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Explanatory Note

General

The purpose of the Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) 2008-15, dated 29 May 2008,
was to discuss and define how the EASA system could best contribute to the
environmental compatibility of civil aviation in its extended scope of competence, taking
into account the overall Community approach to environmental protection. In the NPA
the Agency proposed essential requirements for environmental protection, in which it
took into account the further extension of the remit of the Agency, extending the total
system approach for safety to the environmental domain. When the NPA was published,
it was the intention that this could lead to amending Regulation (EC) No 216/2008},
hereinafter referred to as the Basic Regulation, to define broader, performance-based,
essential requirements for environmental protection, as well as appropriate processes to
ensure compliance therewith. The scope of this rulemaking task was outlined in
ToR BR.004.

Consultation

NPA 2008-15 was published on the web site (http://www.easa.europa.eu/) on
30 May 2008. By the closing date of 15 November 2008, the European Aviation Safety
Agency ("the Agency") received 1016 comments from 86 National Aviation Authorities
(NAAs), professional organisations and private companies.

Publication of the CRD

All comments received have been acknowledged and incorporated into this Comment
Response Document (CRD). Taking into consideration the decision of the EASA
Management Board in June 2009 to put on hold the proposed extension of the
Agency’s involvement in environmental issues?, the Agency decided not to
respond to every comment. Instead, the comments given are summarised and
discussed in a more general perspective.

Following the decision of the Management Board, the Agency will not propose
any change to the rule for the time being. In order to formally finalise the
rulemaking task BR.004, the Agency decided, after consultation with the
European Commission, that it is sufficient to publish this CRD. The Agency,
however, welcomes reactions of stakeholders towards the CRD regarding possible
misunderstandings of the comments received and of discussion provided.

Such reactions should be received by the Agency not later than 6 December 2010 and
should be submitted using the Comment-Response Tool at
http://hub.easa.europa.eu/crt/.

Discussion and Conclusions

Decision of the EASA Management Board

6.

At the special meeting on EASA strategic issues on 8 June 2009, the EASA Management
Board discussed environmental issues related to the Agency’s priorities today and in the
future. During that meeting the Management Board came to the following conclusions?:

Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 February 2008 on common
rules in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Aviation Safety Agency, and repealing Council
Directive 91/670/EEC, Regulation (EC) No 1592/2002 and Directive 2004/36/EC (O] L 79, 19.03.2008, p. 1).
Regulation as last amended by Regulation (EC) No 1108/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
21 October 2009 (OJ L 309, 24.11.2009, p. 51).

For details see below.

See Summary of Decisions of EASA Management Board Special Meeting on 8 June 2009
(http://www.easa.eu.int/ws prod/g/management-board-decisions-and-minutes.php).
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a) The meeting agreed in principle that safety is unquestionably the number one
priority for EASA. Considering the demanding workload for EASA with regard to the
first and second extension, extending the Agency’s involvement in environmental
issues should be put on hold for the time being in favour of other priorities.

b) Moreover, the meeting agreed that the involvement of EASA in environmental
matters raises important questions of principle regarding the interpretation of the
Basic Regulation. It was concluded that it is therefore not up to EASA alone but the
Community as a whole, to define the long-term role of the Agency with regard to
environment.

c) However, the meeting noted that some proposals for environmental regulation may
have safety implications, and EASA must have the opportunity to be involved when
new measures are under discussion elsewhere in the Community system.

Proposed way forward

7.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency proposed essential requirements for environmental
protection in order to extend the total system approach for safety to the environmental
domain. As mentioned before, following the Management Board decision, the Agency will
not propose any change to the rule at this stage. Instead, the Agency will propose to
start a step-by-step (“phased”) approach to extend the essential requirements for
environmental protection in terms of the new remits of the Agency. In addition, the
Agency thinks that it would be best to further discuss and develop the essential
requirements for environmental protection only after the proposals for implementing
regulations for safety are clear. This would allow for a balance in resources required by
stakeholders to support the Agency’s rulemaking process and would also ensure that the
essential requirements for environmental protection are drafted with good sight of the
related safety regulations. Following this approach, the first future rulemaking activities
in this context would be tasks related to product design (source noise and emissions
control). All rulemaking activities would be carried out according to the Agency’s
rulemaking process involving stakeholders at an early stage.

Evaluation of comments and responses to questions

8.

In the following paragraphs of this CRD, the comments received regarding the NPA 2008-
15 and the responses given to the five questions raised in the NPA will be discussed in
some detail. For that purpose in Table 1 (see Section V) the comments given to the
different sections of the NPA are summarised, while Table 2 (see Section VI) summarises
the responses to the questions raised. Concerning Table 1 the following should be noted:

o Summarising more than 1000 comments as was done in Table 1 means that not
every contribution, idea or thought provided could be documented. In addition, it is
evident that summarising the comments could mean simplification of the content of
a comprehensive comment.

o If two or more comments were similar, they have been merged in Table 1.

o The table contains the comment provider and the EASA number of the comment. All
comments are provided in Section VII of this CRD document.

) Table 1 contains the column “valuation”. This means the valuation by the comment
provider of the Agency’s proposal as described in the NPA. The different valuations
used are “positive”, "“partly positive”, "“neutral”’, in some cases “partly
positive/negative”, “partly negative” and “negative”. For the descriptive sections of
the NPA (see No. 1 to No. 25 in Table 1) the comments are assorted starting with
the positive comments and listing the negative comments at the end. The same
holds for general comments made in the sections containing the essential
requirements (No. 26 to No. 32 in Table 1). Comments made to certain essential
requirements (in No. 26 to No. 32 in Table 1) were assorted starting with a
comment made to the first proposed essential requirement (e.g. 1.a.), then to the
second (e.g. 1.b.), etc. For this the “valuation” is not used as criteria to assort the
comments.
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Structure of the evaluation

9.

In the following paragraphs firstly general aspects, environmental objectives and
functions of the Agency will be considered (Paragraphs 10 to 20). Secondly, general
comments related to the draft essential requirements including responses to one question
about these requirements will be evaluated (Paragraphs 21 to 23). Thirdly, aspects
related to the following areas covered in NPA 2008-15 will be discussed (Paragraphs
24 to 52):

Aeronautical products;

Product design, manufacture and maintenance;

Aerodromes;

Air Traffic Management (ATM) and Air Navigation Services (ANS);
Air operations;

Environmental awareness of persons active in the aviation;
Operating restrictions; and

Economic measures.

General aspects, environmental objectives and functions of the Agency

10.

Several comment providers were positive or were partly positive concerning the Agency’s
proposal on extending the total system approach for safety to environmental protection
(1.1 to 1.7 in Table 1). However, the majority of comment providers raised concerns
regarding the Agency’s proposal as described in the NPA (1.18 to 1.37 in Table 1) or
opposed the extension of the Agency’s remit (1.38 to 1.40 in Table 1).

Safety vs. environmental protection

11.

One major concern of many comment providers when interpreting the Agency’s NPA was
the fear that the proposals for environmental protection would lead to a reduction in
safety (1.18, 9.10 and 17.3 in Table 1). The Agency’s response is that clearly
environmental protection should not lead to degradation of the high level of aviation
safety. However, safety is covered in the other sets of essential requirements and thus
not in those for environmental protection, just as environmental protection is not
addressed in the safety-related essential requirements.

Consistency with ICAO standards

12.

13.

A second major issue that came up in the comments to the NPA was the concern that
implementing rules might deviate from ICAO Annex 16. Many comment providers
stressed the value of worldwide harmonisation that it brings (1.8, 9.6, 9.7 and 20.7 in
Table 1). Consequently, many comment providers appreciated the Agency’s input in the
ICAO work and would like to see EASA increase its influence in order to support European
interests. Some other comment providers saw the benefits, under certain circumstances,
of deviating from ICAO Annex 16 and pointed out that ICAO standards are minimum
standards, which do not cover all products and thus leave voids (9.1, 9.8 and 11.6 in
Table 1).

The Agency agrees that working through ICAO is the preferred way for establishing
aviation environmental standards. However, ICAO Annex 16 does not regulate
everything, it contains standards to which differences can be filed. In some (admittedly
rare) cases Europe's interest may be best served by deviating from ICAO Annex 16 as
the USA already does for certain issues. However, the current direct reference to ICAO
Annex 16 in the Basic Regulation makes that impossible and creates other problems. An
example is that an application has been submitted to the Agency for a tilt-rotor aircraft.
EASA has no legal basis to set noise standards for this product that can potentially create
significant noise. In addition, ICAO Annex 16 contains very detailed requirements which
deviate from the normal EASA regulatory system. Such detail is needed, but it would
normally be found in implementing regulations and certification specifications.
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For these reasons, the Agency believes that it is better to agree on high level essential
requirements, which would then be the basis for implementing rules using ICAO
Annex 16 to the maximum extent possible. At the same time this would allow to take into
account Europe's interests and to complement the standards where needed.

Local/regional/national rules vs. EU rules

15.

16.

A third main point that was raised were concerns about the EASA system taking control
over issues that can best be dealt with locally or regionally (1.19 and 1.36 in Table 1).
Comment providers feared that the proposals would result in a "blanket approach”, not
allowing any adaptation to local circumstances. Other comment providers welcomed the
benefits and level playing field that would result from appropriate EU regulation and
harmonisation (1.3 and 1.4 in Table 1).

The European Union shall only act if and as far as the objectives of the proposed action
cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States (subsidiarity principle). This means
that implementing regulations should be limited to general principles, protecting for
instance the free market and ensuring non-discrimination. It was not the intention of the
NPA to propose that the implementing regulations should be dealing with specific local
circumstances in detail.

Overlap and conflicts concerning responsibilities

17.

Concerning Air Traffic Management (ATM) and Air Navigation Services (ANS) several
comment providers foresaw potential overlaps and conflicts with Single European Sky
and SESAR initiatives (1.33 in Table 1). One comment provider pointed out that
synergies have to be ensured and duplication of work between the Agency and
EUROCONTROL has to be avoided (1.14 in Table 1). In response to these concerns, the
Agency emphasises that any such possible overlap and conflict would have to be avoided,
e.g. by further establishing close coordination with EUROCONTROL.

Regulate proportionately

18.

Several comment providers suggested that the extension of the Agency’s remit should
focus on airports and commercial air transport and not on light aviation and air sport
activity (1.34 in Table 1). In addition, one comment provider pointed out that general
aviation needs to be considered (1.9 in Table 1). When drafted, the Agency was of the
opinion that the essential requirements should cover all activities within the scope of the
Basic Regulation, including general aviation and air sport activities. However, of course, it
is the Agency’s intention to regulate light aviation and air sports activities in a different
manner than e.g. commercial air transport, applying the principle of proportionality.

Implementing regulations and certification specifications

19.

When providing a general comment on NPA 2008-15, one comment provider asked for a
revision of the NPA “including precise rulemaking options and a clear vision of the tiered
approach” (1.6 in Table 1). Other comment providers made similar comments in this
respect by asking for more specific rules. In response, the Agency emphasises that the
scope of the NPA was to make proposals for amending the Basic Regulation. This
included proposals for essential requirements for environmental protection in an annex to
the Basic Regulation. Thereby the Agency followed the approach applied for the EASA’s
first and second extension. Implementing regulations and certification specifications,
containing precise rules, acceptable means of compliance and guidance material, would
have been proposed after the Basic Regulation would have been amended.

The Agency’s ability and timing

20.

A comment provider raised concerns about the Agency’s ability to take on board
additional responsibilities (1.21 in Table 1). Another comment provider questioned
whether it is the right time to encumber the Agency with the protection of the population
from the adverse environmental effects of aviation (1.23 in Table 1). In addition, it was
suggested that an extension of EASA environmental rulemaking activities shall only be
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considered on a case-by-case basis (1.24 in Table 1). Finally, one comment provider
made it clear that without an initial strategic debate the extension of the Agency’s remit
as proposed would not be supported (1.37 in Table 1). These points were also considered
by the EASA Management Board. Based on such concerns, the Management Board
decided to put on hold the Agency’s initiative concerning the extension of the remit to
environmental protection matters (see above).

Draft essential requirements

21.

22.

At the end (Part B, Subpart II), NPA 2008-15 contains draft specific essential
requirements for environmental protection. Several stakeholders provided comments
concerning the description of these essential requirements in general and provided
comments on the introduction section (introduction section see Part B, Subpart I,
Paragraphs 1 to 5 of NPA 2008-15, for comments see 18 and 19 in Table 1 of this CRD).
As before, the majority of the comment providers raised concerns or expressed their
overall disagreement regarding the proposals made (18.2 to 18.5 and 19.2 to 19.6 in
Table 1).

One comment provider pointed out that this complex task requires significant
professional input and intensive consultation (18.1 in Table 1). The Agency fully agrees
with this opinion and, if work continues in the future, will consult stakeholders intensively
to make use of their professional input. Another comment provider proposed a gradual
approach (18.2 in Table 1). Since the EASA Management Board has put on hold the total
approach for environmental protection, the Agency indeed intends, if work continues in
the future, to apply a gradual approach starting with essential requirements related to
product design.

Do the proposed essential requirements fulfil the needs?

23.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency asked whether the attached essential requirements meet the
criteria described and whether they constitute a good basis for the regulation of aviation
environmental protection within the envisaged scope of the extended EASA system
(Question 4). No comment provider responded with an unqualified “yes”, while the
response of twelve comment providers was “yes, in general” (see Question 4 in Table 2).
Eleven comment providers responded with “"no”. In addition, 19 other comment providers
emphasised their serious concerns regarding the proposal, and eight comment providers
did not see any need for EU overall essential requirements for environmental protection.
Finally, five comment providers again pointed out that environmental protection matters
have to be regulated proportionately. Summarising these responses, it needs to be
concluded again that the majority of the comment providers did not support the
proposals as described in the NPA.

Aeronautical products

Annex II aircraft

24,

Annex II of the Basic Regulation lists aircraft excluded form the regulation. In NPA 2008-
15 the Agency discussed whether it would be appropriate to reconsider the Agency’s
responsibility for certain aircraft types listed in Annex II (see Part A, SubpartlV,
Paragraphs 18 to 20 of the NPA). Main reason is that some of these aircraft pose serious
environmental concern. Many comment providers required clarification and better
reasoning (2.1 in Table 1). Others were of the opinion that ultra light aircraft must be left
outside the EASA system (2.2 in Table 1).

Ultra light aircraft

25.

In this context, the Agency raised the question whether ultra light aircraft, produced in
an industrial manner, should be subject to common European rules (Question 1). In
response to this question, twelve comment providers answered “yes”, but the majority,
25 comment providers, were clearly opposing common rules for ultra light aircraft built
following an industry standard (see Question 1 in Table 2). In addition, six comment
providers emphasised that ultra light aircraft have to be regulated proportionately.
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Product design, manufacture and maintenance

26.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency made it clear that concerning product design approvals the
EASA system is already well established. In the NPA, however, it is also stated that “it
will be necessary to further elaborate the content of Part-21 to specify the quantified
limits contained in Annex 16 and [to] develop Community requirements for products not
covered by this Annex”. In addition, it is proposed that “the opportunity should be taken
to review some provisions of the Basic Regulation”. Overall only few positive comments
were received concerning the Agency’s proposals related to product design, manufacture
and maintenance, as laid down in the NPA. Most comment providers made at least partly
negative statements concerning the Agency’s proposals, asked for clarification or came
up with additional or alternative proposals.

Need for clarification

27.

The fact that many comment providers asked for clarification (11.5, 11.11, 11.12, 20.2,
27.13, 27.16, 27.21 and 27.25 in Table 1) makes it clear that further and more detailed
information would have to be provided, if the Agency becomes active again on this
rulemaking task.

Additional and alternative proposals

28.

Many comment providers made additional or alternative proposals such as:

o ICAO stringency increase for light aircraft is needed (11.6 in Table 1);

o Expanding NAAs responsibility for issuing noise certificates has to be discussed
(11.7);

Do not modify Article 5 of the Basic Regulation. Do rewrite Article 6 (11.14);
Maintenance and repair should be excluded (11.15);

A requirement for the integration of noise reducing add-ons is needed (20.1);

Old engines should be able to continue flying (27.3);

APUs might be considered (27.4); and

High performance un-powered air sport aircraft are to be excluded (27.5).

Comment providers’ positions and concerns

29.

30.

Many comment providers provided statements, which made it clear that they have a firm
position on certain issues. Such statements were:

o Third-country products should be manufactured under the same environmental
protection requirements as in the EU (11.10 in Table 1);

Retrospective requirements are not practical (11.13);

A general approval for assessment bodies is not acceptable (11.16);

Rulemaking should not be a role for the Agency, but for the Commission (11.17);
To some extent the discussion is irrelevant, some of the measures described would
be taken anyway (20.3);

It is inappropriate for EASA to describe how engines should be designed (20.5);

) EASA should limit its activity working in the ICAO/CAEP arena (20.7); and

) In parts the requirements are nothing new (27.7).

In addition, many comment providers raised serious concerns and suggested changes
regarding the essential requirements proposed by the Agency (27.17, 27.18, 27.19,
27.20, 27.22, 27.23 in Table 1). As expected, different comment providers expressed
opposing views. A good example is the listing of emissions species in Paragraph 1.b. of
the essential requirements as provided in NPA 2008-15. While one comment provider
agreed not to consider CO, (27.1 in Table 1), another comment provider suggested to
explicitly list CO, (27.15 in Table 1). In addition, another comment provider asked why
lead, particles and CO, are missing (27.16 in Table 1), while a fourth comment provider
proposed to avoid the list of emissions species at all.
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Conclusion for the Agency

31.

The points described in the last paragraphs clearly show that there is further need to
clarify and to discuss with stakeholders many issues related to product design,
manufacture and maintenance. Misunderstandings have to be avoided and different
positions at least have to be clearly identified. Since the rulemaking task has been put on
hold for the time being, it does not seem to be effective to go further into detail in
clarifying and discussing controversial issues at this stage. If, however, the remit of the
Agency in the future was reviewed and/or extended concerning environmental protection
matters, the issues raised by the comment providers would have to be taken into
consideration in an appropriate manner. For the area of product design, manufacture and
maintenance this would include involving stakeholders at an early stage.

Powers to assessment bodies?

32.

33.

Related to product design, manufacture and maintenance the Agency asked in NPA 2008-
15 whether powers should be given to assessment bodies to verify that aircraft below
2000 kg comply with the environmental requirements, and whether the assessment
bodies should issue the related approvals. In addition, the Agency wished to know
whether accreditation of such assessment bodies should be done by the Agency
(Question 5). The responses to these questions are summarised in Table 2. At least in
principle 19 comment providers (twelve “yes” and seven “yes, in principle”) agreed that
powers are given to assessment bodies and that the Agency does the accreditation of
these bodies. Six other comment providers did not agree. In addition, two comment
providers would be concerned if powers were given, five other comment providers
proposed to regulate proportionately, and another comment provider would leave the
decision to the Agency. The other responses relating to Question 5 stated that further
clarification is needed (three comment providers), that the issue is of no relevance (one)
and that no firm opinion exists (eight). Finally, the responses of seven comment
providers need explanation to be completely understood by the Agency.

The diversity of responses to Question 5 aside of a clear “yes” or “no” shows, as above,
that further clarification of the concept and further discussion with stakeholders would be
needed. Since the rulemaking activity as such has been put on hold, however, no further
exploration is needed at this stage.

Aerodromes

Aerodromes to be regulated through the EASA system?

34.

35.

Aerodromes are one of the areas to which the Agency proposed to extent its remit
concerning the environmental domain in NPA 2008-15. Some comment providers
supported this proposal (3.1, 12.1 and 21.1 in Table 1), while many comment providers
were of the opinion that the Agency should not regulate environmental aspects of
aerodromes (3.9, 12.6 and 28.6 in Table 1). This became even clearer when the
responses to Question 2a were evaluated. Twelve comment providers responded with
“yes” or “yes, in general” when asked whether airport design and airport operations
should be regulated for their environmental impact through the EASA system (see
Question 2a in Table 2). The majority, however, 27 comment providers, answered “no”.

Twelve additional comment providers emphasised, when responding to Question 2a, that
aerodromes have to be regulated proportionately (see Table 2), i.e. large commercial
airports have to be regulated in a different manner than small airfields. This position is
also visible in the summary of comments to NPA 2008-15 given in Table 1 (3.5 and 28.3
in Table 1). Some comment providers were of the opinion that the Agency should not
regulate environmental aspects of airstrips and airfields (12.5 in Table 1).

The Agency’s proposals on aerodromes

36.

Regarding the proposals made for aerodromes’ essential requirements or regarding the
description of these proposals many comment providers raised concerns, several of them
serious concerns, partly of technical matter (21.4 and 28.7 of Table 1). Since the

Page 8 of 347



CRD to NPA 2008-15 05 Oct 2010

Agency’s overall proposal is put on hold, the related item will not be discussed in detail in
the present CRD. However, the concerns are documented and will be taken into
consideration if regulating environmental protection matters for aerodromes becomes an
issue in the future.

Contributors to noise and emissions

37.

Several comment providers pointed out that aircraft are not per se the main contributors
to aviation noise and downgrading of local air quality around an aerodrome (3.8 in
Table 1). The Agency agrees that other sources can play a significant role. If in the future
environmental protection aspects of aerodromes are to be regulated by the EASA system,
the Agency would have to take into account non-aircraft contribution to noise and
emissions around aerodromes.

Regulating power generation, building design, etc.

38.

In NPA 2008-15 it was made clear that the Agency did not plan to regulate the
environmental impact from airport design or operation, such as power generation,
building design and power delivery (see Part A, Subpart IV, Paragraph 22 of the NPA).
Several comment providers agreed to this position (3.2 in Table 1).

Safety, alignment with ICAO, national and local responsibilities

39.

Related to the discussion on aerodromes several comment providers emphasised again
that safety has to be considered first (28.4 in Table 1). In addition, comment providers
also pointed out again that any extension of the Agency’s remit has to be in line with
ICAO work and that ICAO guidance has to be taken into consideration (3.4 and 28.2 in
Table 1). The Agency’s position on these matters is explained in Paragraphs 11 to 14.
Finally comment providers again requested or even required to leave responsibilities to
national and local level (3.7, 12.4 and 28.5 in Table 1). The Agency of course fully
supports the general principle of subsidiarity, but is of the opinion that there are
objectives that cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States and can therefore,
by reason of the scale or effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the
European Union. It is clear that further clarification of the concept and further discussion
with stakeholders would be needed if and when an extension of the remit was considered
in the future. However, since the rulemaking activity as such has been put on hold, no
further exploration is needed at this stage.

Land use planning

40.

Concerning Question 2b most of the comment providers responding (34 comment
providers, see Table 2) agreed that land use planning around aerodromes is better
regulated at horizontal level, taking into account all sources of noise/pollution rather than
from the aviation perspective only. Only three comment providers have the opposite
opinion. When answering Question 2b, ten comment providers, however, did not provide
a clear “yes” and “no”, but emphasised that aerodromes’ regulation is to be left to
national, regional or local authorities. Two other comment providers pointed out that
aerodromes have to be regulated proportionately.

Air Traffic Management (ATM) and Air Navigation Services (ANS)

41.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency stated that synergies would be created if the EASA system
would not only address safety regulation of ATM/ANS, but at the same time the
environmental impact. Only a few comment providers supported this approach (4.1 and
13.1 in Table 1). The majority of comment providers were critical towards the Agency’s
proposals concerning ATM/ANS, had serious concerns regarding the way the essential
requirements were phrased or were of the opinion that the Agency should not become
responsible (e.g. 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.9 and 29.5 in Table 1).

Additional proposals and concerns regarding the Agency’s proposals

42.

Several comment providers made additional proposals such as
) EASA should push for direct flights between A and B (4.2 in Table 1);
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o Crew and passengers have to be protected from the impact of ozone concentration
and cosmic radiation (4.3 in Table 1); and
) Sensitivity of animals should be considered (4.4 in Table 1).

Since the proposal to extent the Agency’s essential requirements for environmental
protection has been put on hold, the Agency will not discuss these proposals in detail at
this stage. However, if at a later stage the extension would be considered again, these
additional proposals might become an issue. The same holds for concerns raised such as
further restrictions on aircraft routings/trajectories (4.5 in Table 1) and further attempts
to degrade free movement of general aviation (4.6 in Table 1). The overall position of the
Agency is that proportionate regulation is needed taking into account environmental
protection aspects.

The Agency and EUROCONTROL

43. One important aspect related to ATM/ANS, which led to comments and concerns, is the
potential for duplication, conflict and contradiction between Single European Sky, SESAR
and the proposals made in the NPA (13.2 in Table 1). This issue was already discussed
above (Section “General”). Here the Agency would follow the proposal of several
comment providers and would liaise with EUROCONTROL (22.1 and 29.2 in Table 1) and
other stakeholders as well as with the European Commission in order to avoid any
duplication of work and contradiction.

Air operations

44. 1In NPA 2008-15 the Agency considered it necessary to better regulate the environmental
dimension of air operations and to develop dedicated requirements addressed to air
operators and flight crews. Some comment providers supported this approach (5.1 and
14.1 in Table 1). However, the Agency received more negative than positive comments
as well. For several comment providers it was not clear why the environmental dimension
of air operations needs to be regulated by the Agency, no benefit was visible and serious
concerns regarding the proposed essential requirements were brought forward etc. (5.4,
14.3, 30.11, 30.14, 30.15, 30.16 and 30.17 in Table 1). Several comment providers were
of the opinion that the Agency should not restrict operations with environmental
protection regulations or simply stated that the Agency’s proposals are not supported
(5.9 and 14.5 in Table 1).

Competition between EU and non EU carriers

45. Some comment providers raised the concern that the proposed measures would lead to
market distortion and that EU carriers will be penalised (14.4 in Table 1). Another
comment provider stated that the restrictions applied to non-European operators would
simplify competition (14.2 in Table 1). The Agency is of the opinion that one of the goals,
if the proposals would be considered in the future, should be a fair and simplified
competition among European and non-European operators. Consequently, care would be
taken that the measures applied would not lead to any market distortion penalising EU
carriers.

Carrying more fuel than needed

46. In the NPA the Agency described a possible example of common rules for air operations:
The prohibition of carrying more fuel than necessary to profit only from price difference
between different regions. The reason behind the prohibition of this practice would be the
fact that more emissions than necessary would be produced. Many comment providers
made critical statements concerning this example (5.5 in Table 1). Thereby the comment
providers made it clear that the amount of fuel to be carried on board is a safety issue to
be decided by the pilot-in-command, and that such bureaucratic measure
(“environmental regulation to fix an economic problem”) would not be acceptable. In
response, the Agency states that any such measure, if the remit of the Agency would be
extended in the future to environmental protection aspects of air operations, would have
to take into consideration all aspects.
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Environmental awareness of persons active in the aviation system

47.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency envisaged extending the EASA system to the environmental
regulation of the licensing of pilots, air traffic controllers and maintenance engineers, as
well as the training of any other person active in the aviation system. According to the
NPA, all persons would be affected whose actions can have a significant effect on noise
and emissions and the subsequent environmental impact. Among all comment providers
several expressed general support for the measures proposed by the Agency (6.1, 6.2,
15.1, 15.3, 24.1 and 31.1 in Table 1). Some other comment providers emphasised that
only certain persons need to be trained (6.3, 6.6 and 15.4 in Table 1) or pointed out that
certain persons should be excluded (maintenance personnel, 6.9 and 15.5 in Table 1).
Other comment providers agreed to the concept of environmental awareness of persons
involved, however, opposed the need of any regulatory requirement (6.4, 15.2 and 31.4
in Table 1). One comment provider pointed out that environmental awareness shall not
diminish attention to flight safety (6.7 in Table 1), while another comment provider
raised concerns related to the additional overhead and costs (15.7 in Table 1). Finally,
several other comment providers did not see any need for the Agency to regulate (6.8 in
Table 1) or opposed the Agency’s proposals in total (6.10 and 24.3 in Table 1).

Conclusion for the Agency

48.

While summarising the comments received, it can be concluded that the majority of
comment providers in general would agree to measures taken to further improve the
environmental awareness of persons active in the aviation system. If in the future the
remit of the Agency would be extended to the environmental awareness of persons active
in the aviation system, the Agency would explore possible measures in close cooperation
with stakeholders.

Operating restrictions

49.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency concluded that there could be synergies in transferring the
regulation for restrictions due to safety reasons to environmental protection. Several
comment providers agreed to this proposal at least in general (7.1, 16.1 and 31.1 in
Table 1), while others raised serious concerns or did not agree (7.8, 16.3, 25.4 and
32.10 in Table 1). For two comment providers it was not clear why the Agency needs to
get involved (7.6 and 32.9 in Table 1). Several comment providers pointed out that there
is no need to duplicate rules already established in Member States. New rules are only
useful if the existing ones are replaced (7.5 in Table 1). Many comment providers asked
for clarification concerning the proposals, or requested justification, evaluation or impact
assessment (7.3, 16.2, 25.2, 32.2 and 32.8 in Table 1). Some comment providers
proposed additional or alternative measures such as:

o Different areas for limitation of aircraft operations should be considered
(technological limitations, restrictions depending on noise levels, on operating
hours, on the flight path etc.) (25.1 in Table 1);

o EASA to set standards for noise outside and inside of buildings (7.2); and

) EASA should consider modifying rather than restricting operations (25.3).

Operating restrictions to be regulated by the Agency?

50.

By asking Question 3 the Agency wanted to know whether operating restrictions should
be subject of common rules under the EASA system. Nine comment providers were
positive without reservation, while the majority of 27 comment providers did not agree to
such an approach (see Question 3 in Table 2). In their response other comment providers
emphasised that operating restrictions have to be regulated by national, regional or local
authorities (ten comment providers) or that operating restrictions have to be regulated
proportionately (three comment providers).

Conclusion for the Agency

51.

As before, since the rulemaking task has been put on hold, it is not necessary for the
Agency to respond in detail to the comments received. If, however, the remit of the
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Agency would be extended in the future, the issues raised by the comment providers and
the responses given relating to Question 3 would have to be taken into consideration.
Further clarification and discussion with stakeholders is needed before any decision on
possible regulations concerning operating restrictions within the EASA system can be
made.

Economic measures

52.

In NPA 2008-15 the Agency pointed out that economic measures should not be
addressed in the EASA system to reach environmental objectives. In the NPA it is stated
that “Economic measures are not part of the Agency’s remit, as it was considered that
trade-offs between safety and economic objectives should be made on political rather
than on executive level”. Some comment providers raised serious concerns over the
rationale related to trade-offs between safety and economic measures (8.5 in Table 1).
In order to avoid any misunderstanding, the Agency emphasises that it is EASA’s
principle that safety cannot be compromised for economic benefit or any other reason.
Aside from this concern, the majority of comment providers supported the Agency’s
proposal not to address economic measures (8.1 in Table 1).
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V. Table of summary of comments on NPA 2008-15
Table 1: Summary of comments on NPA 2008-15
No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
1 GENERAL COMMENTS,
TITLE PAGE,
A. EXPLANATORY NOTE,
A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - II.
Consultation,
A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment,
A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Background,
A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Scope
1.1 The EASA proposal on extending the Positive Verdi (112), UFCNA France
essential requirements for environmental (286), DIRAP France (402),
protection is supported. CIRENA (892), ADVOCNAR
(204)
1.2 EASA’s intent to involve itself in Positive SAS Norway (103)
environmental matters is positive.
1.3 Overseeing by a single body as EASA of both | Positive Dassault Aviation (911)
safety and environmental rulemaking would
be an advantage.
1.4 The environment must be under the Partly J. Fridrich (469), Europe Air
responsibility of one body. positive Sports (753), Light Aircraft
Association of the Czech
Republic (760)
1.5 If EASA has the resources, the Agency Partly FCAA Finnish Civil Aviation
would be the best coordinator. positive Authority (818)
1.6 The NPA addresses very fundamental Partly BMVBS Germany (344)
aspects. A more focussed approach would positive/
be of much higher benefit. negative
1.7 In general, the concept appears reasonable. | Partly AOPA Sweden (149, 956), FAA
The content, however, raises a number of positive/ (742), ASD (802), Rolls Royce
questions and concerns. negative (803)
1.8 Any environmental protection requirement Neutral Aerospace Industries
must be consistent with the ICAO standards. Association (448), ATA Air
Transport Association of
America (470, 488),
AgustaWestland (682), CFM
(835), ECA European Cockpit
Association (546), IATA (380)
1.9 General aviation needs to be considered. Neutral European Sailplane
Manufacturers (788)
1.10 Clear statement of the benefits and potential | Neutral UK CAA (242)

Valuation by the comment provider of the Agency’s proposal as described in NPA 2008-15.

Page 13 of 347




CRD to NPA 2008-15

05 Oct 2010

No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
costs is expected.

1.11 EASA shall define stringent environmental Neutral J. Beckers UECNA (212)
standards.

1.12 Operating restrictions must not be excluded. | Neutral J. Beckers UECNA (213)

1.13 Ultra light aircraft of Annex II have to be Neutral UFCNA (151)
included.

1.14 Synergies have to be ensured and Neutral EUROCONTROL (414)
duplication EASA/EUROCONTROL has to be
avoided.

1.15 Concerning this NPA, stakeholders must be Neutral Dassault Aviation (913)
consulted within working group meetings to
elaborate the best proposals.

1.16 It is suggested to create generally applicable | Neutral S. Wenger (19)
tools in lieu of European standards.

1.17 Any proposed regulatory measure must be Neutral ATA Air Transport Asociation of
described precisely enough to provide America (470, 488)
understandable guidance.

