stop complaining”, and that is why I am asking about the 

number of complaints, to see whether or not people are becoming inured to it.  Have they become 

inured to it, Matt?   

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility & Environment, BAA):  The data I have got 

here on Operational Freedoms we did see in the first phase of the trial, earlier this year, an increase of 

around two to three times compared to previous comparable months.  I think we are still in this phase 

of the trial. We have seen a continued higher level of complaints, I think it is fair to say.  Equally, I 

think the key point I make about Operational Freedoms at the moment is it is still a trial. I think it is 

too early to draw definitive conclusions about what the results of it are.  The trial does run to March, 

and we will need to do the full analysis at that stage, but clearly we have already published, and I am 

sure those who are interested will have looked at, the detailed report of Phase 1 already, so that 

information is available.   



 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  That was my preamble.  We have seen that, and I am really wondering whether 

or not it was dying down, if you like, the number of complaints, because people have got used to it. 

Perhaps John has a view?   

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  I think there has been a difference between the winter trial and the 

current summer trial.  We were expecting many more complaints during the winter than we actually 

got, and we did not get that many.  We got a lot of people complaining. They knew a trial was 

happening, but their complaints were not necessarily about the trials.  The number of complaints we 

actually got about the trials during the winter period was relatively limited.  It has been higher in the 

summer, and I think what I am reading from this is that during the winter period, when windows are 

shut – a lot of people in west London have got double glazing and so on – people, on the whole, were 

not noticing.  I think in the summer time people have been noticing when the planes have been, as we 

put it, on the wrong runway, out of sequence.  Therefore they have been going up.  It is difficult to say 

whether people are getting used to it or not.  I think it is too short a period.  I do not sense they have.  

We have had complaints over July, August, September; they have not really died away.  I think behind 

it there is not just the complaints of what is actually happening, but I think there is this fear of what 

will happen in the future, that if the operational trials at some level become permanent, then people 

will lose their half day’s respite.  I think there is a kind of mixture here of what people are actually 

hearing and the longer-term fear that this might become permanent.   

Tony Arbour (AM):  That certainly chimes with what people are saying to me.  They think it is a 

process of attrition and that – and I know what you say, that it is still an experimental phase – the 

experiment will become permanent because that is going to be the only way to evaluate it.   

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility & Environment, BAA):  Well, it will not 

become permanent without a Government consultation on it.  I mean, it is a trial phase, the results of 

that will need to be analysed, and Dan [Edwards] may want to come in from a CAA perspective 

because they are providing an independent regulatory oversight of this. At that stage the Government 

will need to consider if it does want to make it permanent and will therefore need to put forward 

proposals.  I do not think it would just automatically roll forward at all.   

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Can I just say a few words.  As Matt has mentioned, we have been given the job of 

overseeing the trial from a kind of sector regulator’s perspective, providing as objective a view as we 

can on the trial.  I would like to make just two points.  One is that there is a difference between this 

second phase of the trial and the first phase.  It is not just about the seasonality of the trial, it is also 

about the actual design of the trial itself. Lots of the complaints that we have seen occurring are to do 

with neighbourhoods which are being overflown more than was previously the case.  The psychology of 

noise is typically that you value what you lose more than you value what you gain.  For instance, you 

do not hear about the people who are now being overflown less – you do not hear letters of 

congratulation or commendation from them – but you will hear the complainants who are being 

overflown more.  That, I think, is vital in terms of how we think about changes to operations generally, 

in that obviously politically it is very important one looks at the level of community satisfaction with 

the trial, but equally we need to look at how we can actually modernise the way that airports have 

airspace is structured.  If we take the view that actually we do not want change because change will be 

resisted, then I think we have a very poor horizon in terms of the current options that face us.  I think 

one of the things that we will have to look at when assessing this is how much of these complaints are 



 

 

really validated by the current objective data and to what extent should they be a basis for decision-

making.   

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Sorry, what does that mean?  How many of these complaints are …?  So you 

could say you might complain but what you heard you did not hear?  

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Well, sorry, I do not want to be flippant, but you do hear some complainants complaining 

a number of times.  There are circumstances where the complaints are almost generated automatically, 

for example, so they come from the same complainant every six minutes; there was a recent example of 

that.  That is happening 24 hours a day.  It is difficult to imagine someone sitting by their keyboard 

every six minutes, tapping in that complaint.   

Kit Malthouse (AM):  In that particular instance would you look at the data and say, “Well, that 

complaint is valid because there is a plane going over his or her head every six minutes”?   

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Exactly. You would look at the flight paths that occurred that day, look at whether or not 

there is a correlation between the noise that was experienced in that neighbourhood and whether or 

not the complaint levels rose at that point.  

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Or it could just be somebody who was doing that even though there are not 

flights because they have been driven basically insane by years of --  

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Insanity is a possibility too. I think obviously the point I am trying to make here is we 

need this to be as objective an analysis as possible.  Complaints are clearly one part of that assessment, 

but we also need to look at the kind of noise profiling of the operations at that airport, at Heathrow, 

during the period of the trial. Work out what kind of communities one would expect to be affected and 

whether or not that correlates with the kind of complaint pattern that we are seeing.  Those are the 

kind of techniques that you would expect us to be doing if we were assessing this objectively.   

