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Response of BAR UK to

Night Flying restrictions at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted Airports Stage 2 of Consultations on Restrictions to apply from 30 October 2005

Introduction.

BAR UK is pleased to be able to respond to this second stage of the Department’s consultation process.

BAR UK is an air transport association representing 90 scheduled carriers who undertake business in the UK. A full list of them is attached to this letter (Attachment A). In the context of this consultation, the majority of our members are concerned exclusively with Heathrow, although a substantial number of them have great interest in Gatwick.

The responses provided represent the very broad consensus of BAR UK membership. 

Some BAR UK members are expected provide their own responses directly to the Department for Transport.

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current capacity limitations imposed at Heathrow, in terms of aircraft movements, and passenger numbers, mean that any reduction in the current night flying regime would have substantial ramifications for the carriers involved. 

Therefore, BAR UK welcomes the fact that the Department is minded to:

· retain the current Night shoulder periods

· retain the current Night Quota period

· permit the operation, though not the scheduling, of QC4 flights in the NQP.

· retain the noise differential between arriving and departing flights.

In response to the specific questions asked on P.47, BAR UK has responded to them as follows. BAR UK:  

Q.1 broadly supports the environmental and noise objectives,

Q.2 agrees the scheduling ban of QC/4 aircraft should only apply between 2330 and 0600,

Q.3 supports the definition, and retention of the status quo of the Night Period and Night Quota period, and vigorously opposes any change.

Q.4 would object to the extension of the Night Quota period to 2300-0730, contending that it would be disproportionate, create several burdens and restrict potential operations and earnings,

Q.5 agrees that the current disregards should remain,

Q.6 would prefer not to include early arrivals, scheduled for after 0630, for the purposes of  recording in the movements quota,

Q.7 agrees with the proposed carryover and runover proposals,

Q.8 offers comments on the proposed limits and noise quotas for Heathrow and Gatwick,

Q.9 requires more information on noise insulation schemes before offering any definitive response.

2. DETAILED RESPONSES

The detailed responses to the questions asked on Page 47 of the consultation document now follow.

Q1. Do you have any comments on the proposals for environmental and noise abatement objectives set out in section 4?

R: BAR UK subscribes to the following objectives set out in section 4, namely:

HEATHROW

a) progressively to encourage the use of quieter aircraft by day and by night,

b) to avoid allowing the overall noise from aircraft during the night quota period to increase above what was permitted in 2002-3,

c) to support the principal daytime noise objective as set out in the White Paper, namely that if a third runway is built, the 57dBA daytime noise contour should not exceed its area in 2002 (127km2).

However, the fourth objective, ‘to meet noise-abatement objectives as adopted from time to time’, is too open-ended to provide a commitment. Notwithstanding that, BAR UK members are responsible airlines and will endeavour to work in harmony with the authorities in achieving any changes to noise abatement measures that may be sought.

GATWICK

a) progressively to encourage the use of quieter aircraft by day and by night,

b) to avoid allowing the overall noise from aircraft during the night quota period to increase above the permitted 2002-3 levels.

As for Heathrow, the same proviso applies in respect of any future changes to noise-abatement objectives.

Additional comments to Q.1:

a) In respect of the encouragement to use quieter aircraft, it needs to be understood that aircraft fleet requirements are determined by several factors, including market demands, route length, passenger capacity, range, training for pilots, engineers and other staff, and finance. Despite the fact that quieter aircraft may become available over the next few years, it should not be assumed that they would rapidly replace current fleets.

This comment is relevant to Paragraph 4.19 which considers a reduction in the noise contour, to be achieved by the introduction of quieter aircraft.

b) The conclusion in Paragraph 4.16 that it is probably appropriate to retain the current definition of the Night Quota Period, from 2330-0600, is welcomed and supported by BAR UK.

c) There is a marked contradiction of objective in respect of Gatwick. Whereas the stated general aim in Paragraph 4.7 is ‘to avoid allowing the overall noise from aircraft during the night quota period to increase above 2002-3 levels’, there is a distinct objective in Paragraph 7.29 to substantially reduce movements by the 2011/12, and impose huge reductions in noise quota by that same time (-73% in Winter, and –34%. This is disproportionate in effect and appears inconsistent in policy.
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Q2. Do you agree that the QC/4 scheduling ban should continue to apply only between 2330 and 0600 as set out in paragraphs 5.32-5.37.

R. In principle, we are in agreement to prohibit the scheduling ban of QC/4 aircraft in the current NQP of 2330-0600, but not in the shoulder period of 2300-2330. The impact of any extension of the ban would have repercussions that were disproportionate to the noise abatement gains. 

Should it be proposed that the NQP be extended, including the banning of the operation of QC/8 aircraft, then BAR UK would object to such a proposal.  Some variants of the same aircraft type, eg B747-400 are classified as QC/8, instead of QC/4, because of engine type. Such lack of commonality in classification would lead to confusion, operational constraints and difficulties in monitoring night flying policies. 


