Changes to the air navigation directions and air navigation guidance
Introduction
	Thank you for responding to this consultation which is asking for your views on proposed changes to the air navigation directions and air navigation guidance, to support implementation of airspace modernisation.
Closing date is 26 January 2026.
Accessibility statement
Read our accessibility statement for SmartSurvey forms [opens in a new window].
Data protection regulations
The Department for Transport (DfT) is running this consultation asking for views on proposed changes to the air navigation directions and air navigation guidance, to support implementation of airspace modernisation.
View our DfT online form and survey privacy notice [opens in a new window] for more information on how your personal data is processed in relation to this survey.
In addition we are asking for the type of person you are responding as and the location, via region, you occupy in order to understand your relationship with the topic.
Although we are not asking for sensitive personal data, any that is provided in response to this consultation will be processed under article 9.2.g, substantial public interest, with reference to the Data Protection Act Schedule 1 Part 2 Section 8 for the purpose of equality of opportunity or treatment.
Do not include personal information in your responses unless specifically requested.





Your information
1. What is your name?
		Slinfold Parish Council





2. What is your email address?
		clerk@slinfold-pc.gov.uk





3. Are you responding on behalf of an organisation?
	  x  
	Yes

	    
	No (Go to ‘Individual details’)





Organisation details
4. What is your organisation's name?
		Slinfold Parish Council





	
We are now asking the type of organisation you are. We are identifying: 
· a local organisation as a body such as a community action group, airport consultative committee or forum
· a general aviation (GA) body as including representative organisations
· a commercial aviation industry body as including commercial industry trade associations 
· a commercial aerospace industry as including including aerospace industry trade associations 
· a consultancy
· a national organisation as excluding GA organisations and industry trade associations for example non-government organisations 
· an international organisation as excluding GA organisations and industry trade associations for example non-government organisations
· a development airspace organisation as including remotely piloted aircraft system, electric vertical take-off and landing (eVTOL), space industry, including representative and related organisations


5. What best describes your type of organisation?
	    
	A local organisation

	    
	A GA body

	    
	A commercial aviation industry body

	    
	A commercial aerospace industry

	    
	A consultancy 

	    
	A central government body 

	    
	A local government body 

	    
	A military body

	    
	A national organisation

	    
	An international organisation

	    
	A developing airspace organisation

	 x   
	Another type of organisation:
	 Parish Council






[Now go to ‘Mitigation to the new guidance and implications for airspace change proposals (ACPs) in progress’]

Individual details
	We are now asking in what context you are responding. We are identifying:
· a new airspace user as including remotely piloted aircraft system, electric vertical take-off and landing  (eVTOL), space industry, including representative and related organisations
· and elected political representative as including councillors, MPs or any other government elected position


6. What are you answering as:
	    
	an air passenger

	    
	a resident affected by aviation 

	    
	new airspace user

	    
	an elected political representative

	 x   
	another type of person:
	 Parish Council






7. In what region do you reside?
	    
	East of England

	    
	East Midlands

	    
	Greater London

	    
	North East

	    
	North West

	 x   
	South East

	    
	South West

	    
	West Midlands

	    
	Yorkshire and the Humber

	    
	Scotland

	    
	Wales

	    
	Northern Ireland

	    
	Another area:
	 