Tony Arbour (AM):  Just one further point. This is to do with measuring the impact on people’s lives, 

you know, there are World Health Organisation (WHO) guidelines and there are European guidelines 

and so on. The most interesting thing about it, as far as I can tell, is the acceptance that the effect of 

noise at night is greater than noise during the daytime.  Proposals and things like experiment, when 

people are experiencing something new that they have not heard before, oughtn’t the threshold to be 

much lower for them because they do not have, if you like, the background of noise? They have not 

yet become inured to it?  You know what they say, if you are woken up by a quiet plane, you are still 

awake, so in fact the same measure.  Are there new ways of measuring impact?  Should there be a 

different level of decibel measurement to say that nuisance has occurred, or are you satisfied with the 

current measure?   

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  I think the simple answer is we are never satisfied with these measures because they are 

always approximations of -- they are a generalisation of how noise affects people. Obviously everyone 

around this table is going to be affected by noise differently, depending on the circumstances, their 

own disposition, etc.  Clearly it is not the optimum to be using a noise threshold of the kind that we 



 

 

use, but that is the reality.  It is very difficult to survey precisely what every resident in London feels 

about noise, so one has to use some form of approximation.  Most of the decibel measures do take 

some account of the variation in nuisance that occurs at different times of the day.  The European 

measure, for example, weights it according to whether or not the noise occurs between seven hours in 

the night or whether it occurs during the day.  There has been some attempt to do that and that is 

based on relatively sound science, as I understand.  I think, people are doing their best to try to 

approximate these effects, but I think the Government’s --  

Kit Malthouse (AM):  There is the change.  I mean, I hear the 6am flight as it comes over, the first 

one in, on a Sunday morning or whatever it is, but I do not hear the rest because I am then awake and 

doing stuff, but it is also the change from silence to then this great hoovering noise overhead at 

6.00am that wakes us up. Wakes the whole house up.   

Tony Arbour (AM):  I did wonder whether other people have a view.  You see, many, many residents 

think that they hear these stories of quieter aircraft, and you have been telling us all about the 

wonderful 308, that as a recompense for that the point at which you say nuisance occurs, or the 

regulations say nuisance occurs, that threshold ought to be lowered, otherwise what is going to 

happen is that people will only gear themselves to the noise threshold and there will be no incentive to 

drive it down any further, will there?  I think that is really to Matt.   

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility & Environment, BAA):  Sorry, can you just 

repeat the question?  

Tony Arbour (AM):  The point I am making is, if there is a threshold for noise, that is going to be the 

target, okay?  There will therefore be no incentive for driving down the threshold.  Do you accept 

that?  

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility & Environment, BAA):  No, I do not think 

that is right, actually.  Noise contours, we are moving onto an important area of debate here, so just a 

couple of quick points on this.  Firstly, picking up on Dan’s point, there is no one measure that will 

reflect everyone’s concerns about noise. I think that is absolutely clear.  People respond to noise in 

different ways; people want to see different information about noise.  The measure the Government 

has used for a number of years is an average noise of 57 decibels during the day as marking the onset 

of significant annoyance.  However, we know that there are people outside that area who are annoyed 

by noise, we know that there are people inside that area who are not annoyed by noise.  That already 

tells you that there are some limitations.  However, we also know that whatever the limitations of that 

contour, it is an objective scientific measure of the noise energy, the noise generated in that area, and 

actually it has shrunk significantly over time as the technology has come and we would expect that 

kind of trend to continue in future.  I think the question about threshold levels is, if you are going to 

introduce a new level, what is the evidence that you are basing it on?   We do not think there is 

necessarily conclusive evidence. I think we would agree with the Government in their latest 

consultation that there is a new threshold level being debated on. However, that does not mean we are 

saying that if you live outside the 57 contour, you are not annoyed by noise because there is evidence 

that people are.  It is worth saying we publish a number of different contour metrics, the ones we have 

mentioned, a number of night time contour metrics. We publish every year the European guidance that 

you mentioned, the 55 day-night sound level (Ldn) contour.  We do that. We have a noise action plan 

to reduce the exposure there. 



 

 

I think the two key questions we need to consider in terms of threshold levels are, would a different 

threshold alter what we are doing in terms of noise management?  I do not think it would.  It would, 

because our current activities reduce noise in the area closest to the airport, they will also benefit 

people beyond the contour area.  It does not mean that we are just limiting out focus just within that 

area, although I think it is right to say we are focusing on the people who are most affected by noise 

close to the airport; that seems a fair and proportionate thing to do.  Therefore, would it alter what we 

do?  I do not think it would.  Actually critically, and we have had an interesting debate with HACAN 

and Aviation Environment Federation on this, we put in a joint paper to the Government last year on 

some of these questions.  I think the very strong theme of feedback we hear locally from people is 

these noise contour levels are not a very accessible way of communicating about noise.  If I tell you 

that, “Well, the noise level you are hearing is the 16-hour average on a summer day, 57 decibels 

average,” actually people do not hear noise like that, I have lost you already.  What people want to 

know is things like, “How many planes are over my head?  What time is the first one going to fly over 

each morning?  How loud is the loudest one going to be?”  It is that kind of information that is much 

more accessible to describe noise impacts to people and that is more the direction we are moving in 

rather than looking at just adding contour exposure maps that we could continue producing.  I am not 

sure that is necessarily the best area for us to focus. 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Michèle wanted to come in earlier, and we will come to John [Stewart] and 

Rob [Gibson], because I am sure there is plenty to respond to from Matt’s comments.   

 Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, Transport for London):  I am just going to come in 

on the point in terms of the Operational Freedom Trials and the data. Certainly we would welcome 

slightly more data showing the correlation between complaints, exactly when the complaints were 

made and about what they were made in relation to the runway uses so you can understand whether or 

not it is people experiencing new noise or the loss of respite periods or whatever, because of the 

concern that certainly, say, loss of respite periods is a big issue.  On the issue of noise levels, certainly 

the Mayor would welcome a look at a more stricter noise level and noise metric, in particular taking 

into account night-time noise and the level of disturbance that that might bring.  We also accept that 

there are people outside those noise contours, even if they are drawn in more strictly, who will suffer 

from noise.  Maybe more penalties, in terms of noisier airplanes or on planes that actually fly lower 

than perhaps they should, could be considered to deter them. 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  At the moment they only get fined £1,000; that is not even one business 

seat, I do not think.  But, John?   

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  Thanks.  As Matt said, on explaining noise to local residents, we are 

working with BAA to try to make it clearer how many planes are going over, how noisy is each plane, 

and can that be explained not just in words but using colour coding or what have you.  For instance, 

you are going to live in the deep red area where it is very noisy and not the light green area where it is 

quiet.  We are working together with BAA and others to try to see if we can come up with something 

and present that to Government.  I do not think that is instead of the noise contours, because I think 

the noise contours, if they are wrong, they can be misleading.  The 57 equivalent continuous noise 

level (Leq) contour which we are familiar with that Matt has described, we feel very strongly that is a 

misleading contour.  If you live in Putney or Fulham you actually live outside 57 Leq contour.  I think if 

we were going to speak to the MP for Fulham and particularly the MP for Putney, he or she would say 

there is noise in this area.  Now, I think the reason why if we have got the wrong contour there is a real 



 

 

danger that policy making will become misguided, is because you are currently basing future policy, 

whether it is about expansion or anything else, on the noise contour, on how many people are 

affected, and if you have got the wrong contour you can end up potentially with the wrong policy.  

That would be our big concern.  We would go - and it ties in much more with our members’ 

experiences - with the European contour, what is called the 55 Ldn contour, which goes much further 

out in geographic terms, as far as Vauxhall.  The difference in numbers is huge.  In the 57 Leq contour, 

the official one, it is just over 250,000 people affected.  On the 55 Ldn contour, which the European 

Union recommends, it is 725,000 people.  I think that is why contours are important.  Of course, they 

can never capture every single individual’s experiences, but if we are going to have one I think we do 

need to have one as accurate as possible, because (a) it reassures individuals that they are not just 

making it up, the fact that they have heard aircraft noise, and (b) it is a sound basis for future policy 

decision. 

Rob Gibson (Head of Environmental Strategy, LB Hounslow, on behalf of London Councils):  

I have a number of points that I would like to make, and I feel duty-bound to start with the 

Operational Freedoms trials and to come back on that.  I would really, really hate it if the Committee 

went away with the view that an assessment of complaints was going to be the be all and end all of the 

assessment of the trial. I think that would be a very dangerous stance to take.  The reason I say that is 

because the people around Heathrow have lived with aircraft noise for a long time and many of them 

have rung either their local authority or BAA and complained and with no outcome. There is no 

outcome because the fact of the matter is you live near a busy airport but there is nothing ever 

anybody can do for you.  If you ring up about being woken up at 5.30 in the morning, it is just as likely 

that you would be woken up at 5.30am the following morning, and after a while the people think, “Oh, 

I am not going to bother anymore.”  It is not a matter of getting used to the noise, it is getting 

frustrated with the environment they live in.  On Operational Freedoms we have had a short first-phase 

trial which I can only say was very, very badly received by the authority I work for.  It was constructed 

in haste, and frankly I was appalled at the way it was taken forward.  The results of the first phase, as 

you say, are declared as inconclusive, although within both reports there is a slight caveat that there 

has not been much of an impression made on noise levels.  Well, I would have preferred to see the 

caveat stop at “there was nothing to be drawn from them”, because as we sit here, I do not know how 

we are going to assess the Operational Freedoms trials in terms of noise.  We have looked at various 

contours, CAA did some work in the first phase and showed contours, and you have a great big contour 

and a tiny little bit of where it is worse for people. From that, are you going to tell me that in a period 

where you are supposed to be gaining respite from noise nuisance from aircraft, possible eight hours 

during the day when the aircraft are landing on the other runway, you are going to tell me that the one 

or two aircraft are not going to really upset people when they should be free of aircraft noise?  I think 

we have got to come up with metrics that reflect respite and reflect the benefits of respite, the things 

that the community tell me and councillors and the councillors in West London what actually the 

benefits of respite are. Until we get these metrics I think we are making decisions, or potentially 

making decisions, on what could be very, very shaky ground. 