1.18 Safety has to be considered first. Partly Royal Aeronautical Society (20,

negative 22), UK CAA (239, 240, 254),
EUROCONTROL (414), ATA Air
Transport Association of
America (470, 488), Airbus
(516), UK Department for
Transport (711), Norwegian
Ministry of Transport and
Communication (569), FAA
(742), Rolls Royce (803), IACA
International Air Carrier
Association (810), DGAC France
(837), European Regions Airline
Association (849), Cathay
Pacific Airways (894), ECA
European Cockpit Association
(546), General Aviation
Manufactures Association (546),
IFATCA (510), NATS (646, 652),
Swedish Transport Agency -
Civil Aviation Department (334),
IATA (380)

1.19 Potential for duplication, conflict and Partly UK CAA (243), KLM Engineering
contradiction between different negative & Maintenance (163), Swedish
environmental initiatives and responsible Environmental Protection
bodies (Community, national, local). Agency (681, 829), British

Airways (599), IATA (380)

1.20 The proposal could result in a duplication of | Partly Munich Airport (823), IACA
rules, significant costs and administrative negative International Air Carrier
burden. Association (810)

1.21 Concern about EASA’s ability to take on Partly UK CAA (244)
additional responsibilities. negative

1.22 It is not clear what aspects of environmental | Partly UK CAA (258)
protection measures would be excluded from | negative

EASA’s responsibilities.
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)

1.23 It is questionable whether it is the right time | Partly CAA NL (843)
to encumber EASA with the protection of the | negative
population from the adverse environmental
effects of aviation.

1.24 An extension of EASA rulemaking activities Partly ACI Europe (978)
shall only be considered on a case-by-case negative
basis.

1.25 Strategic discussion at Community level is Partly UK CAA (245)
welcome. However, at this stage the NPA negative
does not provide the basis for such a
debate.

1.26 The text should be more objective, and Partly APAU Portugiese Association for
should be shorter avoiding redundancies and | negative Ultralight Aviation (771),
repetitions. FFPIUM Federation Francaise de

Planeurs Ultralegers Motorises
(433)

1.27 The regulatory framework may remain as it Partly FRAPORT AG (52)
is. negative

1.28 A complete revision of the draft is Partly Dassault (441)
requested. negative

1.29 Better regulation rather than more Partly AEA Association of European
regulation. negative Airlines (287)

1.30 The NPA misinterprets what is meant by a Negative UK CAA (241, 257)

“total system approach”.

1.31 There are inconsistencies between the Negative European Microlight Federation
present NPA and predecessors. (750)

1.32 A Regulatory/Risk Impact Assessment (RIA) | Negative AEA Association of European
is missing. Airlines (287), IATA (380)

1.33 Potential overlaps/conflicts with Single Negative SESAR Joint Undertaking (832),
European Sky and/or SESAR initiatives are AEA Association of European
foreseen. Airlines (287)

1.34 The NPA should focus on airports and Negative FAI Federation Aeronautique
commercial air transport and not on light Internationale (831), Finnish
aviation/air sport activity. Aeronautical Association (834),

Light Aircraft Association (347)

1.35 The proposed structure of the NPA is Negative Environmental Court
opposed. The requirements are in many Vanersborg, Sweden (294),
respects imprecise. General Aviation Manufactures

Association (546), AEA
Association of European Airlines
(287)

1.36 A local or national approach should be Negative DGAC France (837), Finavia

preferred whenever possible. (805), General Aviation
Awareness Council, UK (394)

1.37 Without an initial strategic debate the broad | Negative UK CAA (252)
extension of EASA’s remit as proposed is not
supported.

1.38 EASA is urged to seriously reconsider the Negative ADV (567), IATA (379), Light

proposal.

Aircraft Association (527),
IFATCA (510, 511), Aero-Club
of Switzerland (119, 129, 133)
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)

1.39 The EASA NPA should not result in any Negative L. Hjelmberg (86),

regulation. The work should be terminated. N. Hitchman (140), European
Regions Airline Association
(833), Aero-Club of Switzerland
(158)

1.40 The (broad) extension of EASA’s remit is not | Negative UK CAA (238), Cathay Pacific
supported. Airways (894), MT-Propeller

(984), AEA (997), BALPA (662)

2 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Scope - Aeronautical Products

2.1 Concern with paragraphs 18 and/or 19. Negative Airbus (350), GAMA General
Clarification and/or reasoning are/is Aviation Manufacturers
required. Association (731), European

Microlight Federation (751),
European Regions Airline
Association (850), Cathay
Pacific Airways (895), AEA
(998)

2.2 Microlight aircraft must be left outside the Negative Light Aircraft Association (403),
scope of the EASA regulatory approach FFPIUM Federation Francaise de
(comment on paragraph 19 of NPA 2008- Paneurs Ultralegers Motorises
15). (423), J. Fridrich (471), DAeC

Deutscher Aero Club (521),
BALPA (618), Europe Air Sports
PM (754), Light Aircraft
Association of the Czech
Republic (761), APAU (778)

2.3 EASA needs to define the aircraft types, Negative Dassault Aviation (915)
which are affected by environmental special
rules (comment on paragraph 20).

3 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -

Scope - Aerodromes

3.1 EASA should become responsible. Positive J. Beckers UECNA (216)

3.2 Agreement that EASA should not get Positive KLM (7), FRAPORT (23), UK CAA
involved in e.g. power generation at (262), Light Aircraft Association
aerodromes, building design, minimisation (405)
of engine running time etc. (comment on
paragraph 22).

3.3 Agreement that EASA should not get Positive FRAPORT (58), KLM Engineering
involved in the administrative sovereignty & Maintenance (165)
(comment on paragraph 23).

3.4 Extension can only take place, if it goes in Neutral IFATCA (510)
line with ICAO work (comment on
paragraph 21).

3.5 Small airfields should not be regulated as Negative Light Aircraft Association (405),
major international airports (comment on European Microlight Federation
paragraph 21). (752), ECOGAS (793)

3.6 Restrictions to the aerodrome and Negative KLM (6)

operations are opposed (comment on
paragraph 21).
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)

3.7 Leave responsibility to national or local Negative FRAPORT (55, 56), Aero-Club of
level, and to airport operator, airlines and Switzerland (121), UK CAA
ATC, as appropriate (comment on (261), DAeC Deutscher Aero
paragraph 21). Club (533)

3.8 Aircraft are not per se the main contributors | Negative KLM (6), FRAPORT (54), UK
to aviation noise and local air quality around General Aviation Awareness
an aerodrome (comment on paragraph 21). Council (396), GAMA General

Aviation Manufacturers
Association (713), Cathay
Pacific Airways (896)

3.9 EASA should not become responsible. Negative LBA (301), BALPHA (622), ERA
European Regions Airline
Association (852)

4 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Scope - Air Traffic Management (ATM)
and Air Navigation Services (ANS)

4.1 The proposal to regulate the environmental Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (25),
impact of ATM and ANS through the EASA J. Beckers UECNA (218)
system is supported.

4.2 EASA should push for direct flights between Neutral KLM (9), S. Wenger (48), Aero-
A and B where such flights are possible Club of Switzerland (157)

4.3 Crew and passengers have to be protected Neutral W. Gessky (611)
from the impact of ozone concentration or
cosmic radiation.

4.4 Sensitivity of animals should be considered. | Neutral DAeC Deutscher Aero Club

(536)

4.5 The discussion in this section, especially Partly GAMA (477), BALPA (623),
(further) restrictions on aircraft negative NATS (660), Cathay Pacific
routings/trajectories, raises concern. Airways (897), Dassault

Aviation (916, 948)

4.6 Any further attempts to degrade free Partly Light Aircraft Association (407)
movement of GA aircraft will be opposed. negative

4.7 EASA’s involvement may not be helpful. Partly UK Department for Transport

negative (706)
4.8 EASA shows lack of understanding. Negative IFACTA (510)
4.9 EASA should not become responsible. Negative FRAPORT (60, 61), UK CAA
(263), European Regions Airline
Association (854)

5 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Scope - Air operations

5.1 The proposal to regulate the environmental Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (26)
impact of operations through the EASA
system is supported.

5.2 Pilots have a lack of knowledge of Neutral J. Beckers UECNA (219)
environmental impacts of flight operations.

5.3 Agreement that operating rules shall contain | Partly S. Wenger (49)
environmental protection measures; positive/
disagreement with the prohibitions as cited negative
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
in the NPA.

5.4 Not clear that the environmental dimension Partly UK CAA (267, 268), DAeC
of air operations needs to be regulated by negative Deutscher Aero Club (538)
EASA.

5.5 EASA’s example to prohibit carrying more Negative FRAPORT (62), L. Hjelmberg
fuel than needed raises (serious) concern (89), Aero-Club of Switzerland
(comment on paragraph 27). (122), KLM Engineering &

Maintenance (167), GAMA
(478), BALPA (624), NATS
(661), UK Department for
Transport (707), Rolls Royce
(736), ECOGAS (795), European
Regions Airline Association
(864), Cathay Pacific Airways
(898), Dassault Aviation (917,
949), AEA (1002)

5.6 Operations for sports and recreational Negative J. Fridrich (484), Europe Air
purposes should be exempted from EASA Sport PM (756), Light Aircraft
environmental rules. Association of the Czech

Republic (763)

5.7 Attempts to regulate GA flights must be Negative Light Aircraft Association.
opposed.

5.8 In parts EASA’s proposals are in Negative ATA Air Transport Association of
contradiction to the Chicago Convention. America (496)

5.9 (At this stage) EASA should not restrict Negative KLM (10, 11), Aero-Club of
operations with environmental protection Switzerland (122), APAU (775),
regulations. ECOGAS (795)

6 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -

Scope - Environmental awareness of
persons active in the aviation system

6.1 The proposal to extend the EASA system to Positive Aero-Club of Switzerland (123),
environmental regulation for persons LBA (302)
working in aviation is supported.

6.2 In general the proposal is supported. Partly UK Department for Transport
Significant additional administrative burden positive (708)
and cost have to be avoided.

6.3 Only certain people need to be trained. Partly Light Aircraft Association (447)

positive

6.4 Staff should be environmentally aware, but Partly NATS (663)
no regulatory requirement is needed. positive

6.5 Already partly included in German pilot Partly DAeC Deutscher Aero Club
licensing. positive (539)

6.6 Members of “aircraft noise commissions” Partly J. Beckers UECNA (220)
should receive training. National legislation positive
is needed.

6.7 Environmental awareness shall not diminish | Partly Rolls Royce (735)
attention to flight safety. negative

6.8 Not clear that environmental awareness of Partly UK CAA (269), GAMA (479),
people working in aviation needs to be negative BALP (625), European Regions

regulated by EASA.

Airline association (865)
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
6.9 The proposal to extend the EASA system to Negative AEA (1003)
environmental regulation for maintenance
personnel is opposed.
6.10 The proposal to extend the EASA system to Negative Royal Aeronautical Society (27),
environmental regulation for persons FRAPORT (63), KLM Engineering
working in aviation is opposed. & Maintenance (168)
7 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Scope - Operating restrictions
7.1 Proposal will be supported if costs can be Partly FRAPORT (64)
reduced. positive
7.2 EASA to set standards for noise outside and | Neutral J. Beckers UECNA (221)
inside of buildings.
7.3 Assessment and justification for the proposal | Partly NATS (664)
needed. negative
7.4 To be in line with ICAO rewording is needed. | Partly IFATCA (510)
negative
7.5 No need to duplicate rules already Partly Aero-Club Switzerland (159),
established in Member States. Only useful if | negative BALPA (626), ECOGAS (796),
existing rules are replaced. Cathay Pacific Airways (899)
7.6 Not clear that operating restrictions need to | Partly UK CAA (270, 271)
be regulated by EASA. negative
7.7 No need for operational restrictions of GA. Negative Light Aircraft Association (534)
7.8 EASA should not become responsible. Negative LBA (303)
8 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Scope - Economic measures
8.1 The proposal not to address economic Positive FRAPORT (66), Aero-Club of
measures is supported. Switzerland (124), UK CAA
(273), DAeC Deutscher Aero
Club (541), NATS (667)
8.2 All extensions relative to the operations and | Neutral Dassault Aviation (919)
their management should be outside the
remit of EASA.
8.3 Any regulation should have no impact on Neutral KLM (16)
operations and only minimal impact in total.
8.4 The economic measures are already drafted | Neutral ECOGAS (797)
and in circulation.
8.5 The rationale of paragraph 31 related to Negative Airbus (352), ADV (568), British
trade-offs between safety and economic Airways (582)
measures raises serious concern.
9 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - 1IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Environmental objectives
9.1 The possibility of tighter standards in the Positive UK CAA (274)
Community than under ICAO in some areas
has some attractive aspects (comment on
paragraph 33).
9.2 Consider also health hazards for crew and Neutral W. Gessky (613)
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
passengers from high ozone concentration,
cosmic radiation and dangerous goods
(comment on paragraph 35)

9.3 Any deviation from ICAO standards has to Neutral Dassault Aviation (950)
take into account fair competition on the
world market and economic aspects
(comment on paragraph 33).

9.4 Tasks in the essential requirements Partly W. Gessky (614)
according to Annexes I, II and IV should not | negative
be duplicated in the essential requirements
for environmental protection (comment on
paragraph 37).

9.5 It seems strange that EASA needs this NPA Partly KLM Engineering & Maintenance
to reconfirm health hazards related to noise | negative (170), AEA (1005)
and emissions (comment on paragraph 35).

9.6 ICAO is the best place for setting standards Partly L. Hjelmberg (91), Airbus (353,
and recommended practices to ensure negative 354), ADV (605), UK
worldwide consistency of aviation rules Department of Transport (709),
(comment on paragraph 33). Rolls Royce (733), European

Regions Airline association
(867), Cathay Pacific Airways
(900), Dassault Aviation (920)

9.7 The simplest way to be consistent with the Partly KLM Engineering & Maintenance
ICAO framework and to avoid penalising the | negative (169), AEA (1005)

European industry is to adopt ICAO
standards (comment on paragraph 34).

9.8 Keep Article 6 as it is. In addition, Partly W. Gessky (612)
requirements should be written for products | negative
not covered in ICAO Annex 16 (comment on
paragraph 34).

9.9 Retroactive criteria to environmental Negative Airbus (356), GAMA (741)
protection requirements as a systematic
policy are not realistic (comment on
paragraph 36).

9.10 The content of paragraph 37 (the relation Negative Aero-Club of Switzerland (125),
between environmental protection and KLM Engineering & Maintenance
safety) raises (serious) concern. (171), Airbus (357); NATS

(669), Rolls Royce (732), GAMA
(741), Dassault Aviation (920),
AEA (1005)

9.11 Paragraphs 32, 33, 34 and 35 are Negative IFTCA (510)
inappropriate, show lack of scientific and
statistical evidence and should be deleted.

10 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -

Implementation means

10.1 Implementation means already established Neutral Royal Aeronautical Society (30)
for other domains should be applied.

10.2 The Commission has already these powers Neutral FRAPORT (68)

(comment on paragraph 38).
10.3 Synergies between safety and environment Neutral BALPA (629)

can be acceptable for either environment or
economic reason (comment on
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
paragraph 39).
10.4 Other oversight options, if any, should be Neutral UK CAA (277)
described (comment on paragraph 39).
10.5 Delegation of certification functions from the | Negative W. Gessky (615)
Agency to assessment bodies is not
supported (comment on paragraph 38).
10.6 Executive powers should not be given to the | Negative UK General Aviation Awareness
Commission. Council (399)
11 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means - Product
design, manufacture and maintenance
11.1 The proposals contained in this section are Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (31)
supported.
11.2 The proposals are supported (comment on Positive LBA (308)
paragraphs 43 to 46).
11.3 (Some) Certification by industry is Positive Light Aircraft Association (410);
supported (comment on paragraph 47). GAMA (481)
11.4 Environmental aspects of production and Neutral S. Wenger (85)
maintenance are not aviation specific.
11.5 Questions related to assessment bodies to Neutral Aero-Club Switzerland (126)
be answered by the Agency.
11.6 ICAO standards for light aircraft have to be Neutral UFCNA (153)
strengthened up.
11.7 Discussion on expanding NAAs responsibility | Neutral GAMA (481)
for issuance of noise certificates is needed
(comment on paragraph 40).
11.8 Full transposition of ICAO Annex 16 could Neutral Dassault Aviation (921)
lead to delay applications of the
amendments (comment on paragraph 41).
11.9 Germany has noise requirements for ultra Neutral DAeC Deutscher Aero Club
light aircraft in place (comment on (543)
paragraph 43).
11.10 Third-country products, parts and appliances | Neutral W. Gessky (617)
should be manufactured under the same
environmental protection requirements as in
the EU (comment on paragraph 46).
11.11 It is not clear what the key issues for the Partly LBA (306)
envisaged regulations are (comment on negative
paragraph 41).
11.12 It is not clear why CS-E includes fuel venting | Partly Rolls Royce (728)
and engine emissions (comment on negative
paragraph 41).
11.13 Retrospective requirements are not practical | Partly Light Aircraft Association (410)
(comment on paragraph 43). negative
11.14 Do not modify Article 5. Do rewrite Article 6 | Negative Rolls Royce (727)
(comment on paragraph 43).
11.15 Maintenance and repair should not be Negative KLM Engineering & Maintenance

regulated concerning environmental matters

(173), European Regions Airline
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No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
(comment on paragraph 46). association (869), AEA (1008)
11.16 A (general) approval for assessment bodies Negative LBA (308), BALPA (630)
is not acceptable (comment on
paragraph 47).
11.17 Rulemaking should not be a role for the Negative W. Gessky (619)
Agency but for the Commission (comment
on paragraph 47).
12 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means — Aerodromes
12.1 The proposals of the NPA are supported. Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (33),
Aero-Club of Switzerland (162)
12.2 The proposals would bring no change to the | Neutral FRAPORT (70)
current situation concerning ICAO
standards.
12.3 Impact assessment would be welcome. Neutral UK CAA (279), NATS (672)
12.4 Airport issues should remain local matters. Partly L. Hjelmberg (94)
negative
12.5 EASA should not regulate environmental Negative DAeC (545), Light Aircraft
aspects of airstrips, airfields. Association (602)
12.6 EASA should not regulate environmental Negative UK CAA (279)
aspects of aerodromes.
13 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means - Air Traffic
Management (ATM) and Air Navigation
Services (ANS)
13.1 The proposals of the NPA are supported. Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (34)
13.2 There is potential for duplication, conflict Partly UK CAA (280), British Airways
and contradiction between SES II, SESAR negative (597), NATS (673)
and the NPA.
13.3 Leave this to SESAR. Partly Aero-Club of Switzerland (127)
negative
13.3 The general explanatory description is Negative IFATCA (510)
lacking scientific explanation.
14 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means - Air operations
14.1 The proposals of the NPA are supported. Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (35)
14.2 The restrictions applied to non-European Neutral Dassault Aviation (922)
operators will simplify competition.
14.3 There is no indication of benefits. Partly UK CAA (281)
negative
14.4 Concerns that measures will lead to market Partly British Airways (595), European
distortion and that EU carriers will be negative Regions Airline Association
penalised. (872)
14.5 The proposals are not supported. Negative L. Hjelmberg (95)

Page 22 of 347




CRD to NPA 2008-15

05 Oct 2010

No. Comment Valuation Provided by
4
(see ™) (comment # in brackets)
15 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means - Environmental
awareness of persons active in the
aviation system
15.1 The proposals of the NPA are supported. Positive Aero-Club of Switzerland (128),
LBA (310)
15.2 Agreement that a dedicated licensing Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (36)
system for environmental knowledge is
disproportionate.
15.3 Proposal does not seem entirely Partly Light Aircraft Association (610)
unreasonable. positive
15.4 If EU carriers have to comply, then rules Neutral European Regions Airline
should also be applicable to third countries. Association (873)
15.5 Do not include maintenance and repair. Partly KLM Engineering & Maintenance
negative (174, 175), European Regions
Airline Association (870), AEA
(1009)
15.6 Proposal of EASA is not necessary. Partly UK CAA (282), GAMA (479),
negative BALPA (633), NATS (674)
15.7 Proposal leads to additional overhead and Negative FRAPORT (71)
costs.
16 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means - Operating
restrictions
16.1 The proposal of the NPA is supported. Positive Royal Aeronautical Society (37)
16.2 Impact assessment is requested. Neutral NATS (675)
16.3 The proposal contains no advantages. Partly UK CAA (283)
negative
16.4 The proposal will almost certainly result in a | Partly Cathay Pacific Airways (901)
proliferation on environmental standards negative
within the EU.
17 A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of
the Notice of Proposed amendment -
Implementation means - Functions of
the Agency
17.1 Competence among regulators is needed. Neutral L. Hjelmberg (96)
17.2 Unequivocal statements about the intentions | Partly UK CAA (284)
of the legislator are not appropriate. negative
17.3 Safety has to be considered first (where Partly Royal Aeronautical Society (38),
safety and environmental protection negative IFATCA (510), ECA (554),
conflict). BALPA (634), NATS (676), Rolls
Royce (725), GAMA (768),
Aero-Club of Switzerland (789),
MT-Propeller (996)
17.4 No greater regulation, but better regulation. | Negative British Airways (584)
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18 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS
B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements
18.1 Complex task that requires significant Neutral British Gliding Association (146)
professional input and intensive
consultation.
18.2 A gradual approach is proposed. Partly Airbus (516)
negative
18.3 No additional regulations for ultra light Partly DAeC Deutscher Aero Club
aircraft are needed in Germany. negative (547)
18.4 The present proposals need (drastic) Negative UK General Aviation Awareness
revision. Council (400), IACA (816)
18.5 The current NPA is not acceptable. Negative IFATCA (511)
19 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements - Introduction
19.1 EASA must satisfy itself that pragmatic Neutral Royal Aeronautical Society (39)
implementing rules can be developed.
19.2 The term “inappropriate design or operation | Partly FRAPORT (73), European
of an aerodrome” needs to be clarified. negative Regions Airline Association
(874)
19.3 More consistency is needed in the use of Partly University of Leiden (113)
“environment” as distinct from “human negative
health”.
19.4 It is misleading to suggest that industry has | Partly Rolls Royce (724)
been somehow negligent. negative
19.5 The description of the essential Negative GAMA (769)
requirements completely contradicts the
previously stated purpose.
19.6 EASA should not get involved. Negative KLM (15, 17)
20 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements - Product design,
manufacture and maintenance
20.1 A requirement for the integration of noise Neutral J. Beckers UECNA (229)
reducing add-ons is needed.
20.2 Not clear why the NPA contains these design | Partly Aero-Club of Switzerland (130)
and production details. negative
20.3 To some extent, the discussion is irrelevant, | Partly Europeans Regions Airline
some of the measures described would negative Association (875)
happen anyway.
20.4 Some of the text is too simplistic. Partly Rolls Royce (723), Dassault
negative Aviation (924)
20.5 It is inappropriate for EASA to prescribe how | Negative L. Hjelmberg (97), ATA (501),
engines should be designed. GAMA (665)
20.6 Requirements are too prescriptive, list is not | Negative Airbus (358)

exhaustive.
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20.7 EASA should limit its activity to an active Negative ATA Air Transport Association of
role in participating in ICAO/CAEP work. America (501)
21 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements - Aerodromes
21.1 Strict control of EASA rules for aerodromes Positive J. Beckers UECNA (230)
will be necessary. This control shall be
carried out by EASA.
21.2 In parts measures are described, which are Partly FRAPORT (74)
already in place. negative
21.3 EASA to be more precise in the description. Partly Aero-Club of Switzerland (131)
negative
21.4 “Technical” concerns concerning the Partly IFATCA (510), BALPA (635),
description or the proposals made. negative Rolls Royce (722), European
Regions Airline Association
(876), Dassault Aviation (926)
22 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements — Air Traffic Management
(ATM) and Air Navigation Services
(ANS)
22.1 EASA is encouraged to engage with Neutral Airbus (361), ATA (515), Aero-
EUROCONTROL/SESAR. Club of Switzerland (790)
22.2 Concern that additional information cannot Partly BALPA (637)
be displayed without the display becoming negative
cluttered.
22.3 Methodology and scientific evidence are Negative IFATCA (510)
missing.
23 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements — Air operations
23.1 Clarification needed concerning some of the | Partly BALPA (640), Rolls Royce (720),
measures proposed. negative Cathay Pacific Airways (903),
Dassault Aviation (927)
23.2 Serious concern that safety is not Negative L. Hjelmberg (99), BALPA
considered first. (640), European Regions Airline
Association (877)
24 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements - Environmental
awareness of persons active in the
aviation system
24.1 The proposals of the NPA are supported. Positive J. Beckers UECNA (233)
24.2 Stakeholders already have environmental Neutral ATA (507)
management systems.
24.3 Concerns with the proposals made. Negative GAMA (770)
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25 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I. Description of the essential
requirements — Operating restrictions
25.1 Different areas for limitation of aircraft Positive J. Beckers UECNA (234)
operations should be considered.
25.2 Clarification on the intent is needed. Neutral Airbus (362)
25.3 EASA should consider modifying rather than | Partly British Gliding Association (147)
restricting operations. negative
25.4 (Serious) Concerns with the proposals Negative KLM (18), Aero-Club of
made. Switzerland (132), Light Aircraft
Association (439), BALPA (648),
Dassault Aviation (928)
26 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements
26.1 Include in the essential requirements for Partly W. Gessky (712)
environmental protection only tasks not negative
covered in other requirements.
26.2 Many of the provisions require much more Negative IATA (386)
specificity and guidance.
27 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements - 1. Product
design, manufacture and maintenance
27.1 EASA should have no competence on all CO2 | Neutral IACA (817)
related matters.
27.2 Necessity of reducing emissions as much as | Neutral KLM Engineering &
possible. It is essential to define these Maintenance, AEA (1011)
emissions.
27.3 Old engines should be able to continue Neutral Light Aircraft Association (415)
flying.
27.4 APUs might be considered. Partly Francis Fagegaltier Services (1)
negative
27.5 High performance un-powered air sports Partly DAeC (552)
aircraft to be excluded. negative
27.6 A number of basic considerations and Partly GAMA (483), Europeans Regions
parameters are listed that all manufacturers | negative Airline Association (880)
must routinely address.
27.7 In parts the requirements are nothing new Partly MT-Propeller (990)
in Europe. negative
27.8 There should be limits on the (financial) Partly G. Hayward (4), British Gliding
effort to design aircraft with noise and negative Association (224), Eurocopter
emissions as low as possible. (187), AgustaWestland (687)
27.9 Reference should not be made to specific Partly Rolls Royce (719), Dassault
design features or technologies. negative Aviation (929, 930, 931), LBA
(311), ATA Air Transport
Association of America (501),
Airbus (363)
27.10 This section is widely written and not Partly AOPA Sweden (964)
specific which makes it difficult to follow negative

exactly.
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27.11 This section is unnecessarily complex, too Negative CFM (836), Airbus (363)
detailed and overly prescriptive.
27.12 Do not use the term “as quiet as possible” in | Negative IACA (817), KLM Engineering &
1.a. Maintenance (177), Light
Aircraft Association (413),
Aerospace Industries
Association (450), GAMA (777),
European Regions Airline
Association (878), AEA (1010)
27.13 Do the requirements in 1.b. include all Neutral Francis Fagegaltier Services (2)
engines (turbine engines and piston
engines)?
27.14 The description of emissions species should Partly LBA (312)
be avoided in 1.b. negative
27.15 CO2 should be explicitly mentioned in 1.b. Partly SAS Norway (110), AEA (1011),
negative ECA (556)
27.16 Why are lead, particles and CO2 missing in Neutral L. Hjelmberg (100)
1.b.?
27.17 More precise lower level requirements will Partly Eurocopter (188, 189), Agusta
be needed in order to comply with the negative Westland (688)
requirement of performing trade-offs in 1.d.
27.18 1.d. and 1.e. are essentially redundant. Negative Aerospace Industries
Association (468)
27.19 1.e. should be deleted, because already Negative Eurocopter (190),
covered. AgustaWestland (690)
27.20 The phrase “total range of nhormal operating | Negative Eurocopter (191), Aerospace
conditions” in 1.f. is too broad. Industries Association (455),
AgustaWestland (691)
27.21 It is unclear what is meant by “particularly Partly British Gliding Association
harmful” in 1.g. negative (225), Light Aircraft Association
(416), Aerospace industries
Association (456), Rolls-Royce
(718), GAMA (784)
27.22 (Serious) concern with 1.qg. Negative KLM Engineering & Maintenance
(179), Airbus (364), ATA (502),
European Regions Airline
Association (881), Dassault
Aviation (932), MT-Propeller
(991), AEA (1012)
27.23 Rephrase 1.h. Partly Eurocopter (192), Aerospace
negative Industries Association (457),
AgustaWestland (692)
27.24 1.h., 1.j. and 1.k. would involve EASA in Partly ATA Air Transport Association of
issues relating to warranties and content of negative America (503)
manuals.
27.25 It is unclear what is meant with “all means Partly KLM Engineering & Maintenance
necessary” in 1.j. negative (180), Aerospace Industries

Association (459), ATA (505,
506), Rolls Royce (717),
European Regions Airline
Association (882), AEA (1013)
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27.26 A compliance with 1.k. means a non- Partly Dassault Aviation (935)
compliance with 1.j. negative
28 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements - 2.
Aerodromes
28.1 Further clarification is needed. Neutral Aerospace Industries
Association (460)
28.2 ICAO guidance has to be taken into Neutral ATA (508), Dassault Aviation
consideration. (940)
28.3 More proportionality is required. Partly Light Aircraft Association (418),
negative British Gliding Association (226)
28.4 Safety has to be considered first. Partly Rolls Royce (716), ECA (557,
negative 558, 559), Airbus (367)
28.5 Better to be regulated by national laws and Partly ATA Air Transport Association of
locally. negative America (508, 509), AOPA-
Sweden (965)
28.6 EASA should not get involved. Negative LBA (314, 315, 316, 318, 319,
320, 321, 322, 323, 324),
AOPA-Sweden (965), European
Regions Airline Association
(883)
28.7 (Serious) concerns with different proposals Negative FRAPORT (76, 77, 78), ADV
made in 2.a. to 2.j. (590, 591), Light Aircraft
Association (639, 579), Royal
Aeronautical Society (40),
Airbus (366, 368),
EUROCONTROL (426, 427),
Dassault Aviation (937, 938),
Eurocopter (193),
AgustaWestland (693), ECA
(560, 561, 562), IATA (389)
28.8 Proposals for changes within the text in 2.a., | Neutral EUROCONTROL (425, 426, 427)
2.c. and 2.i.
28.9 2.e. is supported. Positive FRAPORT (79), Dassault
Aviation (939)
28.10 The proposal in 2.g. is absolutely Negative Light Aircraft Association (638)
impractical.
28.11 2.i. is agreed with as an overall target. Positive FRAPORT (80)
29 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements - 3. Air
Traffic Management (ATM) and Air
Navigation Services (ANS)
29.1 A common European system should exist for | Neutral AOPA Sweden (966)
ATM and ANS.
29.2 EASA should liaise with EUROCONTROL on Neutral ATA (515), Dassault Aviation
SES and SESAR. (941)
29.3 Safety has to be considered first. Partly Rolls Royce (715)
negative
29.4 Proposals for changes within the text in 3.a. | Neutral EUROCONTROL (428, 429, 430,

to 3.f.