Mitigation to the new guidance and implications for airspace change proposals (ACPs) in progress
	The detail of the CAA’s responsibilities is set out in the 'Air navigation directions 2023 (AND) [opens in a new window]'.
The 'Air Navigation Guidance 2017 (ANG) [opens in a new window]' provides guidance on environmental objectives given to the CAA by the Secretary of State.
The ANG and AND are statutory documents issued by the DfT to inform the CAA’s detailed airspace change process (CAP1616) [opens in a new window] for proposing changes to the design of UK airspace.
The CAA is separately considering changes to CAP1616, and their consultation is available on the CAA website [opens in a new window].
Changes to the CAA’s CAP1616 airspace change process will support the effective implementation of vital elements of the airspace modernisation programme.
AS CAP1616 is informed by the AND and ANG these documents must be robust yet flexible to allow the CAA and airspace change sponsors the ability to design, develop and implement new airspace structures. 
The AND and ANG were last revised in 2023 and 2017 respectively.
We are looking to revise the content of these documents, which will improve their applicability for users and bring them in line with the latest policy position towards airspace modernisation.
Responses to this consultation will help inform decisions on these policies.
It is anticipated that any changes could come into effect in 2026. 
“The government proposes that the new ANG would apply to any new ACP that commenced after the date the final revised ANG is published. Where an ACP is already underway at the point the new ANG is issued, the government’s priority is to avoid causing delay or unnecessary rework. Therefore, where an ACP is already advanced, we would not anticipate sponsors reverting or needing to restart work from an earlier stage under the CAA’s proposed revised airspace change process (proposed revised CAP 1616).
In practice, this would mean any existing ACPs that has completed the Stage 2 gateway under the CAA’s CAP1616 process (or equivalent in any successor process) should continue applying the guidance set out in ANG 2017. Otherwise ACPs should apply the ANG 2026. Any ACP being sponsored by the UKADS should apply the ANG 2026.”
Full details are given in the consultation material [opens in a new window].


8. Do you agree or disagree with the approach set out in the quoted paragraphs about how the ANG might apply to airspace change proposals (ACPs) that are already underway?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘Other issues’)

	  x  
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Other issues’)





Disagree with proposals
9. Why?
		The proposed approach risks “locking in” poor process and inadequate assessment for communities already affected or about to be affected—particularly those (like Slinfold) impacted in the 4,000–7,000 ft band.
· Slinfold is explicitly within the 4,000–7,000 ft area near Gatwick, where aircraft frequently operate; changes that downgrade noise consideration above 4,000 ft remove meaningful protection for our parish. 
· The consultation process itself has been inadequate for parish-level participation (limited time window spanning holiday period; lack of direct notification to affected parish councils). 
· The current ANG 2017 explicitly recognises that between 4,000 and below 7,000 ft, noise impacts can still occur and should remain a focus where exposure occurs.
· There is no mention that using PBN will result in more frequent fly overs of aircraft – yet this consequence of PBN is a well documented adverse effect
· The impact of ignoring 4000 – 7000ft and PBN routing is severe and cannot be ignored. Published data by NATS supports this
· The link to serious health impacts cannot be ignored and consultations should make clear where there will be an adverse affect and what it will be
· The location of airports must be taken into account. Overflight of a rural area is different to a densely populated city environment












Other issues
10. What, if any, other issues in relation to the migration to the new process do you think we should consider? 
		· Transitional safeguards so that any ACP likely to create new concentration (“PBN stacking / noise sewers”) over communities still must model and consult impacts in the 4,000–7,000 ft band. 
· Mandatory use of supplementary frequency metrics (e.g., N60/N65) showing these by different time segments e.g. morning, afternoon and evening, alongside averages, so communities can understand “how often” they will be overflown, not just averaged noise. 
· Consultation fairness: re-run/extend consultation periods and ensure direct notification to affected parish councils. 
· Consultations are still too technical for members of the public to be able to respond to.












Strategic prioritisation
	We are proposing replacing the current “Altitude Based Priorities” with a new framework called “Airspace Design Priorities.” The aims of this framework is to simplify guidance, remove ambiguity in the trade-off between noise and carbon and provide clear direction on how to balance airport capacity, flight efficiency, and noise impacts, while keeping safety as the overriding priority.
As part of this we are proposing setting the priority to reduce noise up to 4,000 feet (ft) with the priority above 4,000ft, being flight efficiency which relates to reducing carbon emissions per flight.
This change is intended to simplify the current system and make trade-offs clearer.
We acknowledge that the current 4,000 to 7,000ft threshold has caused confusion and led to costly modelling of multiple flight path options that may not be viable. It is hoped the proposed prioritisation will remove this ambiguity by setting a single threshold at 4,000ft.
We are calling for evidence for views on whether this altitude is correct or if a different altitude would better balance noise and carbon priorities, considering practical implications for airspace design work.
The proposed prioritisation focuses on safety, capacity, noise, and carbon efficiency and we are seeking evidence for additional factors that could be considered in the prioritisation framework to ensure airspace design supports wider policy goals.


11. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to set out the airspace design priorities in order to give clarity on:
	
	Agree
	Agree with conditions
	Disagree
	Don't know

	the prioritisation of efficiency carbon impacts
	    
	   
	 x   
	    

	minimising carbon impacts
	    
	    
	 x   
	    

	minimising noise impacts
	    
	    
	 x   
	    










Explain your views.
	Clarity is welcome, but the proposed single threshold at 4,000 ft is not acceptable if it effectively removes meaningful noise protection for communities like Slinfold.
The requirement regarding multiple paths design for a given SID or NPR should not be left to choice by the airport sponsor. As many paths as possible should be mandated and not left to choice by the sponsor. It is perfectly possible to fit 3 PBN routes into an existing NPR. The benefit being that more of the area within an NPR is used and hence there is a sharing the noise impacts. If that does not suit the efficiency aims of the air industry or airport sponsor, then as the policy is worded now, they would not need to do so which would be to the detriment of the population around the airport.
The design of systems must mandate that only systems workable as a whole can be proposed. We have seen recently Gatwick’s FASI submission proposing systems that are not workable leading to a choice of one system that they prefer but has a significant impact on communities.




12. Do you agree or disagree that minimising:
	
	Agree
	Disagree
	Don't know

	noise impacts should be prioritised below 4,000 feet (ft)
	    
	  x  
	    

	efficiency, minimising carbon on a per flight basis, should be prioritised at 4,000 ft and above
	    
	  x  
	    



If 'disagree' explain why (including your alternative height)?
	For Slinfold, 4,000–7,000 ft is operationally and experientially “real noise”, particularly where routes become concentrated and frequent. 
The ANG 2017 position assumed reduced likelihood of exceeding LOAEL at/above 4,000 ft but still required focus on minimising impacts where exposure occurs. 
WHO guidance and wider evidence indicate health-relevant impacts at lower thresholds than those implied by a “negligible above 4,000 ft” framing.








Strategic priorities: other factors
13. What, if any, other factors do you think should be considered as part of the strategic priorities and why?
		1. Public health duty / precautionary principle: where evidence is uncertain or contested, policy should not remove assessment—particularly where communities may face new or intensified exposure. 
1. Frequency and concentration (not just average levels): PBN can concentrate aircraft and increase repeated overflight, which is central to annoyance and wellbeing. 
1. Respite / fairness: designs should avoid creating permanent “winners/losers” by concentrating impacts over the same communities (including rural parishes). 












Environmental
	Airspace change proposals must undergo environmental assessments, including Habitats Regulations Assessments (HRA) [opens in a new window] and, in some cases, Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) [opens in a new window].
We are seeking evidence on the impacts to airspace change sponsors when undertaking environmental assessments in relation to airspace changes that are specifically required by non-aviation legislation (for example HRA). In particular we would welcome views on:
· the costs and benefits of these processes
· their complexity
· whether additional guidance in relation to ACPs might be helpful
· whether such guidance should be included in the ANG
Responses from this consultation will help us to determine if any additional guidance would be beneficial and, if necessary, inform further work.


14. Have you undertaken a specific environmental assessment required by non-aviation specific legislation, in relation to an airspace change?
	    
	Yes

	  x  
	No (Go to ‘Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)’)





Specific environment assessment
15. What was this assessment?
		Not directly as a sponsor (we are not an airspace change sponsor). We have, however, engaged with planning/consultation processes where environmental assessment and public health considerations were material.





16. What was your experience of the specific environmental assessment?
		From a community perspective, environmental assessment is often incomplete or presented in ways that are hard for parish councils to scrutinise, especially where information is averaged and does not show frequency/peak impacts or early morning/evening sensitivity








17. What, if anything, were the:
	costs of doing the specific environmental assessment
		N/A




	benefits of doing the specific environmental assessment
		Key barrier: lack of accessible, comparable evidence for communities





18. In your view when carrying out the specific environmental assessment was sufficient guidance available?
	    
	Yes

	  x  
	No (Go to ‘Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)’)





Guidance
19. Overall the guidance was:
	    
	helpful

	    
	neither helpful nor unhelpful

	 x   
	unhelpful

	    
	don't know (Go to ‘Further guidance’)





Guidance helpfulness reasoning
20. Why?
		Because it over-relies on averaged metrics and gives scope to discount real-world disturbance and concentration effects (PBN).