The discussion moved on to noise contours, and I sympathise with John [Edwards]’s view.  I think when 

John and I and Matt [Gorman] were at a meeting the other day the discussion revolved around not 

necessarily contours but what are you actually doing with them.  Possibly I agree with John in so much 

that the Ldn contour that the European Union has adopted is more representative, more representative 

of community noise.  However, what is more important is what that contour is used for.  If, perhaps, a 



 

 

mitigation scheme is based on 55 Ldn, ie 700,000 people possibly got help with insulation of their 

properties, perhaps then it would not matter so much which metric we are using because people would 

have greater levels of protection. 

The final point I would like to make while I have the floor is that sure, we have seen a decline in the 

amount of noise energy experienced by people in west London.  However, over the last 20 to 30 years, 

the numbers of aircraft overflying people have increased dramatically and the existing measures do not 

reflect that.   

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  I would just like to just add in a couple of comments on 

a number of points which have already been mentioned, but more from the scientific point of view 

than the particular kind of Heathrow/London point of view.  The first one is reliance on the number of 

complaints.  Unless the complaints are representative of everybody, if the complaints just come from a 

small percentage of the population, they do not tell us anything about the silent majority who have not 

complained and we need to do other kinds of research to find out what those people’s opinions are.  In 

the case of what happens around Heathrow, my understanding is the percentage of people that 

complain is actually rather small.  Now, there may be many reasons for that, but we do not actually 

know what the opinions are of everybody else who have not contacted an authority.  From time to time 

there is national and local research to try to discover what the opinions are of the silent majority.  I 

have done some of that myself, and I think that is more reliable for the overall population’s view.  I just 

caution about being careful about just using complaints to base decisions upon. 

The second point I would come down to is to talk about this question of metrics and contours.  Noise 

contours quantify the physical amount of noise measured objectively.  You can go out with a sound 

level meter and you can actually check whether the contour which is calculated on a computer, you can 

check how accurate that is.  The technology is such that these are increasingly accurate in terms of 

being able to model the amount of noise physically.  That is not actually modelling the amount of 

disturbance.  In order to interpret the contour it requires understanding of a dose response relationship 

between the amount of noise and the amount of response, the amount of disturbance or the 

community attitudes.  Again, that information comes from research, so that whether we have 

Government policy which is based on 57 Leq is representative of the onset of significant annoyance or 

we have the European 55 Ldn, these are only interpretations.  As Matt [Gorman] said, they do not 

predict the individual response of individual people.  To discover that we have actually got to talk to 

the individual people and find that out. 

I think we then start to think about what is the use of these different metrics.  When we have noise 

contours they are measuring the objective amount of noise, but according to a particular specification 

such as the long-term 16-hour average. When we go to the Ldn, which John [Stewart] has talked 

about, this is adding a little 5 decibel and 10 decibel weightings for what happens in the evening, in 

the night.  They are, to some extent, arbitrary in terms of trying to understand those metrics in terms 

of how people respond to those sounds.  To find out how people actually respond, we need to actually 

talk to them. I would say we need to do more research in understanding people’s attitudes and 

opinions and how these can be related to the physical measures.  The problem, from a regulatory point 

of view, is you cannot control people’s attitudes and opinions, but you can control the objective 

amount of noise, and you have to try to balance the two.  I leave it there.  It is some really complicated 

issues that you are touching on here. 

 



 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  That is true.  There is also a new geographical pattern, from my 

understanding, certainly from Operational Freedom, that we have suddenly had complaints coming 

from Wandsworth and Hammersmith and Fulham, which had not historically shown that and I think 

that is something which should not be lost.  Can I just go to Fiona, and then to John. 

 

Fiona Twycross (AM):  I was going to speak slightly to the idea that a relatively small number, 

although significant number of complaints, should not be taken into account when making policy. Also 

to pick up on the idea that more research is needed and maybe identify where that research about 

more general opinion should come from.  Dan, earlier you mentioned that it was difficult to consult 

people and in the theme of me disputing things; I think that is not the case anymore.  With social 

media it only captures people who have got access to the internet, but it is relatively easy now to 

consult people on quite simple questions, such as, “Do you get woken up regularly by air noise?”  It is 

quite straightforward to do some survey work.  If more research was undertaken into the general view 

of people across London, particularly in those areas where we know there is aircraft going over, who 

would be responsible for producing that research is what I want to know, seeing as there is a 

recognition that it is required? 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Somebody has to find the money to pay for it. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  That is one of the questions posed in the consultation, about whether there 

is a possibility of independent enforcement and analysis of noise nuisance, certainly. 

 

Before we get there can I just be clear.  John, I hope you can take this on board.  We have talked about 

European standards and what standards we have got here.  There is also the WHO standards and 

whether they merit consideration in this consultation and something that this Committee, representing 

the whole of London, should take on board and possibly pursue. 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  I think that is very interesting, because we have talked about those 

standards.  The World Health Organisation has come up with recommendations which are actually on 

the whole a bit lower than those we’ve talked about  -- certainly lower than 57 Leq and a bit lower 

than 55 Ldn.  They say that people start to get moderately annoyed by noise when it averages out at 

50 Leq and severely annoyed with noise when it averages out at 55 Leq.  It is interesting they are 

probably the only international body that has done serious work regarding noise and health, and 

therefore I think it would be a very useful yardstick. 