431, 432, 434), British Gliding
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Association (227)
29.5 (Serious) concerns with different proposals Negative Royal Aeronautical Society (41),
made in 3.a. to 3.f. Airbus (369), ECA (563), ADV
(594), Light Aircraft Association
(636, 442, 621), Aero-Club of
Switzerland (791), Eurocopter
(194), AgustaWestland (694),
AOPA Sweden (967, 968)
29.6 Clarification needed for 3.a.3. Neutral FRAPORT (81)
29.7 Significant science and oversight is Partly Cathay Pacific Airways (904)
necessary for 3.a.3. negative
29.8 Exclude un-powered aircraft and ultra light Neutral DAeC Deutscher Aero Club
aircraft with low weight limits and capacities (555)
in 3.c.
29.9 Concern with the term “all aircraft” in 3c. Partly European Regions Airline
negative Association (884)
30 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements - 4. Air
operations
30.1 Technical feasibility and economic Neutral Aerospace Industries
reasonableness is believed to be also Association (464)
applicable to air operations.
30.2 Some expressions used need additional Neutral AEA (1014), KLM Engineering &
explanation. Maintenance (181), Airbus
(370), IATA (390)
30.3 Further clarification needed. Neutral BALPA (654), AOPA Sweden
(973)
30.4 EU OPS-1 should be amended appropriately | Neutral SAS Norway (110)
in accordance with the proposals made.
30.5 Not pilots should be responsible, but air Partly BDF German Airline Association
operators. negative (210)
30.6 The section lacks any requirements on Partly ECA (564), FRAPORT (82)
aircraft operators. negative
30.7 Safety has to be considered first. Partly Rolls Royce (714), Dassault
negative Aviation (942, 944), ECA (565),
European Regions Airline
Association (888)
30.8 The whole section should be deleted, and Negative AOPA Sweden (969)
instead some short paragraphs should be
added stating that negative effects to the
environment should be minimised as much
as possible.
30.9 Brutal transposition of requirements from Negative Dassault Aviation (945)
airworthiness to environment seems to
border on the overkill.
30.10 Proposals for changes within the text in 4.a. | Neutral Royal Aeronautical Society (42,
to 4.f. 43, 44, 45), EUROCONTROL
(435, 436, 437), Dassault
Aviation (942)
30.11 (Serious) concerns with different proposals Negative L. Hjelmberg (101), Light
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made in 4.a. to 4.f. Aircraft Association (444, 445,
627), ATA (494, 495, 496, 497,
498, 499), Rolls Royce (721),
European Regions Airline
Association (885, 887, 889),
Cathay Pacific Airways (905),
AOPA Sweden (970, 972, 974,
975), Airbus (371), BALPA (651,
656), Dassault Aviation (943,
946), MT-Propeller (992, 993),
Airbus (372), British Gliding
Association (228), ADV (600)
30.12 Delete 4.a.2. Negative Eurocopter (195),
AgustaWestland (695)
30.13 Exclude un-powered aircraft and ultra light Neutral DAeC Deutscher Aero Club(555)
aircraft with low weight limits and capacities
in4.b. and in 4.e.
30.14 The requirements in 4.b.3. may cause Partly Aerospace Industries
difficulties for helicopter and heliport negative Association (466)
operations.
30.15 There is only one consideration regarding Negative AOPA Sweden (971)
the weather and that is safety (on 4.b.3.).
30.16 The requirements in 4.f. are too prescriptive | Negative Airbus (373)
and provide means of compliance instead of
showing the general objective.
30.17 4.f.4. is not specific to environmental Partly Eurocopter (196),
protection. negative AgustaWestland (696)
31 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements - 5.
Environmental awareness of persons
active in the aviation system
31.1 The proposals are supported. Positive MT-Propeller (994), LBA (325,
326, 327)
31.2 It is proposed that persons active and Neutral University of Leiden (117)
responsible for noise and emissions shall
develop measures based upon health and
environmental risk assessment.
31.3 The proposals made should be connected to | Neutral Eurocopter (197),
the future EASA “Management Systems” AgustaWestland (697, 698,
Regulation. 699)
31.4 Guidance material should be provided. Neutral KLM Engineering & Maintenance
(183, 184), AEA (1016)
31.5 Training requirements have not been Partly AEA (1015), KLM Engineering &
specified. negative Maintenance (182)
31.6 Airlines and other aviation stakeholders Partly ATA (507)
already have an Environmental Management | negative
System
31.7 The proposal goes far beyond reasonable Negative ECA (566), BALPA (658), AOPA
measures. Sweden (976), L. Hjelmberg
(102)
31.8 Proposals for changes within the text in 5.a. | Neutral Eurocopter (198),
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to 5.c. AgustaWestland (700)
31.9 (Serious) concerns with different proposals Negative IATA (391), Aerospace
made in 5.a. to 5.c. Industries Association (465),
European Regions Airline
Association (890), ADV (598)
31.10 5.c. is not necessary. Partly European Regions Airline
negative Association (891)
32 B. DRAFT ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS -
I1. Essential Requirements - 6.
Operating restrictions
32.1 No objections to the proposals. Partly AOPA Sweden (977)
positive
32.2 Further clarification needed. Neutral Eurocopter (200), IATA (392),
Aerospace Industries
Association (467),
AgustaWestland (702)
32.3 The operating restrictions should not be Neutral BCAA (632)
considered as an alternative, but as a pillar
for an integrated approach.
32.4 Proposals are disproportionate. Partly Light Aircraft Association (419)
negative
32.5 Providing a list is too prescriptive. Partly Airbus (374)
negative
32.6 The proposals made should be included into | Partly Eurocopter (199),
the Essential Requirements related to air negative AgustaWestland (701)
operations.
32.7 In parts the proposals are in contradiction to | Partly BDF German Airline Association
other proposals made elsewhere in the NPA. | negative (211)
32.8 Evaluation for system wide impact is Neutral Dassault Aviation (947)
needed.
32.9 The issue is already covered in EU Directive | Negative LBA (328)
2002/30/EC. No need for EASA to cover the
task.
32.10 The proposals are not supported. Negative Aero-Club of Switzerland (134),

ATA Air Transport Association of
America (500), ADV (603), MT-
Propeller (995)
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Table 2: Responses to questions raised in NPA 2008-15

Question Response/ Provided by

number of (comment # in brackets)

responses
Question 1: Yes/12 S. Wenger (46), SAS Norway (105), UFCNA (152), BDF Germany
Should ultra (205), J. Beckers UECNA (215), FOCA Switzerland (288), ECA
light aircraft, European Cockpit Association (548), W. Gessky (596), UK
produced in an Department for Transport (703), Rolls Royce (739), ACI Europe
industrial (979), Environmental Court Vanersborg Sweden (1017)
g%rj‘gftr'tge No/25 KLM (5), FRAPORT (53), L. Hjelmberg (87), Aero-Club of
common Switzerland (155), UK CAA (260), BMVBS Germany (339), J.

environmental
rules?

Fridrich (345), Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic
(346), Europe Air Sports PM (348), General Aviation Awareness
Council UK (395), Light Aircraft Association (404), GAMA (473),
AESA (517), Royal Danish Aeroclub (522), DAeC (532), ADV (570),
Flughafen Paderborn Lippstadt (641), AgustaWestland (705), APAU
(779), IACA (811), Munich Airport (824), DGAC France (838),
Dassault Aviation (906), AOPA Sweden (957), MT-Propeller (85)

Regulate pro-

Royal Aeronautical Society (23), British Gliding Association (141),

portionately/6 Swedish Transport Agency (329), ECOGAS (792), CAA Finland
(819), CAA NL (844)
ICAO ATA Air Transport Association of America (489)
responsibility/1
No (firm) EHPU (135), IATA (381), Norwegian Ministry of Transport and
opinion/7 Communications (573), British Airways (586), NATS (655),
Europeans Regions Airline Association (851), AEA (999)
Question 2a: Yes/10 Royal Aeronautical Society (24), ADVOCNAR (201), BDF (206), J.
Should airport Beckers UECNA (217), LADACAN (285), Bae Systems (440), AESA
design and (518), Royal Danish Aeroclub (523), DAeC (535), Norwegian
airport Ministry of Transport and Communications (574)
operations be . -
repgulated for Yes, in Rolls Royce (737), Dassault Aviation (907)
their general/2
environmental No/27 KLM (8), S. Wenger (47), FRAPORT (59), L. Hjelmberg (88), SAS

impact through
the EASA
system?

Norway (106), British Gliding Association (142), AOPA Sweden
(149), Aero-Club of Switzerland (156), UK CAA (265), FOCA
Switzerland (289), LBA (295), BMVBS Germany (340), General
Aviation Awareness Council UK (396), Light Aircraft Association
(406), GAMA (475), ECA (549), ADV (572), W. Gessky (601),
Flughafen Paderborn Lippstadt (642), NATS (659), UK Department
for Transport (704), S. Routama (806), IACA (812), Munich Airport
(825), DGAC France (839), CAA NL (845), Environmental Court
Vanersborg Sweden (1018)

Only if certain
conditions are
met/3

Swedish Transport Agency (330), ATA (490), AEA (1000)

Regulate pro-
portionately/12

EHPU (136), IATA (382), 1. Fridrich (474), British Airways (587),
Europe Air Sports PM (755), Light Aircraft Association of the Czech
Republic (762), APAU (776), ECOGAS (794), European Regions
Airline Association (853), AOPA Sweden (958), ACI Europe (980),
MT-Propeller (986)
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No (firm) FAA (743), CAA Finland (820)
opinion/2
Question 2b: Yes/34 KLM (8), Royal Aeronautical Society (24), S. Wenger (47),
Is land use FRAPORT (59), SAS Norway (106), British Gliding Association
planning (142), AOPA Sweden (149), Aero-Club of Switzerland (156),
around Eurocopter (185), ADVOCNAR (201), BDF (206), 1. Beckers UECNA
aerodromes (217), UK CAA (266), FOCA Switzerland (289), Swedish Transport
better regulated Agency (330), General Aviation Awareness Council UK (396), DAeC
at horizontal (535), ADV (572), Norwegian Ministry of Transport and
level, taking Communications (574), British Airways (587), W. Gessky (601),
into account all Flughafen Paderborn Lippstadt (642), NATS (659), Agusta
sources of Westland (685), UK Department for Transport (704), Rolls Royce
noise/pollution, (737), S. Routama (806), CAA Finland (820), Munich Airport (825),
rather than DGAC France (839), AOPA Sweden (958), ACI Europe (980), AEA
from an (1000), Environmental Court Vénersborg Sweden (1018)
aviation - - .
perspective No/3 LADACAN (285), LBA (295), Light Aircraft Association (406)
only? Regulate pro- IATA (382), ECA (549)
portionately/2
To be left to BMVBS Germany (340), Bae Systems (440), J. Fridrich (474), ATA
national, (491), Europe Air Sports PM (755), Light Aircraft Association of the
regional, local Czech Republic (762), APAU (776), IACA (812), CAA NL (845),
authorities/10 European Regions Airline Association (853)
Further AESA (518)
explanation
needed/1
No (firm) EHPU (136), FAA (743)
opinion/2
Question 3: Yes/9 Royal Aeronautical Society (28), Eurocopter (186), ADVOCNAR
Should (202), BDF (207), Bae Systems (443), AESA (519), Royal Danish
operating Aeroclub (524), Norwegian Ministry of Transport and
restrictions be Communications (576), AgustaWestland (684)
bject of
subJect No/27 KLM (12), FRAPORT (65), SAS Norway (107), UK CAA (272), FOCA

common rules
under the EASA
system?

Switzerland (290), LBA (296), Swedish Transport Agency (331),
IATA (383), General Aviation Awareness Council UK (397), Light
Aircraft Association (408), IFATCA (510), ECA European Cockpit
Association (550), ADV (580), British Airways (589), Flughafen
Paderborn Lippstadt (643), NATS (666), FAA (744), Aero-Club of
Switzerland (782), ECOGAS (800, 801), S. Routama (807), IACA
(813), Munich Airport (826), European Regions Airline Association
(866), Dassault Aviation (908), ACI Europe (981), MT-Propeller
(987), AEA (1004)

Only if kept to a | AIA (449)

minimum/1

Only certain BMVBS Germany (341), W. Gessky (604), AOPA Sweden (961)
rules/3

Regulate pro-

British Gliding Association (143), DAeC (540), Environmental Court

portionately/3 Vanersborg Sweden (1019)
To be left to S. Wenger (50), L. Hjelmberg (90), J. Fridrich (480), ATA (492),
national, Europe Air Sports PM (757), Light Aircraft Association of the Czech

regional, local

Republic (764), APAU (774), CAA Finland (821), DGAC France
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Question Response/ Provided by

number of (comment # in brackets)

responses

authorities/10 (840), CAA NL (846)

Further EHPU (137)

information

needed/1
Question 4: Yes/0 ---
Egsé:fi;ttad‘ed Yes, in Royal Aeronautical Society (29), ADVOCNAR (203), BDF (208),
requi general/11 Eurocopter (214), J. Beckers UECNA (236), LBA (297), BMVBS

quirements - L

meet the Germany (342), Aerospace Industries Association (451), The
criteria Norwegian Ministry of Transport and Communications (577),
described here AgustaWestland (683), CAA Finland (822)
above and do No/11 University of Leiden (118), Aero-Club of Switzerland (160), KLM

they constitute
a good basis for
the regulation
of aviation
environmental
protection
within the
envisaged
scope of the
extended EASA

Engineering & Maintenance (172), UK CAA (276), Swedish
Transport Agency (332), IFATCA (510), FAA (745), GAMA (746),
IACA (814), European Regions Airline Association (868), AEA
(1006)

Regulate pro-
portionately/5

EHPU (138), J. Fridrich (486), DAeC (542), Europe Air Sports PM
(758), Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic (765)

(Serious)
Concerns with
the proposal/19

SAS Norway (108), Light Aircraft Association (409), Bae Systems
(446), AESA (528), ECA (551), ADV (583), Britsh Airways (592),
W. Gessky (608), Flughafen Lippstadt Paderborn (644), NATS

system? (670), Skyguide (677, 679), Rolls Royce (730), ECOGAS (798),
Munich Airport (827), DGAC France (841), CAA NL (847), Dassault
Aviation (909), MT-Propeller (988)
No need for EU | KLM (13), FRAPORT (67), S. Wenger (83), FOCA Switzerland
(overall) (291), IATA (384), General Aviation Awareness Council UK (398),
environmental ATA (493), S. Routama (808)
protection
essential
requirements/8
No response (at | AOPA Sweden (962), ACI Europe (982), Royal Danish Aeroclub
this stage) or (525)
no opinion/3
Question 5: Yes/12 KLM (14), S. Wenger (84), SAS Norway (109), UFCNA (154), BDF
Should powers (209), FOCA Switzerland (292), Light Aircraft Association (411),
be given to Eurocopter (606), Europe Air Sports PM (759), GAMA (767), APAU
assessment (772), S. Routama (809)
bodies to verify 'y 7 3. Fridrich (487), ECA (553), UK Department for Transport (710),
that aircraft > . . . -
below 2000 kg principle/7 L|g_ht Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic (766), European
comply with the Sailplane Manufacturers (785), CAA NL (848), MT-Propeller (989)
envir_onmental No/6 Aero-Club of Switzerland (161), LBA (298), BMVBS Germany
requirements (343), W. Gessky (607), DGAC France (842), AOPA Sweden (963)
and should the
assessment Concerns if Rolls Royce (726), Environmental Court Vanersborg Sweden
bodies issue the | POWers are (1021)
related given/2
approvals? Regulate pro- | EHPU (139), Royal Danish Aeroclub (526), DAeC (544), GAMA
Should portionately/5 | (767), ECOGAS (799)
accreditation of !
such EASA to J. Beckers UECNA (237)
assessment decide/1
bodies be done (Further) British Gliding Association (145), Swedish Transport Agency (333),
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Question Response/ Provided by
number of (comment # in brackets)
responses
by the Agency? | Clarification European Regions Airline Association (871)
needed/3
Not relevant/1 AESA (520)
No (firm) UK CAA (278), IATA (385), Norwegian Ministry of transport and
opinion/8 Communication (578), British Airways (593), NATS (671), IACA

(815), Dassault Aviation (910), AEA (1007)

The responses
given need
explanation/7

Royal Aeronautical Society (32), FRAPORT (69), L. Hjelmberg (93),
ADV (585), Flughafen Paderborn Lippstadt (645), Munich Airport
(828), ACI Europe (983)
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VII. CRD table of comments

(General Comments) -

19 Samuel WENGER

The main environmental challenge for Civil Aviation - in my view - still is
aircraft noise. It is immediately perceived by people, mainly in the vicinity of
aerodromes, and triggers negative reactions towards air operations and their
infrastructure.

Noise is a very much layered phenomenon. The main components are of
technical, operational, physical, psychologic, cultural (social) and economic
nature. Although 1 agree with the general aim of this NPA -that is
standardisation of environment protection measures in view of free movment
of goods, services and persons - I will express some concerns in respect to the
effects of standardisation.

Obviously, all layers and/or measures which have psychological or cultural
components can not really be standardised without a considerable risk of
negative political reactions at local level. Besides such 'soft' factors, it must
also be considered that each aerodrome has its own topographic,
meteorological and urban environment, to which it must be able to adapt in
order to be of optimum use for the aviation community. An airport's operating
rules, whether they are conditioned by its physical characteristics or its political
environment, define its competitivity. Competitivity may perhaps be increased
by the use of some accepted or recommended tools, but very unlikely by a
'standardised' access at night, for example.

I therefore advocate the creation of two generally applicable tools in lieu of
European standards in addition to those already defined through CS 34 and 36:

The first should be a widely supported catalogue of facts and arguments
around aircraft noise and its mitigation (likewise for air pollution, energy,
climate). Such a catalogue would help responsible aviation people to explain
and defend their cause, but also increase the sensitivity and competence
towards the environment of aviation actors themselves.

The second should be a kind of toolbox of mitigation measures. This toolbox
should mainly help airport managers to analyse and optimise the operation of
their airport in respect to noise/annoyance. Besides indicating possible
mitigating measures for specific problems, it would be necessary to enumerate
the positive and negative effects as well as the limitations of effectivity of each
mitigation measure. The effectivity of measures may be physical,
psychological, social, and it may vary with time, e.g. increasing traffic.

One particular aspect of standardisation which should be considered by EASA is
the handling of environmental matters at airports near national borders.
Standardisation in this context should mean that a State shall not impose
conditions to an airport near its border it would not impose to its own
comparable airports.

20 Royal Aeronautical Society

General Comment

Rules developed for environmental protection may impact adversely upon rules
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developed for operational safety. It is essential that where conflict or potential
conflict between the two is identified, there shall be no reduction to safety
regulations without mitigation designed to contain any such impact and the
insertion of a clause enabling the environmental rule to be overridden by any
pilot-in-command who is prompted by safety concerns. Significant degradation
of rules prescribed for operational safety by rules pertaining to environmental
concerns must not be permitted. The primacy of operational safety must be
prescribed in the essential requirements.

86 comment by: Lars Hjelmberg

The NPA is completely missing in page 22, Essential requirements item 1.b the
fact that for example certified unleaded aviation gasoline exists since 1981 in
Europe, and this fuel already today carries the approval of engine
manufacturers covers > 90 % of the world general aviation piston powered
fleet. This fuel meets all standards of aviation gasoline and is fully transparent
to current leaded fuel and does not even need any change to the existing fleet
of aircraft neither to airframe neither to engines. Just top it up and fly. BUT
aircraft manufacturers have not put this fact into their type-certficates so it
cannot be used so extensively as it would be possible. Knowledge of this fact
is inside EASA and in the Commission has been so for many years. If now
aviation shall be regulated so in detail as the NPA 15 suggests why is the vital
thing about fuels not included ??? We are also missing a discussion about
flight levels, i.e. where aircraft shall fly and their effect from exhaust and
emmissions. A jet-aircraft is about 1000 times more dangerous for the
environment when it is flying above the weather systems than if it was flying in
the weather systems -- where exhaust, emmissions etc would come down to
the earth with weather (rain etc) instead of beeing put into the high altitudes
where they affect the sensible ozone layer among other things. We are also
missing an understanding from the authors about the volume of activities and
their impact. For example in Sweden, the annual growth (historically) of fuel
consumption of jet fuel in commercial jet aviation equals 20 years of total
consumption of aviation gasoline. Or the annual use of jet fuel in Sweden
equals 220 years of annual use of aviation gasoline So in practice any
regulation in the form as said in the NPA should not cover aicraft below 5.700
KG Furthermore 70 % of all carbondioxide is released from farming and cattle
activities and only 4 % from aviation.

In Summary: The NPA 2008-15 should not result in any regulations.
Regulations should come from the market and not from politicians. Instead
EASA could start to ask light aircraft manufacturers (Piper, Cessna et al) in
written why their aircraft don,t carry type certificates for unleaded AVGAS
91/96 UL when engine manufacturers already > 15 years ago approved
engines for this fuel. For example see Lycoming SI 1070 issue L from 1995!

112 comment by: ver.di Vereinte Dienstleistungsgewerkschaft

ETF-COMMENT AND POSITION PAPER ON THE EASA NOTICE OF PROPOSED
AMENDMENT (NPA No 2008-15)
"Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental Protection"

ETF (European Transport Workers' Federation) generally welcomes the
intention of the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) to expand its system
in order to achieve the very best contribution to an overall environmental
compatibility of civil aviation in Europe.
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Within the scope of the extended competences of EASA onwards to the field of
Air Traffic Management (ATM) and Air Navigational Services (ANS), the overall
European Community approach to a profound environmental protection has to
be taken in account permanently by all participants of the civil aviation sector.

ETF is sharing this view of aspect in a very determined manner but reminds all
stakeholders that safety must be paramount at all times!

ATM and ANS are indeed forced to face the big challenge by thoroughly
assessing all the various aspects under which their specified contributions
towards a more and better environmental sustainability could be brought in,
particularly by the avoidance of unnecessary affects to the ozone layer or by
means of keeping off flights over sensitive ecological resorts or dense
populated urban areas.

Hereby, ETF is offering excellent professional expertise as it could be delivered
any time by the working staff representatives from all branches of ATM-
business in Europe, performed in a way best to their knowledge.

As already done on many occasions during the recent past, ETF has repeatedly
made it very clear that the impact of aviation, mainly caused by aircraft noise
and aircraft emissions, has become a crucial issue to all of the members of our
organisation.

Therefore, ETF strongly underlines the urgent need for a common proper
regulation package to help address the challenges posed by climate change
and aviation emissions as far as ATM and ANS are part of this important
process of ongoing fundamental global changes.

ETF considers the attached essential requirements, as they are published by
EASA, sufficient enough to meet all the criteria as they have already been
defined by the framework of the NPA 2008-15-document so far.

Those essential requirements will certainly constitute a good basis for the
regulation of aviation environmental protection within the envisaged scope of
the EASA system.

ETF supports the Agency's proposal to include environmental knowledge
requirements in the theoretical training phase of certain personnel acting in the
operational aviation system, just because such an initiative will increase the
professionallity of the staff involved considerably.

Furthermore ETF considers the application of operating restrictions as a form of
common rules within the framework of the EASA system only useful in cases
where it could produce operational synergies, reduce regulatory burdens or
when an unclear sharing of responsibilities could be avoided.

Being very conscious about the fact that ATM and ANS-functions and services
play an important role in reducing noise and emissions as much as possible,
ETF also underlines that the Air Transport Industry as a whole has to work out
an environmental approach based on the various aspects of the issue (useless
duplication of flights on same routings, fuel saving engines, flexible airport
management, etc.). Furthermore, environmemental friendly airspace design
must remain at all time compatible with safe and decent working conditions for
controllers.

Within the landscape of European civil aviation, ETF together with ATM and
ANSorganisations, respectively the ANSPs involved, wants to develop a fruitful
way of cooperation as soon as they will start to promote and enable the
mitigation of the effects of noise and emission from aviation to the maximum
extend possible, based on the
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essential requirements and common regulations under the EASA system.

That is why ETF declares itself being ready for acting as a reliable but critical
and nevertheless constructive social partner in the context of civil aviation
environmental protection as well.

140 comment by: Nigel Hitchman

I disagree with the NPA and think that it should be withdrawn. It seems to try
to impose regulations applicable to commercial air transport to general aviation
aircraft which is inappropriate. It is also trying to impose a "catch all"
regulation irrespective of whether it is appropriate or not in different countries
or areas.

Ultralight aircraft are adequately looked after with the current regulations and
there is no need to impose any additional burdens, the only thing that needs to
be done is to make the regulations simpler and make it easier to operate
ultralights approved in one country in another without further
testing/certification requirements.

The essential requirements appear to be overly burdensome and ill thought
out, particularly in relation to requlation of other non aviation activities.

For example why should any regulation be imposed on aviation with respect to
flying over quiet areas or over towns or at certain days of the week, such as
weekends, when there arent similar laws governing other noise makers.

For example running of lawnmowers, allowing dogs to bark, riding of small
motorcycles/mopeds, playing of music, ringing of church bells all are often
noisier and have more noise impact than small aircraft and yet are not
regulated. No regulation should be imposed on small aircraft until all of the
above are regulated for their noise impact.

The ideas of regularly testing pilots for their knowledge of environmental
impacts is also rediculous. Just because pilots are regularly tested for some
items of a flight safety nature doesnt mean that regular tests of other
regulations can be imposed. It is particularly odd to try to test pilots for these
things, when you see that doctors, lawyers, politicians etc and many other
professions are never tested as to their compitance.

This whole NPA seems ill concieved perhaps based on a small humber of
people's agendas surving no useful purpose in proportion to what is invisaged.
It would be better to leave the situation as it is at the moment with no
additional regulation.

148 comment by: British Gliding Association

This response to NPA 2008-15 is made for and on behalf of the British Gliding
Association, the representative body of sport gliding in the United Kingdom.

149 comment by: AOPA-Sweden
#1

Here comments from AOPA-Sweden. See attachment. Fredrik Brandel
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comment | 163 comment by: KLM Engineering & Maintenance

KLM Comments on NPA 2008-15 (all Divisions)

Please find below the amassed comments of KLM Royal Dutch Airlines on EASA
NPA 2008-15 "Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental
Protection". First let us express that KLM strongly supports the protection of
the environment. This is shown amongst others by our inclusion in the Dow-
Jones sustainability World and STOXX indexes and KLM's 1S014001 certificate
for an Environmental Management System.

The general comments below and the specific detailed comments on the NPA
itself that you will find in the CRT represent the opinion of KLM Royal Dutch
Airlines in its entirety.

General:
Despite our commitment to the environment, KLM has the following major
concerns related to this NPA:

The involvement of EASA in environmental matters creates an additional
regulator in this field and will lead to an overlap and/or duplication of existing
national environmental regulations. We strongly feel that this would be
ineffective.

If any EU environmental regulations for aviation are considered, introduction of
such regulations should coincide with a similar limitation of the national
regulations, just as EASA aviation safety regulations have superseded any
national aviation safety regulation.

If equivalent national environmental regulations are not limited, KLM is of the
opinion that essential requirements as mentioned in NPA2008-15 should be
limited to Aircraft and Engine manufacturers/ -modifiers and/or Airspace
designers. In this respect we would like to emphasize that a lot of NPA 2008-
15 requirements are already covered by ICAO and/or (national) airport
regulations and also covered in regulations necessary to obtain an AOC. Air
operators already take these regulations into account during the flight
preparation phase.

The term significant impact to the environment is not defined. Additionally it is
not clear who is determining what's significant and what's not.

Clear and unambiguous limits or standards should be indicated, e.g. referring
to the ICAO Annex 16 requirements. Guidance must be included. In the
absence of clear and unambiguous limits or standards, variations in auditing
will adversely impact the European level playing field.

More stringency applied to ICAO-levels (e.g. with tankering, emission / noise
levels and training aspects) in a regional European context causes additional
distortion of the global competitiveness.

Next to the question if an extra legislator will have additional value, this
proposal will lead to a very big and possibly disproportional training effort.

And finally, KLM is of the opinion that a Risk Impact Assessment (RIA) is

imperative. The RIA must address whether NPA 2008-15 is beneficial to the
environment and highlight the overall economic impact.
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comment | 212 comment by: jobeckers UECNA
#2 #3

UECNA appreciates EASA's efforts to receive comments on the Notice of
Proposed Amendment 2008-15 "Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation
Environmental Protection" from non-government organizations.

The increase of emissions from air traffic, in particular the aircraft noise,
negatively impacts an increased number of people. The expansion of airports,
commissioning of new airports for civil aviation, extension of airport operating
hours and the increased traffic negatively impact an increasing number of
people. In recent years the exposure to aircraft noise has become an
aggravating problem.

There is a significant lack of protection of people against the aircraft noise
emissions, which require substantial improvements. Only one of the 4
elements of the "ICAO Balanced Approach” is effective to achieve reductions in
emissions: Noise-related operating restrictions. The other elements do not
provide sufficient leverage for improvements, or only become effective after a
too long period of time. (See “Merkblatt BV010” of the Bundesvereinigung
gegen Fluglarm,  attached; see also www.fluglaerm.de and
http://www.fluglaerm.de/Dokumentation/BVF17-MB-BV010-EU-Aktionsplaene-
und-FL-806.pdf).

We believe that EASA shall define stringent standards for measures to limit
/reduce the aircraft emissions, and to install comprehensive standards for
inspections of these measures.

We strongly recommend the following measures:

o Define objectives with maximum permissible emissions (noise levels and
volumes of exhaust gas).

o Define time scales for the implementation of these objectives for
maximum permissible noise and exhaust gas levels

o Define procedures for an effective enforcement of these objectives

o Establish effective procedures, which allow an easy and efficient reporting
of complaints, e.g. a complaint-website

) Define standards for initial and continuing training on environmentally
friendly flight procedures and ground handling of aircraft. The standard
shall also define the personnel, who must be trained.

o The consideration of noise exposure must include all sources of noise.
Present plans for new airports and expansion of airports take into account
the aircraft noise only.

o Measures for the reduction of aircraft noise emissions, which are required
/ requested by the aircraft noise commissions shall be controlled by
EASA, or an independent national organisation (assessment body). This
way measures for noise reduction can be monitored and, if necessary, be
enforced.

o ATM/ANS must be controlled for compliance with standards and
regulations to protect the environment. The continuous development of
these standards and regulations to further reduce the noise emissions is
imperative, and shall be controlled by EASA.
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This comment has been coordinated with the Bundesvereinigung gegen
Fluglarm e.V., German, the national association of communities and people
groups against aircraft noise.

238 UK CAA

STRATEGIC CONSULTATION

The UK CAA does not support a broad extension of EASA's remit in the way
proposed in NPA 2008-15. The UK CAA supports the most efficient, cost
effective and sustainable ways of mitigating aviation's effect on the
environment. However before an NPA of this kind can be considered in detail,
there is a need for a wider, strategic debate about how aviation environmental
issues should be addressed in the Community, and the best ways of achieving
the Community's environmental objectives in aviation. The first question of
the NPA should be whether consultees support a comprehensive extension of
EASA's scope into environmental policy formation and implementation. Within
NPA 2008-15 there are a number of areas where we could support common
environmental rules and we have highlighted these throughout our response.
But without this initial strategic debate the UK CAA does not support a
broad extension of EASA's remit as proposed in NPA 2008-15.

239 UK CAA
THE LEGISLATORS' INTENTIONS

The UK CAA accepts that one of the original objectives of the legislators in
creating the EASA system was to contribute to enhancing the environmental
compatibility of civil aviation. But NPA 2008-15 states (paragraph 10, page 4)
that the European Commission indicated that its original proposal was aimed at
providing the European citizen with a high uniform level of safety and
environmental protection, implying that these are equal objectives. The
paragraph then suggests that the original proposal only proposed provisions
necessary to ensure the airworthiness and environmental compatibility of
products because further work was needed to properly address other areas of
civil aviation under a total system approach. Paragraphs 11 to 14 of the NPA
build on these assumptions, which then underpin all of Part A of the NPA 2008-
15, culminating in the statement in paragraph 54 that "the impression" in
Article 17 of the Basic Regulation "that safety was mainly driving its drafting
while environmental protection only appeared as a second class objective...has
to be corrected, as the intention of the legislator was that the Agency should
also ensure the proper functioning and development of all areas of the aviation
system that are within its competence, and not just the safety aspects".

The UK CAA queries these assumptions, and indeed whether the Agency can
properly make such unequivocal statements about the intentions of the
legislator. The issue of the "total system approach", which we believe has
been misinterpreted, is dealt with separately below. But the key point is that
Regulation 1592/2002 was very specific in setting out at Article 2.1 that the
principal objective of the Regulation was "to establish and maintain a high
uniform level of civil aviation safety in Europe". Article 2.2 then listed a
number of "additional objectives" including environmental protection", and this
has been maintained in Regulation 216/2008. Furthermore, the name given to
the Agency clearly denotes the primacy of its safety objective. The UK CAA
does not consider that the Agency's safety and environmental
objectives should be regarded as having equal status.
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240 UK CAA
SAFETY VERSUS ENVIRONMENT

NPA 2008-15 does not address the important issue of possible conflicts
between safety and environmental issues. While there may be synergies
between safety and environment, there are also potential trade-offs, and it
should not just be assumed that because there is a tool available (e.g. EASA
certification) that this is the best way of achieving its aim. The NPA itself
(paragraph 17) says that it is unlikely that the EASA system will be appropriate
for all aspects of environmental protection. The CAA considers that NPA
2008-15 should have made it clear that environmental aspirations
must never compromise safety requirements and specifically identified
all the potential safety implications of its proposals.

241 UK CAA

TOTAL SYSTEM APPROACH

The report of the High Level Group on the future European Aviation Regulatory
Framework, published in July 2007, frequently referred to the term "total
system approach". However, such references are in general linked to safety
(for example Jacques Barrot's foreword that "EASA will be able to cover the
entire aviation safety chain in a total system perspective"). They refer to
regulating the safety of all domains of aviation in one organisation, not to
combining safety with other objectives. Indeed, the report is at pains to stress
the importance of separating responsibility for safety matters from
responsibility for other objectives. In the body of the report there are separate
chapters and recommendations on safety in which the extensions of EASA's
scope are covered, alongside other chapters dealing with the delivery of
environmental benefits in which SESAR and other initiatives are covered but no
reference is made to EASA. The UK CAA believes that the NPA
misinterprets what is meant by a "total system approach".

242 UK CAA

COSTS AND BENEFITS

Environmental issues can be addressed either through market mechanisms
(e.g. tax or emissions trading) or rules. Rules tend to be a second best
solution but may be necessary where market mechanisms cannot work,
examples may include the certification of new aircraft or engines or measures
to ensure the consistent provision of information. An important distinction is
between local and global externalities, e.g. noise and climate change
emissions. Broadly, addressing local issues locally allows sensible trade-offs to
be made, while global issues need to be co-ordinated at a supra-national
level. This would point to EASA having a potential role in some areas, but not
being involved in others such as setting noise rules around airports.
Following an initial strategic debate on how aviation environmental
issues should be addressed in the Community and the potential role for
EASA the UK CAA would expect to see a clear statement of the benefits
of the proposals in NPA 2008-15, along with an indication of the
potential costs and who should bear these costs.

243 UK CAA
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TIMING AND COORDINATION WITH SES II PACKAGE

It is not clear how such a wide-ranging environmental role for EASA would fit
with other aspects of the regulatory framework for aviation and the
environment (i.e. SES II, SESAR, ICAQ) and it seems inappropriate to publish
an NPA on this subject when discussions are just commencing in the Aviation
Working Group and the European Parliament on associated issues. For
example the SES II package will introduce measures that will:

) Promote the environmental sustainability of aviation, seek to improve the
environmental performance of ATM, and may set environmental targets.

o Oblige States to ensure that airspace design take account of
environmental constraints.

o Specifically oblige States to ensure that Functional Airspace Blocks reduce
the environmental impact of ATM procedures and designs.

Proposals for performance based essential requirements for environmental
protection, if applied to ATM, could directly impact on the proposed
performance framework for SES Package II. In addition to SES II, SESAR also
has environmental aspirations. SESAR will be considering a humber of specific
environmental approaches such as Environmental Management Systems and
Collaborative Environmental Management, together with a range of subjects
for guidance and best practice. The SESAR ATM Master Plan has its own
"Environmental Road map" and a performance framework for environmental
sustainability. It is not clear how EASA's proposals will be coordinated with
these.

