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Airspace and Noise Engagement Group (ANEG)
Thursday 25 June 2026, 10:00 – 13:00 (online via MS Teams) 

Agenda
	No.
	Agenda Item
	Lead
	Time

	0
	Introductions and apologies

	Joe Delafield (Chair)
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	1
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	Tim May
	10:05 – 10:10
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	DfT updates
· Civil Aviation Bill
· Airspace Modernisation
	
Tim May,
Adam Spalding
	10:10 – 10:25

	3
	Aviation Noise Attitudes Survey
	Darren Rhodes
	10:25 – 10:50

	4
	Aviation Night Noise Effects 
	Tim May
	10:50 – 11:15

	5
	Heathrow Expansion – NPS review consultation
	Alice Philipson
	11:15 – 11:35

	6
	Night flight regime review – engagement plan

	Adrian Eaton
	11:35 – 11:50

	-
	Break
	-
	11:50 – 12:00

	7
	MHCLG updates
· National Planning Policy Framework consultation 
· House Buying and Selling Reform consultation
	Tim May
	12:00 – 12:10

	8
	DEFRA update

	Hilary Notley
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	9
	CAA updates
· Noise from A320 family operations at Luton Airport 
	Darren Rhodes
	12:20 – 12:40

	10
	Community and/or Industry Updates
	-
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	Chair
	12:55 – 13:00
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Minutes
Item 0 – Introductions and apologies
· JD introduced himself for newcomers as Deputy Director for Aviation Decarbonisation and Environment at DfT and summarised the planned agenda.
· JD invited those new to the group to introduce themselves.
· KO introduced herself. HN and DM introduced themselves noting that have attended ANEG in the past.

Item 1 – Minutes and actions
· TM noted minutes from the last meeting had been circulated and had no comments received. We therefore assumed the record was correct. 
· TM noted six actions from the last meeting and updated on their status.

Item 2 – DfT updates
Civil Aviation Bill
· TM noted the Bill has three objectives: promote economic growth and infrastructure development; strengthen consumer rights and protections; and enhance aviation safety. 
· The Bill is needed to modernise the UK’s aviation legislative framework so it can keep pace with rapid technological change, evolving consumer expectations, and increased operational complexity, while ensuring the sector remains resilient to disruption and aligned with international standards following EU exit.
· The Bill was introduced into Parliament, and had its First Reading, in the House of Lords on 14 May 2025. Second reading (the general debate on all aspects of the bill) took place on 2 June 2026.
· Grand Committee (line by line examination of the bill) took place between 16 and 18 June. It will complete all Lords stages (Committee Stage, Report Stage and Third Reading) before moving to the House of Commons.
· We expect the bill to get Royal Assent by the end of the calendar year (although this is subject to Parliamentary timelines).
· JD opened the floor to questions.

· CL asked why there was nothing in the Bill about noise or environmental impacts.
· TM noted we did not consider we need new powers on noise to implement policy and in any case the scope of the Bill had to be limited.
· CL noted his disappointment given the new evidence on aviation noise.
· TM noted issues around timing. The Bill had been in preparation for over a year and its content locked down many months ago, before the new noise evidence was available.
· JD noted we will come onto the implications of the noise research later. 
Socio-Economic Impacts of Night Flights (SEINF) Study
· TM noted work on this was wrapping up. We were aiming to get it published over the summer and before the next ANEG. He thanked members for their comments and noted that York had considered these. 
· JD noted we would return to this at a future ANEG, with a caveat around political uncertainty. 
Airspace Modernisation
· AS recapped the work on the Air Navigation Directions/Air Navigation Guidance after providing an initial update at the last meeting. DfT had reviewed the directions and guidance and a consultation outlined the proposals on changes, with the key one being the introduction of airspace design priorities and changing the threshold at which noise is prioritised. The purpose of the consultation was to obtain initial evidence and receive feedback from stakeholders. Strong views were received on lowering the threshold to 4000ft and modelling work has been ongoing on the implications at various altitudes. The ANNE and ANAS reports have been taken into account alongside wider aviation objectives of DfT. He added that there is no silver bullet and political uncertainty may create some challenges.
· AS noted an action from the last meeting in February around the membership of the UKADS advisory board and noted that it was taken to the Airspace Modernisation Stakeholder group which also took place in February. The rationale was explained at that meeting and an action taken to ensure this was captured in the minutes. The record of the decision and the rationale should therefore be documented in the stakeholder engagement group minutes from February.
· JD opened the floor to questions.