Further guidance
21. Would, in your view, further guidance in relation to how such requirements might be applied to airspace change be helpful?
	 x   
	Yes

	    
	No (Go to ‘Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)’)





Further guidance contents
22. In your view what content should the further guidance include?
		· Mandatory N60/N65 (and time-of-day slices) in addition to LAeq averages. 
· Clear requirements to model and consult impacts in 4,000–7,000 ft where concentrations/frequency change. 
· Stronger requirements for respite and multiple route options (not left to sponsor discretion). 












Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs)
	NPRs were originally designed as fixed departure routes to minimise noise over populated areas, but since their design, we have more modern aircraft and better navigational capabilities have improved. These advances in technology mean NPRs may not be as effective today as when first introduced.
NPRs operate at 3 designated airports to provide communities with certainty about where departing aircraft will be using a 3 kilometre (km) wide corridor to monitor compliance.
We are asking for evidence on how effective NPRs are in practice for those living under them.
We are proposing to de-notify NPRs at the designated airports to avoid duplication with the airspace change process although changes to flight paths would still require approval through the CAA’s process [opens in a new window]. Voluntary NPRs or those set under section 106 planning agreements would remain unaffected.
We want to ensure transparency on flight path data by strengthening the CAA’s ability to require airports to publish track-keeping data. This would ensure communities continue to have access to clear information about aircraft compliance with departure routes.


23. Do you think that NPRs are an effective measure of noise control, taking into account the modern navigational capacities of aircraft?
	 x   
	Yes (Go to ‘NPR at designated airport’)

	    
	No

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘NPR at designated airport’)





Disagree with NPRs
24. Why not?
		No we agree with NPR’s, but only if designed to deliver real protection and not replaced by concentrated PBN tracks without enforceable respite. NPRs still matter as an established noise management tool.











NPR at designated airport
25. Are you currently affected by an NPR at a designated airport?
	  x  
	Yes with a positive effect

	    
	Yes with a negative effect

	    
	No (Go to ‘De-notifying NPRs’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘De-notifying NPRs’)





Effectiveness of NPR at airport
26. What comments, if any, do you have about the effectiveness of the existing NPR?
		Slinfold is affected by Gatwick-related operations; whether it is “an NPR at a designated airport” in the strict sense is less important than the practical outcome: repeated overflight at 4,000–7,000 ft can materially affect residents.
NPRs provide a degree of predictability and manageability. Removing them risks new areas of Slinfold becoming overflown as routes are redesigned for “efficiency











De-notifying NPRs
27. Do you agree or disagree with our proposal to de-notify the NPRs?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘Track-keeping information’)

	    
	Agree subject to additional conditions

	 x   
	Disagree (Go to ‘De-notifying NPRs reasoning’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘De-notifying NPRs reasoning’)





NPR conditions
28. Which conditions?
		De-notifying removes a long-standing control without guaranteeing equivalent or better community protection.

If government proceeds despite objections, conditions must include:
· Enforceable respite;
· Mandatory publication of track-keeping;
· Mandatory assessment of impact redistribution (not just “net benefit”)
· Agreed process and timeframes to resolve issues








De-notifying NPRs reasoning
29. Why?
		Because the risk is concentrated PBN paths that intensify noise for a smaller number of communities—including rural parishes—without effective redress.











Track keeping information
We are proposing to direct CAA to guide airports to publish track-keeping information to ensure communities have transparency. This information shows how well aircraft are fly against the assigned flight path. 
30. Do you agree or disagree that airports should be required to publish track-keeping information?
	  x  
	Agree in full (Go to ‘New users’)

	    
	Agree subject to additional conditions

	    
	Disagree (Go to ‘Track-keeping information reasoning’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘New users’)





Track-keeping information conditions
31. Which conditions?
		· Published in a consistent format;
· Easy public access;
· Includes altitude, time-of-day, and exceedances;
· Retained historically for trend analysis.
· Available in time slice selections, not just a single day












Tracking-keeping information reasoning
32. Why?
		Without transparent and easily accessible data, communities cannot verify sponsor claims or hold operators accountable. The data must be able to display multiple days / date range not just a single day at a time.