Nor is it clear how the military interface with civil aviation might be managed
on environmental issues. Some military operations might ultimately fall within
the scope of the proposals in the NPA. Any opinion resulting from the NPA
would need to exclude all military activity from its scope.

The UK CAA considers that there is potential for duplication, conflict
and contradiction between the current environmental initiatives
contained in the SES II proposals, SESAR and the NPA.

244 UK CAA
NEW SET OF STAKEHOLDERS

The UK CAA fully supports all aspects of European aviation safety rulemaking
being centralised in EASA, but these environmental proposals would confer on
EASA very wide responsibilities in the separate area of environmental
protection. This is an area with significant cultural and ‘political' sensitivities,
very different from aviation safety. The High Level group report "stresses that
it is important that EASA performs its current functions effectively before being
given new responsibilities". We are concerned that NPA 2008-15 makes no
reference to whether the EASA system is likely to be able to cope effectively
with the additional rule-making and standardisation functions that would be
associated with such a wide-ranging extension into environmental matters, and
the challenges of operating in an unfamiliar, politically sensitive climate.

The UK CAA is concerned about EASA's ability to take on new
environmental responsibilities with a new set of stakeholders when
the Agency is likely to only have very recently taken on responsibilities
in the fields of ATM and aerodrome safety.
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245 comment by: UK CAA
SUMMARY

The UK CAA would welcome a strategic discussion at Community level on the
best way of meeting Community environmental objectives in the field of
aviation but does not consider that at this stage NPA 2008-15 provides the
basis for such a debate. Whilst recognising that EASA has a role to play in
ensuring the environmental compatibility of aviation, and that there may be
some additions to this role which would be beneficial and justifiable, there
should be no presumption of the kind made in the NPA that the EASA system
should assume such a major role in meeting environmental objectives. The
priority for EASA is to focus on its fundamental safety objectives, including the
extensions of its scope into new domains either already agreed by Parliament
and Council or currently under discussion.

286 comment by: Union francaise contre les nuisances des aéronefs

Nos demandes a I'EASA :

- L'UFCNA demande a ce que l'agence européenne s'occupe a terme du
probleme des vols de nuit car I'exposition des populations est trés inégale
selon les pays. Il n'y a pas, a notre sens, d'argument suffisamment
important, fusse t -il d'ordre économique, qui puisse prévaloir sur la santé
publique.

Les regles visant a limiter les vols de nuit devraient a I'avenir étre établies au
niveau européen.

- En France, les Commissions de I'environnement, les organismes comme le
Conseil national du bruit et I'Acnusa sont seulement consultatifs, leur role est
limité et les résultats en matiere d'environnement sont trés décevants. En
conséquence I'UFCNA demande a I'EASA un élargissement de ses compétences
au niveau du traitement des nuisances sonores et chimiques générées par le
trafic de l'aviation commerciale, I'aviation |égere, celui des hélicoptéres et des
avions militaires, ce dernier sujet n'étant pas du tout traité en France.

Nous pensons que EASA pourrait a terme prendre des décisions importantes
pour la vie de millions d'habitants comme par exemple :

- le remplacement des vols courts par le train a grande vitesse.

- I'organisation du fret sur des plates formes isolées comme par exemple celle
de Vatry.

- un couvre feu sur les aéroports européens de 8 heures consécutives sans
report des nuisances sur d'autres plates formes régionales.

- un plafonnement des mouvements car les aéroports ne sont pas extensibles
a l'infini et on ne peut pas continuer a doubler le trafic tous les dix ans sans
régulation a I'échelon européen. Des études d'impact doivent étre rendues
obligatoires.

- un calendrier pour le montage systematique de dispositifs réducteurs du bruit
sur les avions légers en particulier ceux qui pratiquent les tours de piste. Site
canalaero.org

Les 50 associations que nous représentons en France sont favorables de fagon
unanime a I'élargissement des compétences de I'EASA afin que les problemes
de nuisances des avions soient enfin pris en considération.

Translation by Centre de Traduction
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Our requests to EASA:

- the UFCNA (French National Association Against Aircraft Noise and Pollution)
requests that the European agency involves itself in the long term with the
problem of night fights, since the exposure of the affected populations is very
unequal depending on the countries concerned. In our view, a sufficiently
strong argument for overriding public health does not exist, even if it were to
be on economic grounds.

The rules intended to restrict night flights should in future be established at a
European level.

- In France, the part played by the Commissions for the environment and
organisations such as the Conseil national du bruit (National Council on Noise
Pollution) and Acnusa (Authority for the Control of Airport Noise Pollution) is
only consultative, their role is limited, and their results in matters relating to
the environment are very disappointing. As a consequence of this, UFCNA
requests EASA to broaden its activities at the level of dealing with the noise
pollution and the chemical pollution generated by commercial air traffic, light
aircraft, helicopters and military aircraft, the latter subject not being addressed
at all in France.

We believe that EASA could eventually take important decisions affecting the
life of millions of inhabitants, for example:

- the replacement of short-haul flights by high-speed trains;

- the organisation of freight on isolated platforms, such as that at Vatry.

- a curfew of 8 continuous hours at European airports without passing on
pollution to other regional platforms;

- a ceiling on movements, because the airports are not capable of infinite
extension and it is not possible to continue to double traffic every ten years
without regulation on a European scale. Impact studies should be made
obligatory;

- a calendar for the systematic implementation of arrangements for the
reduction of noise from light aircraft, in particular those which carry out solo
circuits. Website: canalaero.org

The 50 associations that we represent in France are unanimous in their support
for the enlargement of the activities of EASA with a view to ensuring that
problems of pollution caused by aircraft are finally taken into consideration.

294 comment by: Environmental Court Vdnersborg Sweden

Miljodomstolen avstyrker féreslagen utformning av EASA NPA 2008-15. Det
foreslagna regelsystemet kan inte ersatta den prévning som goérs enligt
miljobalken fér den enskilda flygplatsen. Kraven ar till stor del oprecisa och
uttrycks som att olika stérningar ska "minimeras sa langt méjligt". Det &r
tveksamt vilken styrande effekt sadana bestdmmelser kommer att fa. Nagon
nytta kan forslaget eventuellt ha inom gemenskapen om det antas som ett
minimidirektiv.

De férslag till driftsrestriktioner som anges under punkt 6 pa sidan 26 i
forslaget ska rimligtvis laggas fast som villkor fér den enskilda flygplatsen av
[amplig prévningsmyndighet. I nuvarande regelsystem har alla parter som ar
berérda av den aktuella flygplatsen méjligheter att lamna synpunkter pa
verksamheten och delta i den huvudférhandling som miljédomstolen haller och
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framféra sina synpunkter pd verksamheten. Domstolen har sedan att vid ett
tillstdnd i en dom ange vad som ska gélla fér verksamheten utifran vad som
framforts av de olika parterna i malet och vad som framgar av géllande ratt
inom de fragor som domstolen &r behérig att préva. De fragor som prévas av
domstolen ar exempelvis - forutom restriktioner namnda i punkten 6 - dven
ovriga miljéfragor som hér samman med flygplatsanknuten verksamhet,
exempelvis utslapp av dagvatten, utslapp till Iuft, energihushallning,
avfallsfragor, kemikaliefragor, transporter savél internt inom flygplatsen som
transporter till och fran flygplatsen.

Claes Kristensson Staffan Lagergren Staffan Ljung

Detta yttrande har beslutats av chefradmannen Claes Kristensson, radmannen
Jonas Sandgren, Gunnar Bergelin, Stefan Nilsson och Géran Stenman, samt
miljéraden Staffan Lagergren, Staffan Ljung och Joen Morales. Yttrandet har
beretts av Lagergren och Ljung.

Translation by Centre de Traduction

The Environmental Court opposes the proposed structure of EASA NPA 2008-
15. The proposed set of rules cannot replace the inspection performed under
the Swedish Environmental Code for the individual airport. The requirements
are in many respects imprecise and expressed in such a way that various
instances of disruption must be "minimised as far as possible". It is doubtful
what the controlling effect of such provisions will be. The proposal may have
some value within the Community if it is adopted as a minimum directive.

The proposed operating restrictions specified under item 6 on page 26 of the
proposal should logically be laid down as conditions for the individual airport by
a suitable inspection authority. In the existing set of rules, all parties affected
by the airport in question have opportunities to submit views on the operations
and to take part in the main hearing held by the Environmental Court and to
put forward their views on the operations. The Court must then specify, when
granting a permit in a judgment, what is to apply for the operations on the
basis of what has been put forward by the various parties in the case and what
is defined in the relevant legislation relating to the issues that the
Environmental Court is authorised to hear. The issues considered by the Court
are, for example, in addition to the restrictions mentioned in item 6, also other
environmental issues associated with an airport-related business, for example
emissions of run-off water, emissions to air, energy conservation, issues
relating to waste, issues relating to chemicals and transport operations, both
internally within the airport and transport to and from the airport.

344 comment by: BMVBS, DE

The NPA 2008-15 published on 30 May addresses very fundamental aspects of
future European Aviation Environmental protection policy. In addition to
aviation safety, environmental protection is one of the most important tasks of
a harmonized European system. Therefore the German Ministry of Transport,
Building and Urban Affairs (BMVBS) welcomes EASA embracing this domain.

Nonetheless, the NPA 2008-15 offers a rather broad view on the possible
rulemaking activities and has only limited value as it stands, since it offers no
clear idea of what exactly the scope of future rulemaking activities will be in
the field of Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental Protection.

The BMVBS is of the opinion that a more focused approach in terms of asking
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relevant policy questions would be of a much higher benefit to the European
aviation sector. In this regard the BMVBS has encouraged EASA in July 2008 to
re-issue the NPA on Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental
Protection addressing the fundamental policy issues in a more precise and
transparent way.

This would encompass detailed suggestions on:

the possible development of European environmental certification
procedures that would close the gaps of the Annex 16 provisions,

the future role of e.g. EASA, NAAs, DOAs in stating compliance with the
environmental certification requirements,

the extent EASA should or should not be responsible for setting up
common European operating restrictions

to name only a few important fields of activity.

Again, BMVBS welcomes EASA addressing this most important area and
recognizes the merits of common European rules in the field of environmental
protection in the civil aviation sector. In this spirit BMVBS appreciates a
revision of NPA 2008-15 including precise rulemaking options and a clear vision
of a tiered approach.

379 comment by: International Air Transport Association (IATA)

INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION (IATA)

Response to the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA)

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT (NPA) NO 2008-15

"Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental Protection"
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

IATA is the association of the world's international airlines. It brings together
approximately 230 airlines, including the world's largest. Flights by IATA
member airlines comprise approximately 93 percent of all international
scheduled air traffic.

IATA and its members fully appreciate the importance of environmental
protection and welcome the opportunity to respond to this consultation.
Aviation has a relatively small environmental impact but this is not an excuse
for inaction. The air transport industry is committed to the continuous
improvement of its environmental performance thereby building a sustainable
future for aviation.

IATA generally supports efforts by governmental, intergovernmental and
industry bodies to streamline and harmonise aviation regulations to the extent
that such efforts help to shape the stable and predictable business
environment that allows airlines to operate in the safest, most efficient and
most sustainable way possible. In this regard, clarification would be useful as
to what exactly the environmental objectives are that the EU and EASA are
trying to achieve.

Because IATA represents the interests of both EU and non-EU airlines, one of
our main concerns is with ensuring that regulations do not lead to
discrimination, market distortions, international disputes or other unintended
situations that would harm the sector financially or otherwise.

Having considered the consultation document very carefully, IATA believes that
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EASA's proposals raise a number of issues that could have far-reaching and
unwanted consequences for the industry. As explained in the comments put
forward in this paper, the proposed Essential Requirements could result in a
significant and disproportionate amount of regulatory burden for the industry
in terms of additional costs and administration without demonstrable
environmental benefits. Besides, various aspects of the proposed requirements
impinge on the authority of national and international government bodies
(including ICAQ's) and are potentially in conflict with safety objectives.

In conclusion, IATA does not consider the proposed Essential Requirements a
good basis for the regulation of aviation environmental protection.

394 comment by: General Aviation Awareness Council, UK

This response to NPA 2008-15 is made for and on behalf of GAAC (GENERAL
AVIATION AWARENESS COUNCIL).

As you may know, the GAAC represents some 70 UK Aviation Associations and
individuals and has a unique remit in speaking with a consensus voice for
policy matters related to Airfields. The major associations in our membership
cover virtually all GA operations in the UK, and their representatives have seen
and agreed with our response. In addition, some of them are submitting more
detailed responses on aspects particular to their operations.

It is for this reason that we would ask for your particular consideration of our
responses attached hereto.

In this context it is interesting to note that The General Aviation community
has views that do not always coincide with those of commercial air transport
but represents a far greater number of aircraft and using many times the
number of licensed landing and take off places.

Light aviation consumes a very small percentage of the overall consumption of
aviation fuel. Spread over the 800 or so active light aviation flying sites in UK,
this cannot cause noticeable downgrading of air quality at or near any of them.
Aviation noise and air quality effects primarily stem from large transport
aircraft and it is not reasonable for EASA to produce a blanket damning
statement on these matters covering all aspects of aviation. Our view is that
any EU or EASA environmental regulations thought necessary should be
applicable only to aircraft operations at major aerodromes. The need to get on
with neighbours means that light aviation has to self-regulate within the
constraints of existing local government planning restrictions and that is, in our
view, sufficient.

Please do not hesitate to let us know if we may amplify or clarify any point or
be of further assistance.

Yours sincerely,

C J Nicholas, Board member, GAAC
www.gaac.org.uk

402 comment by: DIRAP
Objet : Amendement NPA 2008-15

Madame, Monsieur,
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La DIRAP association créée en 1991 a comme objet la défense des intéréts des
riverains contre les nuisances de I'aérodrome de Pontoise-Cormeilles en Vexin
ainsi que celles induites par I'activité de Roissy Charles de Gaule situé a moins
de 40 km de Pontoise.

Le trafic de I'aérodrome de Pontoise-Cormeilles en Vexin est en majorité basé
sur l'aviation légére avec environ 60 000 mouvements, en majorité activité de
formation des pilotes en « tour de piste ».

Diverses avancées ont permis de réduire les nuisances sonores de
I'aviation légére qui restent néanmoins a la limite du supportable.

Une Charte avec les usagers a été signée, des silencieux ont été installés sur
certains appareils, un arrété de restriction d'exploitation interdit les vols aux
avions non équipés de silencieux les week-end et jours fériés entre 12h et 14h.
Mais les riverains se plaignent de plus en plus des nuisances de
I'aéroport de Roissy.

La mise en place d'une nouvelle organisation des vols (réduction des hauteurs
entre paliers) ainsi que l'augmentation du trafic de Roissy, a entrainé une
recrudescence des nuisances. En particulier les vols de nuits sont fortement
ressentis dans notre région située a plus de 40 km de Roissy dans un
environnement calme.

La DGAC n'a pas montré jusqu'ici une forte implication pour traiter les
problémes de nuisances, notamment le bruit.

Concernant les nuisances de lI'aviation légere, son action s'est limitée a
accompagner les initiatives des associations locales (ex : dossier de subvention
pose de silencieux) ou a formaliser une note a l'intention des Préfets incitant a
prendre en compte les moyens permettant de réduire les nuisances dans le
cadre de commissions dont la création n'est pas obligatoire! Aucun
rapprochement de la réglementation frangaise des réglementations plus
satisfaisantes (ex : Allemagne pour niveau de bruit des avions légers) n'a été
envisagé !

Au contraire, la difficulté de « cohérence avec la réglementation européenne »
est souvent opposée aux associations sans que celles-ci aient la possibilité de
le vérifier.

L'ACNUSA n'a pas dans son champ d'action I'aviation Iégére, ou, et cela revient
au méme, les aérodromes de faible activité : par exemple, les mesures de
bruit réalisées par ADP sur l'aérodrome de Pontoise/Cormeilles en Vexin ne
sont pas mises a disposition de I'ACNUSA !

Pour ces raisons la DIRAP membre de I' UFCNA demande d'étendre les
compétences de |' EASA :

1) Pour mettre en place une organisation des controles permettant de vérifier
que les avions de moins de 2000kg satisfont aux exigences
environnementales. Ces exigences devraient étre définies dans un premier
temps sur la base des meilleures pratiques déja existantes dans les pays de la
CE.

2) Pour que les restrictions d'activités soient régies par des regles communes
afin d'éviter les reports de nuisance d'un aérodrome vers un autre. Notamment
pour interdire des atterrissages et décollages de nuit par la mise en place d'un
couvre feu de 8 heures consécutives de fagon coordonnée au niveau européen.
3) Pour prendre en considération I'ensemble des nuisances au niveau de
chaque aérodromes, notamment le cumul des nuisances locales et celles des
aérodromes voisins (ex : Pontoise + Roissy).

4) Pour mettre en place en complément des indices actuels (Lden
notamment) un indicateur de la nuisance prenant en compte le niveau sonore
et le nombre de survols. Cet indicateur est plus représentatif de la nuisance
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qgue l'indice pondérateur Lden en particulier dans le cas des aérodromes gérant
une activité aviation Iégere.

Dans l'attente de votre réponse, veuillez agréer, Monsieur le Directeur, nos
salutations distinguées.

Le Président de la DIRAP
Jean Marc BUTEUX

Translation by Centre de Traduction
Subject: Amendment NPA 2008-15
Madame, Monsieur,

The aim of DIRAP, an association created in 1991, is to defend the interests of
local residents against pollution from the aerodrome at Pontoise-Cormeilles en
Vexin, as well as pollution caused by the activity of Roissy Charles de Gaulle
airport situated at a distance of less than 40 km from Pontoise.

The majority of the traffic at the aerodrome at Pontoise-Cormeilles en Vexin is
based on light aviation with around 60,000 movements, most of which involve
pilot training activities in the form of ‘solo circuits'.

Various improvements have permitted a reduction in noise pollution
from light aviation, although this remains at the limit of what is
acceptable.

A charter has been signed with the users, silencers have been fitted to certain
aircraft, and an operating restriction order prohibits flights in aircraft that are
not equipped with silencers at weekends and on holidays between 12 a.m. and
2 p.m.

However, local residents are complaining increasingly about pollution
from Roissy airport.

The introduction of a new flight organisation (reduction in heights between
level flights) as well as an increase in the volume of traffic at Roissy, are
accompanied by an upsurge in pollution. Night flights in particular are strongly
resented in our region, which is situated more than 40 km from Roissy in a
calm environment.

Until now, DGAC (Directorate General for Civil Aviation) has not shown a
strong inclination to address problems of pollution, especially noise pollution.
As far as pollution caused by light aviation is concerned, its action has been
limited to going along with the initiatives of the local associations (e.g.: the
matter of grants for the fitment of silencers) or to formalising a note for the
information of Prefects encouraging them to take account of the means
enabling pollution to be reduced within the context of commissions whose
creation is not obligatory. No reconciliation of French regulations with the more
acceptable regulations (e.g. Germany for the noise level of light aircraft) is
envisaged.

On the contrary, the alleged difficulty of achieving ‘consistency with European
regulations ' is frequently placed in the way of associations, but without the
latter having the ability to verify the situation.

Light aviation, or, which amounts to the same thing, aerodromes with a low
level of activity, do not fall within the sphere of activity of ACNUSA: for
example, the noise measurements carried out by ADP at the aerodrome at
Pontoise/Cormeilles en Vexin have not been made available to ACNUSA.

For these reasons DIRAP, a member of UFCNA, requests an extension
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to the activities of EASA:

1) In order to introduce the organisation of control procedures to permit
verification that aircraft weighing less than 2,000 kg conform to the
environmental requirements. These requirements should be defined initially on
the basis of the best practice already existing in EC countries.

2) In order for the restrictions on activities to be governed by common rules to
avoid reports of pollution by one airport compared with another. In particular,
in order to prohibit landings and take-offs at night by the imposition of a
curfew of 8 continuous hours in a manner that is coordinated at European
level.

3) In order to take into consideration the entirety of the pollution at the level
of each airport, in particular the sum of local pollution and that of neighbouring
aerodromes (e.g. Pontoise + Roissy).

4) In order to introduce, in addition to the current indices (in particular the
Lden day/evening/night noise index), an indicator of the pollution taking into
account the noise level and the number of overflights. This indicator is more
representative of the pollution than the weighted Lden index, in particular in
the case of aerodromes that are involved in activities involving light aircraft.

In anticipation of your reply, I remain
Yours faithfully,

President of DIRAP
Jean Marc Buteux

412 comment by: EUROCONTROL
#4
414 comment by: EUROCONTROL
EUROCONTROL Response
to

EASA Notice of Proposed Amendments (NPA) No 2008-15
"Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental Protection"
- General Comments -

EUROCONTROL's mission is to harmonise and integrate air navigation services
in Europe, aiming at the creation of a uniform air traffic management (ATM)
system for civil and military users, in order to achieve the safe, secure,
orderly, expeditious and economic flow of traffic throughout Europe, while
minimising adverse environmental impact.

In presenting its response to this EASA consultation "Essential Requirements
for Civil Aviation Environmental Protection", the EUROCONTROL Agency takes
an impartial pan-European civil-military expert view. We recall that safety is
paramount, the importance of civil-military coordination, the need to clarify
roles and responsibilities as well as refer to some existing EUROCONTROL
developments with a view to ensuring synergies/avoiding duplication of costs,
for the benefit of the aviation community. This is further highlighted in the
following general comments as well as in the proposed changes to the
Essential Requirements, submitted for EASA's consideration.
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1) "Safety First"

The EASA concept of "environmental compatibility" indicates a willingness to
regulate on environmental protection everywhere EASA will regulate on safety.
In the short term, there is an element of uncertainty in that the extension of
EASA competences to the Safety of Aerodromes and ATM/ANS is still under
discussion between the Commission and the European legislators (European
Parliament and Council). Therefore "compatibility" could only be fully ensured
once this legislative process is successfully completed.

Safety shall always come first and this together with the concept of
"environmental compatibility" raises a number of points, as discussed below.
On the one hand, there are recognised synergies/economies of scale when
integrating the common components of safety management and environment
management systems. On the other hand, in EASA Opinion N°1/2008 (Para
18) "(...) the High Level Group recommendation 1 recalls this principle: "...
and ensuring that safety regulatory activities are conducted independently
from other forms of regulation.”

It is not yet clear, from the NPA documentation provided, how the arbitration
between safety and environmental risks and objectives will be ensured (as well
as the related economic considerations). This will have to be clarified in due
course.

2) Civil-military coordination

The military are outside the scope of the EASA regulation (Art. 1). Military
aircraft, equipment, facilities and personnel are not subject to EASA's current
and future provisions when engaged in military, customs, police, or similar
services.

Nevertheless, requirements are mentioned in this NPA regarding airspace
design/use and the mixed civil/military use of military aerodromes. In both
cases the civil/military interaction is such that Essential Requirements for civil
aviation environmental protection must be carefully considered and established
in full consistency with the result of the co-decision/legislative process on the
extension of EASA competences in the safety of ATM/ANS and aerodromes.

3) Legal certainty, regulatory consistency and roles and
responsibilities

Adopting measures in addition to those provided for under Annex 16 of the
Chicago Convention at EU level is legally possible. It was done with Annex 8.
Extending EASA's tasks to environmental policy and risk management, in
particular, (climate change, land use planning, etc.) would require a change to
the legal basis of the EASA basic Regulation as recognised in the NPA.

There are many environmental objectives discussed at global, European and
national level potentially impacting on aviation and ATM.

In Europe, the Commission (DG TREN and DG ENV in particular), the European
Environmental Agency, ACARE, the Clean Sky JU, the SESAR JU and
EUROCONTROL (and in the future the Performance Review Body) may all
discuss/publish initiatives or decide on environmental targets and objectives
for aviation or ATM. In addition, ANS-related environmental performance
issues fall under the SES regulations. The "compatibility" of all these targets
and objectives is not always fully clear for all stakeholders or indeed citizens.
With a view to promoting legal certainty and regulatory consistency in
environmental/performance regulation of aviation (and ATM), EASA may wish
to consult with the different players (including national/local authorities) so as
to form views on roles and responsibilities. Without such clarification, certainty
and consistency will be difficult, if not impossible, to achieve, and will impose
additional, unnecessary costs on the European aviation system.
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4) Ensuring synergies and avoiding duplication EASA/EUROCONTROL
There are two identified areas that have potential synergies with
EUROCONTROL's current and planned activities.

Aviation/ATM environmental awareness training

Synergies should be sought on awareness training activities. EUROCONTROL,
as part of its public service duties, is providing (free) environmental awareness
training to ECAC aviation and ATM personnel. This could be adapted to help
Member States comply with the proposed Essential Requirements.
EUROCONTROL also provides free environmental awareness material on its
website (in the form of e-learning).

Data/Indicators, methods, models and tools for (environmental)
impact assessment:

In particular in the domain of environment-related aviation/ATM,
EUROCONTROL actively supports Member States, the European Union
Institutions[1] (including the Commission DG TREN, DG ENV and EASA), ECAC
(in particular through the ANCAT[2]) and ICAO (in particular through the CAEP
process[3]) with its pan-European aviation/ATM data. We have a long lasting
experience in developing recognised indicators, assessment and validation
methods, models and tools, to ensure European continuity and impartiality,
thereby contributing to better informed decision-making.

EUROCONTROL remains prepared to support States and stakeholders'
requirements for comparable/consistent assessment framework, common
approaches and methodologies for impact assessment and validation. In
particular within the context of the Single European Sky, Functional Airspace
Blocks and SESAR, consistency of approach is vital to identifying with
confidence what environmental benefits ATM can deliver.

[1] In particular: "VEIRT" and "STAPES" models co-financed by DGTREN for
Impact Assessments

[2] Group of Experts on the Abatment of Nuisances Caused by Air Transport
[3] Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection

441 Dassault Aviation
#5

Please, find in attachment Dassault Aviation comments, sent by letter N°
575125 to EASA Rulemaking Directorate.
Best Regards.

Basic commnets

World aeronautics must refer to common standards without distortion that
could lead to prejudice competitiveness. For Safety matters, standards are
elaborated in international concert (FAA/EASA); for environmental matters
ICAO is the only international structure for aeronautical rules. An active
implication of all stakeholders, either States, industries or users, allows ICAO
to obtain arrangements which are internationally accepted and valid for all
vehicles. It is no use to invent a more restrictive European rule system that
could pervert a fair competition. About environmental subjects, EASA should
only enforce the international rules and not create new ones. Nevertheless,
EASA action in order to homogenize application of ICAO rules by the European
States would be profitable. Either Basic Regulation or Implementing Rules has
to contain safeguards against unrealistic requirement beyond OACI annex 16.
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Safety must remain the primary objective of aircraft conception. This design is
the result of multi-criteria trade-off and optimizations where environment
protection is taken into account with cost / safety / operations compromise.
Current wording of the NPA would seem to change the order of priority, which
we assume is not the intent. Nevertheless, it appears that an overseeing by a
single body as EASA of both safety and environmental rulemaking would be an
advantage to avoid conflicts.

A certification rule must not impose or forbid technical solutions. Such
suggestion or orbidding of technological solutions has to be removed from the
"Essential Requirements".

In order to manage the environment rules, from ICAO endorsed by the agency,
EASA should use existing safety DOA privileges. There is no necessity to create
another parallel system.

About "operations" and associated required skills, it is necessary to keep rules
practicable with acceptable cost by light operation structures or individual
operators (business jets).

The consequences of a non-compliant environmental item are less important
than the safety ones, so all the processes of demonstration and verification do
not need to be copied from safety to environment and must be lighter.

The life of an aircraft is over 30 years and many modifications can be
incorporated to that product in order to improve it. EASA should take extreme
care while defining new rules and associated means of compliance, in order not
to limit product improvements due to cost

prohibitive substantiation.

More generally, a study of economical impact has to be done for each
environmental rule
draft.

At last, there may be some doubts about EASA actual capacity to find financial
and human resources to implement and survey such wide ranging rules.

Detailed comments

You will find in attachment some detailed comments by paragraph of the EASA
draft with, in final, some proposed modifications to the NPA Part A/ section IV
and Part B I & II Essential Requirements texts.

Conclusion

Considering environmental protection is an acceptable objective, but could not
prevail over all other criteria for aeronautical activities design.

EASA has to contribute to a beneficial unification in member States rules.

It is necessary to introduce some limitations in the Basic Regulation text to
ensure that the international ICAO recommendations would not be superseded
by too severe conditions.

Local constraints could lead to local more stringent requirements, but these
must not be taken in account to draft the common rules.

We ask for a complete revision of the draft, inside a working group where all
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stakeholders would be represented.

448 comment by: Aerospace Industries Association

AIA agrees in principle that any environmental requirements imposed upon
civil aviation, to the extent that such requirements are properly within the
scope of the EU’s regulatory jurisdiction, should be administered within the
comprehensive framework of Regulation (EC) 216/2008 (the "“Basic
Regulation”) from which the EASA derives its primary authority. We also agree
in principle that EU oversight of safety and environmental aspects of civil
aviation within the EU should be vested in the EASA, in light of that Agency’s
expertise in the aviation field and its emphasis on international cooperation.

The draft aviation environmental protection essential requirements, and any
other environmental requirements to be imposed upon aviation within the EU,
must be designed and implemented in a manner that will not pose a risk to
flight safety. Furthermore, any such environmental requirement must be
necessary and appropriate in its object and scope, proportionate in response to
the specific environmental issue that it addresses, and in harmony with both
EU and international law, including the International Convention on Civil
Aviation (the Chicago Convention). In particular, any such environmental
requirement must be fully consistent with, and should not exceed the scope of,
standards established by the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ).
In addition, it should be made clear that with respect to those products for which
international cooperation has led to the development and acceptance of ICAO noise and
emissions certification standards, demonstration of compliance with the established
limits of such standards satisfies the essential requirements of the EASA environmental
protection regulations with respect to product design and manufacture.

469 comment by: Fridrich Jan

I am microlight pilot with relevant aviation background.

I strongly believe that the grown regional differences in Europe are much
better handled and more effective for the protection of the environment when
they are tailored by the regional level based on expert knowledge of the
situation.

I believe that the environment must not be split in different responsibilities but
must be under the responsibility of one body. That is why a European
Environmental Agency was established in 1990.

I would also like to point out that majority of sports and recreational activities

are in fact environment friendly especialy "ultralights" compared to the
traditional GA and commercial transport ones.

470 comment by: Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA)
#6

Attached is a complete copy of the ATA comments. We have pasted portions
of them in relevant sections.

488 comment by: Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA)

Page 56 of 347



CRD to NPA 2008-15 05 Oct 2010

The Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) relating
to a potentially expanded environmental mission of the European Aviation
Safety Agency (EASA). ATA is the largest airline trade association in the
United States, representing the country's principal U.S. passenger and cargo
air carriers[1]. The association's fundamental purpose is to foster a business
and regulatory environment that ensures safe and secure air transportation
and permits U.S. airlines to flourish, stimulating economic growth locally,
nationally and internationally.

ATA and its member airlines recognize the importance of environmental
protection. In the United States, ATA works with carriers on the vast array of
environmental issues, including matters relating to climate change, local air
quality, aircraft noise and water quality. Internationally, ATA and its members
are active participants in ICAO's Committee on Aviation Environmental
Protection (CAEP), working through the airline industry's official ICAO Observer
organization, the International Air Transport Association (IATA).

Before turning to the specific questions in the consultation and the descriptions
of the Draft Essential Requirements, ATA urges EASA to clearly articulate and
embrace several fundamental principles that should apply in this (or any other)
examination of ways to better integrate its statutory responsibilities across the
European Union. We make this recommendation because several of the
specific proposals in the Draft Essential Requirements suggest uncertainty as
to EASA's mission, priorities and relationship to other regulatory bodies.

o EASA should make clear that safety is always the agency's primary
objective. Though environmental protection is extremely important, it
must never be pursued at the expense of air safety. The U.S. Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) observes this fundamental principle, stating
its ambitious objectives for environmental improvement within the
overriding context of safety. See, e.g., Report to Congress on Aviation
and the Environment, 2004 at 1:7 ("... priority should be given to
developing and implementing operational procedures for both noise and
emissions reduction that satisfy safety requirements.")

o EASA should recognize and not attempt to encroach upon the
environmental role of ICAO. ICAO has been effective in marshaling the
expertise of the Members and Observers in CAEP to develop international
consensus on the technological, environmental and economic
reasonableness of engine standards for noise and emissions from aircraft
engines. ICAO Member States have been able to adopt ICAO standards
into national law with confidence that they have been thoroughly
considered in ICAQ, resulting in global harmonization across an inherently
global market for engines and aircraft. ICAO experts also develop
recommended practices and guidance on a wide range of operational and
regulatory matters, which provide a common set of principles for States'
implementation in accordance with their individual circumstances. In the
safety field, by contrast, ICAO plays a less comprehensive role, and
national safety authorities often confer outside ICAO to achieve
harmonized approaches.