· GL noted points made around political uncertainty and queried whether ongoing work had paused.
· AS noted work was continuing and we were preparing recommendations to ministers. 
· CL queried why, based on the findings from ANNE/ANAS research, DfT was not looking at higher altitudes at which noise can be prioritised (i.e. above 7000ft)?
· AS noted the variety of feedback to the consultation on that point and the research was considered. Ultimately a higher than 7000ft noise priority had been discounted because we needed to consider noise priorities in the context of the wider objectives we were trying to achieve with airspace modernisation.
· JD noted the findings from the study had been fully considered in response to consultation and advice to ministers. Ministers fully understood the strength of feeling on noise impacts and it was for them to decide. 
Item 3 – Aviation Noise Attitudes Survey
· DR spoke to the findings of ANAS and presented some slides [Annex A].

· ST wondered if further analysis had been done on the answers to Q33 (Thinking about the last 12 months or so, when you are here at home, how much does noise from road traffic bother, disturb or annoy you?  If you have lived here for less than 12 months, please answer about the period you have lived here) and Q34 (And still thinking about the last 12 months or so, when you are here at home, how much does noise from your neighbours bother, disturb or annoy you? If you have lived here for less than 12 months, please answer about the period you have lived here). 
· DR noted this had not happened yet but that there would be further analysis.
· PB asked about the findings for the N65 metric and the implications in terms of airspace.
· DR noted annoyance rises less rapidly with increasing number of events once you go over 8 movements per hour and that the metric was less useful.

Item 4 – Aviation Night Noise Effects
· TM spoke to the findings of ANNE part 1 and presented some slides [Annex B].

· PB asked about next steps, such as when the update to monetisation cost of noise would happen and in light of the HENPS consultation. 
· BW noted there was a government process for appraisal values that we would follow and we would take this to the Defra led Interdepartmental Group on Costs and Benefits (Noise) (IGCBN) group and include in updates to TAG. We had also considered the new evidence in the analysis for the Heathrow Expansion National Policy Statement (HENPS) that was published last week. 
· MS noted we would feed the studies into IGCBN process first and in parallel could update TAG. We hoped for an outcome from the IGCBN process before updating TAG formally. There were two updates per year, but it depended on timing of the ICGBN process. We did not have final appraisal values from ANNE for TAG values and there were no updated values for ANAS.
· PB noted that he thought there should be updated appraisal values from ANAS. Communities would be grateful for quicker progress of the IGCBN report.
· JD noted we would take this away.
· CL noted the evidence shows a profound change in attitudes to aircraft noise and claimed that DfT had ignored the results of the WHO report and allowed the IGCBN process to go on with no meaningful outcomes. Also claimed DfT chose to bury a previous SIMetrica/Jacobs report. He alleged there is a history of evidence being ignored in setting policy and that the government has ignored damage to public health and communities because it wants to allow expansion. He asked that the government acts quickly so noise has a much higher priority. He felt that new noise regulatory and management processes are required at all airports, expansion should be halted, and there should be proper noise reduction targets for those that have been granted expansion. Also that airspace modernisation processes should provide material reductions in noise and not just increase capacity.
· JD denied that DfT was ignoring evidence and confirmed that findings were being reflected and considered in airspace modernisation and Heathrow expansion and that they would form part of future decisions on night flights. DfT was committed to making sure ministers understand the implications of this research for future decisions. He confirmed that CL’s points were well understood and noted.
· TM noted any policy changes as a result of this evidence would be a separate process. There was a process for updating TAG but if we were to change legislation or regulate airports that is a longer-term process that would require separate ministerial consultations and decisions. There were policy implications here that ministers would need to consider. 
· AL noted the point raised during the presentation which suggested higher annoyance levels for those with home insulation. He posed whether this could be investigated in ANNE part 2. Were noise levels reducing with home insulation and what kind? Were airport-sponsored noise insulation schemes doing what is necessary to reduce noise to adequate levels? 
· TM noted the question in the survey was about whether occupants of the house had noise insulation provided under an airport scheme. We were sceptical of the accuracy of the answers received although it was still an interesting finding. Heathrow were doing work on benefits of their insulation scheme so hopefully their research will throw more light on this. Indoor noise levels were monitored in part 2 but we were not sure if the type of insulation they had was recorded.
· MS noted we could investigate the possibility of linking this with the subjective study answers. ACTION
· ST noted the two studies findings were against the backdrop of noise contours reducing since the SoNA study. Annoyance was increasing while noise was falling.
· DR noted this was a snapshot of current views. There were methodology differences with the SoNA study. Changes in behaviours since Covid, like working from home, mean that more people are more often exposed. It could be against a backdrop of increased expectations, but there were lots of potential explanations.
· JD thanked everyone involved in getting the studies published.