 

The other point I was going to make was related to both what Fiona was saying and what you were 

arguing, Chair, about noise in areas further away from the airport. It seems to me that that, as we have 

talked about before in this Committee, it is an issue that has emerged over the last decade.  There is a 

particular problem for people who are living with both Heathrow aircraft and London City aircraft.  In 

south-east London and east London they are getting both but still when noise measurements are done 

they are done separately.  I think we have argued - and I think the Committee has argued in the past - 

that a consolidated noise map is required for areas in south-east London and east London if you are 

going to accurately reflect the total noise that people are actually hearing.  That is one point. 

 



 

 

The other point is I think the research that Fiona talked about would be particularly interesting for 

communities that have newly experienced the noise.  I am guessing a little bit here, but my sense is 

that in west London and parts of Windsor which have had noise for quite some time, we probably have 

some idea of how people are responding.  I think we have much less idea of how people are responding 

that little bit further away from the airport who have had this noise increase over the last decade.  I 

think if there were resources to look at that in particular, it would be very useful indeed. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  That is useful.  Tony, you can lead the debate on this. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Yes, please. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  You mentioned stacking, John.  Apart from more efficiencies in the airports 

in the stacking, what can be done to reduce that?  That is clearly probably an explanation for noise 

complaints in north east London? 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  I am not sure that the stacking itself is because the planes when 

they are stacking are relatively high.  I think the problem is just the sheer increase in the number of 

planes and the fact that it is now recommended that they join their final approach path further from 

the airport than they did in the past.  I think it is probably more that is the problem than the stacking 

because when we go to areas like Hainault and so on where they do a lot of planes under the stack in 

north-east London there is not a huge number of complaints because they are quite high. 

 

 Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, Transport for London):  I support John’s statement 

about having noise contours that take into account the overlap between Heathrow and City Airport 

and also comment on the World Health Authority’s assessment of the burden of noise on health and 

their calculation of disability-adjusted life years.  On the basis of their calculations Heathrow is 

responsible for over a quarter of disability adjusted life years that are lost in Europe either due to 

premature death or a less healthy life. That is largely through sleep disturbance or people’s annoyance 

leading to health disbenefits.  That is something to note. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  If anyone can expand on the health impacts of noise disturbance, that 

would be very useful.  Ian? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  I think you also have to recognise, though, that the 

impact of noise on health and trying to quantify that is still a controversial area scientifically.  The 

World Health Organisation estimates are based on extrapolations from limited European data that have 

shown statistical associations between higher levels of road traffic noise and higher relative risk ratios 

of cardiovascular disease in certain European cities. 

 

However, on the other hand, it has to be put on the other side to say that those statistical associations 

are only looking at two out of the multiple systems of variables which could be explanatory and none 

of those studies actually reached the level of demonstrating cause and effect.  So whereas it is 

scientifically plausible that a certain, probably a very small, proportion of the population are susceptible 

to stress-related illness which could be exacerbated by excessive noise exposure that they cannot 

escape from. It has by no means been proven that applies in the general case or if it was not the noise 

it could be some other variable. 



 

 

 

I think we have to be very careful about these WHO estimates.  They are only putting one side of the 

argument.  I am not dismissing it is a scientific possibility, but it is not 100% proven.  That is all I would 

like to say on that. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Can I move the discussion on to the next area of questioning.  We have had 

mention of both Heathrow and City Airport now.  There is a difference in approach in compensating 

people affected by the aircraft noise.  I am just wondering, should there be a consistent approach to 

setting those thresholds between two airports operating quite differently with their mitigation 

schemes?  Can I start with John. 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  I think it would be ideal to have mitigation schemes which were 

comparable across all airports.  I think that certainly would be the ideal and maybe what we should be 

aiming towards.  City Airport’s scheme is better as far as compensation is concerned. 

 

There may be a wider issue though in that in some ways although the compensation scheme at City 

Airport for local residents is good, the attitude of City Airport towards some of their local residents in 

other areas leaves a lot to be desired.  I would not like to come out of this that because the 

compensation of City Airport may be better than BAA provides around Heathrow, that therefore we get 

BAA bad/City Airport good. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Heathrow Airport bad. 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  Heathrow Airport bad; indeed.  I will get there one of these days.  I 

would never say Heathrow Airport was bad, Matt.  I would not like it to come out of it Heathrow 

Airport bad/City Airport good.  In compensation terms, maybe City is better, but there are a lot of 

other factors as well which I know that local residents in east London would be concerned with, about 

the attitude of City Airport as far as local residents are concerned. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I take on board your qualification but do you think the mitigation scheme is 

better at City Airport than the one being offered at Heathrow, given it seems to be a lower threshold 

and covers a bigger area? 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  Yes.  I think it is.  I think there is a challenge there for Heathrow 

Airport. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  At this point, Matt, please explain why is it a smaller airport that has got 

this? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  A 

couple of things.  Consistent guidance, the Government does set guidance on mitigation so in that 

sense there is a consistent minimum standard across the UK that the Government set out in its Air 

Transport White Paper ten years ago.  That guidance is, as far as we know, still current.  The 

Government included something similar in its latest consultation. 