) EASA must recognize its regulatory authority is limited by the Chicago
Convention. Under Article 1 of the Convention, which ensures States'
sovereignty over their own airspace, EASA may not regulate operational
decisions, routing requirements and similar measures in a State's
airspace without its consent. Even if the 27 EU States grant EASA that
centralized authority for wholly intra-EU flights, EASA may not exercise
that authority for a flight while it is in the airspace of any other, non-
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consenting State. Under Article 12, ICAO has jurisdiction over the high
seas, and ICAO guidance is the appropriate vehicle to address such
issues. Both of these provisions would preclude any EASA initiative to
regulate the flights of ATA air carriers from North America to and from EU
destinations.

o Any proposed regulatory measure must be described in terms precise
enough to provide understandable guidance, and must be evaluated with
full participation of all stakeholders to determine whether regulation is
appropriate and, if so, how to achieve the least burdensome, most cost-
effective approach. The NPA addresses a panoply of environmental
issues, any of which would require a separate consultation for effective
consideration of all relevant factors. Many of those issues, such as those
related to local air quality, are within the legal purview of State
authorities. In considering any of these issues, EASA should avoid any
approach that would lead to overlapping and potentially conflicting
regulatory structures, which would unnecessarily increase complexity and
compliance burdens without affording greater environmental protections.
As discussed below, most of the regulatory suggestions proffered in the
NPA are so vague as to be incomprehensible and unenforceable.

[1] The members of ATA are: ABX Air, Inc.; AirTran Airways; Alaska Airlines,
Inc.; American Airlines, Inc.; ASTAR Air Cargo, Inc.; Atlas Air, Inc.;
Continental Airlines, Inc.; Delta Air Lines, Inc.; Evergreen International
Airlines, Inc.; Federal Express Corporation.; Hawaiian Airlines; JetBlue Airways
Corp.; Midwest Airlines; Northwest Airlines, Inc.; Southwest Airlines Co.;
United Airlines, Inc.; UPS Airlines; and US Airways, Inc. Associate members
are: Air Canada; Air Jamaica; and Mexicana.

527 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

General

This NPA attempts to cover environmental issues in all matters appertaining to
flying machines including the planning of the area surrounding any area
intended for use by flying machines. In reality this is so extreme as to be
impractical as flying machines can operate from any surface including land,
water, ice, mud, sand, etc. In the UK the CAA and the Air Navigation Order
define an “Aerodrome” as:-

Any area of land or water designed, equipped, set apart or commonly used for
affording facilities for the landing and departure of aircraft and includes any
area or space, whether on the ground, on the roof of a building or elsewhere,
which is designed, equipped or set apart for affording facilities for the landing
and departure of aircraft capable of descending or climbing vertically.

In the UK it is perfectly feasible to operate on a limited basis flying machines
from farmland and parkland. Glider operations can and do require the ability to
land other than at the “aerodrome” of departure due to atmospheric
conditions. Balloons operate to and from fields, requiring no infrastructure or
planning. Model aircraft of all sizes can and do operate from gardens to
aerodromes with all surfaces in between, including water.

The NPA appears to be trying to encompass all flying operations from all
surfaces whilst actually describing major airports, the two are totally
incompatible and impossible to write a single ruling to cover all!

Regarding the flying machines themselves, the majority of the NPA is centred
on commercial operations but then, for no apparent reason in Question 1,
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identifies commercially manufactured ultralights as something very different
from all other flying machines! This is unfair and defies any logical reasoning.

Under the heading of Essential Requirements, suggesting that ™“Aviation
products must be as quiet as possible” is patently absurd. If one company
produced a product that was thought of as being extremely quiet but then
another managed to reduce the sound level, would the first be fined for not
achieving the “as quiet as possible” dictate? If so, this would effectively ground
every flying machine apart from the special Lockheed YO-3A developed for
Vietnam in the 1960’s!

Within the same section under aerodromes, suggesting that “an aerodrome
and its aviation activities may not constitute or create any particular
unacceptable risk, or damage to, the environment” is equally impractical. Even
the animals and the human beings on the aerodrome produce unacceptable
risks to the environment!

Again in the same section under “environmental awareness of persons active in
the aviation system” it is suggested that everyone from the cleaners to the
pilots needs training in noise propagation, emissions and to be a doctor to
determine the effects of emissions on humans entering the area. Further they
need to be lawfully responsible for knowing all these environmental aspects
apart from the full knowledge of their jobs; we suggest these would need to be
university graduates of a very special calibre!

- The extent of the impact on GA depends a large amount on the
guidance/interpretive material that will need to accompany these proposed rule
changes. The degree to which they apply will have a large effect (e.g. the
depth of training that individuals will require). Also the definition/interpretation
of terms such as 'minimise noise emissions' without a measurable limit (e.g. a
dBA level) will be very hard to assess and standardise across the Community
and will be open to subjective assessments and persuasive arguments by
designers with a variety of assessing bodies (Qualified Entities for ELA aircraft,
as well as EASA). This is likely to lead to a distinctly bumpy playing field!

Summary

Whilst attempting to reduce harmful emissions, reduce the impact of human
activity on fellow humans and the environment may be an ideal, trying to
achieve this by legislation rather than incentives is not going to work today or
in the future.

Any attempts to reverse engineer to historic aircraft are potentially impractical
and could destroy the reason these machines are of historic value.

Attempting to change the established planning laws of any nation to just cover
aerodromes and their surroundings must be beyond the remit of EASA.

567 comment by: ADV

ADV is the German Airports Association. It brings together more than 50
airports in Germany, Austria and Switzerland including the largest.

In particular the proposed Essential Requirements (ER) for environmental
protection could result in significant costs & bureaucracy for questionable
environmental benefits. We are concerned that various aspects of the proposed
ER could conflict with safety objectives. We therefore urge EASA to seriously
reconsider this proposal in particular the proposed Essential Requirements.

Moreover, introduction of any supra-national regulation should only occur with
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a simultaneous renunciation of relevant national regulations. This has for
example happened with EASA safety regulations, which have superseded
national safety regulations. Unless there is a guarantee that new EASA rules
would replace existing rules and simplify processes and procedures, there
seems no justifiable reason to extend EASA's mandate. The bottom line is that
we need better regulation, not more regulation.

One area where EASA would be of benefit is in promoting the adoption of
better airspace management within Europe, with the significant environmental
benefits that have already been identified would result.

We would also seek clarification on the interface and relationships between
EASA, the EU Commissions and Eurocontrol. EASA could be a substantial
benefit in the area of environmental protection if it were able to rationalise the
significant range of regulations issued by the various regulating bodies. We
would, however, need guarantees that any subsequent EASA rules would
replace those existing and hence a simplification of the whole system would
result. If this is not forthcoming, then the prospect of overlapping potentially
contradictory legislation wit associated additional costs and more bureaucratic
processes, is not something that we feel we could support.

comment by: The Norwegian Ministry of Transport and

569 Communications

On general terms, The Norwegian Ministry of Transport and Communications
welcomes the initiative to integrate environmental considerations into
European civil aviation legislation. We believe that there are in many cases no
conflict of interests between safety, efficiency and environment. In such cases,
integration of environmental considerations may ensure optimization of
procedures regarding operation of aerodromes, air traffic management and air
operations.

The objective of such regulations should be to reduce the negative impact on
the environment caused by aviation. An important condition for achieving this
objective is that standards set on a European level do not prevent member
states from improving their own environmental performance beyond these
standards.

With reference to the principle of subsidiarity, it is of vital importance that such
regulations take into account the need for national and local authorities to
adapt and/or apply regulations according to the relative weight of the problems
at the various locations. As a general principle, the regulations should be
enforced by national authorities.

Integration of environmental considerations into the civil aviation legislation at
the European level must not interfere with other legislations regulating
emissions and noise caused by aviation. Furthermore, this kind of regulation
must not interfere with established regulations to enforce land use planning
procedures where environmental considerations related to aviation is solved at
a horizontal level. However, we believe that European legislation potentially
may support such procedures by means of providing e.g. data and cost-
efficient measures.

The establishment of EASA as a European aviation authority is a rather recent

event. The primary task of EASA is to ensure a safe aviation, and the already
proposed extensions of the Basic Regulation have not yet been fully
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implemented. Although the Norwegian Ministry of Transport and
Communications supports the initiative to integrate environmental
considerations on a general basis, a condition for the Norwegian support is that
the progress of this work does not have a negative impact on the work with
safety regulation.

662 comment by: BALPA

Generally, an ill thought out NPA that satisfies politician's requirements. We
cannot see how to rewrite this document to make it workable. It tries to
regulate, but allows Member States to modify according to local requirements
ensuring a non-level playing field.

This document increases the responsibility of the pilot in command to operate
in an environmental way but then stipulates conditions where he is unable to
do so. In the UK we are all acutely commercially "aware" and thus
"environmentally" aware because to operate inappropriately affects company
profits.

EASA's remit is safety; it should not get involved with the environment to this
level.

681 comment by: The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

The comments of the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency have been
sent by email, as the files are not available in any of the allowed file formats.
The views expressed in the documents are the following:

Summary

SEPA considers that an investigation should be conducted into whether it is
necessary to establish environmental requirements for airports and air
operations at a Community level.

If such rules are required, SEPA considers that Article 175.1 of the EC Treaty is
the proper legal basis. SEPA opposes basing the rules on Article 80.2, since it
could prevent Member States from imposing the additional requirements
needed to protect public health and the environment.

EASA does not discuss the issue of how the Agency's new powers could be
exercised in a way that is compatible with the rights of individuals under EC
legislation and international conventions. Any regulation of environmental
requirements for airports and air operations must enable individuals to exercise
their rights.

The environmental requirements listed in EASA's proposal are of a very general
nature and do not ensure an acceptable level of protection. On the part of
Sweden, they could entail a considerable reduction in the protection of public
health and the environment.

The wording of the proposal

In the opinion of SEPA, it is difficult to discern from the document which
amendments to Regulation 216/2008 EASA considers to be necessary. There
would have been greater opportunity to submit relevant views if EASA had
submitted draft legislation or had substantiated the proposals in some other
way. For example, it is not clear which decision-making procedure is to be
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applied, nor how the system with common environmental requirements for
airports and air operations is generally intended to function. The views of SEPA
should be considered against this background.

The need for regulation at a Community level

According to the 'principle of subsidiarity', decisions regarding action at a
Community level should only be made if the objective of the action cannot be
achieved by the Member States and can therefore be better achieved by
Community action (Article 5 of the EC Treaty). The Community should only
legislate if this is necessary.!! The material that EASA provided for consultation
does not contain any detailed deliberations concerning the application of the
principle of subsidiarity. In light of this, SEPA considers that an investigation
should be conducted to determine whether it is necessary to establish
environmental requirements for airports and air operations at a Community
level.

Legal basis

Legislative instruments that impose health and environmental requirements on
site-related operations must be decided under Article 175.1 of the EC Treaty.
This means that the Member States can impose requirements for more
stringent protective measures (Article 176 of the EC Treaty). This could be said
to be an expression of the principle of subsidiarity; in some cases, it is
necessary to establish minimum requirements for site-related operations at a
Community level, whereas requirements beyond this require knowledge of local
conditions and should consequently be an issue for the individual Member
States.

Article 80.2 is the legal basis for Regulation 216/2008; that is, rules for
aviation. EASA's proposal seems to imply that EASA is the agency to decide on
the environmental requirements for individual airports and the operations
conducted there.

EASA's reasons for the proposals show that the intention is that the Member
States are not to make decisions on issues encompassed by EASA's decision-
making powers. The issue of whether the Member States or their public
authorities should have any participation at all in the decision-making process
is not mentioned. Thus, the proposal represents a deviation from the
environmental regulation in EC law in relation to site-related operations. As
regards a legal basis, SEPA wishes to emphasise that there is a big difference
between the regulations concerning environmental requirements that are
closely linked to free movement, such as the environmental requirements
imposed on aircraft, and on site-related operations.

According to the case-law of the European Court of Justice, the legal basis for a
legislative instrument should be established on the basis of objective criteria
which may be subject to judicial review. These criteria include, among other
things, the purpose and content of the legislative instrument.[?

SEPA believes that the aim of introducing environmental regulations for
airports and the content of such provisions would differ markedly from the
purpose and content of the current Regulation (Regulation 216/2008).
Although the environmental requirements for aircraft in this context may be
viewed as a secondary aim in relation to the purpose of regulating aviation,
SEPA is of the view that the protection of the environment is the primary aim
of imposing environmental requirements on airports.®! For this reason,
environmental requirements for airports should be regulated by a special
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legislative instrument, or alternatively that Regulation 216/2008 should be
granted a dual legal basis.

SEPA has concluded that an application of the case-law of the European Court
of Justice as regards a legal basis for Community legislative instruments would
mean that Article 175.1 would be the proper legal basis for provisions
concerning environmental requirements for airports and air operations. SEPA
opposes such requirements being based on Article 80.2, since it could prevent
Member States from imposing the additional requirements needed to protect
public health and the environment.

The rights of individuals

It is a fundamental legal principle that the public and other affected parties are
entitled to participate in the decision-making processes for operations that may
have an impact on health and the environment. This principle is, for example,
expressed in the Aarhus Convention and the Espoo Convention, which have
both been implemented in EC law. According to the Aarhus Convention, the
general public is entitled to have access to information, entitled to participate
in decision-making and entitled to obtain access to justice. The Espoo
Convention imposes requirements on environmental impact assessments for
projects with a transboundary impact. One important purpose of the
environmental impact assessments is to give the public the opportunity to
submit views and influence projects. Major airports are among the projects
covered by the Espoo Convention.

The Espoo Convention and Aarhus Convention have, among other things, been
implemented in Directive 85/337/EEC (the EIA Directive), which imposes
requirements for environmental impact assessments on, for instance, airports,
regardless of whether they have a transboundary impact or not. There is also
an EC Directive to safeguard the public's right to environmental information:
2003/4/EC.

According to the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights, noise from
airports is an issue that affects everyone's right to respect for their private and
family life and their home in accordance with Article 8 of the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.*
According to Article 13 of the Convention, everyone whose rights have been
violated under this Convention shall have access to an effective remedy before
a national authority.

EASA does not discuss the issue of how the Agency's new powers could be
exercised in a way that is compatible with the rights of individuals under the
above-mentioned EC legislative instruments and international conventions.
Regulations in this area must enable individuals to safeguard their rights. For
example, SEPA considers that individuals living near a planned or existing
airport must be entitled to participate in the decision-making process for flight
paths to and from the airport.

Level of protection

In Sweden, work has been underway over the past 40 years to impose
environmental requirements on airports in connection with environmental
permit proceedings. A practice has emerged involving the consideration of
permits for airport operations while taking into account the impact of an
operation on the environment and public health and, when necessary,
regulating areas in the form of conditions. For example, the following matters
may be mentioned and regulated within the framework of the consideration of
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a permit:

o maximum number of air-traffic movements

o entry and exit paths within a certain radius of the airport and up to a
certain altitude for aircraft, and the number of air-traffic movements on
each flight path

. flight procedures

o navigation systems

o maximum number of visual approaches

) noise-protection measures

o collection of de-icing chemicals

o use of chemicals to combat snow and ice

o use, handling and storage of chemical products

o collection and purification of waste and run-off water

o collection of polluted snow

) emissions from fire drill sites

) air emissions from aircraft, including taxiing and holding

o air emissions from work and service vehicles

) air emissions from land transport to and from the airport

o emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC)

o nuisance caused by smells in the vicinity of the airport

o the airport's energy supply

o monitoring programme that enables an assessment of whether conditions
are being complied with

o information function for environmental issues at the airport

The purpose of environmental permit proceedings is to examine the issue of
the protective measures, restrictions and other precautions that, according to
national environmental legislation, should reasonably be imposed on an
operator in order to prevent or rectify the nuisance caused by the operation
conducted at the airport and in its vicinity. When conducting environmental
permit proceedings, various assessments are made with the intention of
mitigating the impact of the operation as far as possible and in order to
achieve, from all perspectives, an appropriate balance between the diverse
interests which may be affected by such proceedings. The relevant authorities
are afforded the opportunity of participating in the process, as this is necessary
for achieving the purpose of the proceedings.

The environmental requirements listed in EASA's proposal are of a very general
nature and do not ensure an acceptable level of protection. Consequently, it
may be questioned whether the proposal contributes to the objective contained
in Article 2 of the EC Treaty, which stipulates that the Community must
achieve a high level of environmental protection. On the part of Sweden,
regulation according to this proposal could entail a considerable reduction in
the protection of public health and the environment.

[1] See Protocol annexed to the Treaty of Amsterdam on the application of the
principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. Among other things, this Protocol
contains guidelines for applying the principle of subsidiarity.

[2] See, for example, judgment in Case C-300/89, Commission v Council and
in Case C-269/97, Commission v Council

[3] Cf. judgment of the European Court of Justice in Case C-336/00, Republik
Osterreich v Huber

[4] Judgment of 2 October 2001 in the Case Hatton and Others v the United
Kingdom
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682 comment by: AgustaWestland

We broadly accept that the EASA role be expanded to cover matters of
environmental safety but we remain concerned that the development of
regulatory matter must not ignore technical and commercial viability.

1) Rotorcraft noise regulations have been developed through a collaborative
arrangement between ICAO, National Authorities and the rotorcraft Industry.
We believe that this arrangement has served the Regulator, Industry, and the
general public well in that noise regulations have been established that
combine feasibility with economic viability yet have also clearly resulted in
significant real life benefits to the environment. The European rotorcraft
Industry fully accepts that the environmental impact of our products and
services must be a matter of continued appropriate regulation but we would
anticipate that the model established by ICAO with regard to collaboration
between the Regulator and the Industry would be maintained as the role of
EASA is expanded to cover such matters. We strongly believe that such a
collaborative relationship is key to the timely creation and introduction of
viable regulatory material that will control the environmental impact of our
industry.

2) We would wish to point out that the fixed wing community has been in the
position where technology that has been developed to drive the operating costs
down have fortuitously also had the effect of reducing noise and emissions.
This has allowed a very significant reduction in noise to be realised in recent
times and thence captured by noise regulations. This situation is simply not
available to the rotorcraft industry: there are no known technological
revolutions that are also economically viable which could achieve the same
gross impact to the noise generated from the edge-wise rotor configuration.
Not with standing this situation our Industry continues to achieve realistic and
measurable improvements in noise levels which have been reflected in the
development by ICAO of appropriate regulation. Any further development of
noise and emission regulation to be lead by ICAO or EASA must recognise that
technological opportunities to achieve significant reductions in noise and
emissions are unlikely to be available in the near future.

We also understand that there is no clear and unambiguous linkage between
helicopter noise levels and a public perception of unacceptable noise pollution
or nuisance effects as generated by helicopter operations. On this basis the
setting of more stringent targets than might be linked to the current ICAO
arrangements and guidance cannot be assumed to lead to a change in public
acceptance of helicopter generated noise.

The cost to develop helicopters significantly quieter than the best of the
current generation is unlikely to be recovered by increased sales, especially if
lower noise involves higher first and/or operating cost.

711 comment by: Department for Transport

This consultation response is the considered view of the Her Majesty's
Government following consultation with UK stakeholders.

The UK Government sees safety as the overriding responsibility of EASA.

We have concerns about delegating any extra responsibility to EASA. at
present and we need to be assured that the efficacy of safety work is not
compromised by overstretching the institution. Excessive and hasty expansion
of EASA's role to protect the environment could be detrimental to the high
standards of aviation safety expected by the United Kingdom and therefore we
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do not agree to it.

The UK already has systems in place which set out high performance standards
on the environment and it is unclear what, if any, benefits there might be for
aviators and industry in the United Kingdom, if this was delegated to EASA .

We consider that in the future there may be a role for EASA in some areas to
help achieve a total systems approach integrating safety and the environment
mainly through the issue of guidance and best practice.

Her Majesty's Government would have offered its support if EASA's NPA had
proposed to develop, publish and disseminate best practice guidance to help
airport and airline operators conduct their business in ways that reduced their
environmental impacts. Operators would be able to select and implement
bespoke solutions that best targeted their environmental impacts and the
opportunities of their business. Because the suitability of businesses and local
geography varies we do not believe that harmonisation of solutions through
the EASA basic regulation is appropriate for airport operations.

The Department for Transport has had great success producing similar
guidance to operators of heavy goods vehicles.An independent impact
assessment of the programme conducted in 2007 found that a reduction of
240 000 tonnes of CO2 and £83 million in savings was achieved by the 9% of
the freight industry by using the Freight Best Practice Programme over the
previous two years.

The UK proposes alternative wording:

EASA will undertake research to identify issues where some operators business
practice could be developed and widely disseminated to reduce their
environmental impact. EASA will consider currently identified issues such as:

aircraft operations on the ground

aircraft towing

single engine taxing

positioning of de-icing stations

routing to reduce taxiing

on site renewable energy generation

low impact ground support vehicles

ground power offered and encouragement of its use

conditioned air and encouragement of its use

waste and recycling from aircraft

how to minimise the weight of unnecessary equipment and supplies
consumer information to encourage reduced luggage for reduced
emiissions.

742 comment by: FAA

The United States Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) offers the following
comments in response to the Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) 2008-15
regarding Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental Protection.

General
The NPA proposes consideration of a "total system approach" to achieving a

"high uniform level of environmental protection," using "synergies" with the
safety regulatory system already in place. From a conceptual point of view,
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this appears reasonable. Nonetheless, the texts of the NPA Explanatory Note
and the Draft Essential Requirements raise a number of questions and
concerns that should be considered in greater depth and further consultation
with stakeholders before EASA moves forward with this initiative. Broadly,
these areas of concern include the following:

Safety - It is not clear to what degree safety considerations would take
precedence over environmental considerations should the Draft Essential
Requirements be put in place. We believe safety in air transport is the primary
concern in all cases. Environmental requirements must be made to be
compatible with safety requirements. Indeed, Regulation (EC) 216/2008 on the
common rules in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Aviation
Safety Agency states that "the principal objective of this Regulation is to
establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil aviation safety in Europe."
An "additional objective" is "to ensure a high uniform level of environmental
protection."

Consistency with International Standards - The Explanatory Note states that
the "essential requirements and their implementing measures should be fully
consistent with the ICAO (International Civil Aviation Organization)
framework." However, the content of the Draft Essential Requirements
suggests significant divergence from ICAO principles in the Convention on
International Civil Aviation (Chicago Convention). If this is not EASA's intent,
the language should perhaps be modified to better reflect EASA intent.

Sense of Proportionality, Perspective - Neither the Explanatory Note nor the
Draft Essential Requirements identify or define environmental problems that
need to be addressed by a new regulatory regime under EASA. The need for
standardization among Member States within the Community system is
understandable, but this is different from creating a set of overly
comprehensive, potentially heavy requirements that diverges from agreed
international requirements. In addition, the approach outlined in the Draft
Essential Requirements does not appear to recognize the significant
improvement in aviation's environmental impact for decades. Moreover, in
several cases, the Draft Essential Requirements would propose to insert EASA's
judgment in the place of an operator or captain in safety- and business-related
decisions that, at the moment, are taken on a daily basis without any
problems.

Clarity - The Draft Essential Requirements contain many terms and concepts
that are undefined, broad, ambiguous, subjective, and without scientific basis.
While we understand that the adoption of these Essential Requirements would
require later development of more detailed Implementing Rules, it is difficult to
support a document with such vague terms without having a clearer, more
certain basis for understanding what is to come.

750 comment by: European Microlight Federation

The European Microlight Federation (EMF) is a pan-European organisation
representing some 40,000 microlight pilots in 23 European nations. The
publication of yet another large NPA written in technical English, indecipherable
to most of our members, continues to make a mockery of the consultation
process.

Moreover, this particular NPA, probably more than any other, contains
judgemental statements which demonstrate the extent to which the author is
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both prejudiced and ill-informed with regard to microlight aircraft. Indeed, the
inconsistencies between this NPA and its predecessors suggests that the author
may not have read earlier NPAs.

753 comment by: Europe Air Sports PM

Europe Air Sports is an association of the European National Aero Clubs, and
European Air Sports Unions, with the objective to co-ordinate regulatory
matters in Europe.

We have a strong interest in this NPA 2008-15 because we strongly believe
that the grown regional differences in Europe are much better handled and
more effective for the protection of the environment when they are tailored by
the regional level based on expert knowledge of the situation.

We believe that the environment must not be split in different responsibilities
but must be under the responsibility of one body. That is why a European
Environmental Agency was established in 1990.

We would also like to point out that majority of sports and recreational
activities are in fact environment friendly especialy "ultralights" compared to
the traditional GA and commercial transport ones.

Europe Air Sports fully supports comments delivered by EAS member
organsations.

760 comment by: Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic

Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic - LAA CR is association of
pilots, builders, designers, manufacturers and operators of light aircraft with
MTOM up to 450 kg.

It has 6 400 members and registers 7 900 aircraft and 10 000 pilots.

LAA CR is a competent authority for Certification, Licencing and Operation of
microlights in the Czech Republic. This covers paragliding, powered
paragliding, hang gliding, gyroplanes, helicopters, weight shift and
aerodynamically controlled microlight.

We have a strong interest in this NPA 2008-15 because we strongly believe
that the grown regional differences in Europe are much better handled and
more effective for the protection of the environment when they are tailored by
the regional level based on expert knowledge of the situation.

We believe that the environment must not be split in different responsibilities
but must be under the responsibility of one body. That is why a European
Environmental Agency was established in 1990.

We would also like to point out that majority of sports and recreational

activities are in fact environment friendly especialy "ultralights" compared to
the traditional GA and commercial transport ones.

788 comment by: European Sailplane Manufacturers

The European sailplane manufacturers have some general comments regarding
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the issue of environmental protection and associated activities of the
authorities and EASA.

First it should be noted that General Aviation especially in the sector of small
aircraft which are mostly operated for recreational flying have an inherent
desire to improve in regard to noise emmission (other emmissions typically
play only minor roles for these small aircraft).

The reason is the fact that within a increasing noise sensitive society small
aviation can only stay and prosper if it is willing an able to minimise the
environmental impact of aircraft operations.

An airport or an airline always will claim that limitations for noise control are
unacceptable due to economical reasons and that jobs and money is at stake
and can thereby elude too stringent noise abatement measurements.
A small airport and the private pilots normally have to accept limitations -
especially if the other option would be total shut-down of operations.

Second it has to be noted that the road toward less noisy aircraft has become
much more difficult due to effects caused by authorities and EASA in regard to
certification issues:

a) The need to have an approved design organisation before development of a
new engine / propeller / aircraft modification may begin has stopped technical
progress for many small organisations (or one-person companies) associated
with this field in former times.

b) Also the EASA fees and charges system makes development of engines and
propellers much less economical feasible as these products simply cannot
generate the profit needed just to pay these fees.

(Example: it has become more costly to certify an engine than the associated
aircraft in the CS-22 / CS-VLA categories as the certification fee is now 2.5-
times as high for the engine than for the aircraft).

c) The earlier possibility for a manufacturer to introduce an new engine /
propeller by inclusion of these parts into the new aircraft type certificate has
been eliminated. Therefore adoption of engines or propellers from non-
aviation-certificated worlds has been stopped. This is very unfortunate because
there are fields outside certified aviation where better / more efficient products
already exist and could be adopted easily if not the onerous certification issue
existed.

The result is now a scheme where technological advance has become very slow
and expensive.

If EASA plans to harmonise environmetal protection and include General
Aviation then it must not be forgotten to include ways of dealing with this
question which are adapted to the special needs of this aviation sector.

Beside affordable procedures it should also be considered to use a "stick and
carrot" approach:

The "stick" would be the traditional inclusion / development of minimum
requirements (e.g. maximum noise levels).

The "carrot" would be definition of a more stringent level of environmental
protection where operation is still possible but if these harder limitations can
be adhered to then attractive benefits for the developers / manufacturers /
operators should exist. With such a scheme incentive would be given to these
stakeholders not only to fulfil the minimum conditions but to be even better.
This would certainly spur development toward better products and procedures.
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If just the conventional approach (inclusion of additional and more stringent
rules coupled with increase of costs and fees) is taken then only minor
improvement regarding environmental impact but a further decline of General
Aviation might be the result.

802 comment by: ASD

RESPONSE FROM ASD TO THE EASA PROPOSAL ON ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION (NPA 2008-15)

Introduction

The ASD Air Transport Commission requested that the ASD Airworthiness
Committee and the ASD Environmental Committee assemble a common, high
level view of the NPA 2008-15 (Environmental Protection) and present that
view to EASA. This document, which represents the view of European
manufacturing industry, is the outcome of that exercise.

We would like to point out that prior to the formal establishment of EASA, our
industry had requested that the Agency become responsible for the
airworthiness and environmental (noise and emissions) certification of our
products, using the same process for both activities and with ICAO Annex 16
being referred to as the applicable Essential Requirements for product
environmental certification. That request was fully supported by European
institutions and was eventually reflected clearly in Regulation (EC) 1592/2002
establishing the Agency.

Following a review of the NPA and a meeting of several ASD members with
EASA on 20™ October 2008 on the subject, we understand that the proposals
contained in the NPA would maintain this dual responsibility for product
certification and extend it to other areas of the Agency's remit. Despite
serious concerns (see under "Noise and Emissions Standards" below) over
provisions that might allow a departure from ICAO Annex 16 environmental
certification standards for products, and while not being competent to judge
the situation of the other professions concerned, we confirm that ASD are
supportive of the objectives of the NPA and the general principles that it
attempts to embody. We note that adoption of such a proposal has the
advantage that a single European body would be positioned to oversee both
safety and environmental regulation of the various parties, thereby allowing
considered assessments to be made on matters that affect both of these
subjects while avoiding potential conflicts between two separate regulating
bodies.

There are some important concepts and issues that we believe should be
highlighted in the text of the final EASA Opinion and these are explained
below.

Notwithstanding the above, individual ASD companies have a number of
detailed comments which will be forwarded to EASA separately.

Safety and Environmental Protection Compatibility

EASA, other regulators and industry have worked relentlessly in their
determination to improve aviation safety with the result that significant
improvements in aircraft Accident and Incident rates have been achieved in
Europe and worldwide.
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The continuation of this effort must never be compromised. Safety must
continue to be the fundamental pillar of European aviation regulation.

Nevertheless, manufacturing industry recognises the importance of investing in
measures to protect the environment. Investment in this area continues to
increase to unprecedented levels with the result that evermore-stringent noise
and emissions standards can be met. There will be no let-up by manufacturing
industry in actively pursuing improvements in this area.

We note that, for product design, the proposed Essential Requirements of NPA
2008-15 emphasise the priority of environmental protection above all other
considerations - with no apparent limit to the measures required to achieve
this objective. This is, of course, impractical and is not, we realise, the actual
intent of the proposal. Nevertheless, the need to clarify this within the EASA
Opinion is essential since a strict interpretation of it would likely undermine the
fundamental objective of safety and could lead to an unacceptable distortion of
competition between EASA States and non-EASA States.

A further aspect to consider is the need for careful and progressive
development of rulemaking in the area of environmental protection. Experience
suggests that mature rules are the result of decades of technological
development, lessons learned from in-service experience and ongoing
rulemaking. In this way, inconsistencies and misunderstandings between
stakeholders are avoided while the boundaries of the associated technology are
explored. We would urge that such a gradual approach is also applied to
environmental protection rulemaking to avoid inconsistencies in its application
and to avoid conflicts with safety requirements.

We do not attempt to make individual proposals to address these issues here
but in recognising that a significant review of the proposed Essential
Requirements and the drafting of additional material will be necessary to
develop this subject to maturity, ASD welcomes the offer by EASA to work
together in developing this package.

Noise and Emissions Standards

ASD understands the legal uncertainties associated with referencing ICAO
Annex 16 standards in its regulations and the consequent desire to adopt these
same standards directly in its Implementing Rules. We understand from EASA
that it is not the intent to move away from the internationally accepted ICAO
standards. ASD welcomes this clarification and notes that, in an industry with
no geographic barriers to operations, it would be unacceptable if all
manufacturers were not subject to the same global environmental standards.

The process for developing these standards is well established in the ICAO
framework and we would support the continued involvement of EASA, along
with other aviation regulators, in ICAQ's efforts in this area.

General
To reiterate some of the points mentioned on the occasion of our meeting on
20™ October 2008:

) we believe that it is important that the participation of manufacturing
industry, as suppliers of the products and owners of the technology,
should now be formalised in the conclusion of this rulemaking process.

o it will be important for EASA to influence the position of the European
Commission in ensuring a sensible balance on environmental issues in air
transport. ASD is at EASA's disposal to contribute with proposals and
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recommendations.

o further to the criticisms made on several occasions by ASD to the
principles of the current Fees and Charges scheme, ASD would oppose
any attempt to redistribute the funds generated from the present scheme
to support EASA's wider responsibilities in environmental protection.

) it is important that the development of regulations on environmental
protection is consistent with the development of SESAR in the Single
European air transport system and that EASA interface, as required, to
ensure this consistency.

o recognising the diversity of products and types of operations within air
transport, ASD suggests that special attention be given to the particular
cases of General Aviation and Rotorcraft so that the essential
requirements and subsequent implementing rules accommodate the
specific nature of the design and operation of these products.

o by referring to particular technologies and design features we believe that
the proposed Essential Requirements for products are too prescriptive.
Written in this way, such requirements would limit a designer's ability to
innovate in defining acceptable technical solutions. The Essential
Requirements should be limited to a description of the areas in which
EASA will be authorised to propose Implementing Rules and adopt
Certification Standards: they will therefore need to be amended
accordingly and should provide the un-quantified performance objectives.
This would leave EASA to develop rules and standards containing
quantified minimum performance criteria - in a similar way to that in
which airworthiness requirements are framed.

In summary, we recognise the value of coordinating aviation-related
environmental protection requirements in Europe and note that this effort is
still at an early stage.

ASD believe that it is important that the whole regulatory package (this NPA,
proposed changes to the Regulation 216/2008 along with an associated
Regulatory Impact Assessment) is published at the earliest opportunity in order
to expose the total effect of these environmental protection proposals.

ASD looks forward to its member's involvement in this effort.
Michael C Sanders

(on behalf of the Aerospace and Defence Industries Association of Europe)

803 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

Dear Sir,

NPA 2008-15 Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental
Protection

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Agency's proposal for regulating
Environmental Compatibility, as expressed in the above NPA. Through this
letter, I would like to bring to your attention Rolls-Royce's views on the
proposal.