Item 5 – Heathrow Expansion – NPS review consultation
· AP presented on the HENPS including the scope and amendments and next steps [Annex C]. She noted the draft revised text was published last week alongside the consultation launch.
· PB noted the consultation states that expansion can take place with no worse noise levels than 2024, but that this relies on old evidence. Also that it was based on LAeq but does not consider other metrics and there were risks with this approach. He noted he would be grateful for a separate conversation on engagement through the consultation process. 
· AP noted it would be possible to have meetings now the consultation has been published. While the overall impact of noise will be reduced compared to 2024 levels, we recognise there would be individuals who may be exposed to greater levels of noise.
· CL raised that ANNE and ANAS showed a large change in noise attitudes. In his view, the revised draft HENPS weakens the noise test required for Heathrow expansion. He noted it does not require the applicant to consider SOAEL or quality of life. He alleged it makes it easier for Heathrow to show they have met the noise test where new evidence shows the consequences are more pronounced. He queried why this was.
· AP noted it was not DfT’s intention to make it easier to meet the test. We were raising the baseline from 2013 to 2024. We had considered the new evidence within the noise annex to the HENPS which shows the test could be met taking into account lower noise thresholds. The consultation was currently live so we would consider evidence provided.
· JD noted the overall strategic policy intent behind the change is not to weaken the test. It was to bring this up to date and make sure it was robust and rigorous. He would encourage CL and others to submit that view as part of the consultation as this did not align with the policy intent. If there were changes we could make to reinforce the noise test we could consider. 
· CL noted this was reassuring but was clear that the test was weaker and alleged it makes life easier for the airport.
· AL noted on the slides under 2018 requirements it mentioned operations procedures for airlines and that it was no longer being focussed on. He wanted to raise that with the airspace modernisation group as he felt it was important and a good opportunity to look again at arrivals and departure procedures that deliver noise reduction. As far as he was aware there was no up to date study with modern aircraft with software that minimises wear and fuel burn but not necessarily noise. He noted that if we want to reduce noise we need to do something about the way the planes are flown. It should not be off the table.
· AP noted we would consider.
· DR asked to respond to PB’s comments about noise assessment in the HENPS. The ANAS research casted a doubt as to whether N65 is a good metric. It did not capture at high/low exposure. It emphasised there is a direction of travel from results that LAeq is the right metric and showed a stronger link than N65. To AL’s point, he noted that they had looked at noise abatement procedures. There were practical problems and huge risks if we looked at mandating procedures at airports. In many cases it would not be possible. 
· ZS noted she had briefly reviewed the HENPS and noticed that in the previous one it highlighted taking material consideration of other runway capacity at airports in the southeast. Has this been taken out and therefore is not a material consideration for other airport expansions in south east? 
· AP noted she would take this away. The aim was to make the scope clearer. She noted an ACTION (complete) to check on the interactions. [Note – following the meeting, AP confirmed with the Secretariat that the Making Best Use policy would be the primary policy for other airports, and the main consideration in terms of the HENPS would be for applicants to demonstrate the need for expansion in addition to the delivery of a northwest runway at Heathrow].
· CL asked to respond to DR’s point on N65 vs LAeq, and noted this was worrying to hear from the CAA. There were significant problems with LAeq too as it allowed aircraft to be doubled and provide the same number. 
· JD noted the point.