New users
	We believe temporary airspace trials for unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) are increasingly complex and often require the full 3 years to gather sufficient data and evidence. Currently, the CAA can extend trials from 6 months to 3 years only by exception, but this creates administrative burdens and risks slowing innovation. Our proposal would make 3 years a routine allowance to reduce costs, delays, and unnecessary repeat applications.
Temporary airspace changes are currently limited to 90 days, which provides little flexibility for operators, especially when delays such as weather occur. We are proposing extending this to 180 days, reducing compliance costs and avoiding the need for repeated applications, while still requiring sponsors to monitor and report noise complaints to the CAA.
We believe that longer trial and temporary change durations would ease burdens on both operators and the CAA, improve flexibility, and avoid unnecessary permanent changes that could affect other airspace users.
We are asking for views on any additional considerations that should be factored into decisions about extending these durations.


33. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to extend the permitted duration of airspace trials to 3 years?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘Permitted duration of temporary changes’)

	 x   
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Permitted duration of temporary changes’)





Disagree with extending permitted duration
34. Why not?
		Trials can cause serious harm and blight; 3 years is excessive and risks normalising “temporary” changes











Permitted duration of temporary changes
35. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to extend the permitted duration of temporary changes to airspace structures for up to 180 days?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘Other permitted duration factors’)

	 x   
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Other permitted duration factors’)





Disagree with permitted duration of temporary changes
36. Why not?
		Temporary changes can function as de facto permanent changes, especially when extended or repeated, with insufficient assessment.











Other permitted duration factors
37. In your view what other factors, if any, should be considered when deciding on extending the permitted durations of routine airspace trials and temporary structures?
		· Mandatory health/wellbeing assessment;
· Cumulative impact;
· Clear “stop conditions”;
· Independent monitoring;
· Meaningful local escalation route
· Impact of concentration












Disregard environmental impact assessments
	We believe that current environmental assessment requirements were designed for conventional aircraft and are not well-suited to drones, advanced air mobility, or spaceflight.
This has led to costly and time-consuming assessments.
We are proposing allowing the CAA to disregard environmental impacts for unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) trials and temporary changes aimed at policy development, while requiring sponsors to monitor noise complaints and conduct surveys.
This action would only apply in respect of ACPs submitted for the purposes of enabling UAS flights to support policy development for UAS beyond visual line of sight (BVLOS) trials.


38. Do you agree or disagree with our proposal to give the CAA the flexibility to disregard the impacts on the environment when considering ACPs for an airspace trial?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘Engagement and decision making in the airspace design process’)

	  x  
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Engagement and decision making in the airspace design process’)





Disagree with disregard environmental impacts
39. Why not?
		This would remove protection exactly when communities are subjected to real-world impacts. Trials can be the most disruptive period; disregarding environmental impacts undermines trust and increases harm risk.











Engagement and decision making in the airspace design process 
	We believe that the Secretary of State should retain the ability to intervene in strategically important cases.
This call-in process provides ministerial oversight and accountability, ensuring that decisions of national significance can be reviewed at the highest level.
Currently, call-in requests can be made under several criteria.  
We are proposing simplifying this so that only airspace changes of “strategic national importance” would be eligible for call-in. This would ensure that the process is reserved for the most critical cases while leaving routine decisions to the CAA.
We are proposing introducing clear timeframes to the call in process to reduce uncertainty and delays. The Secretary of State would have up to 3 months (extendable by another 3 months if necessary) to decide whether to call in an ACP, and then a further 3 months to make a final decision once the CAA has given its opinion.
By these actions we aim to streamline the process, and provide clarity for sponsors and communities.


40. Conceptually do you agree or disagree that the Secretary of State should retain the ability to ‘call in’ an airspace change?
	 x   
	Agree (Go to ‘’Call in’ criteria’)

	    
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘CAA flexibility’)





Disagree with Secretary of State involvement
41. Why not?
		Strongly agree with SoS involvement. Local communities need an accountable democratic backstop.