Rolls-Royce believes that the two issues of aircraft safety and environmental
protection are both of great importance in all aspects of civil aviation, from
design and manufacture, through operation and on to retirement and disposal.

Nevertheless, there will inevitably be occasions where aircraft safety will drive
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design in one direction whilst reducing environmental impact will drive design
in another direction. To avoid potential compromise, clear and unambiguous
safety regulation and safety regulators are essential. No aspect of environment
regulation (which might affect the aircraft design specification, its operational
procedures or the way in which it is regulated) can be allowed to diminish
safety - this is not made clear in the proposed Essential Requirements.

With regards to the design requirements to be imposed, ICAO already sets
global standards for both Noise and Emissions for Transport Category aircraft
so, for such aircraft and operations, it is unclear

what additional benefit would accrue from its inclusion within the EASA system.
We would urge EASA to promote the evolution of the ICAO/CAEP requirements
in preference to generating a set of requirements unique to Europe which could
potentially lead to unintended consequences and inadvertently penalise
European Industry.

However, should this type of regulation be seen as unavoidable, the proposal
does not adequately define the relationship between EU law and the ICAO
Annex for those products which have already been covered through CAEP. The
basic premise must be that, where ICAO standards have been set, these are
the standards which apply and there must be legal certainty of this. It would
not be acceptable to have different sets of requirements in Europe from those
with which we have to show compliance in the rest of the world. This is
accepted in paragraph 34 of the Explanatory Notes; however, the proposed
Essential Requirements do not make this clear.

We would also urge EASA to take full account of the activities in progress with
other organisations such as Eurocontrol which might already cover some of the
aspects discussed in the NPA, any proposed regulation should not create
overlapping (and potentially contradictory) requirements.

At a technical level, there are aspects of the proposed Essential Requirements
which we would urge be altered. For example:

o Some of the text is loose and the use of terminology such as "minimise"
without any constraint presents requirements which are both impossible
to meet and impossible to regulate.

o We would recommend that reference should NOT be made to specific
design features or technologies as occurs, for example, in paragraph
II.1.c. In this particular case, for RR products, staged fuel management
systems would not be introduced to minimise specific fuel consumption
(SFC); on the contrary, such designs would be introduced for their
beneficial effects on emissions.

o There is an inference that SFC is less damaging than those species listed
in paragraph II.1.b. It could be argued, however, that poor SFC leads to
increased fuel burn and, therefore, increased C0, emissions. It also has a
consequential effect on fuel uplift, aircraft all-up-weight and, therefore,
thrust required, thereby potentially increasing the emission of all the
species identified in paragraph II.1.b. Today's reality is that, once the
requirements of ICAO Annex 16 Volume II have been met, all of these
species are considered and optimised.

Rolls-Royce would be happy to assist the Agency in drafting more appropriate
text.

With regard to the Agency's involvement in the oversight of environmental
impact, it is worth noting that EASA's assessment of engine designs against
the established ICAO standards during Certification programmes is an efficient
mechanism which we fully support. Furthermore, EASA operates a regulation
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development and administration system which works well and is well
understood; it may be advantageous to all concerned if such administrative
systems were adopted for the development of environmental regulation,
provided that there is no adverse impact on the development of safety
regulation.

In summary, Rolls-Royce is supportive of the principles which we believe are
driving this initiative. As a company, we take very seriously the need to
develop designs and management techniques to reduce our products'
environmental impact. In fact, last year we spent over £800 million in R&D,
two thirds of which was aimed at improving the environmental compatibility of
our products and operations.

We would ask EASA to consider the points made above as a view of industry's
broader needs. We look forward to working with the Agency to develop a set of
Essential Requirements necessary to meet those needs.

Yours faithfully,

for Rolls-Royce plc

Darryl Johnson

Airworthiness Specialist [ML-901

805 comment by: Satu Routama

Finavia is a commercial State enterprise under the Ministry of Transport and
Communications in Finland. The company maintains Finland's network of
25 airports and the air navigation system. The organization employed about
1700 people.

Finavia wishes to point out that the environmental legislation in Member States
is designed to enable the locally relevant environmental protection measures.
The competent authorities have the experience of local situation and the
environmental impact. Thus they are in the best position to assess the
necessary mitigation measures.

The local knowledge of the prevailing conditions and their impacts contributes
the setting up of regulation and its application on environmental measures
locally. Total understanding of environmental issues is necessary at the local
and national level, and competence should also remain there. Local
assessment of the environmental impact of aviation and other non-aviation
activities gives the basis for picking up cost-effective measures to reach the
environmental goals.

Due to the large scope of environmental issues Finavia regards that EASA and
national aviation authorities have limited possibilities and resources in
assessing, regulating and controlling environmental impact of aircraft and
airports.

810 comment by: IACA International Air Carrier Association

IACA would like to stress that may proposals by EASA may lead to

- a duplication of rules, as many requirements are already based on existing
ICAO standards

- a unacceptable high administrative burden on airlines

- an unacceptable priority of environmental concerns over safety
considerations. We hold the opinion that EASA should focus on its first mission
(i.e. safety), which requires adequate expertise, staffing and resources for this
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function.

Article 2 of the Basic Regulation 216/2008 clearly implies that environmental
issues are an additional objective to be taken into account when drafting the
rules or certifying equipment or aircraft. It also states that safety is the main
objective.

To avoid duplication, IACA suggests that the Essential Requirements (ER)
contained in NPA 2008-15 should be Ilimited to Aircraft and Engine
manufacturers/modifiers and/or Airspace designers. IACA requests the removal
of any reference to maintenance personnel or organisations.

IACA finally deplores the obscure (and often naive) wording used throughout
EASA's document. Words such as "some", "certain", "particular”, "harmful"
should never be used in the context of an NPA.

818 comment by: CAA FI

On a European level the local aviation activities, environmental conditions and
factors vary largely from one Member State to another. Therefore Finnish Civil
Aviation Authority (FCAA) is concerned that EASA might have too limited
resources to have a comprehensive responsibility. Therefore FCAA would
emphasize the principle of subsidiarity in this field and prioritize the role of the
local environmental authorities in local issues. However, when it is the interest
of all to have common, community level action, we believe EASA would be the
best coordinator as it already has the safety competence in the questions
covered by this NPA. In such cases, the safety and environmental
considerations could be matched from the beginning.

823 comment by: Munich Airport

In particular the proposed Essential Requirements (ER) for environmental
protection could result in significant costs & bureaucracy for questionable
environmental benefits. We are concerned that various aspects of the proposed
ER could conflict with safety objectives. We therefore urge EASA to seriously
reconsider this proposal in particular the proposed Essential Requirements.

Moreover, introduction of any supra-national regulation should only occur with
a simultaneous renunciation of relevant national regulations. This has for
example happened with EASA safety regulations, which have superseded
national safety regulations. Unless there is a guarantee that new EASA rules
would replace existing rules and simplify processes and procedures, there
seems no justifiable reason to extend EASA's mandate. The bottom line is that
we need better regulation, not more regulation. In any case aviation have to
be treated the same way as other modes of transports or industries. The air
transport industry won't accept higher standards for emissions and noise than
other sectors.

We are deeply concerned with the statement in paragraph 31 (IV Content of
the Notice of Proposed Amendment) that ‘trade-offs between safety and
economic objectives should be made on political rather than on executive
level’. Our principals have always been, and always will be, that safety cannot
be compromised for economic benefit or any other reason.

One area where EASA would be of benefit is in promoting the adoption of

better airspace management within Europe, with the significant environmental
benefits that have already been identified would result. We are, however,
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mindful of potential overlaps/conflicts with the Single European Sky (SES) and
SESAR initiatives.

Our other main concern is in how it would propose to cover non-EU operators,
to ensure that market distortion issues are dealt with effectively so as not to
penalise EU carriers in favour of their international competitors. We would note
the increased risk of international disputes and trade wars if EASA were to try
to impose local regulations on all the industry. There is precedent for this in
the application of the "Hush-kit" Directive in the late 1990's, which resulted in
financial threats to EU carriers and application of the ICAO Article 84 process,
which finally resolved the issue. This would not be a situation we would like to
see repeated and could be severely damaging to EU carriers in the present
financial climate.

We would also seek clarification on the interface and relationships between
EASA, the EU Commissions and Eurocontrol. EASA could be a substantial
benefit in the area of environmental protection if it were able to rationalise the
significant range of regulations issued by the various regulating bodies. We
would, however, need guarantees that any subsequent EASA rules would
replace those existing and hence a simplification of the whole system would
result. If this is not forthcoming, then the prospect of overlapping potentially
contradictory legislation wit associated additional costs and more bureaucratic
processes, is not something that we feel we could support. We believe that
local regulations a often better as they can take better into account the specific
needs of the residents of airports.

829 comment by: The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

Summary

SEPA considers that an investigation should be conducted into whether it is
necessary to establish environmental requirements for airports and air
operations at a Community level.

If such rules are required, SEPA considers that Article 175.1 of the EC Treaty is
the proper legal basis. SEPA opposes basing the rules on Article 80.2, since it
could prevent Member States from imposing the additional requirements
needed to protect public health and the environment.

EASA does not discuss the issue of how the Agency's new powers could be
exercised in a way that is compatible with the rights of individuals under EC
legislation and international conventions. Any regulation of environmental
requirements for airports and air operations must enable individuals to exercise
their rights.

The environmental requirements listed in EASA's proposal are of a very general
nature and do not ensure an acceptable level of protection. On the part of
Sweden, they could entail a considerable reduction in the protection of public
health and the environment.

The wording of the proposal
In the opinion of SEPA, it is difficult to discern from the document which
amendments to Regulation 216/2008 EASA considers to be necessary. There

would have been greater opportunity to submit relevant views if EASA had
submitted draft legislation or had substantiated the proposals in some other
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way. For example, it is not clear which decision-making procedure is to be
applied, nor how the system with common environmental requirements for
airports and air operations is generally intended to function. The views of SEPA
should be considered against this background.

The need for regulation at a Community level

According to the 'principle of subsidiarity', decisions regarding action at a
Community level should only be made if the objective of the action cannot be
achieved by the Member States and can therefore be better achieved by
Community action (Article 5 of the EC Treaty). The Community should only
legislate if this is necessary.!! The material that EASA provided for consultation
does not contain any detailed deliberations concerning the application of the
principle of subsidiarity. In light of this, SEPA considers that an investigation
should be conducted to determine whether it is necessary to establish
environmental requirements for airports and air operations at a Community
level.

[1] See Protocol annexed to the Treaty of Amsterdam on the application of the
principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. Among other things, this Protocol
contains guidelines for applying the principle of subsidiarity.

Legal basis

Legislative instruments that impose health and environmental requirements on
site-related operations must be decided under Article 175.1 of the EC Treaty.
This means that the Member States can impose requirements for more
stringent protective measures (Article 176 of the EC Treaty). This could be said
to be an expression of the principle of subsidiarity; in some cases, it is
necessary to establish minimum requirements for site-related operations at a
Community level, whereas requirements beyond this require knowledge of local
conditions and should consequently be an issue for the individual Member
States.

Article 80.2 is the legal basis for Regulation 216/2008; that is, rules for
aviation. EASA's proposal seems to imply that EASA is the agency to decide on
the environmental requirements for individual airports and the operations
conducted there.

EASA's reasons for the proposals show that the intention is that the Member
States are not to make decisions on issues encompassed by EASA's decision-
making powers. The issue of whether the Member States or their public
authorities should have any participation at all in the decision-making process
is not mentioned. Thus, the proposal represents a deviation from the
environmental regulation in EC law in relation to site-related operations. As
regards a legal basis, SEPA wishes to emphasise that there is a big difference
between the regulations concerning environmental requirements that are
closely linked to free movement, such as the environmental requirements
imposed on aircraft, and on site-related operations.

According to the case-law of the European Court of Justice, the legal basis for a
legislative instrument should be established on the basis of objective criteria
which may be subject to judicial review. These criteria include, among other
things, the purpose and content of the legislative instrument.["]

SEPA believes that the aim of introducing environmental regulations for
airports and the content of such provisions would differ markedly from the

Page 77 of 347



CRD to NPA 2008-15 05 Oct 2010

purpose and content of the current Regulation (Regulation 216/2008).
Although the environmental requirements for aircraft in this context may be
viewed as a secondary aim in relation to the purpose of regulating aviation,
SEPA is of the view that the protection of the environment is the primary aim
of imposing environmental requirements on airports.?’ For this reason,
environmental requirements for airports should be regulated by a special
legislative instrument, or alternatively that Regulation 216/2008 should be
granted a dual legal basis.

SEPA has concluded that an application of the case-law of the European Court
of Justice as regards a legal basis for Community legislative instruments would
mean that Article 175.1 would be the proper legal basis for provisions
concerning environmental requirements for airports and air operations. SEPA
opposes such requirements being based on Article 80.2, since it could prevent
Member States from imposing the additional requirements needed to protect
public health and the environment.

[1] See, for example, judgment in Case C-300/89, Commission v Council and
in Case C-269/97, Commission v Council

[2] Cf. judgment of the European Court of Justice in Case C-336/00, Republik
Osterreich v Huber

The rights of individuals

It is a fundamental legal principle that the public and other affected parties are
entitled to participate in the decision-making processes for operations that may
have an impact on health and the environment. This principle is, for example,
expressed in the Aarhus Convention and the Espoo Convention, which have
both been implemented in EC law. According to the Aarhus Convention, the
general public is entitled to have access to information, entitled to participate
in decision-making and entitled to obtain access to justice. The Espoo
Convention imposes requirements on environmental impact assessments for
projects with a transboundary impact. One important purpose of the
environmental impact assessments is to give the public the opportunity to
submit views and influence projects. Major airports are among the projects
covered by the Espoo Convention.

The Espoo Convention and Aarhus Convention have, among other things, been
implemented in Directive 85/337/EEC (the EIA Directive), which imposes
requirements for environmental impact assessments on, for instance, airports,
regardless of whether they have a transboundary impact or not. There is also
an EC Directive to safeguard the public's right to environmental information:
2003/4/EC.

According to the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights, noise from
airports is an issue that affects everyone's right to respect for their private and
family life and their home in accordance with Article 8 of the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.[!!
According to Article 13 of the Convention, everyone whose rights have been
violated under this Convention shall have access to an effective remedy before
a national authority.

EASA does not discuss the issue of how the Agency's new powers could be
exercised in a way that is compatible with the rights of individuals under the
above-mentioned EC legislative instruments and international conventions.
Regulations in this area must enable individuals to safeguard their rights. For
example, SEPA considers that individuals living near a planned or existing
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airport must be entitled to participate in the decision-making process for flight
paths to and from the airport.
Level of protection

In Sweden, work has been underway over the past 40 years to impose
environmental requirements on airports in connection with environmental
permit proceedings. A practice has emerged involving the consideration of
permits for airport operations while taking into account the impact of an
operation on the environment and public health and, when necessary,
regulating areas in the form of conditions. For example, the following matters
may be mentioned and regulated within the framework of the consideration of
a permit:

o maximum number of air-traffic movements

o entry and exit paths within a certain radius of the airport and up to a
certain altitude for aircraft, and the number of air-traffic movements on
each flight path

. flight procedures

o navigation systems

o maximum number of visual approaches

) noise-protection measures

o collection of de-icing chemicals

o use of chemicals to combat snow and ice

o use, handling and storage of chemical products

o collection and purification of waste and run-off water

o collection of polluted snow

) emissions from fire drill sites

) air emissions from aircraft, including taxiing and holding

o air emissions from work and service vehicles

) air emissions from land transport to and from the airport

o emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC)

o nuisance caused by smells in the vicinity of the airport

o the airport's energy supply

o monitoring programme that enables an assessment of whether conditions
are being complied with

o information function for environmental issues at the airport

The purpose of environmental permit proceedings is to examine the issue of
the protective measures, restrictions and other precautions that, according to
national environmental legislation, should reasonably be imposed on an
operator in order to prevent or rectify the nuisance caused by the operation
conducted at the airport and in its vicinity. When conducting environmental
permit proceedings, various assessments are made with the intention of
mitigating the impact of the operation as far as possible and in order to
achieve, from all perspectives, an appropriate balance between the diverse
interests which may be affected by such proceedings. The relevant authorities
are afforded the opportunity of participating in the process, as this is necessary
for achieving the purpose of the proceedings.

The environmental requirements listed in EASA's proposal are of a very general
nature and do not ensure an acceptable level of protection. Consequently, it
may be questioned whether the proposal contributes to the objective contained
in Article 2 of the EC Treaty, which stipulates that the Community must
achieve a high level of environmental protection. On the part of Sweden,
regulation according to this proposal could entail a considerable reduction in
the protection of public health and the environment.
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[1] Judgment of 2 October 2001 in the Case Hatton and Others v the United
Kingdom

830 comment by: The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

Sammanfattning
Naturvardsverket anser att det bér utredas om det ar nédvéndigt att faststélla
miljokrav for flygplatser och flygverksamhet pa gemenskapsniva.

Om det finns ett behov av sadana regler, anser Naturvardsverket att artikel
175.1 i EG-férdraget &r den korrekta rittsliga grunden. Naturvardsverket
motséatter sig att reglerna grundas pa artikel 80.2, eftersom det skulle kunna
hindra medlemsstaterna fran att stélla de ytterligare krav som behdvs for att
skydda manniskors halsa och miljon.

EASA tar inte upp fragan om hur byréns nya befogenheter ska kunna utévas
pa ett satt som &r férenligt med enskildas rattigheter enligt EG-lagstiftning och
internationella konventioner. En reglering av miljokrav fér flygplatser och
flygverksamhet maste méjliggéra for enskilda att utéva sina réattigheter.

De miljékrav som réknas upp i EASA:s férslag &r mycket allmént hallna och
sakerstéller inte en acceptabel skyddsniva. For svensk del skulle de kunna
innebara en avsevard sankning av skyddet for manniskors halsa och miljén.

Forslagets utformning

Naturvardsverket anser att det &r svart att av dokumentet ldsa ut vilka
andringar i forordning 216/2008 som EASA anser bor géras. Mojligheten att
[Amna relevanta synpunkter hade varit stérre om EASA hade l|amnat
forfattningsférslag eller pa annat satt konkretiserat férslagen. Exempelvis
framgar det inte vilket beslutsférfarande som ska tillampas eller hur systemet
med gemensamma miljokrav for flygplatser och flygverksamhet i &vrigt &r
tankt att fungera. Naturvardsverkets synpunkter ska ses mot den bakgrunden.

Behovet av gemenskapsreglering

Enligt den s.k. subsidiaritetsprincipen ska atgirder pa@ gemenskapsniva bara
beslutas om malet med atgarderna inte kan uppnas av medlemsstaterna och
darfér battre kan uppnds genom en gemenskapsatgird (artikel 5 i EG-
fordraget). Gemenskapen ska endast lagstifta om det d@r nddvandigt[1]. Det
material som EASA lamnat ut fér samrad innehdller inte ndgra narmare
dvervdganden om tilldmpningen av subsidiaritetsprincipen. Naturvardsverket
anser mot den bakgrunden att det bér utredas om det ar nddvandigt att
faststalla miljékrav for flygplatser och flygverksamhet pa gemenskapsniva.

Rattslig grund

Rattsakter som stéller hdlso- och miljékrav pa platsanknutna verksamheter
beslutas med stéd av artikel 175.1 i EG-férdraget. Det innebdar att
medlemsstaterna kan stélla krav pa strangare skyddsatgarder (artikel 176 i
EG-fordraget). Detta kan sagas vara ett uttryck fér subsidiaritetsprincipen - i
vissa fall a&r det nddvandigt att faststélla minimikrav for platsanknutna
verksamheter pd@ gemenskapsnivd, medan krav darutéver kréver kdnnedom
om lokala férhallanden och darfér bér vara en fraga fér de enskilda
medlemsstaterna.

Den rattsliga grunden for foérordning 216/2008 ar artikel 80.2, dvs.

bestéammelser for luftfart. EASA:s forslag synes innebdra att det ar EASA som
ska besluta om miljokrav for enskilda flygplatser och verksamheten som
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bedrivs dar. Av EASA:s motivering till férslagen framgar att avsikten &r att
medlemsstaterna inte ska besluta i de fragor som omfattas av EASA:s
beslutskompetens. Fragan om medlemsstaterna eller deras myndigheter &ver
huvud taget ska delta i beslutsprocessen tas inte upp. Forslaget innebéar alltsd
en avvikelse fran EG-rattslig miljéreglering av platsknutna verksambheter.
Naturvardsverket vill understryka att det i fragan om réttslig grund &r en stor
skillnad mellan regler som rér miljokrav med en nara anknytning till de fria
rérligheterna, sdsom miljokrav pa flygplan, och platsknutna verksamheter.

Enligt EG-domstolens praxis ska den rattsliga grunden for en rattsakt
faststallas utifran objektiva kriterier som kan bli féremal fér domstolsprévning.
Bland dessa kriterier ingar bland annat rattsaktens syfte och innehall[2].

Naturvardsverket menar att syftet med att inféra miljoregler for flygplatser och
innehallet i sddana bestammelser skulle skilja sig markant fran syftet med och
innehallet i nuvarande férordning 216/2008. Medan miljékrav fér flygplan i det
h&r sammanhanget kan anses vara ett sekundart syfte i férhallande till syftet
att reglera luftfarten, s8 menar Naturvardsverket att skyddet av miljon &r det
primara syftet med att stélla miljokrav pa flygplatser[3]. Miljdkrav for
flygplatser bér darfor regleras i en sarskild rattsakt, alternativt att artikel 175.1
infors som en ytterligare réttslig grund fér sadana bestdmmelser i férordning
216/2008.

Naturvardsverket slutsats &r att en tilldmpning av EG-domstolens praxis i fraga
om rattslig grund for gemenskapens rattsakter skulle innebara att artikel 175.1
vore den korrekta rattsliga grunden for bestéammelser om miljokrav for
flygplatser och flygverksamhet. Naturvardsverket motsatter sig att sadana
krav grundas pa artikel 80.2, eftersom det skulle kunna hindra
medlemsstaterna fran att stélla de ytterligare krav som behdvs fér att skydda
manniskors hélsa och miljon.

Enskildas rittigheter

Det ar en grundldggande rattsprincip att allmanheten och andra berérda ska
ha ratt att delta i beslutsprocesserna fér verksamheter som kan paverka hélsa
och miljé. Den principen kommer bl.a. till uttryck i Arhuskonventionen och
Esbokonventionen, vilka bada har genomférts i EG-ratten. Enligt
Arhuskonventionen ska allmanheten ha ratt till information, ratt att delta i
beslutsprocesser och ratt till rattslig provning. Esbokonventionen stéller krav
pa miljokonsekvensbedémningar fér projekt med granséverskridande effekter.
Ett viktigt syfte med miljokonsekvensbedémningarna ar att ge allmanheten
méjlighet att Iamna synpunkter och paverka projekten. Stérre flygplatser ingar
bland projekten som omfattas av Esbokonventionen.

Esbokonventionen och Arhuskonventionen har genomférts i bl.a. direktiv
85/337/EEG, det s.k. MKB-direktivet, som stéller krav pa miljokonsekvens-
beddmningar for bl.a. flygplatser, oavsett om de har granséverskridande
paverkan eller ej. Det finns ocksa ett EG-direktiv som ska tillgodose
allmanhetens ratt till miljéinformation, direktiv 2003/4/EG.

Buller fran flygplatser &r enligt Europadomstolens praxis en fraga som beror
var och ens ratt till respekt foér sitt privat- och familjeliv och sitt hem enligt
artikel 8 i Europakonventionen om skydd for de méanskliga rattigheterna och de
grundlaggande friheterna[4]. Enligt konventionens artikel 13 ska enskilda vars
rattigheter enligt konventionen krénkts ha tillgang till ett effektivt rattsmedel
infér en nationell myndighet.
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EASA tar inte upp fragan om hur byréns nya befogenheter ska kunna utévas
pa ett satt som &r férenligt med enskildas rattigheter enligt ndmnda EG-
rattsakter och internationella konventioner. Regler pa omradet maste
mojliggdéra foér enskilda att tillvarata sina rattigheter. Exempelvis menar
Naturvardsverket att enskilda som bor i ndrheten av en planerad eller befintlig
flygplats maste ha ratt att delta i beslutsprocessen fér flygvégar till och frén
flygplatsen.

Skyddsniva

I Sverige har det i 40 ar pagatt ett arbete med att stélla miljokrav pa
flygplatser vid miljéprévning. Det har utvecklats en praxis med att
tillstandspréva flygplatsverksamheten med hénsyn till verksamhetens inverkan
pa miljén och manniskors halsa samt att vid behov reglera fragor i villkor.
Bland annat kan fdljande fragor tas upp och regleras inom ramen for
tillstdndsprévningen:

o hoégsta antal flygrérelser

) in- och utflygningsvégar inom en viss radie fran flygplatsen och upp till en
viss hdjd for flygplan och andelen flygrorelser pa respektive flygvég
flygprocedurer

navigeringssystem

hégsta antal visuella inflygningar

bullerskyddsatgarder

uppsamling av avisningskemikalier

anvandning av halkbekampningskemikalier

anvandning, hantering och férvaring av kemiska produkter
uppsamling och rening av spill- och dagvatten

uppsamling av férorenad snd

utslapp fran brandévningsplatser

utslapp till luft fran flygplan, inkl. taxning och véntan

utslapp till luft frén arbets- och servicefordon

utslapp till luft fran landtransporter till och fran flygplatsen

utslapp av flyktiska organiska féreningar (VOC)

luktolagenheter i flygplatsens omgivning

flygplatsens energiférsérjning

kontrollprogram som mojliggdér en bedémning av om villkoren féljs
informationsfunktion fér miljéfragor pa flygplatsen.

Syftet med miljdprévningen &r att prova fragan om vilka skyddsatgérder,
begransningar och &vriga forsiktighetsmatt som enligt den nationella
miljélagstiftningen skaligen bér dlaggas verksamhetsutdvaren fér att férebygga
eller avhjélpa olagenhet av den verksamhet som bedrivs pa flygplatsen och i
dess omgivning. Vid miljéprovningen goérs bedémningar med stravan att mildra
effekterna sa langt som méjligt och astadkomma en fran samtliga synpunkter
dndamalsenlig avvagning mellan de olika intressen som kan beréras. Berdrda
myndigheter har méjlighet att delta i processen, eftersom det ar nédvandigt
for att syftet med prévningen ska uppnas.

De miljokrav som raknas upp i EASA:s forslag &r mycket allmant hallna och
sakerstéller inte en acceptabel skyddsniva. Det kan ddrmed ifragasattas om
forslaget bidrar till malsattningen i artikel 2 i EG-férdraget att gemenskapen
ska uppnd en hég nivd i fraga om miljoskyddet. Fér svensk del skulle en
reglering enligt forslaget kunna innebara en avsevard sankning av skyddet for
manniskors héalsa och miljon.

[1] Se det till Amsterdamférdraget bifogade protokollet om tilldmpning av
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subsidiaritets- och proportionalitetsprinciperna. Protokollet innehaller bl.a.
riktlinjer for tillampning av subsidiaritetsprincipen.

[2] Se bland annat dom i mal C-300/89, kommissionen mot r8det och i mal C-
269/97, kommissionen mot r8det.

[3] Jfr EG-domstolens dom i mal C-336/00, Republiken Osterrike mot Huber.
[4] Dom den 2 oktober 2001 i mal Hatton m.fl. mot Férenade Konungariket,.

831 comment by: FAI Environmental Commission VP

FAI is the Federation Aeronautique Internationale, the worldwide airsports
governing body. It is an organization of 100 countries involved in the airsport
disciplines of hanggliding, parachuting, gliding, paragliding, aerobatics,
aeromodeling, ballooning, microlights, rotorcraft, astronautic records, and
general aviation. It also governs aeronautic records. Activity includes technical
commissions covering Airspace and Navigation, Aviation and Space Education,
Amateur Built and Experimental Aircraft, Environmental, and Medico-
Physiological. As such, it follows that all the people involved in those activities
are extremely interested in the world's regulatory actions, not the least of
which is what EASA does. What happens in one arena can be adopted by
another!

The FAI Environmental Commission notes that many responders to NPA-2008-
15 object to having their activity treated as if it were commensurate with
airline and other commercial aviation activity. So this response to NPA-2008-
15 is made for and on behalf of the FAI Environmental Commission. We
support those objections. Many of the terms used in the NPA are not
descriptive enough to be sure whether EASA means to include all aviation
activity or not. It is totally inappropriate to consider airsport activity the same
as airline/commercial activity when it comes to determining what
environmental rulemaking by EASA will encompass. Airsports are too different
to be treated the same.

The same applies to the areas from which airsport activity takes place. Airsport
activities operate from other than major airports or aerodromes, whatever
EASA may mean by such descriptions. Airsport operations are conducted in
areas that generally are fine contributors to environmental protection of both
flora and fauna, compared to airline/commercial fully paved over operating
areas.

To include airsports in the discussion of noise production and air quality effects
by airline/commercial operations, is a gross miscarriage of justice.

For a real example, consider a recent flight of over 400sm made with the
consumption of only one gallon of fuel. That was for the tow to become
airborne, continuing thereafter utilizing only the natural weather effects to
sustain flight. It is only one of literally thousands of flights made with such
small quantities of fuel.

The world airsport community takes the air not only in their own country but
does so in many other countries as well, moving with their airsport equipment
to take the air elsewhere for organized activity and as well for private activity.
So what EASA does has an effect on airsport participants around the world.
EASA must recognize and account for the differences in airline/commercial
aviation and airsport aviation activity.

It should be noted that the FAI and all of its disciplines as enumerated above
have fully approved an extensive Environmental Code of Conduct (see web
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page: www.fai.org.environment/code conduct). Thus, EASA's work for
airsports was accomplished several years ago and need not be addressed
further!

832 comment by: SESAR Joint Undertaking

Purpose

Within the current mandate of EASA, the focus is on regulation which aims to
reduce the environmental impact of aviation at source, i.e. at the aircraft level
in terms of products, maintenance and design.

The purpose of the Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) No 2008-15 is to
discuss and define how the EASA system could best contribute to the
environmental compatibility of civil aviation in its

extended scope of competence, taking into account the overall community
approach to environment protection. It had been considered appropriate to
address at the same time the safety and environmental compatibility of
aviation processes to ensure compliance with both sets of requirements.

The NPA is intended to consult stakeholders on the new concept. It will lead to
the issuance of an Opinion by EASA to the European Commission (EC).

Position of the SESAR Joint Undertaking

It is the responsibility of the SESAR Joint Undertaking to conduct Research &
Development activities that will enhance the environmental performance of the
European Air Traffic Management

System.

SESAR technologies and procedures will be implemented principally within the
Single European Sky legislative framework. In this context, the implementation
of distinct EASA regulatory framework does not presently appear to be adding
value.

833 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

ERA is deeply concerned with this EASA Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA).
It falls far below the normally high standards established by EASA: large parts
of the document are ill-informed, badly constructed and irrelevant to the
subject area being discussed. It is written in a non-professional manner that
belittles the progressive development of air transport operating and safety
procedures.

Many areas of the proposals are unquantifiable and lack proper justification.
ERA is also extremely concerned with the implied trade-off between safety and
environmental protection. In all cases of flight operations safety does and
MUST continue to take precedence over any environmental protection
measures. Many of the proposals in this NPA leave a great deal of ambiguity as
to the relative importance of environmental measures versus safety - this must
be clarified.

EASA should also be aware that the recent agreement by the European

Parliament and Council will result in aviation joining the EU Emissions Trading
Scheme from 2012. This will be the primary regulatory tool to address
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aviation's CO2 emissions. The European Commission is also working on
regulatory measures to address aviation NOX emissions and work is ongoing
on aircraft noise.

In conclusion, ERA recommends in light of the above concerns on the content
of the NPA and the ongoing work by other institutions that work by EASA on
this subject is terminated.

834 Finnish Aeronautical Association - Kai Ménkkdénen

First we would like to point out and remaind you about this, because policy
initiatives can not be based on the "one size fits all" approach:

COM (2007) 869 final
COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMISSION
An Agenda for Sustainable Future in General and Business Aviation

1. WHY GENERAL AND BUSINESS AVIATION ?

2. General and Business aviation is very diverse. It encompasses activities
ranging from recreational flying with non-powered aircraft to complex
operation of high-performance business jets and specialised aerial works. This
creates challenges, as policy initiatives can not be based on the "one
size fits all" approach.

6. At the initiative of the stakeholders and following broad consultations, the
Commission has drawn an Agenda for sustainable future in General and
Business aviation

2. GENERAL AND BUSINESS AVIATION WORKING FOR EUROPE
2.1. A growing sector with diversified fleet

7. The scope of this Communication covers: 1) all civil aircraft operations other
than commercial air transport; 2) on-demand, remunerated, civil air transport
operations. This scope includes, inter alia : specialised aerial works, aerial
training, recreational flying, on-demand air taxi operations, and
company/individual owned aircraft operated for business/professional
purposes[8].

2.2. European General and Business aviation provides specific social and
economic benefits.

37. In the context of the revision of the basic EASA Regulation, the
Commission, assisted by the Agency, has consulted all the stakeholders with a
view to drawing up implementing rules for the new Regulation. In this
respect the Commission undertakes to develop proportionate rules
adapted to the complexity of the aircraft as regards both the
maintenance and operation of aircraft, as well as crew licences.

3.6.1. Noise issues
60. Most General and Business aviation aircraft, engines and other aeronautical
products are already subject to uniform noise certification standards [22].