Q3. Do you have any views on the definition of the night period and night quota period? (paragraphs 6.1-6.7)

R: BAR UK’s view is that it has no hesitation is supporting the status quo, and would strongly object to any change.

Extending the NQP into the shoulder periods would lead to 

a) undue complexity, 

b) additional regulation,

c) more pressures being placed on late-running pre-NQP departures,

d) fewer opportunities for growth, 

e) reduced transfer connection opportunities, 

f) reduced opportunities for new entrants, and

g) a later cut-off period (0700-0720) between night flights and daytime operations, so leading to more air traffic congestion at a peak time.

As stated in the BAR UK response to Stage 1 of this consultation (Question 6 (c) ), the schedules of these flights are predicated upon the various time zones/restrictions around the world from which they originate. It is also worth noting that UK local time plays a part; an 0600 local time arrival in London would be 0700 if the UK was on the time as mainland Europe, causing many issues to go away.

The impact of either reducing the amount of flights permitted under the current noise regime, OR the reduction of future capacity would have enormous financial effects for (a) BAR UK airlines, (b) for the airport operator, and (c) for the Exchequer. Indirect losses would also occur. Examples are provided in the response to Q.4 below.


Q4. Are you in favour of extending the night quota period if the movements limits and noise quotas were set precisely to accommodate current levels of night flying described in paragraph 6.11?

R: BAR UK is strongly against any extension of the Night Quota Period, either now or at some unspecified time in the future. We fully support the current definition.

In addition to our response to Q.3 above, it needs to be stated that:

· most carriers currently operating in the shoulder periods, especially non-UK carriers, are not in a position to change or expand their operations to cater for such an extension,

· those carriers currently not operating at the designated airports, but contemplating doing so, need to be able to plan with certainty. Withdrawing what little spare operating capacity may exist, by extending the NQP, will be a barrier against entry.

POTENTIAL LOSSES / OPPORTUNITIES

In paragraphs 6.8 and 6.9, the Department for Transport has requested more information to assist it in its deliberations. The questions asked within the paragraphs cover several scenarios, including reductions in movements and noise quota. Consequently, it is difficult to provide specific responses to all of them.

However, BAR UK is keen that the difficulties that would ensue are realised, and offers the following information to assist the DfT in its deliberations.

The estimates below can be treated either as lost revenues, should movements and noise quotas be reduced, or as lost potential revenues should future capacity be restricted.

A. LONG HAUL 

The focus of the data below is Asia/Australasia, as flights from those areas constitute a significant part of early morning arrivals. The data is considered applicable to all carriers operating to Australia, either directly or via home-base operations in Asia. The details can be found in Attachment B to this document.





           Annual

6yr period

One Way to London


GBP

GBP

Passenger revenue:


58.7m

352.7m

Cargo revenue*


Unknown
Unknown

Round trip including ex London

Passenger revenue:


117.4m
705.4m

Cargo revenue*


Unknown
Unknown

Loss to the Exchequer

Air Passenger Duty loss

2.1m

12.4m

Loss to airport operator

Passenger Service Charge loss
1.0m

6.3m


* In addition to the unknown loss of cargo revenue, there would be a significant loss of import and export capacity, so affecting the overall business sector, an the  UK’s economic performance.

NB. Transatlantic flights

Transatlantic flights would be similarly affected. Due to the complexities of routes and yields that prevail, no revenue projections are offered. However, the loss to the Exchequer and the airport operator can be considered to be very similar to the above estimates, as they are not driven by destination.

B. SHORT HAUL

In comparison, a European airline has advised the round trip impacts would be:







Annual

6 year period

Passenger numbers:



95000    
570000

Passenger revenue (GBP)  


7.25m

43.5m

Cargo revenue
(GBP)



0.55m

  3.3m

Loss to Exchequer

Min. APD loss
 (assumes all Economy)
1.9m

11.4m 


Loss to airport operator

Passenger Service Charge (50% of pax)    
1.1m

  6.8m



Other feedback

a) One medium-sized airline has advised that extending the Night Quota period to 2300-0700 would be very detrimental to it financially.

It advises that the current night flying regime offers a great range of transfer connections, which is beneficial to the travelling public, and to it and other BAR UK members. This airline has expressed very strong concerns that changes to schedules, caused by any extension to the Night Quota period will probably require significant adjustments to departure times form its home base, with the potential sizeable loss of transfer opportunities at Heathrow on which it relies for a substantial amount of passengers, cargo and revenue.

b) Another longhaul carrier has indicated lost potential passenger revenue of USD 67m, and USD 6.6m of cargo revenue.