 



 

 

I think we need to be a bit careful about consistency.  This is not really a London issue, but if an airport 

affects very few people by noise, if it is in a rural location, you would expect the mitigation scheme 

might be a bit different.  You cannot have a one-size-fits-all approach. 

 

I think the City example, just to come on that specifically, uses a slightly lower noise threshold than we 

have at Heathrow.  I think, equally, it is worth saying that that was in the context of expansion at the 

airport so increasing the movements limit. Effectively, it was part of, as we understand it, a Section 106 

planning agreement linked to the growth of the airport.  I think if people are affected by new or 

increased levels of noise, it is reasonable to look at what additional mitigation you might offer there.  I 

think there is a difference there between City increasing movements and the offer it made, and the 

situation at Heathrow. 

 

That said, I would say that we did consult on our current schemes at Heathrow – the insulation 

schemes we offer, the home relocation assistance last year – and we are looking to announce 

improvements to those schemes before the end of this year, so we are actively looking anyway at what 

we can do at Heathrow. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  That is something local residents have been waiting for, for some time, and I 

understand, since last year, it has been delayed.  Are we any nearer to having this new scheme rolled 

out? 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  As 

I said by the end of this year we will announce the schemes we are going to make.  The reasons for the 

delay were twofold.  Firstly, we delayed the planning application to end the Cranford Agreement to 

avoid lots of confusing consultations with the Operational Freedoms trial, which we think would just 

have confused people locally and because we had linked the insulation scheme so that we paused.  

Also, we wanted to wait to see what the Government was going to consult on it itself in terms of 

mitigation. We have now seen that so we are planning to announce by the end of this year. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Rob, I am sure you have got views on this. 

 

Rob Gibson (Head of Environmental Strategy, LB Hounslow, on behalf of London Councils):  

I think it is fair to say that mitigation is a high priority for west London and most people would like to 

see a more generous scheme based on more modern criteria.  What frustrates people is the speed of 

implementation of these mitigation schemes.  As you know we heard on Friday the pace at which the 

money is spent.  The allocated money, for which we are grateful, is distributed amongst the 

Community Buildings programme that is run by BAA.  It is kind of like wandering through treacle trying 

to get anything implemented, despite the best endeavours of some of the board members.  These are 

some of the issues that we heard about. 

 

The other point I would like to make is – and I am not keen on looking back historically, but I feel 

rather forced to – when BAA had ownership of Gatwick, Stansted and Heathrow, the Gatwick and 

Stansted noise insulation schemes were set to one standard and the Heathrow one was set to a higher 

standard. Therefore, people were exposed to more noise before they got anything round Heathrow 

than they were at Gatwick and Stansted. This can only lead me to the conclusion that in the past 

mitigation schemes have been based on financing and not on noise impact.  I look forward to the 



 

 

announcement of the BAA scheme.  Please do it as soon as possible.  I know it is the Heathrow Airport 

scheme.  It should be based on community impact, not how far down people are prepared to put their 

hand in the pocket. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Rob, in some ways aren’t the operators the wrong people, possibly, to 

manage these schemes?  Obviously they have got financial interests.  An independent entity reporting 

and allies in that noise issue is one of the questions the Government does pose in the consultation.  Is 

that something which London Councils would welcome? 

 

Rob Gibson (Head of Environmental Strategy, LB Hounslow, on behalf of London Councils):  

We have considered this in some detail.  Those of you who keep a clear eye on Hansard will have seen 

that Seema Malhotra MP did take a couple of amendments through the Civil Aviation Bill perhaps to 

give statutory powers to noise insulation schemes and perhaps giving the duty to the CAA to take 

those forward.  We are very open to the thought of an independent body to administer schemes 

possibly run by communities. We believe this is the model that is employed by the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) in America.  We look to things like the schemes around Chicago O’Hare and other 

major American airports.  They are by no means perfect, but their regimes are different.  The funding is 

taken from the airport, given to the FAA, and the FAA redistributes it.  I am conscious I am on slightly 

dodgy ground, because I have got Dan [Edwards] from the CAA sitting next to me who probably knows 

a lot more about this than I do. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  We will come to Dan on that one.  Matt, surely you would welcome that?  It 

will take all this hassle off your hands.  You just want certainty on this front and so do the residents 

with the noise impact and responses to the noise on their homes and their schools. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Let me make a general point about independent regulation.  I have openly talked in the past about the 

aviation industry generally, certainly Heathrow Airport, facing what I call a trust deficit on 

environmental issues and on noise.  We could debate the reasons for that but I do not think people 

necessarily trust the data that we provide and the information we provide. Therefore, I think there is 

certainly now an important action that we need to take to improve that trust through better 

communications and engagement and we are looking to enhance the work that we are doing there.  I 

hope that locally Rob [Gibson] and his communities and John [Stewart]and the groups that he 

represents are seeing some of the evidence of that. 

 

Equally, we do see a potential role for enhanced independent regulation.  I think that is partly in 

relation to a body that can provide objective data that people from all sides of the debate can rely on 

and trust.  I think that is important.  It is interesting to note in the consultation government document 

that the Government does envisage a slightly enhanced role for the CAA in that space, so Dan, I am 

sure, will want to comment. 