-- BREAK – 

Item 6 – Night flight regime review – engagement plan
· AE presented a slide showing the timeline for the next review of the night flight regime [Annex D].
· JD added that we were at the early stages of this work. We wanted to give early sight of timeframes and engagement.
· CL noted this was helpful. He had hoped to see this alongside the work that DfT was doing on night flights. He alleged stakeholders did not think we were properly addressing points, and that the SEINF study appeared to have turned into a study of economic benefits rather than impacts. He would like to understand the complete package of work and have the opportunity to provide comments soon given the timescale.
· AE noted we can only consider the evidence once we have it and only then can we formulate advice to ministers as to what we should take forward as part of the consultation process.
· CL noted there were gaps in the work. He asked whether we could discuss whether gaps exist and if they did exist whether they could be filled. 
· TM noted he assumed the work CL was alluding to was the Impact Assessment (IA) that we would be required to produce alongside the consultation proposals. Stakeholders would have the opportunity to comment on the draft IA alongside the consultation proposal. He said that if CL considered there was missing evidence, he could point it out there.
· CL noted he felt that DfT would say it is too late by then. He would like to see what DfT is doing and have a chance to comment on the package of work. 
· BW noted for the IA the starting point was to identify all possible costs and benefits for the policy decision, following the Theory of Change process. Analysts would check the evidence base to see if we could monetise this or whether it remained qualitative. This was where the new evidence would feed into the process. This would identify where the gaps were and how we could deal with those. The process was in the early stages.
· CL queried where DfT was assessing the economic disbenefits of night flights.
· BW noted we would want the full picture.
· JD noted CL’s points were fair. We would take away an ACTION to set out what package of analysis and evidence we would consider as part of work on the NFR. If helpful, we could have a conversation around where ANEG consider there were gaps. We cannot promise to address this but would explain our position. 
· CL asked whether he could maintain correspondence on this before the next ANEG.
· JD noted an ACTION to pick up this up with the team.
· GL made an observation on the actions. Would they be time limited actions?
· JD said they would be where appropriate.

Item 7 – MHCLG updates
National Planning Policy Framework consultation
· TM noted MHCLG had analysed the responses to the consultation and expected to publish a response ahead of the summer. They were also working on the planning practice guidance on transport to be published in due course. They would be able to provide a further update on what the NPPF includes and on the guidance once they had published.
House Buying and Selling Reform consultation
· TM noted MHCLG published the outcome of their consultation last week. Home buying and selling reform roadmap - GOV.UK. MHCLG had offered to update on this at the next ANEG.
· The sales pack proposal would require future legislation. The detail of what information would be included would be confirmed as the policy is developed, and there would be further engagement with stakeholders as part of that process.
· JD opened the floor to questions.