INDIRECT POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The potential impacts that would occur are difficult to quantify, but can be expected to include the following jobs in the UK:

· Flight crews

· Engineers

· Passenger handling staff

· Baggage handlers

· Flight catering providers

· Cleaning staff

It is also possible that these same impacts would apply abroad.


Q5. Are you content to continue with the arrangements for disregarding movements? (paragraph 6.12)

R: The proposal to retain the disregards has BAR UK’s full support.

The circumstances in which disregards apply are already very stringent (refer to BAA’s Operational Safety Instruction OSI/10/05 – not attached to this response). Any withdrawal of them would have disproportionate effects on the affected passengers and flight operations concerned.


Q6. Do you agree with proposals to remove the rule on movements scheduled after 0630 but arriving before 0600? (paragraph 6.14-6.15)

R: BAR UK would prefer that such flights were not counted against the movements, but will not raise obstacles should this proposal proceed .

Flight operating conditions can vary immensely, often leading to early arrivals. Ironically, this can be inconvenient for carriers as who have to ensure all appropriate personnel are available to meet the aircraft, sometimes up to an hour or so before the scheduled time of arrival.

The alternative of an early would be to be held by Air Traffic Control until an 0630 landing is possible. That would create a much larger noise abatement problem for residents affected by the holding pattern, and create its own additional ATC burdens.

Q7. Are you content with the carry and overrun arrangements proposed? 

(paragraphs 7.8-7.18)

R: BAR UK supports the proposed carryover and overrun proposals.


Q8. Do you have any comments on the proposed movements limits and noise quotas for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted? (paragraphs 7.19-7.52)

R: Our responses are shown below, for each airport.

HEATHROW

In the first instance, BAR UK disagrees with the implication made in Paragraph 7.21 that most of the flights delivering future passenger growth will not be expected to be economically reliant on access to slots in the NQP. 

The Airbus A380 is expected to be introduced from Winter 2006 onwards, the schedules for which are not yet known. Its QC rating is also unknown. However, it is known that this aircraft type will be operated between the UK and Asia, Australasia, Middle East and USA. They are areas of the world that are affected by Night operations and restrictions.

Also, as already stated in the comments included in the response to Q.1, carriers are not in a position to change their fleets merely because quieter aircraft become available. The inferred conclusion in Paragraph 7.23 that they would do so is questioned.

For the comparison between 2004/5 and the year 2011/12, the proposals call for a movements increase of approximately 10.5%, but a noise reduction of –1.44% Winter, and –9% Summer, so leading to an overall noise quota reduction of 5.8%. BAR UK members feel this not achievable in the immediate future, largely due to fleet compositions largely remaining constant in respect of night flights, but expects to be able to achieve them by 2011-12.

GATWICK

The proposed reductions in movements and noise quotas are of great concern to BAR UK. 

Movements would be drastically curtailed, and the average QC rating halved from 1.26 to 0.6 in Winter, and reduced from 0.8 to 0.6 in Summer. Such QC ratings may lend themselves to charter aircraft, but do not to our members, especially those operating long-haul aircraft.

However, it is recognised that, unlike Heathrow, the mix of aircraft operation is quite different inasmuch that charter airlines are significant operators of night flights.

BAR UK’s concerns are that our member airlines, who almost exclusively operate scheduled flights, may be inadvertently affected by these reductions, although they are generally consistent in their night flying needs.

The imposition of these proposed movements and noise quota limitations at Gatwick creates a false reduction in demand for Gatwick. Aircraft that might have arrived by night, and then operated a departure by day, may well not even be at Gatwick to do so. That in itself will have detrimental effects on the commercial performance of the airport, and on associated employment.

BAR UK contends that the proposed limits should not be cut below existing useage levels.

BAR UK does support the proposal put forward by the Gatwick Scheduling Committee that movements be maintained, with a small rebalancing between the seasons, and that the Noise Quota be reduced by 22% against the current limits.

STANSTED

BAR UK offers no comments.


Q9. In relation to a noise insulations scheme, do you have any comments on:

(a) whether or not policy should be implemented through statutory regulations?

(b) whether to use a noise footprint or other criterion?

(c) if a noise footprint criterion is used, how to define it for each airport?

(d) whether the scheme should relate to the whole night or the current night quota period? (paragraphs 8.8-8.21)

R: BAR is not in a position to offer comments on these four specific questions.

Noise mitigation is supported in principle, but the costs of the proposed scheme are high without knowing the cost benefits that would ensue. Concerns have also been expressed that costs may be far higher than envisaged. 

A proper assessment is required before more specific proposals can be considered and supported.