Nevertheless, residents of local communities in some Member States
sometimes express concern about the noise impact of light aviation on their
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quality of life. The localised character of these activities and the
relatively small size of the aerodromes involved are such that national,
if not local, authorities should be best placed to assess the situation
and, if necessary, find proper solutions. Introducing noise-related
operating restrictions for such small aerodromes at the Community level
would, at this point in time, be neither proportionate nor, given the
subsidiarity principle, justified.

In general section of NPA No 2008-15 Essential Requirements for Civil
Environmental Protection it is said that its has to take consideration the
Regulation (EC) No 216/2008.

In the first page of Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 it is said that
regulation would not be appropriate to subject all aircraft to common rules,
in particular aircraft that are of simple design or operate mainly on a local
basis, and those that are home-built or particularly rare or only exist in a
small number; such aircraft (and in our opinion operation also) should
therefore remain under the regulatory control of the Member States, without
any obligation under this Regulation on other Member States to recognise such
national arrangements.

We do agree that EASA also should take care of the environmental area. But it
is important to have the different kind of landing strips, airfields,
aerodromes, airports defined clearly and differenciate between them
when it comes to regulation. In principal each strip of grass or field
could be an airfield (or airport!) - but is not, and should not be covered
by unnecessary regulation. We see a risk in forcing regulation for
airports into airfields and landingsstrips etc.

We propose that the Essential Requirements for Civil Environmental Protection
should be re written in accordance with the sentence from COM (2007) 869
final, COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMISSION, An Agenda for
Sustainable Future in General and Business Aviation: "In this respect the
Commission undertakes to develop proportionate rules adapted to the
complexity of the aircraft as regards both the maintenance and
operation of aircraft, as well as crew licences".

And any of this kind of rules can not be based on the "one size fits all"
approach.

835 CFM

We thank the EASA for providing the opportunity to stakeholders to comment
on NPA 2008-15 on Essential Requirement for Civil Aviation Environmental
Protection. Following a review of the NPA, we confirm that CFM is supportive
on the objective of the NPA and on the general principle that EU's regulatory
jurisdiction covers any environmental requirements imposed upon civil
aviation. We also agree in principle that EASA be authorized by the EU to
provide oversight of the environmental aspects of civil aviation, in addition to
its current mission to provide safety oversight of civil aviation. The proposed
Essential Requirement for Environmental Protection must be designed and
implemented in a manner that will not jeopardize the Safety of civil aviation,
and will keep the EU law in harmony with the international law defined by
ICAO.

Current airworthiness regulations defined by the State's Authorities, in
compliance with ICAO Standards have improved the aircraft accidents and
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incident rates. This worldwide aviation safety improvement is the result of
Authorities (to which EASA is a prime actor) and Industries tremendous efforts
and investments in that area, that must be continue. Essential Requirements
must state clearly that environmental protection must be implemented with a
limit to achieve its objectives, where safety level of the civil aviation is ensured
and maintained.

The objective for the EU to include in its regulation the Environmental
Protection for Noise and Emission requirements, and by this way to fulfill the
international ICAO agreements of the EU member states, is well understood
and supported by CFM. For certification, those environmental aspects are
already considered through Implementation Rule Part-21 and Certification
Specifications (CS-34 and CS-36), it is not the case for new areas (Air
Operations, Pilot Licensing and Third Country Aircraft) under the responsibility
of EASA. We want to emphasize the need for the proposed Essential
Requirements of the NPA to clearly refer to ICAO annex 16 standards for Noise
and Emission requirements.

In addition, CFM has more detailed comments on the NPA, related to the
paragraph B.II.1 for "Product design, manufacture and maintenance".

837 comment by: Direction Générale de I'Aviation Civile

Before answering the five questions asked, DGAC would like to make a general
comment regarding two issues of importance with regards to the situation of
France and most certainly of other member countries :

First of all, it appears that air safety should be the primary concern with
regards to issues of air paths and air traffic management (ATM). While it is
naturally a concern for EASA, which has safety as its objective, and while there
is no indication that this is not the case within the document, we believe that
this priority should be explicitly stated in the document. For the time being,
France believes all efforts should be concentrated on the safety aspect of
EASA's mission, to be continued in line of the good results that have already
been achieved.

Secondly, the principle of subsidiarity should be respected whenever possible.
For environmental concerns, a local or national approach should be preferred
whenever possible. Local solutions have been created and in most cases have
greatly contributed to alleviate environmental concerns and local tensions, by
the means of specially tailored and specific solutions.

843 comment by: CAA-NL

The Netherlands considers the protection of the population from the adverse
environmental effects of aviation to be of great importance. However, it is
questionable whether this is the right time to encumber EASA with this matter.
A political decision should be taken at Council level before consideration is
given to the outline of this file and before an assessment is made of whether
the described proposals are adequate. Furthermore, the Netherlands believes it
is important that any new regulations should not lead to an increase in
administrative burdens.
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849 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

) It is vital to avoid any trade off between safety and environment in the
development of Essential Requirements for Civil Aviation Environmental
Protection. There are numerous examples in the current NPA where
environmental protection may override air safety requirements. Safety
must always be paramount.

) Any regulation which aims at achieving environmental benefit through
operational means must be assessed against its cost

o Any environmental benefit achieved through operational measures must
also be assessed against its effects on the commercial viability of an
operation

o There should be no EU specific standards development that are not
internationally acceptable

) There is a blurring of the role of Eurocontrol and EASA on ATM matters
and this should be resolved

o The financial implications of the development of these requirements on
EASA be assessed and considered. This should include an assessment of
who will fund these activities.

o Environmental measures that complement safety are acceptable but not
measures that are at the expense of safety are unacceptable

) The EU Principles of Better Regulation should be followed at all times in
the development of the essential requirements and any further proposals.

o The development of essential requirements should incur no additional
bureaucratic procedures for air operators or regulators.

o Concern over maintenance personnel objectives proposed in the
requirements

o The use of vague, unquantifiable terms, throughout the document does
not help clarify exactly what is being proposed or what is required. For
example use of words such as "inappropriate", "particularly harmful to the
environment" are indefinable

o The EU Balanced Approach should be implemented and followed in all
cases.

892 comment by: Président of CIRENA

Depuis sa création, le CIRENA, Collectif Inter associatif du Refus des Nuisances
Aériennes (www.cirena.net) se bat pour la réduction des nuisances aériennes
dans une zone éloignée de plusieurs dizaines de kilometres de I'aéroport Roissy
Charles de Gaulle mais particulierement impactée par les nuisances sonores et
chimiques générées par les aéronefs qui y atterrissent ou qui en décollent..

Sa plate-forme d'action se résume aux trois points suivants :

- Relévement des altitudes de survol de nos villes du Nord-ouest

Francilien au-dessus de 3000 metres et amélioration des trajectoires et des
procédures d'approche,

- Limitation impérative du nombre de mouvements annuels sur Roissy a un
maximum de 500.000 (2 fois Orly),

- Suppression définitive des vols de nuit et instauration d'un
véritable couvre-feu de huit heures d'affilée sur Roissy (de 23h a 7h) comme le
recommande I'Organisation Mondiale de la Santé,

L'administration et notamment la DGAC ont toujours fait la sourde oreille
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devant ces revendications et nous avons été obligés d'ester en justice pour,
enfin, avoir un contact avec cet organisme.

La DGAC ne nous semble pas véritablement concernée par I'ensemble des
problémes environnementaux que pose le fonctionnement des aéroports et
I'élaboration du nouveau PEB de Roissy qui envisage la croissance de cette
plate-forme jusqu'a 680 OO0 mouvements annuels le montre bien.

L'ACNUSA, dont les rapports annuels sont essentiels, aurait pu jouer un réle
important mais celui-ci a été volontairement réduit par I'Etat qui ne lui a donné
que la possibilité d'émettre des avis et ses compétences ne s'étendent pas a la
pollution chimique.

Le CIRENA estime en conséquence que les organismes nationaux ne s'occupent
pas assez des questions environnementales ou n'ont pas des compétences
suffisamment larges pour étre efficaces.

C'est la raison pour laquelle le CIRENA, qui est membre de I'UFCNA souhaite
que I'Agence européenne de la sécurité aérienne (AESA) étendre ses
compétences a l'environnement des aéroports et aux nuisances qui découlent
de leur fonctionnement.

Translation by Centre de Traduction

Ever since its creation, CIRENA, Collectif Inter associatif du Refus des
Nuisances Aériennes (www.cirena.net) has fought for the reduction of aircraft
pollution in a zone which, although it is situated several tens of kilometres
from Roissy Charles de Gaulle airport, is particularly affected by the noise
pollution and chemical pollution generated by the aircraft which take off and
land there.

Its area of activity can be summarised as the following three points:

- raising of the altitudes of flights over the towns and cities in the north east of
the Ile-de-France above 3,000 metres and improvement of flight paths and
approach procedures;

- essential limitation of the annual number of movements at Roissy to a
maximum of 500,000 (twice as many as at Orly);

- permanent withdrawal of night flights and institution of a veritable curfew of
eight hours at a stretch at Roissy (from 11 p.m. to 7 a.m.), as recommended
by the World Health Organization.

The administration and, in particular, DGAC have always turned a deaf ear to
these claims, and we have been obliged to resort to legal proceedings in order,
finally, to make contact with this organisation.

DGAC does not appear to us to be truly concerned by all of the environmental
problems posed by the operation of the airports, and the formulation of the
new noise exposure plan (PEB) for Roissy, which envisages the growth of this
platform to 680,000 annual movements, clearly illustrates this.

ACNUSA, whose annual reports are essential, could have played an important

role, although this was reduced intentionally by the state, which only offered it
the possibility of issuing advice, and its activities do not extend to chemical
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pollution.

As a consequence of this, CIRENA considers that the national organisations do
not concern themselves sufficiently with environmental questions or do not
possess sufficiently broad competence to be effective.

It is for this reason that CIRENA, which is a member of UFCNA, wishes the
European Aviation Safety Agency (AESA) to extend the scope of its activities to
include the environment of airports and the pollution resulting from their
operation.

893 comment by: Jean-Baptiste CERVERA

L'ADERA fait partie des administrateurs de I'UFCNA (Union Francgaise Contre les
Nuisances des Aéronefs).

L'ADERA vous confirme que suite aux informations de I'UFCNA, elle est tout a
fait favorable a I'élargissement des compétences de I'Agence Européenne de la
Sécurité Aérienne (AESA), comme préconisé par I'amendement NPA 2008-15.

L'ADERA, dans le cadre de vos prérogatives désirerait vous soumettre un
dossier sur les problémes environnementaux et de sécurité de I'aéroport de
Tillé-Beauvais (60 Oise).

Pour cela, nous aimerions connaitre votre adresse postale et a qui, en
francais, envoyer un dossier complexe qui ne peut se résumer en un simple
email et qui comprend des formats A3 ?

Toutefois voici quelques grandes lignes essentielles de ce dossier.

L'aéroport de Tillé-Beauvais dispose d'un Plan d'Exposition au Bruit (PEB) que
I'ADERA conteste au Tribunal Administratif a justes raisons depuis son
élaboration de 2006. Ce PEB a était arrété sans aucun respect des volontés de
la population environnante.

Ce P.E.B. est non conforme aux préconisation de I'OACI et nous serions
favorable pour avoir I'avis de AESA;

Dernierement de nouvelles trajectoires de décollages en slalom ont été mises
en place. L'ADERA conteste ces trajectoires dangereuses qui de plus impactes
plus de population. Ces trajectoires sont contraires aux préconisations méme
de la DGAC. En CCE préfectorale, le professionnel Ryanair a voté contre ces
nouvelles trajectoires!

De méme, contre l'avis de la population, I'on nous a rasé un bois. L'ADERA a
demandé la loi qui permet cet arbitraire aux instances frangaises, sans jamais
avoir de réponse.

Pourtant pour vanter cet aéroport, il est prénomé aéroport vert!!!!

L'aéroport de Tillé-Beauvais a la particularité d'étre englobé en zone urbaine.
Les premiéres maisons en latéral sont a 250 metres de la piste, d'autres a
environ 350 metres dans l'axe de la piste a également environ 20 a 25°,
d'autres sont a environ 1kilométre a 1,4 kilometre a 10 a 15°. Si les
préconisations de [I'OACI étaient respectées, ces habitations seraient
fatalement en zone aéroportuaire A, reconnue nuisible et dangereuse pour
I'étre humain! Il n'en est rien, ces habitations sont en zone C. Ce PEB est une
tromperie malhonnéte!

Cet aéroport est une escroquerie de la population riveraine!

Pour continuer a exploiter il doit soit avoir un usage de type borgne ou
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expulser honnétement la population en situation de dangerosité pour
sa santé.

Le cas contraire a ces deux possibilités, I'ADERA réclame la loi qui
autorise de nuire sciemment a la santé d'autrui?

La piste de I'aéroport de Tillé-Beauvais fait 2,4 kilométres. Les préconisations
de certification acoustiques des aéronefs, effectuées par I'OACI I'ont été sur
des pistes de 4 kilométres.

A Tillé-Beauvais, avec une piste beaucoup plus courte, les avions avec moins
d'élan sont contraints a plus de puissance pour décoller et fatalement plus de
bruit.

90% du trafic de Tillé-Beauvais est effectué par la compagnie Ryanair avec des
Boeing 737-800, déja reconnu a 83 dBs a 2 kilometres a I'atterrissage et
fatalement beaucoup plus de bruit aux décollages.

Ce point est peut-étre en dehors de vos votre champ de compétence, mais
sachez qu'également, I'ADERA conteste la maniére d'exploiter de Ryanair qui
n'acquitte pas I'ensemble de ses taxes aéroportuaires. L'ADERA considére ceci
comme une concurrence déloyale et I'équivalent d'une escroquerie. la grande
partie de l'entretien et des investissements de cet aéroport reviennent aux
contribuables locaux qui supportent les nuisances, sans tirer de compensations
financieres de cette situation.

Vous avez l'accord de I'ADERA pour publier cet e-mail.
Translation by Centre de Traduction

ADERA is one of the administrators of UFCNA (National Association Against
Aircraft Noise And Pollution).

ADERA can confirm that, according to information received from UFCNA, it is
entirely favourable towards a broadening of the activities of the European
Aviation Safety Agency (AESA), as advocated by amendment NPA 2008-15.

ADERA, within the context of your prerogatives, is keen to submit a dossier to
you on the environmental problems and security problems at the aerodrome at
Tillé-Beauvais (60 Oise).

In order to enable us to do this, please provide us with your postal
address and the name of an individual to whom we may send a complex
dossier, in French, which cannot be summarised in a simple email and includes
documents in A3 format.

However, we can provide the following broad outline of some of the essential
points of this dossier.

The airport at Tillé-Beauvais has a noise exposure plan (PEB) in place, which
ADERA has been challenging before the Administrative Tribunal on justifiable
grounds since its introduction in 2006. This PEB was finalised without showing
consideration for the wishes of the surrounding population.

This PEB is not in accordance with the recommendation by ICAO, and we
would welcome the view of AESA.

New take-off trajectories in a slalom pattern have recently been introduced.
ADERA is contesting these dangerous trajectories which, in addition, have an
impact on more of the population. These trajectories are even contrary to the
recommendations of DGAC. The operator Ryanair has voted against these new
trajectories in the prefectoral Environmental Consultative Committee (CCE).

Moreover, a wood has been cut down against the wishes of the population.
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ADERA has requested the French authorities to identify the law that permits
such an arbitrary act, although no reply has ever been received.

This airport nevertheless deserves praise for having been declared a green
aerodrome.

The airport at Tillé-Beauvais has the distinctive feature of being contained
within an urban zone. The nearest houses in the lateral sense are 250 metres
from the runway, while between 20 and 25 other houses are around
350 metres away in the axis of the runway, and between 10 and 15 others are
around 1 kilometre to 1.4 kilometres distant. If the recommendations of ICAO
were to be respected, these dwellings would be situated unavoidably in airport
zone A, which is acknowledged as being harmful and dangerous for human
beings. Notwithstanding this, these dwellings are in zone C. This PEB is a
dishonest deception.

This airport is a fraud against the local population.

In order for it to continue to operate, it must either continue to be
used in an underhand manner, or the population must be evicted
honestly in view of the threat to their health.

Is the alternative to these two possibilities for ADERA to challenge the
law which authorises the health of others to be harmed knowingly?

The airport runway at Tillé-Beauvais is 2.4 kilometres long. The
recommendations for the noise certification of aircraft introduced by ICAO were
conducted on runways with a length of 4 kilometres.

At Tillé-Beauvais, with its much shorter runway, aircraft that are capable of
less speed are obliged to use greater power in order to take off and inevitably
generate more noise.

90% of the traffic at Tillé-Beauvais is carried out by the Ryanair company
using Boeing 737-800 aircraft, which are already known to produce 83 dB at a
distance of 2 kilometres from landing and to generate unavoidably far more
noise during take-off.

This point is perhaps outside your area of competence, but you should also be
aware that ADERA is challenging the manner in which Ryanair operates by not
paying all its airport taxes. ADERA regards this as unfair competition and as
the equivalent of fraud. A large part of the maintenance costs and investments
in this airport fall to local taxpayers, who suffer pollution without receiving any
financial compensation for the situation in which they find themselves.

You have the agreement of ADERA to publish this email.

894 Cathay Pacific Airways

Cathay Pacific Airways wishes it to be known that it opposes the proposal by
EASA to amend the Basic Regulation to define broader, performance based,
essential requirements for environmental protection, as well as appropriate
processes to ensure compliance

therewith.

It is important to note that Cathay Pacific Airways is not opposed to
environmental proxecticn per se and is, in fact, making strenuous and sincere
efforts in this respect. It is however opposed to extending the role of EASA into
this area as it will create duplication of effort confusion and ultimately lead to
increased costs for the users at no additional benefit for the environment.
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The major reason for opposition to this NPA is due to the fact that many of the
proposed regulations are already covered by ICAO provisions and/or State
legislation. EASA's movement into the environmental area would require, at
the very least, a concurrent revocatiom of similar existing State regulations
However, in order to assess the viability and desirability of this it would be
necessary to undertake a full impact assessment. This apparently has not been
done.

The NPA tends to discuss safety and environment in the same context and
purports a relationship between the two where one does not and should not
exist. The lack of clarity and apprent understanding in this area gives cause for
concern. Far from enhancing safety the mingling of these two disparate issues
has the potential for negative safety implications.

956 comment by: AOPA-Sweden

AOPA second the aim of EASA to improve the performance of European
aviation in matter of the environment. The two most important things to
mitigate is noise and emissions which means that all measures taken should
take these two circumstances into account first. The formal presenting of the
rules are without objections. The content raises some doubts and questions
though. For instance, the rules are very general and there are not any precise
and detailed regulation which makes it easier to implement but the negative
side is that it is much difficult to foresee the consequences of the rules which is
detriment to the security of the law for each individual. Further, this technique
raises questions how the rules are to be interpreted and what we are to
expected from them. Hence, AOPA has objections to some of the paragraphs
due to the reason that they can unnecessarily hamper aviation. Therefore
AOPA advocates rules that are more clear and specific to make them easier to
follow by all individuals. Perhaps this also means that the rules have to be
lesser but more efficient and concentrated to the two most important subjects
mentioned above.

Further, EASA should consider whether proposed rules should be applicable to
all flights, for instance if you practice start and landing for about 15 minutes. Is
it really feasible to have the pilot making all proposed investigations.

One of the principles in the EU is that rules should be governed and
implemented by the authorities as close to the activity as possible and
guarding by the comments in the NPA this is also EASA:s view.

An important issue that is missing, is rules that govern activities that is not
coherent with the law, i.e. breach of the law and other non - compliance of the
regulation. Should there be criminal procedure, administrative procedures such
as loss of license or others. Also, what authority should implement the
consequences or administrative measures. Rules without any consequences for
non - compliance tend to be very inefficient with time.

The scoop of the NPA deals with just about all aspects of aviation which we feel
is a bit to much for many reasons. For instance, EASA has not at present the
capability and recourses to control all aviation related activities in whole
Europe. Many operations are also best suited to be regulated and controlled by
local authorities. Flying in northern Scandinavia is different from the central
Svenska Allmanflygféreningen of Europe as well as small airports in deserted
areas compared to big aerodromes in capital cities. Thus, we propose that
EASA, in matter of environmental circumstances, only regulate and take
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responsibility for flying activities, technical performances of aircrafts, gasoline,
license and other pilot related activities. These operations cross the borders
and should best be governed by a common European authority like EASA.

Consequently, EASA should not regulate activities on the ground, i.e. at
airports. The main reason for this is that in most European countries, there is
already a well established system of environmental law and regulations. Every
airport that is to be built or reconstructed, has to apply to local environmental
laws which in certain places can be more severe and pose more restrictions
than EASA:s proposed rules would do, e.g. in Sweden we have the
Environmental law - Miljobalken - that regulates all activities on the ground
and close to the ground. This includes starting and landing and flight
operations closing in to and leaving the vicinity of airports. Another problem
would be if there is more than one set of rules at an airport and more than one
authority that was responsible for the implementation of the rules on each
airport.

AOPA notes the writing in item 35 at page 10 and that EASA believes that
application of the rules suggested, can be performed by local entities. AOPA
hopes that this also will be the case in relevant matters.

The issue about the conflict between safety and environmental protection is
mentioned in item 37 at page 10. Very important that this will always be the
case and there should never be any doubt for a performer in aviation -
Svenska Allmanflygféreningen constructor, traffic controller, pilot and others -
that he can chose between a safety related matter and a measure that is
better for the environment. Every time, safety comes first and it is only when
he can chose between various considerations to the environment, where he
should be able to make a choice at all to use the best performance for the
environment.

978 comment by: ACI EUROPE

The purpose of EASA Notice of Proposed Amendment No 2008-15 dated 29
May 2008 is to seek opinions on potential adaptation of the Basic Regulation
(EC Regulation No 216/2008 of 20 February 2008) to encompass essential
requirements for environmental protection.

Such extension in the field of activity of EASA would complement its extended
scope of competence to safety of airports and ATM, which is presently being
discussed in the legislative process by the European institutions. As a first step,
only the provisions necessary to ensure the environmental compatibility of
(aeronautical) products have been deemed necessary. An extension of the
scope of the Basic Regulation to all other domains of civil aviation on
environmental protection is now proposed to ensure overall consistency of the
regulatory framework (total system approach). The European Commission has
indicated the general view that there is a need for a proactive top down
approach of the overall regulatory framework.

ACI EUROPE is of the opinion that the need of an extension of EASA
rulemaking activities beyond the necessity to ensure the compatibility of
products (such as aircraft and engines) shall only be considered on a case by
case basis, supported by an in depth analysis of the issue at stake, while fully
respecting the subsidiarity principle. As stated in the Explanatory Note (Nr.
22), the revised Basic Regulation should only cover the environmental
protection aspects of airport operations and design for those subjects that are
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being regulated for aviation safety by the EASA system. Even for those
subjects, ACI EUROPE is of the opinion that the complexity of environmental
protection aspects at airports might be better assessed by other bodies than
EASA, and then properly balanced against EASA safety constraints. ACI
EUROPE is concerned that environmental protection aspects of airport
operations could only be partly covered.

A good example is landing and departure procedures (proposed Essential
Requirements Nr. 2.c). ACI EUROPE agrees that such procedures must be
designed in such a way that minimises noise and emissions to the extent
possible. Having said that, it clearly appears that a full environmental impact
assessment of both noise and emissions shall be duly performed, including
local stakeholder consultation, in order to properly make a balance between
safety and capacity constrains, noise impact and emissions resulting from each
procedure. Safety requirements are off course paramount, but the global
assessment of all the parameters shall probably not lay solely within EASA's
scope of competence; The very first question indeed is whether a uniform
piece of legislation within the EASA system could make a valuable contribution
to solve the equation. As there is no straight answer to that question, there is
no basis to state straightaway that EASA competence shall be extended in that
respect, specifically at this moment in time.

984 comment by: MT-Propeller Entwicklung GmbH - DOA EASA 21].020

In principle the situation regarding the current essential requirements for
enviromental protection as listed in Article 6 of 216/2008 and 21A.18 work
pretty well in everyday work for the majority of people and companies working
in the General Aviation business. The existing regulations, restrictions and
limitations in the aviation business (e.g. certification, maintenance, ground and
flight operations) are often hard to fulfill and the bureaucratic and financial
burden are sometimes invincible (e.g. JAR-OPS requirements) which drives
especially small companies into a corner. Therefore any additional burden to
the general aviation business is not supported.

Especially the scope of these new essential requirements will lead to additional
restrictions, bureaucratic and financial burden, and could limit, even stops or
erase general aviation business. This cannot be acceptable to anyone being
involved in the aviation business neither in industry nor at EASA or at NAAs.

Keep it how it is. Sticking to ICAO rules and recommendations is essential.
Article 6 should include the Appendices to Annex 16. Since Tilt Rotors, Rigid
Airships or supersonic aircrafts are not available yet and these vehicles do not
and will not play a major rule in aviation, it should be possible to find away to
create EASA environmental standards for these vehicles if ICAO does not
provide any rules or recomendations.

Re-write CS-36 for instance and create an AMC which is similar to the FAA AC
36-4C but use the noise limits of ICAO. A harmonization with the USA which is
the leading aviation nation in the world is required and EASA should take into
consideration to adapt more US items instead of making EASA unique items
which do not help to simplify the system.

Why do we always have to complicate matters?
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comment | 997 comment by: AEA

1. Better regulation rather than more regulation

Paragraph 54 of the NPA states that the ‘intention of the legislator was that
the Agency should also ensure the proper functioning and development of all
areas of the aviation system that are within its competence and not just the
safety aspects'. If this were correct, AEA would question the need to amend
the Basic Regulation to extend EASA's scope of competence, as proposed by
NPA 2008-15.

In fact, it seems that the Basic Regulation already covers these aspects, since
Article 2 stipulates that:

1. "The principal objective of this Regulation is to establish and maintain a high
uniform level of civil aviation safety in Europe.

2. Additional objectives are, in the fields covered by this Regulation, as follows:
(...) to ensure a high uniform level of environmental protection.”

This clearly implies that environmental issues are an additional objective to be
taken into account when drafting the rules or certifying equipment or aircraft.
It also states that safety is the main objective.

In principle, AEA is not in favour of more regulation, but would wholeheartedly
support better regulation.

2. No duplication of legislation

The involvement of EASA in environmental matters gives rise to the following
concerns: would it introduce an additional regulator in this field and would it
lead to an overlap and/or duplication of existing
international/European/national environmental regulations?

EASA could be very effective in the area of environmental protection if it were
able to rationalise the wide range of rules issued by the various regulatory
bodies. However, AEA would require guarantees that any subsequent EASA
rules would replace those existing measures, thereby simplifying the whole
system. If this is not forthcoming, then the prospect of overlapping, potentially
contradictory legislation, and the associated additional costs and more
bureaucratic processes, is not something that AEA could support.

Maintaining national environmental regulations would lead to duplication, which
would not be efficient. Therefore, AEA suggests that the Essential
Requirements (ER) contained in NPA 2008-15 should be limited to
Aircraft and Engine manufacturers/modifiers and/or Airspace
designers.

3. No additional bureaucratic procedures

The airline industry is currently going through its toughest trading period ever,
with significant financial pressures already contributing to the failure of 35
carriers this year alone. As a result, with high fuel prices contributing upwards
of 30% of individual carriers' costs, there is already strong pressure to reduce
fuel use, which would have associated environmental benefits. AEA believes
that individual airlines have more indepth experience of optimising operational
fuel efficiency than EASA, and should retain the authority to manage their own
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economic and environmental performance.

AEA notes that a number of the requirements in NPA 2008-15 are already
covered by ICAO and/or (national) airport regulations and rules for obtaining
an AOC. Air operators already take these regulations into account during the
flight preparation phase. The proposal would therefore constitute a
disproportionate regulatory burden for the airline industry. In addition, some of
the suggestions in the proposal would require a considerable amount of
policing to ensure compliance. This is unnecessary given that workable and
effective regulation is already in place at international level.

4. No trade-off between safety and economic objectives

AEA is deeply concerned about the statement in paragraph 31 that ‘trade-offs
between safety and economic objectives should be made on political rather
than on executive level'. The overriding principle has always been, and always
will be, that safety cannot be compromised, for economic benefit or any other
reason.

5. Interface between EASA, Eurocontrol and EU Commission

The proposal fails to present the bigger picture. One area where EASA would
be of benefit is in promoting the adoption of better airspace management
within Europe, with the resulting significant environmental benefits that have
already been identified. AEA is, however, mindful of potential overlaps/conflicts
with the Single European Sky (SES) and SESAR initiatives.

6. Interface between EASA, ICAO and Member States

Another main concern is how EASA proposes to deal with non-EU operators, to
ensure that market distortion issues are handled effectively and that EU
carriers are not discriminated against in favour of their international
competitors. AEA would stress the increased risk of international disputes and
trade wars if EASA were to try to impose local regulations that are more
stringent than ICAO standards, on the industry as a whole. There is a
precedent for this in the application of the "Hush-kit" Directive in the late
1990s, which resulted in financial threats to EU carriers and application of the
ICAO Article 84 process, which finally resolved the issue. This is not a situation
AEA would like to see repeated as it could be severely damaging to EU carriers
in the present financial climate.

7. Missing element

AEA is of the opinion that a Risk Impact Assessment (RIA) is imperative. The
RIA must address whether NPA 2008-15 is beneficial to the environment and
highlight the overall economic impact.

8. Serious concerns with the proposed Essential Requirements

AEA has serious concerns about the proposed Essential Requirements (ER) for
environmental protection as they could result in significant costs and
bureaucracy for airlines, maintenance organizations and other aviation actors,
while providing questionable environmental benefits. AEA thinks that various
aspects of the proposed ER could conflict with safety objectives and with the
objectives of the EU Single European Sky initiative.

Furthermore, some of the terms used are extremely vague and open to
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different interpretations, with tremendous potential impacts. To quote but a
few:

) Particularly harmful to environment (ER 1g),

o Particular unacceptable risk for, or damage to, the environment (ER 2i),

o Significant risk to the environment (ER 4.a.2)

o Significant effect on the noise exposure (ER 5a).

Clear and unambiguous limits or standards should be indicated, for example by
referring to the ICAO Annex 16 requirements. Any variations in auditing will
adversely impact the level playing field. Guidance must be included.

The AEA requests the removal of any reference to maintenance personnel or
organisations. It furthermore urges EASA to seriously reconsider its proposed
Essential Requirements.
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103 comment by: SAS Norway

The following comments to NPA No 2008-15 is given on behalf of,

- SAS Scandinavian Airlines Norway AS (SAS Norway) - ICAO operator code
CNO, and

- Widerge Flyveselskap AS - ICAO operator code WIF.

SAS Norway and Widerge already has environmental policies and guidelines in
place, and is currently awaiting the release of an updated environmental
electronic education program (e-learn) on environmental issues for
management and employees. We are also in the process of upgrading our
environmental management systems and becoming ISO 14001 certified
companies - a project that is planned to take two years. Certification is
planned for 2010.

As such we are positive to EASA's intent to involve itself in environmental
matters.

111 comment by: SAS Norway

293 comment by: Environmental Court Vdnersborg Sweden

I've tried, without succeeding, to add comments here by copying our
statement on this issue to the Swedish aviation board. I've instead sent our
statement directly to the webmaster and to Marita Roth at EASA.

546 comment by: ECA - European Cockpit Association

- ECA represents 38,100 European pilots and IFALPA more than 100,000
worldwide

- ECA stresses that flight safety must remain the principal objective of EASA
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and that environmental protection measures must never compromise safety.

- ECA recognises the desire of European regulators to implement
environmental protection measures, is however concerned that the necessity
to address this problem on a global scale is not fully represented by NPA 2008-
15.

- ECA strongly urges that any regulatory approach to environmental protection
is fully in line with ICAQO's Strategic Objectives, its SARPs as well as global
decisions and recommendations, such as those emanating from ICAQO's
Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection (CAEP).

- ECA endorses a balanced approach in order alleviate the environmental
burden of air traffic, which consists of a balanced combination of effective
measures in the fields of technology, operations, restrictions, market-based
measures and land-use management.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE p.3

472 General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

GAMA welcomes the opportunity to comment on this NPA and commends EASA
for its effort to take a synergistic approach to the environmental regulation of
aviation. However, the text of the NPA raises some serious concerns regarding
the implication throughout the paper that safety could potentially take a back
seat to environmental compliance in the regulation of aviation in Europe.

A significant concern that is the central objection GAMA has to the NPA is the
possibility that environmental protection considerations could be viewed as
having to be taken ahead of or even equal to safety considerations. The
primary purpose of an aviation regulator should be the promotion of safety.
This is in fact stated explicitly, and appropriately, as the principal objective of
EASA in the Basic Regulation. Although the text of the NPA alludes to this
maxim in various places, the overarching impression is that environmental
considerations could be allowed to trump safety. Likewise, although the NPA
notes that the proposed essential requirements should be "consistent" with the
ICAO framework, in fact the text conflicts with the principles of the Chicago
Convention in important areas.

Another significant concern is that the NPA delves into specific
design parameters as possible requirements for environmental protection.
GAMA strongly supports the stated purpose of this NPA as stated in
pararagraph 1 that "the purpose of this NPA is to discuss and edefine how the
EASA system could best contribute to the environmental compatibility of civil
aivation... This could lead to amending... the Basic Regulation, to define
broader, performance based, essential requirements for environmental
protection..." Unfortunately, several areas within the the context of this NPA do
not even consider performance based requirements and instead provide
specific examples of prescriptive requirements that do not necessarily achieve
the environmental objectives. The document delves into design, manufacture
and maintenance of products stating that, for example, "features of power
plants intended to minimize specific fuel consumption, such as staged fuel
management systems and combustor architecture which reduces cooling air
requirements and residence times, must be designed in such a way to
minimize trade-offs in the production of emissions species.” Such language on
the one hand simply restates what engine designers already do (consider trade
offs) but also suggests that an eventual requirement might arbitrarily dictate
the design parameters of engines.
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The dispute in 1999-2002 over the EU's hushkit directive demonstrated that it
is inappropriate to set a design standard to achieve a performance objective.
That dispute also highlighted other consequences of setting a design standard:
the perception by one sector of industry that the regulator has set a design
standard to favor a national manufacturer over a foreign one, for example. For
this and many other reasons we would strongly urge the Agency to pursue
performance-based standards, not design standards.