· AL noted he had liaised with Luton on this issue. He was aware of lots of cases where people had moved into a new house and could hear loud aircraft noise overhead which they did not hear when viewing the property. The airport operator had started to voluntarily liaise with local estate agents about how to show this information. He asked that DfT feed that back to MHCLG, that pending legislation the airport could add some value on a voluntary basis. It was felt by communities that it was unfair if estate agents did not draw attention to the fact that flightpaths and wind may change so when viewing the property the noise could be different.
· ST noted this was important and something MAG were looking at including a home movers pack. They considered involving conveyancing solicitors as there was uncertainty over whether estate agents would want to tell people. MAG were working on a plan for that at the moment. They have their insightful portal but there was also a commitment in their NAP on this.
· JD noted this sounded encouraging and an ACTION to feed this back to MHCLG.
· GL noted UKACCs had a view on this. Local searches were the best way to determine and it must be a duty to make buyers aware of noise in immediate vicinity. 
· TM noted it was difficult in terms of what level of noise should be the threshold to have a positive duty to declare. There was a grey area if you were further from the airport and having a legal duty may not be practical. This would come down to the detail and in discussion with MHCLG. Could it be made more general about flight paths? He asked DR whether there was a question in ANAS about whether people expected noise when they moved in?
· DR noted there was and it was in the plan for the next phase of analysis.
· GL noted that any level of disturbance might be a good starting point. It was the same when you move into an area with a busy road, but it was not so obvious with flight paths – anything therefore that could help the individual make an informed decision.
· JD re-iterated the action above to feed this back to MHCLG and consider how to bring this issue back to ANEG.

Item 8 – DEFRA updates
· HN noted DEFRA were looking at Round 5 for the noise regulations. They were updating the guidance for mapping and would be writing to airports later this year with results of the scoping exercise – which airports would fall into the legal requirement to carry out noise mapping.
· Work on Noise Action Plans would be after mapping is complete, but DEFRA were working with DfT on the recommendations made in the CAA review. 
· TM raised this would be a three-way conversation with MHCLG.
· HN updated on the status of IGCBN. Now we had the ANNE/ANAS reports they would be fed into the review of the latest evidence as we considered updates to current guidance. This was being drafted for consideration by the IGCBN committee. In the meantime, existing guidance allowed new evidence to be taken into account.
· HN acknowledged PB’s concerns on the timeline of the IGCBN. She noted that although not seen, progress was being made, but accepted progress was slower than hoped for.
· GL queried whether there would be revised guidance for ACCs and local authorities on quiet areas. 
· HN noted this was included in agglomeration actions plans rather than airports. Round 4 is not yet out and the consultation should go out in September.
· GL mentioned there was a specific recommendation for ACCs to engage with local authorities on quiet areas. 
· HN noted she was unaware of the detail of agglomeration action plans.
· TM asked whether this was about the recommendation in the CAA review of NAPs.
· HN noted this recommendation would be built into round 5 considerations that DEFRA were working on with DfT.
· CL noted there was a discussion at the last ANEG about DEFRA getting together with communities to discuss NAPs. He had asked Ruth Waite about that. 
· HN confirmed that Ruth Waite said she would follow this up. ACTION

Item 9 – CAA updates
Noise from A320 family operations at Luton Airport
· DR presented slides on this item [Annex E]. In summary, the measured departure results confirmed that the neo variants were quieter on departure than the ceo variants over the study period at Luton, a finding consistent with previously analysis presented to ANEG. The average measured noise differences between the neos and ceos were larger for easyJet aircraft (CFM LEAP vs. CFM56 engines) compared to Wizz Air (PW1100G vs. V2500 engines). Certified noise data showed departure noise performance of the PW1100G and CFM LEAP-powered neo variants at equivalent take-off weight would be expected to be similar. The measured departure results indicated the PW1100G-powered neo aircraft at Luton were on average about 1 to 2 dB noisier compared to the CFM LEAP-powered neos. The extent to which different airlines operating weights and procedures on take-off might account for these differences had not been investigated. [The report can be found in Annex F].
· JD opened the floor to questions.