ATTACHMENT ‘A’                               BAR UK    MEMBERS

	ADRIA AIRWAYS
	ICELANDAIR

	AEROFLOT RUSSIAN INTERNATIONAL
	IRAN AIR

	AEROLINEAS ARGENTINAS
	JAPAN AIRLINES

	AIR ALGERIE
	JAT AIRWAYS

	AIR CANADA
	JET AIRWAYS

	AIR CHINA
	KENYA AIRWAYS

	AIR FRANCE
	KLM - ROYAL DUTCH AIRLINES

	AIR INDIA
	KOREAN AIR

	AIR JAMAICA
	KUWAIT AIRWAYS

	AIR MALTA
	LITHUANIAN AIRLINES

	AIR MAURITIUS
	LOT POLISH AIRLINES

	AIR NEW ZEALAND
	LUFTHANSA

	AIR SEYCHELLES
	MAERSK AIR

	AIR TRANSAT
	MALAYSIA AIRLINES

	AIR ZIMBABWE
	MALEV HUNGARIAN AIRLINES

	ALITALIA
	MERIDIANA

	ALL NIPPON AIRWAYS
	MIDDLE EAST AIRLINES

	AMERICAN AIRLINES
	NORTHWEST AIRLINES

	ASIANA AIRLINES
	OLYMPIC AIRLINES

	AUSTRIAN AIRLINES
	PAKISTAN INTERNATIONAL

	BIMAN BANGLADESH
	QANTAS

	BMI 
	QATAR AIRWAYS

	BRITISH AIRWAYS
	ROYAL AIR MAROC

	BWIA WEST INDIES AIRWAYS
	ROYAL BRUNEI AIRLINES

	CATHAY PACIFIC AIRWAYS
	ROYAL JORDANIAN AIRLINES

	CHINA AIRLINES
	SAS

	CHINA EASTERN AIRLINES
	SAUDI ARABIAN AIRLINES

	CONTINENTAL AIRLINES
	SINGAPORE AIRLINES

	CROATIA AIRLINES
	SN BRUSSELS AIRLINES

	CSA - CZECH AIRLINES
	SOUTH AFRICAN AIRWAYS

	CYPRUS AIRWAYS
	SRILANKAN AIRLINES

	DELTA AIR LINES
	SWISS INTERNATIONAL AIR LINES

	EGYPTAIR
	SYRIAN ARAB AIRLINES

	EL AL ISRAEL AIRLINES
	TAP - AIR PORTUGAL

	EMIRATES
	TAROM

	ESTONIAN AIR
	THAI AIRWAYS

	ETHIOPIAN AIRLINES
	TUNIS AIR

	ETIHAD AIRWAYS
	TURKISH AIRLINES

	EVA AIRWAYS
	TURKMENISTAN AIRLINES

	FINNAIR
	UNITED AIRLINES

	GARUDA INDONESIA
	US AIRWAYS

	GULF AIR
	VARIG

	HELIOS AIRWAYS
	VIRGIN ATLANTIC AIRWAYS

	HELLAS JET
	VLM AIRLINES

	IBERIA
	YEMEN AIRWAYS

	
	


Attachment B –Data assumptions in respect of the response provided in Q.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Flight ex Australia
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B747
	Capacity
	Av. Load factor
	Pass. numbers
	Av fare
	Revenue (GBP)
	
	

	
	
	
	per flight
	
	
	
	

	1st Class
	14
	30%
	4.2
	3500
	14700
	
	

	Business Class
	64
	60%
	38.4
	2000
	76800
	
	

	Economy Class
	265
	75%
	198.75
	350
	69562.5
	
	

	Totals per flight
	
	
	241.35
	
	161062.5
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	365
	Annual effect
	88092.75
	
	58787812.5
	
	

	
	6
	Effect over 6 yrs
	528556.5
	
	352726875
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PSC
	Rate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	11.90
	Annual effect
	1048303.725
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Effect over 6 yrs
	6289822.35
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	APD
	Rate
	
	Amount
	
	
	
	

	P Class
	40.00
	
	61320
	
	
	
	

	J Class
	40.00
	
	560640
	
	
	
	

	Y Class
	20.00
	
	1450875
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Annual effect
	2072835
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Effect over 6 yrs
	12437010
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


ASSUMPTIONS

1. For the purpose of this response, it can be assumed that all flights from S.E Asia and the Orient, as well as those operating directly between UK/Australia, are carrying a large amount of Australian traffic, as part of the 6th Freedom rights that apply. The above data is assumed to apply to all these carriers.

2. On a flight to/from Australia it can be assumed that fares are derived from:

· sales made in the UK and sold in GBP,

· sales made in Australia and sold in AUD

· sales made in the Asian transit point, and sold in the local currency

· sales made to passengers from other parts of the world.

For the purpose of this exercise, it has been assumed that all sales translate into the GBP equivalents shown in the above grid.

3. It is contended that the above data, simplistic as it may be, offers a reasonable base from which to start deriving the effect incurred on each and every affected flight, so that a total picture can be obtained per annum, and for the 6 year period, as required. 


Economic effects of future lost revenue
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