[Now go to ‘CAA flexibility’]

'Call in' criteria
42. Do you agree or disagree with the criteria proposed for the Secretary of State to call in an airspace change? 
	  x  
	Agree (Go to ‘‘Call in’ time limits’) 

	    
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘‘Call in’ time limits’)





Altered criteria
43. What, if anything, do you think should be different in the criteria including why?
		· Explicitly include material change in frequency / concentration of overflight;
· Include failure to notify affected parish councils or any other relevant body
· Include significant impacts in 4,000–7,000 ft band (not just below 4,000 ft). 
· Impacts of PBN
· Clarity on what a material change is e.g. 30% increase in n60/65 values












'Call in' time limits
44. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to create time limits in relation to requests to call in an airspace change?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘CAA flexibility’)

	 x   
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘CAA flexibility’)





Disagree with time limits
45. Why not?
		Unless time limits start only when full, comprehensible information is published and directly notified to affected stakeholders.
Because communities often discover impacts late, and technical materials can be inaccessible; short windows prejudice effective participation. 












CAA flexibility
	Airspace can be designed with either single or multiple routes, each carrying different noise and community impacts.
Single routes concentrate noise whilst multiple routes can spread impacts more widely. 
We are proposing giving sponsors flexibility to choose the most appropriate design based on the local circumstances, provided it aligns with Airspace Design Priorities.
Sponsors would, of course, need to justify their choices clearly and consult affected communities before final decisions were made.


46. Do you agree or disagree with our proposal to provide greater flexibility to the CAA and airspace change sponsors on how to best consider locally appropriate flight designs which offer respite?
	 x   
	Agree

	    
	Disagree

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Consultation process and use of 3rd parties’)





CAA flexibility reasoning
47. Why?
		Agree ‘with conditions’.
Flexibility” must not become discretion to concentrate noise without assessment.
Respite matters, but it requires enforceable design rules (multiple routes, rotation, metrics beyond LAeq).











Consultation process and use of 3rd parties 
	Current ANG allows sponsors flexibility in how they consult.
We are proposing that local authorities or industry bodies could have a more formal role as conduits in consultation processes which would, it is hoped, more effectively:
· help raise awareness
· manage local input
· reflect specific local circumstances
We are proposing updating the ANG to provide clearer guidance on consultation, ensuring a balanced and proportionate approach. The aim is to help sponsors engage effectively with communities and stakeholders, making sure those affected understand what is in scope and have the opportunity to contribute their views.
We are asking for views on how the guidance should be shaped to improve transparency and local engagement.


48. What, if any, are you views on the proposal to allow the use organisations, such as local authorities, as a conduit for the consultation process on behalf of an airspace change sponsor?
		We are concerned. Parish councils must not be used as unpaid delivery mechanisms for sponsor consultation, especially if that reduces direct sponsor accountability. If used, it must be resourced and must not replace direct notification and engagement.








49. Do you agree or disagree with our proposed guidance on engaging and consulting with local communities and others affected by a potential airspace change?
	    
	Agree (Go to ‘Further opportunities for change’)

	    
	Agree subject to additional conditions

	  x  
	Disagree

	    
	Don’t know (Go to ‘Further opportunities for change’)





Engaging and consulting reasoning
50. Why?
		Disagree as currently evidenced by this consultation experience: affected parish councils (including Slinfold) were not directly notified in time.











Further opportunities for change
	Aside from the content in the revised AND, we are asking for your evidence and views on anything else that could be covered in the new ANG.


51. What, if any, other issues do you think we should consider for the revised ANG and why?
	


Comment:
	· The proposed 4,000 ft “ceiling” for noise assessment is unacceptable for communities like Slinfold where aircraft routinely operate between 4,000–7,000 ft. 
· Evidence continues to link aircraft noise exposure to cardiovascular impacts; policy should not remove assessment in an altitude band that can still produce meaningful exposure, especially with high frequency. 
· WHO guidance indicates health-relevant thresholds at levels lower than often implied in “negligible” narratives (e.g., aircraft night noise recommendations). 







[Attach any supporting documentation to your response]

Options Assessment
	The Options Assessment (OA) document sets out the rational for providing the revised guidance and the options considered when carrying forward the work.
The OA provides the strategic case for the proposed changes to the document, evidence to support this and analysis of the options.
We believe that the best option is to update AND and ANG to provide new policy directions and guidance on emerging government priorities for airspace modernisation.