 

Going beyond just data to envisage a regulatory body taking on more responsibilities, it is something I 

think we are open to looking at it as part of tackling this trust deficit.  Exactly how it would work I 

think needs more study.  We have commissioned some research looking at the models in the US but 

also in other countries in Europe, around Paris, Amsterdam and Frankfurt airports, where they have all 

set up slightly different models to govern and regulate noise from the airport.  We think there may be 



 

 

some learning there.  I do not think any of those you would cut and paste exactly to the UK but there 

may be some learning there that we look at.  We have not got an exact solution, but it is certainly 

something we are open to discussing I would say. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Dan, it is proposed in the consultation that the CAA should have a role in 

providing such independent oversight of airports’ noise management.  Is that something you would 

welcome on your lap, given you have taken on board these discretionary powers at the beginning of 

the meeting, as you mentioned? 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Absolutely.  We have tried to step up our activity in the area of noise.  I think we are 

reflecting the sensitivity of this issue for the sector.  In terms of where we stand on this we believe that 

a successful noise policy has to address two things.  Firstly, it has to address the number of people 

actually affected by noise.  Secondly, it actually has to address how airports and the sector engages 

with its local residents.  I think there has been a failing, as Matt has said, in the past about how some 

airports have engaged with local communities, and it possibly has not led to a very trustful relationship. 

 

How can that be improved?  Clearly information provision is one thing.  We talked about the contours.  

Better surveying of attitudes, for example, would be one way of doing that.  Also I think what we have 

understood is that communities that feel most positive towards their airport are those that feel they are 

benefiting in some way from that airport’s activities. For instance, those communities that are gaining 

employment or those communities that are actively using that airport on a regular basis.  Those 

communities that feel less positive towards the airport are those who feel they are getting nothing in 

return.  They are suffering all of the noise that is associated with those operations but they are actually 

getting no pay back in some respects. 

 

I think your question about a threshold for compensation is part of that.  Is there a way of actually 

clarifying, as it were, the quid pro quo relationship between an airport and its communities?  We have 

not really bottomed out where a threshold might sit in terms of mitigation etc.  Clearly there are pros 

and cons.  The UK in general spends far less money on compensation and compensating residents than 

European partners do in this area so there are clearly areas for improvement there.  Having said that, 

we have an airport that does account for over 25% of affected populations in Europe, and therefore 

the cost associated with mitigation schemes of that nature would be sizeable.  That is clearly a major 

decision for Government about whether or not there should be a strict relationship between threshold 

and compensation schemes and at what level that threshold should be set. 

 

I think that is it, really.  The last thing I would like to mention is the provision of data which I think is 

crucial here.  The CAA, although we have not been given an environmental duty and although the 

amendments that were tabled were not successful, we have got information powers as a result of this 

new Civil Aviation Bill. This will allow us to draw information from industry players and distribute them 

and communicate that information in an objective and harmonised way so that people can actually 

understand some of the impacts that you talked about earlier in terms of noise and carbon CO2 

impacts.  I think that will help in generating at least a source of trusted information within the debate, 

which I think is essential here. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  Onkar, you wanted to come in. 



 

 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Regarding the level of the noise impact compensation scheme, is that entirely 

by financial constraint, or is there any other driving factor?  I am not really sure that I know why in one 

instance it is 57 and the other one is set at 63.  What is the real reason behind it?  What determines 

that figure?  Is it the financial implications or is it the impact it has on the environment or impact on 

the individuals?  What determines it? 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  Shall I kick off, and then Matt possibly will talk about the Heathrow example.  As Matt 

mentioned, there is guidance issued from Government on this issue.  It is guidance though.  It is not 

mandatory. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  I understand that.  Why not choose 25 or 80?  What is driving it? 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  I think, as was implied in the debate earlier, it is a number of factors.  It is the effect on 

local populations and it is the affordability of those mitigation measures.  They are not cheap.  They 

can be quite expensive.  It is whether or not they actually have an effect on people’s experience of 

noise as well.  You have to be aware that insulating people’s houses is all very well and good, but 

actually if they spend most of their time in their garden in the summer that is not going to help a great 

deal.  There are issues like that which one has to consider. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Surely human beings living round City Airport are the same type of human 

beings that live around Heathrow, so the impact on people is a constant.  The only variable is the level 

of compensation in this experiment. 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  I would agree with that. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Therefore I put it to you that this is merely the level of compensation you want 

to limit that determines where you put the target because you talk about the impact on human beings 

and the health perceptions.  I would have thought those are the same. 

 

Dan Edwards (Director of International Aviation and Economic Policy, Civil Aviation 

Authority):  That is a valid principle to apply to this. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  I conclude from this that City Airport wants to be more generous to the 

residents round their place than Heathrow does because they compensate at a level of 63. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Just to build on the point I made before, our understanding is that it is a more generous scheme in that 

it goes to a lower noise level but that that was offered at a time when the airport was seeking to 

increase the number of movements so it was part of the planning negotiation effectively.  That is our 

understanding.  It was done in return for an increase in movements at the airport. 

 



 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Again, this is a financial consideration rather than the impact on individuals?  