· AL noted he would have preferred to see the slides in advance so he could prepare comments. Community representatives recognised there is definitely a perceptible noise benefit from 737/8 max compared to old 737s. As well as the A320neo in comparison with the A320ceo. This was not the case from the A321neo to A321ceo but there was technically a difference between those two engine types so it may be due to the way they were operated. If true, it would be good to operate P&W aircraft in a quieter way that the Leaps were achieving. 
· AL noted that there were previous conversations at ANEG about whether the CAA could continue this work with data from Gatwick. Communities were looking for the answer as to what could be done to improve the lived experience of A321neos particularly those with PW engines. It has now been raised it could be operational but would like an answer to that – how could we ensure they are operated more quietly. He noted it appeared that certification noise levels were not giving enough guidance to how much noise an engine has. He noted this was good work and should be continued.
· DR apologised for not sharing this information before the meeting. He noted it would be good to manage expectations on what could be done operationally, some factors cannot be controlled. Identifying this would likely involve sensitive data and have significant resource implications. 
· AL noted the Luton Airport Noise and Track Keeping committee were keen to get this resolved. They were grateful for the CAA work so could pick up on this point to see what they could take forward from here.

Item 10 – Community and/or Industry Updates
· CL noted he and other campaigners believe noise policy is ineffective and meaningless. He alleged there were no significant obligations on airports and the expansion processes ignore the guidance. He suggested that in light of evidence from ANNE/ANAS there needs to be effective and meaningful noise policies and regulation, monitoring and delivery. He suggested there was no evidence that ministers were interested in engaging with communities/AEF and he would hope any new Secretary of State or ministers would be encouraged to engage.
· JD noted that at a departmental level we have taken noise issues and concerns seriously, hence regular engagement such as ANEG. We have ensured ministers understand the issues and take them into consideration when decisions are made. They have other priorities that they must balance, however. It was correct that we could see some change in levels of engagement if there were new ministers.
· PB echoed CL’s points and noted his frustration with the pace of work. Would there be consideration of whether 51dB is appropriate for LOAEL?
· JD noted there was an analytical track of work but also consideration of what this means for policy i.e. how do these findings interact with upcoming policy decisions, including specific decisions like the LOAEL.
· CC queried what the Chair means when he says ‘we will take this away’ in these meetings. 
· JD noted some things we take away as actions and where possible would make them time limited. He noted he sometimes uses ‘take away’ as ‘we’ve heard your concerns and we will think about those in the process of policy making’.
· CC noted that quite often it does not feel interactive and DfT say there are ‘other priorities’ to balance but the group does not find out what those are. The group is fantastic and get to see valuable information, but the absence of an interactive process is frustrating.
· AL endorsed CL’s comments. He noted he was not present for the airspace modernisation update. He noted a problem where flight paths were intersecting. He noted he hoped that current problems which were resolved only by holding Luton departures low at 5000ft would be resolved in the airspace design that UKADS puts together. Could departures be timed so they occupy the same space but without collision? Would we bring that into play at our major airports? Could someone be invited to attend the next meeting on this from a position of knowledge?
· DR noted while he no longer sits in the airspace modernisation team in the CAA, he had been close to the matter for many years. If departures are only separated by time it is not a fail safe solution. Flights must be separated by geometry. If you want continuous climb and descent operations you must decouple them laterally. Procedures would therefore shift. The reality was there would be changes in noise if you wanted improved efficiency. Trying to perfectly time operations from two airports would not cut the safety case. Airspace modernisation was trying to make things simpler.
· AL appreciated the safety point. He would like assurances that UKADS would take this seriously and would not sacrifice expediency for resolving a long-standing issue. 
· JD closed this item.

Item 11 – AOB 
· LM posted an updated in the meeting chat: “Just a quick update on the noise dashboard. The CAA finished the feasibility study in June, which means the data validation work is now done, and we’ve moved into the implementation stage. We’re expecting the dashboard to be available in the coming months, likely by the end of September. We’ll share more details and updates closer to the launch.”
· JD summarised the plan for the next ANEG, likely to happen in the autumn. He welcomed the offer from Sustainable Aviation to invite a representative from Rolls Royce to present on future engine technologies at the next meeting.
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