52. Have you ever undertaken an airspace change?
	    
	Yes

	   x 
	No (Go to ‘Final comments’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Final comments’)

	

	Please see Final Comments section for the remainder of our answers





OA costs and benefits
53. What types of:
	
	air navigation directions 
	air navigation guidance

	training do you anticipate needing to implement as a result of the revised:
		



		




	legal review do you anticipate needing to implement as a result of the revised:
		



		




	internal policy updates do you anticipate needing to implement as a result of the revised:
		



		




	internal processes do you anticipate needing to implement as a result of the revised:
		



		





54. What is the estimated: 
	time required for your organisation to familiarise itself with the new strategic, environmental, and procedural frameworks
		




	financial resources required for your organisation to familiarise itself with the new strategic, environmental, and procedural frameworks
		





55. Have you previously incurred costs when adapting to regulatory changes?
	    
	Yes

	    
	No (Go to ‘Reducing administrative burden’)

	    
	Don't know (Go to ‘Reducing administrative burden’)





Regulatory change costs
56. Provide your costs and examples.
		











Reduceding administrative burden
57. How much, if any:
	time does your organisation currently spend on navigating the CAP1616 process
		




	cost does your organisation currently spend on navigating the CAP1616 process
		





58. What, if any:
	cost savings do you anticipate from the proposed changes
		




	time savings do you anticipate from the proposed changes
		








Fuel efficiency savings due to changes to altitude based priorities
59. Based on your operational data, what, if any, is the estimated:
	
	balanced route
	noise optimised route

	physical fuel saving when flying a Carbon Dioxide (CO2) emissions optimised route compared to a:
		



		




	monetary cost saving when flying a CO2 emissions optimised route compared to a:
		



		





60. What, if any, examples can you provide that demonstrate fuel savings from route changes aligned with the revised altitude based priorities?
		








61. What, if any, modelling data can you provide that demonstrate fuel savings from route changes aligned with the revised altitude based priorities?
Comment:
	






[Attach data to your response]

General implications
62. What, if any:
	direct additional costs direct does your organisation expects to experience as a result of the proposed change
		




	indirect additional costs direct does your organisation expects to experience as a result of the proposed changes
		




	direct additional benefits does your organisation expects to experience as a result of the proposed changes
		




	indirect additional benefits does your organisation expects to experience as a result of the proposed changes
		








Consequences of revised guidance
63. What, if any, unintended:
	positive consequences do you foresee from the implementation of the revised guidance
		




	negative consequences do you foresee from the implementation of the revised guidance
		








Final comments
64. What, if any, other general comments do you wish to share?
		As a parish council consultation documents are still complex and require significant volunteer resource to respond, especially when new overflight and frequency is an option. We need significant support to interpret technical materials and represent residents effectively.
Slinfold Parish Council objects to any policy change that treats noise impacts above 4,000 ft as negligible. Our parish is in the affected altitude band and would be exposed to the very impacts this change would discount. 
The DfT’s own prior policy framing recognised noise considerations up to 7,000 ft, and the ANG 2017 did not permit blanket disregard above 4,000 ft where exposure occurs. 
1. We ask DfT to:
1. Retain meaningful noise assessment up to 7,000 ft, or at minimum require sensitivity testing and localised assessment where concentration/frequency changes are proposed; 
2. Mandate N60/N65 and time-of-day reporting; 
3. Strengthen consultation requirements, including direct notification to affected parish councils; 
4. Retain democratic accountability via call-in and strengthen appeal accessibility. 
5. Avoid concentrated flight paths without agreed respite conditions and the clear path to resolve issues within an agreed timeline should respite conditions not be met
6. The creation of UKADS will mean airspace option design and approval will be undertaken by people with an in-bred slant to prioritise air efficiency rather than the health of communities. For large-scale airspace changes at designated airports, a percentage of the change costs should be allocated to community funding for an independent assessment of the options at consultation stage. This will allow a measure of external critique and governance for the process - rather than a closed shop of ideas with the creators effectively marking their own work.