What I am trying to drive at is that people are suffering equally from whatever level you set it at.  The 

fact that you choose to set it at 63 rather than 57 is a financial consideration, because all of those 

other variables are equal. 

 

John Stewart (Chair, HACAN):  I think that is undoubtedly right.  I suspect it is, as has been said, 

that it is to do with the sheer number of people affected by Heathrow and therefore the finance comes 

into it.  My view is that finance should not come into it and people should be compensated but I 

suspect the reason why Heathrow is less generous is simply because of the sheer numbers affected. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  I accept that entirely.  I was just trying to illustrate the point that that was the 

driver and maybe we should re-look at that. 

 

Matt Gorman (Director of Corporate Responsibility and Environment, Heathrow Airport):  

Just to be clear for the record, we do meet all Government guidance on mitigation.  Now you can 

debate whether that is at the right level but we do meet all of that at Heathrow. 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Can I throw in also the concept of scientific variation?  

Whereas you suggested that the impacts are the same at different airports for the same people, that 

actually is not correct as far as we know from the research which has been done.  There is a 

considerable amount of variation even at the same level of Leq or Ldn at different airports.  Now I do 

not know what the different factors are because the people are actually not the same and the pattern 

of exposure is often not the same either. 

 

Without making any comment at all on any differences between City and Heathrow, because I am not 

aware of the details of that, I can just at least point out the principle that differences can be justified 

without actually damaging the principle of consistency because if the consistency was for a common 

degree of impact or effects that could nevertheless occur at different sound levels at different airports.  

In fact we have got pretty good evidence it does. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  I would be very grateful, Dr Flindell, if you would put that evidence to the 

Committee, because I find that a very interesting perception. You can send it to us later. 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  I will send you some research which shows a lot of 

scatter and a lot of variation.  It is not commenting on the financial or the economic arguments at all, it 

is simply pointing out that there is variation in the level of response. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Between individuals at the same thresholds? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Yes, at different airports and even eastern and western 

ends of the same airport. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  You are suggesting that at any given level of noise level there are different 

levels of responses from different people? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  There is variation in the level of response, yes. 



 

 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  What would the explanation for that be? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  The explanation is that the sound level only explains a 

part of the response.  There are many other factors which are not measured in the Leq.  The Leq is a 

measure of the long-term average amount of noise, but it does not take into account particularly well 

the distribution of numbers, so it does not tell you if the noise is all concentrated in one hour or spread 

out over 24 hours. You could have the same Leq, but the reaction could be very different.  That is just 

one example.  The Leq is the best descriptor we have from the physical point of view but it is not 

completely adequate to describe the full complexity of human disturbance and attitude and response. 

 

There are many other factors, as Dan [Edwards] has already talked about, people are economically or 

socially connected to an airport.  There is also probably, I believe, a large role to play in terms of 

communication and whether or not people actually feel warm and friendly and trusting and they feel 

that an airport has behaved responsibly or an airport which they think has ignored them.  I think that 

could have an effect. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Just to finish off, so that would mean that one area which has an Leq of 57 

people will not be feeling as bad as people somewhere else having an Leq of 43? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Perhaps not that much but, I get -- 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  I have exaggerated to demonstrate the point. 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  The 57 is very much a grand average. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  But someone could feel not as bad at 57 whereas some people in another part 

of the world might feel bad at 43? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Possibly, yes. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  So the thing can work both ways? 

 

Dr Ian H Flindell (Acoustics Consultant):  Yes. 

 

Onkar Sahota (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):   Michèle, could I have the views of the Mayor’s office on this? 

 

 Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, Transport for London):  On the basis of what Ian is 

saying the Mayor would support a review of the noise matrix that are used so you could more 

accurately measure the annoyance that people feel from aviation noise.  He wants to see greater 

penalties for people exceeding those noises and greater compensation for people suffering what those 

new metrics might be.  In summary, a simple solution to all of this is to mitigate it by moving the 

growth elsewhere too populations that would not be exposed.  That is an important thing, because it 

would give rise to an airport where you could have more efficient operations, you could have reduced 



 

 

CO2 and you reduce the stacking problems etc and an airport where you have got a high level of 

surface access by public transport.  

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I hear what you are saying, but the reality is the Mayor has not revised his 

Ambient Noise Strategy for two terms now.  It has not been touched.  Isn’t that something that should 

have been reviewed at least and shown that the Mayor is sympathetic to all these issues, rather than 

the big solution, doing it incrementally? 

 

 Michèle Dix (Managing Director, Planning, Transport for London):  The Mayor’s recent 

statements show that he is sympathetic to those issues, and that we are working towards how we can 

adjust them. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Chair):  I think we have come to the end of the ground that we wanted to cover.  

Can I thank our guests for coming along and being so patient?  There were probably moments at the 

beginning that you thought you might not come in.  The noise specialists.  However, I am grateful you 

have stayed on, and thank you very much for your contribution. 

 

It is our intention from the Committee to make a submission to the Government consultation at the 

end of the month and we value the views and the opinions you have given to us.  It is now up to us, as 

Assembly Members, amongst our political groups, to gather some kind of consensus, and I am sure we 

can, by the end of the month, given the work we have done previously on these issues.  So, thank you 

very much. 