The hushkit dispute also led directly to the establishment of ICAQ's "balanced
approach" to aviation noise and to the EU's Directive 2002/30, which set rules
and procedures for the introduction of noise-related operating restrictions at
Community airports. This highlights the importance of deferring to ICAO in the
setting of environmental standards for aviation. The explanatory discussion of
this NPA should recognize the significant efforts the manufacturers have made
in the development of new technologies and design features of aircraft and
engines which have successfully provided significant reductions in aircraft noise
and emissions. However, GAMA strongly recommends that any
recommendation or proposed requiremement be consistent with the stated
purpose of the NPA which is to define performance based essential
requirements for environmental protection.

Another significant concern throughout the NPA text is a nearly total lack of
definition of important terms and concepts used extensively throughout the
paper, such as where it states "the general obligation to execute the flight in
an environmentally compatible manner." (paragraph 39 describing essential
requirements). Even the proposed Essential Requirements do not provide any
definition which would allow someone to assess the potential environmental
benefit or economic viability of such a requirement. For example, the essential
requiremeents for product design, manufacture and maintenance states that
"Aviation products must be designed to be as quiet as possible." What is "quiet
as possible"? Is there any consideration of technically feasabile, economically
reasonable, and level of environmental benefit? Would this be a contionuously
changing requirement depending upon the latest technologoy or theory of the
day or even the perception of different individuals?

771 APAU

The Portuguese Association for Ultralight Aviation, APAU, found that the text
should be more objective in order to have a document with fewer pages, easier
to be answered.

We would like to point out that the majority of the ultralight aircrafts are
environmental friendly and not involved in commercial air transport. This is one
of the reasons why ultralight pilots have chosen to fly these aircrafts instead of
having a GA license and aircraft.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - I. General p.3

21 Royal Aeronautical Society

The proposal that the EASA system should be authorised to regulate the
environmental compatibility of civil aviation (Task BR.004) is supported by the
Guild of Air Pilots and Air Navigators (GAPAN) by virtue of the precedent
established by ICAO (that encompasses within its Annexes Environmental
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Standards and Recommended Practices alongside those of safety).

GAPAN notes that all proposed rules for environmental protection in civil
aviation will be subject to ‘The Rulemaking Procedure' as required by
Article 52(1) of the Basic Regulation.

287 comment by: AEA
#8

Please see AEA comments attached.

433 comment by: Féderation Francaise de Planeurs Ultralégers motorisés

Once more, FFPIUM, French federation of ULM , warn the EASA against the
publication of massive documents intended for public consultation. Nothing
justifies the productions of twenty six pages of texts with lots of redundancies
and repetitions only to question the public on such a subject.

Those practices produce only a gost of consultation and are deliberately
antidemocratic. This phenomenum was magnified by the linguistic barrier
which exclude from the CRT's the vast majority of European citizen who are
not English talkers.

510 comment by: IFATCA

646 comment by: NATS

NATS believes there is still a high level debate to be had on the future of
environmental regulation at European level before detailed proposals such as
these are discussed. In particular the interactions between environmental
regulation, airspace design and airport capacity need to be more fully
understood. Also, the requirements of the SES II Performance Scheme must be
taken into account in the development of other related regulatory requirements
but the Performance Scheme itself has not yet been fully developed. As such
this NPA is premature and priority should be given to extending the Agency's
technical competence within the Safety domain with respect to ATM / ANS and
Aerodromes before considering other performance areas.

911 comment by: Dassault Aviation

in the ICAO process, EASA is only an advisor of the European Commission that
is itself only an observer and consequently could not participate to the vote or
other official items. This situation is a weakness in rulemakings and the
European Industry -which is an observer - receives no help during the ICAO
meetings from EASA(CAEP and Assembly). Nevertheless, it appears that an
overseeing by in single body as EASA of both safety and environmental
rulemaking would be an advantage to avoid conflicts.
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A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - II. Consultation p. 3-4
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119 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

The Aero-Club of Switzerland regrets not having found positive aspects of
flying throughout the whole document!

Furthermore, its members think that it is unfair to attack the industry-
produced UL, to proceed via airport infrastructure to the statement, that some
aviation activities might probably simply no longer be possible.

We are to a large extent unhappy with this NPA.

Justification: It has not much in common with a democratic proceeding, much
more, however, with well known dialectics of the '68ers.

Not being environmental specialists, it was not always possible to comment
your text and to propose changes. We are deeply sorry for this.

129 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

There are too many should/would/could in this document.

Justification: If you really want to change something you have to clearly
formulate what you want to have in the future. There is no room for
should/would/could...

If the Agency adopts the ICAO-meanings of "should" and "shall" we shall be
happy!
Justification: We know how to deal with these words.

133 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

To achieve a goal one has to be consequent from the beginning to the end. If
the growing number of UL is of concern to the Agency or to the commission,
this segment of the industry has to addressed

649 comment by: NATS

As noted at paragraph 1, NATS considers it is still too early to have this level of
detailed debate.

686 comment by: Department for Transport

It was not transparent that an NPA on this topic was being proposed by EASA
and we were surprised to receive it. Notification and dialogue with member
states that this was being proposed would have helped us prepare for this NPA.
We believe that the consultation document process and transparency would
have benefitted from meetings of experts from member states and
stakeholders.

In the original deadline for comments, stakeholders were given 3 months to
respond. We welcome the extension of that period. For NPAs of strategic
importance such as this a longer consultation period is required and benefits
the process and outcome. On this occasion it allowed us to bring the issue to
the attention of our main stakeholders. But it would have been desirable for
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EASA to have programmed this longer period especially given that the
consultation took place during the main summer holiday period.

912 Dassault Aviation

comments due date changed

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment p. 4

158 Aero-Club of Switzerland
We think it would be best to forget this NPA.

Justification: The paper starts with the too many industry-produced UL and
ends with a black-list of activities. This is unfair. The core-business of the
Agency is the safety of aviation, not it's destruction.

Do similar papers exist for the other means of transportation? If no: Refer to
sentence one of this paragraph. If yes, please check their rigidity!

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Background p- 4-5

22 Royal Aeronautical Society

The NPA does not include detailed proposals for amendment of the Basic
Regulation but rather a more general discussion and related request for
comments. However, it is noted that the issuance of an Opinion by EASA to the
European Commission will be specific with respect to the proposed essential
requirements. Comments made by GAPAN regarding air operations reflect
especially the wealth of expertise the Guild possesses in this particular
discipline.

GAPAN supports the view that extension of the scope of the Basic Regulation to
encompass environmental protection for civil aviation should prevent a
complex and unclear sharing of responsibilities between the Community and its
Member States, thereby leading to a high and uniform level of aviation safety
and environmental protection. However, any balance that is made between the
control of noise/emission source and the operation of aircraft must never be
allowed to prejudice the primacy of operational safety.

51 FRAPORT AG

14. As the safety is paramount ot all aviation activities. The prioritisation of
environmental aspects could only be treated in a case by case analysis.
Therefore European wide legislation can only have a guidance function.

Final decision about taking envoronmental aspects into account will last to the
decision bodies (who somtimes are regional authorities). Most of the
environmental laws are not specific aviation related, but have major impact on
operation.
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213 jobeckers UECNA

First of all, the present exposure to aircraft noise and environmental pollution
is much too high, and totally unacceptable. Massive efforts are required to
reduce the exposure to aircraft noise and environmental pollution caused by air
traffic.

Reduction of aircraft noise and other environmental pollution will also require
noise-related operating restrictions to air traffic. The discussion on measures
for the reduction of these environmental burdens must not exclude operating
restrictions. One of the related issues is whether air traffic should be promoted,
or even subsidized (e.g. discount flights) in areas, where a large number of
people are heavily exposed to aircraft noise and exhaust gases.

Policies shall make sure that the air traffic is included in the global objective to
reduce emissions, especially aircraft noise and its gaseous emissions. One of
the measures are noise-related operating restrictions (e.g. number of flights,
operating hours, restriction for certain aircraft type / model, etc.).

One of the measures to reduce the air traffic is the discontinuation of subsidies
for aircraft manufacturers, airport operators, and aircraft operators. These
industries shall finance their own cost. This principle has been in place for
ground transportation, which is obligated to pay fuel taxes, value added tax,
toll charges, and motor vehicle taxes. In order to balance the competitive
market opportunities, air traffic shall be subject to the same taxes / subsidies
as the competing ground traffic is exposed to.

UECNA welcomes EASA's holistic approach to reducing the negative impact of
aircraft pollution, but are of the opinion the aforesaid aspects need special
attention by EASA.

252 UK CAA

Page No: 4
Paragraph No: 9
Comment:

The UK CAA does not support a broad extension of EASA's remit in the way
proposed in NPA 2008-15. The UK CAA supports the most efficient, cost
effective and sustainable ways of mitigating aviation's effect on the
environment. However before an NPA of this kind can be considered in detail,
there is a need for a wider, strategic debate about how aviation environmental
issues should be addressed in the Community, and the best ways of achieving
the Community's environmental objectives in aviation.

Environmental issues can be addressed either through market mechanisms
(e.g. tax or emissions trading) or rules. Rules tend to be a second best solution
but may be necessary where market mechanisms cannot work, examples may
include the certification of new aircraft or engines or measures to ensure the
consistent provision of information. An important distinction is between local
and global externalities, e.g. noise and climate change emissions. Broadly,
addressing local issues locally allows sensible trade-offs to be made, while
global issues need to be co-ordinated at a supra-national level. This would
point to EASA having a potential role in some areas, but not being involved in
others such as setting noise rules around airports.

Following an initial strategic debate on how aviation environmental
issues should be addressed in the Community and the potential role for
EASA the UK CAA would expect to see a clear statement of the benefits
of the proposals in NPA 2008-15, along with an indication of the
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potential costs and who should bear these costs.

Justification:

The first question of the NPA should be whether consultees support a
comprehensive extension of EASA's scope into environmental policy formation
and implementation. Within NPA 2008-15 there are a number of areas where
we could support common environmental rules and we have highlighted these
throughout our response. But without this initial strategic debate the UK
CAA does not support a broad extension of EASA's remit as proposed in
NPA 2008-15.

253 UK CAA

Page No: 4
Paragraph No: 10
Comment:

The paragraph states that the European Commission indicated that its original
proposal was aimed at providing the European citizen with a high uniform level
of safety and environmental protection, implying that these are equal
objectives. The paragraph then suggests that it was only proposing the
provisions necessary to ensure the airworthiness and environmental
compatibility of products, because further work was needed to properly
address other area of civil aviation under a total system approach, implying
that such an approach was intended to embrace both safety and environmental
objectives equally. We do not agree with this assumption.

Justification:

Regulation 1592/2002 was very specific in setting out at Article 2.1 that the
principal objective of the Regulation was "to establish and maintain a high
uniform level of civil aviation safety in Europe". Article 2.2 then lists a number
of "additional objectives" including environmental protection". Moreover, the
name given to the organisation clearly denotes the primacy of the safety
objective.

254 UK CAA

Page No: 4
Paragraph No: 11
Comment:

The UK CAA accepts that one of the original objectives of the legislators in
creating the EASA system was to contribute to enhancing the environmental
compatibility of civil aviation. But CAA does not accept the assumption in
paragraph 10 that this was of equal importance to the safety objectives or
should be addressed in the same way. Paragraphs 11 to 14 of the NPA build on
these assumptions, which then underpin all of Part A of the NPA 2008-15,
culminating in the statement in paragraph 54 that "the impression” in
Article 17 of the Basic Regulation "that safety was mainly driving its drafting
while environmental protection only appeared as a second class objective...has
to be corrected, as the intention of the legislator was that the Agency should
also ensure the proper functioning and development of all areas of the aviation
system that are within its competence, and not just the safety aspects".

Justification:
The UK CAA queries the assumptions in this paragraph, and indeed whether
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the Agency can properly make such unequivocal statements about the
intentions of the legislator. The issue of the "total system approach", which we
believe has been misinterpreted, is dealt with separately in the comment
addressing paragraph 14. But the key point is that Regulation 1592/2002 was
very specific in setting out at Article 2.1 that the principal objective of the
Regulation was "to establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil aviation
safety in Europe". Article 2.2 then listed a number of "additional objectives"
including environmental protection", and this has been maintained in
Regulation 216/2008. Furthermore, the name given to the Agency clearly
denotes the primacy of its safety objective. The UK CAA does not consider
that the Agency's safety and environmental objectives should be
regarded as having equal status.

255 UK CAA

Page No: 4/5

Paragraph No: 12

Comment: The UK CAA fully supports all aspects of European aviation safety
rulemaking being centralised in EASA and note that this paragraph refers to
the total system approach for aviation safety.

256 UK CAA

Page No: 5
Paragraph No: 13
Comment:

While there may be strong arguments to bring safety and environmental
regulation together when considering for example engine and airframe
certification, it does not follow that this kind of joint approach is equally
applicable to areas like aerodrome licensing and aircraft operations.

Route network design has been a national responsibility albeit with
coordination at a European level to ensure coherence of the network. National
route design is part of national airspace design arrangements and must remain
as a national responsibility, albeit within criteria that also acknowledge
environmental requirements.

Justification:
The rationale for EASA's expanded remit is not clearly made and needs to be
discussed from first principles.

257 UK CAA

Page No: 5
Paragraph No: 14
Comment:

The UK CAA believes that the NPA misinterprets what is meant by a
"total system approach".

The UK CAA fully supports all aspects of European aviation safety rulemaking
being centralised in EASA, but these environmental proposals would confer on
EASA very wide responsibilities in the separate area of environmental
protection. This is an area with significant cultural and ‘political' sensitivities,
very different from aviation safety. The UK CAA is concerned about EASA's
ability to take on new environmental responsibilities with a new set of
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stakeholders when the Agency is likely to only have very recently taken on
responsibilities in the fields of ATM and aerodrome safety.

Justification:

The report of the High Level Group on the future European Aviation Regulatory
Framework, published in July 2007, frequently referred to the term "total
system approach". However, such references are in general linked to safety
(for example Jacques Barrot's foreword that "EASA will be able to cover the
entire aviation safety chain in a total system perspective"). They refer to
regulating the safety of all domains of aviation in one organisation, not to
combining safety with other objectives. Indeed, the report is at pains to stress
the importance of separating responsibility for safety matters from
responsibility for other objectives. In the body of the report there are separate
chapters and recommendations on safety in which the extensions of EASA's
scope are covered, alongside other chapters dealing with the delivery of
environmental benefits in which SESAR and other initiatives are covered but no
reference is made to EASA.

The High Level group report "stresses that it is important that EASA performs
its current functions effectively before being given new responsibilities". We
are concerned that NPA 2008-15 makes no reference to whether the EASA
system is likely to be able to cope effectively with the additional rule-making
and standardisation functions that would be associated with such a wide-
ranging extension into environmental matters, and the challenges of operating
in an unfamiliar, politically sensitive climate. The resource implications,
regulatory burden and costs of implementing this proposal are potentially
significant but have not been assessed. Notwithstanding the suggested use of
possible synergies between safety and environmental regulation, there are
likely to be additional costs to regulatory bodies and service providers. There is
no mention of cost or an impact assessment.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

334 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

The Swedish Civil Aviation Authority notes that EASA, with the suggested
amendment in the NPA, is proposing to extend the scope of Regulation (EC) No
216/2008 to include almost all aspects of environmental compatibility of civil
aviation. We consider it premature to discuss including this issue in the EASA
system before the present and already proposed extensions of the Basic
Regulation have been fully implemented.We question whether EASA would be
able to have sufficient expertise and resources available in a foreseeable
timespan to handle matters concerning the regulation of almost all aspects of
aviation environmental protection, and there is a risk that the work with safety
regulation would be affected in a negative way. Regarding environmental
regulation concerning local aspects, knowledge about local needs and
conditions are vital for environmental protection.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

335 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

In general, how does EASA envisage the cooperation between the Agency and
national authorities when regulating the environmental impact from civil
aviation? E.g. what does EASA mean by "due consideration will nheed to be
given to subsidiarity so as to allow Member States adapting such rules to their
local needs and peculiarities under proper Community control".[1]
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In Sweden today, the Swedish Environmental Court issues permits concerning
traffic patterns and, in some cases, the conditions for use of certain approach
and departure procedures and noise levels around airports. The environmental
court can also introduce restrictions concerning airport activities like emissions
to water and air, waste issues, use of energy and chemicals and transports at,
to and from the airport. Environmental permits, and audits of how the airports
are following their environmental conditions, are issued by regional authorities
(County Administrative Boards) and environmental courts.

In Sweden, issuance of approvals or specific environmental permits concerning
environmental impact from civil aviation are carried out in a process that is
open for public consultations and public participation.

[1] Paragraphs 48 and 49 in the NPA 2008-15.

336 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

How does EASA plan to secure that decisions concerning local environmental
impact is a process open for public participation in accordance with the Aarhus
Convention?

337 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Since the EASA system covers the safety regulation, does EASA see it as
possible to have different authorities issuing permits or certifications for
different purposes (e.g. safety and environment) of civil aviation activities?

338 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Is there any room for more stringent environmental measures at national or
local level than the measures that will be stipulated in the EASA system?

599 comment by: British Airways

We would seek clarification regarding the interface and relationships between
EASA, the EU Commission and Eurocontrol. The proposals by EASA could be a
substantial benefit in the area of environmental protection if it were able to
rationalise the significant range of regulations issued by the various regulating
bodies. We would, however, need guarantees that any subsequent EASA rules
would replace those existing and hence a simplification of the whole system
would result. If this is not forthcoming, then the prospect of overlapping
potentially contradictory legislation with associated additional costs and more
bureaucratic processes is not something that we feel able to support.

609 comment by: Walter Gessky

Item 13/14: In a total system approach, an appropriate level of protection of
persons on ground, crew and passenger against environmental impact could
also be taken into consideration. This can include protection against cosmic
radiation, radioactive materials installed in an aircraft, ozone concentration,
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Halon and other substances that deplete the ozone layer etc.
Is it intended to take all the environmental risks into consideration in the
concept?

comment | 616 comment by: BALPA

Para 14 - EASA will cover all aspects of civil aviation safety - it is not
appropriate for the environment to form part of the remit.

comment | 652 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 11: NATS wishes to stress that Safety must remain paramount.

Paragraph 12: NATS does not believe EASA should have responsibility for the
regulation of interoperability (although it will have an input as regards safety
implications). Again NATS wishes to stress the primacy of Safety in EASA's
role.

comment | 653 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 13: Traditionally it has been considered appropriate to address at
the same time the safety and environmental compatibility of aviation products
This may be true in the engine/airframe world but it is not the case for
ATM/ANS or aerodromes

NATS acknowledges the principle being expressed here but notes that many of
these issues are firmly within National competence and in some cases extend
well beyond the scope of the aviation domain.

Paragraph 14: As noted above, NATS believes it is crucial for the Agency to
fully develop its technical competence in the Safety aspects of ATM/ANS and
aerodromes before considering other issues.

comment | 913 comment by: Dassault Aviation

Paragraph 9

Due to the importance of this NPA, the stakeholders must be consulted within
Working Group meetings to elaborate the best proposals by promoting the
European Aeronautic Industry with the best balancing requirements.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Scope p- 5-6
comment | 52 comment by: FRAPORT AG

17. Exactly, and therefore the regulatory framework may remain as it is.
comment | 151 comment by: UFCNA

Aeronautical products- part 19
Exclusion of ultra light aircraft of Annex II is absolutely not justified due to the
development of technology and they can circulate all over the community. It is
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also the case for experimental ultra light aircraft because their performances
are at least comprable to those of light aircraft.

204 comment by: ADVOCNAR

Introduction:

Notre association, I'ADVOCNAR est impliquée depuis plus de 20 ans dans la
protection des populations victimes des nuisances aériennes.

L'intégration transparente, effective, des contraintes d'environnement dans les
programmes de développement de l'aviation civile n'est pas prioritaire jusqu'a
présent pour le gouvernement francais.

Un dialogue constructif entre parties prenantes reste difficile.

Pour ces raisons nous souhaitons l'intervention d'une organisation
supranationale, I'EASA, a méme de promouvoir auprés de chaque état de
['union, wune application cohérente des aspects sécurité, opération,
environnement des programmes de l'aviation civile, a méme de garantir leur
transparence et le respect des directives européennes

Conclusion :

Nous souhaitons I'extension du systeme de réglementation de I'EASA a
I'environnement, afin de promouvoir aupres de chaque état de l'union, une
application et une intégration cohérente des aspects sécurité, opération,
environnement des programmes de l'aviation civile, a méme de garantir leur
transparence et le respect des directives européennes.

Ces dispositions, donnant enfin |'importance nécessaire au traitement des
guestions environnementales que pose le trafic aérien, doivent aussi viser a
compléter la réglementation de I'OACI en préservant la compatibilité des
opérations des états membres avec les pays extra communautaires.

Alain Peri, Vice Président d' ADVOCNAR
Translation by Centre de Traduction
Introduction:

Our association, ADVOCNAR (Association for Defence against Aircraft
Pollution), has been involved for more than 20 years in the protection of
populations that are victims of aircraft noise and pollution. The transparent and
effective integration of environmental constraints into the programmes for the
development of civil aviation has not been a priority until now for the French
government. A constructive dialogue between the parties concerned remains
difficult.

It is for these reasons that we wish to secure the intervention of a
supranational organisation, EASA (European Aviation Safety Agency), in order
to promote a coherent application of the security-related, operational and
environmental aspects of the civil aviation programmes in each Member State
of the Union, with a view to guaranteeing their transparency and compliance
with European directives.

Conclusion:

We wish to see the extension of the EASA system of regulation to include the
environment, in order to promote the application and the coherent integration
of the security-related, operational and environmental aspects of the civil
aviation programmes in each Member State of the Union, in order to guarantee
their transparency and compliance with European directives. These
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arrangements, which finally give the necessary importance to the handling of
environmental questions posed by air traffic, must also aim to supplement the
regulations of the ICAO (International Civil Aviation Organization) by
preserving the compatibility of the operations of Member States with non-EU
countries.

Alain Peri, Vice President of ADVOCNAR

258 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 6
Paragraph No: 17
Comment:

The UK CAA would welcome a strategic discussion at Community level on the
best way of meeting Community environmental objectives in the field of
aviation but does not consider that at this stage NPA 2008-15 provides the
basis for such a debate. Whilst recognising that EASA has a role to play in
ensuring the environmental compatibility of aviation, and that there may be
some additions to this role which would be beneficial and justifiable, there
should be no presumption of the kind made in the NPA that the EASA system
should assume such a major role in meeting environmental objectives.

Justification:

The UK CAA accepts that there is a ‘patchwork of regulations' and within the
current framework there is the risk of gaps and overlaps. However the priority
for EASA is to focus on its fundamental safety objectives, including the
extensions of its scope into new domains either already agreed by Parliament
and Council or currently under discussion.

It is not clear what aspects of environmental protection measures would be
excluded from EASA's responsibilities.

347 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Page 6 Paragraph 16

"Land use planning is indirectly addressed by Directive 2002/49/EC on
environmental noise, which takes into account all sources of noise around
aerodromes."

1) the definition of an aerodrome in the UK is:-

Any area of land or water designed, equipped, set apart or commonly used for
affording facilities for the landing and departure of aircraft and includes any
area or space, whether on the ground, on the roof of a building or elsewhere,
which is designed, equipped or set apart for affording facilities for the landing
and departure of aircraft capable of descending or climbing vertically.

As this describes any area of land from farm strips, open fields, water, roofs of
buildings, etc we believe the definition in paragraph 16 to be incorrect.

Directive 2002/49/EC does not use the generic word "aerodromes" but uses
the word "airports" and further describes these as:-

"shall mean a civil airport, designated by the Member State, which has more
than 50 000 movements per year (a movement being a take-off or a landing),
excluding those purely for training purposes on light aircraft;"

The definition even alludes to the exclusion of light aircraft.
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We therefore submit that the NPA 2008-15 should focus on Airports and
Commercial Air Transport and not light aviation. Further, it is impractical to
include vintage and historic aircraft in any future definitions.

380 comment by: International Air Transport Association (IATA)
GENERAL COMMENTS

Our general comments are as follows:
o Over-regulation

Fundamentally, IATA maintains that the setting of standards and
recommended practices is the fundamental function of ICAO and this should be
preserved so as to ensure worldwide consistency of aviation rules. If EASA
were able to contribute to the harmonised implementation of ICAO SARP's,
then we would strongly support its function in this area, but we could not
condone any move to set up specific European standards.

Many regulations set forth in NPA 2008-15 are already covered by ICAO and/or
national authorities. EASA involvement in environmental matters would
effectively create an additional regulator in this area and could well lead to
either duplication of existing rules or the establishment of nhew but unnecessary
rules. This would clearly be ineffective and unwelcome.

Moreover, introduction of any supra-national regulation should only occur with
a simultaneous renunciation of relevant national regulations. This has for
example happened with EASA safety regulations, which have superseded
national safety regulations. Unless there is a guarantee that new EASA rules
would replace existing rules and simplify processes and procedures, there
seems no justifiable reason to extend EASA's mandate. The bottom line is that
we need better regulation, not more regulation.

o Conflicting regulation

In the same vein, it is unclear what the functional and jurisdictional interface
looks like between EASA, the European Commission and Eurocontrol (or, for
that matter, between EASA, ICAO and Member States). Centralised regulation
should only be used where necessary and must be in line with ICAO rules.

As a general principle, IATA is opposed to unilateral, local or regional
standards. Global consistency of aviation rules is of paramount importance and
ICAQ's international standard setting role must be preserved. IATA could
support EASA contribution to a harmonised implementation of ICAO standards,
but it would be opposed to EASA creating a framework for setting European
standards.

Last but not least, it is not clear how EASA would ensure a proper balance
between environmental interests and, most importantly, between safety and
environment priorities. Essential Requirements for environmental protection
should under no circumstances compromise flight safety.

) Costly regulation

IATA has the distinct impression that the current EASA proposal would put a
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disproportionate amount of additional regulatory and administrative burden
upon the aviation industry. Many of the suggestions set out in the proposal
would require significant amounts of administration and policing to ensure
compliance. Already faced with very complex and demanding monitoring,
reporting and verification requirements in the coming years, many airlines will
not be able to cope with ever-increasing and costly compliance requirements.

In addition, IATA is of the view that the EASA proposal should be accompanied
by a Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) in order to determine environmental
and economic costs and benefits. The airline industry is currently going
through its roughest period ever, with massive financial pressures already
contributing to the failure of 35 carriers this year alone. The aviation industry
is facing its largest drop in passengers since the outbreak of Severe Acute
Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) in 2003. The last thing airlines need right now is
more costly regulations.

914 comment by: Dassault Aviation

no comments except that this text is referred to Chapter 3 of Volume

I of Annex 16 second edition (1988) whilst the certificated aircraft are today in
compliance with Chapter 4 defined in the 4th Edition, Amendt 1 : the §17
emphases an unique regulation which, we hope so, will be more coherent

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment
- Scope - Aeronautical products

p. 6-7

comment

comment

comment

120 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Mr. Claude Probst said something else on March 15/2008 at the Colognhe
Meeting of Europe Air Sports. He clearly spoke of "the anachronism of the
Annex II idea". It will not be the right approach to leave the "Annex II" aircraft
under national law and to take the UL under the EASA wings.

We need a more precise definition of "Commercial Air Transport". Looking at
EC 216/2008, art. 3, letter (i), dealing with "Commercial Operations". Does
really anyone think UL will ever be involved in "Commercial Air Transport"?

150 comment by: UFCNA

Aeronautical products -part 19:

Exclusion of ultra light aircraft of Annex I is absolutely not justified. Their
performances are at least comparable to those of certain lightaircraft due to
the development of tecnology; furthrmore they can circulate all over tne
community. It is also the case of experimental ultra light aircraft which can
have similar performances.

164 comment by: KLM Engineering & Maintenance

A.IV.18. The assumption that "all aircraft are already subject to common
environmental rules ... implies that these rules also apply to organizations and
personnel", is self serving and unfounded and can therefore not be a
foundation for this NPA.
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259 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 6
Paragraph No: 19
Comment:

We do not agree with the statement that some of these ultra light aircraft
already pose serious environmental concerns.

Justification:

Most of these ultra light aircraft being produced today use the Rotax 900 series
of engines which are quiet, have silencers, and are economical, with fuel burns
between 10 litres and 20 litres an hour.

299 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

18.

Not ‘all aircraft' are covered by environmental requirements. According to
EASA's today's understanding, a lot of categories benefit from exemptions
although they contribute to environmental burden. Therefore we demand the
implementation of requirements e.g. for self-sustaining powered sailplanes,
airships, ‘old'" aircraft and helicopter type-certificated before the
implementation of Annex 16. It is expected that EASA is going to develop
additional European regulations for embedding these categories in its
environmental protection requirements.

300 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

20.

Which certification requirements and procedures with respect to the General
Aviation need to be better adapted? In the field of environmental protection
the certification requirement is Annex 16. Does EASA plan to use other
environmental protection requirements? Which?

349 comment by: AIRBUS

§17

ICAO CAEP is the framework where efforts should be made.

The paragraph 17 reads:

"[...] This is why Vice-President Jacques Barrot emphasised in the conclusions
of the Conference on the Future of Aviation Regulation the need for a more
coherent, pro-active top down approach rather than the continuation of case-
by-case legislative reactions. The EASA system could provide for such an
approach, it is, however, unlikely that such a system is appropriate for all
aspects of aviation related environmental protection. [...]"

The ICAO CAEP has so far demonstrated that it was the best framework for the
development of environmental recommendations. The reasons why this option
is not retained are not explained in the NPA.

350 comment by: AIRBUS

§18 & 19

The paragraph 18 reads:

"Under the Basic Regulation, all aircraft are already subject to common
environmental rules, except those defined in its Annex II; this implies that
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organisations and personnel involved in the design, manufacture and
maintenance of these aircraft are also subject to common rules as appropriate.
No changes are considered here."

This paragraph, in conjunction with paragraph 19, focused on the extension of
environmental protection requirements to ultralight industrially manufactured,
leads interested parties to conclude that aircraft already subject to ICAO Annex
16 are excluded from the scope of the NPA. This is in contradiction with the
content of the NPA and with the regulatory proposals that are supposed to
affect also "Product design, manufacture and maintenance" without distinction
in the product range.

403 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Paragraph 18

Current regulations encompass aircraft in Annex II (Part 21A.18) by utilising
ICAO Annex 16 vol 1 for noise, which includes various dBA limits for different
powerplant based aircraft of different ages, and volume 2 for emissions, which
deals solely with turbo-fan / turbo-jet aircraft. No change is therefore
necessary.

Paragraph 19

Annex 2 aircraft and ultra-light aircraft, “produced in an industrial manner”.
The statement that “It is a fact also that some of these aircraft already pose
serious environmental concerns.” Is not backed by any information to justify
this claim! We would go further to say that the latest machines are more
environmentally capable than many other flying machines being both quieter
and more fuel efficient. Furthermore it could be argued that these aircraft are
better positioned to take advantage of emerging technologies due to them
currently enjoying a lighter regulatory regime.

The statement that “"They (EASA) also decided to immediately submit some of
these aircraft to common rules when involved in commercial air transport” is
also not supported by any information. It is debateable whether any of these
ultra-light machines could be used for the recognised business of “commercial
air transport” and the submission is therefore excessive.

Response from the Vintage Aircraft Club

Paragraph 19

Within Annex II there are also many historic and vintage aircraft, some of
which are ultra-light aircraft and were produced in an industrial manner and
have "circulated all over the community" for many years. Any attempts to
regulate on environmental grounds the engineering of these historic aircraft
would effectively ground them and will be resisted. Other historic Annex II
aircraft cannot be retrofitted with modern environmental equipment and
suitable derogations will be required to ensure the continued operation of these
aircraft.

423 comment by: Féderation Francaise de Planeurs Ultralégers motorisés

French microlights which are included in the Annex II have allready
demonstrated a noise levels vastly lower than those mesured in general
aviation. In less than fifteen years they had been able to decrease there noise
level from more than 10 dBA as the FFPIUM demonstrate by organising sound
level competition during the nineties. Now ,thank to the freedom accorded to
the designers by a very simple airworthiness system all the microlights vastly
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outperform the general aviation in this matter.

Concerning the pollution level, even the less aerodynamic efficient microlights
burn less than nine liters by hours and by seat. Compared to the best efficient
airliner recently put in operation the Airbus A 380 which consume 12 I/h/s it is
still 25% more pollutant !

From those reasons and to facilitate future environmental improvement of this
type of aircraft, FFPIUM is of the opinion that microlight must be left outside
the scoop of EASA also in the environment matters.

471 comment by: Fridrich Jan

Point 19.

I see fundamental discrepancy between statement ... hovewer, this may not be
the case... stated in this NPA , while in NPA 2008-07 in RIA the statement
about the safety for the same aircraft is opposite - see V.RIA 4.Impact i)
Safety ... A qualitative comparison of safety records of the regulated sector
and the less regulated sectors indicates that there are no significant differences
in the statistical safety records. Objective statistical evidence may not support
the qualitative comparison but such evidence is often difficult to obtain given
the nature of the activity. On the available evidence, the heavier regulation of
the regulated sector does not appear to have resulted in any safety benefit.
Similar statement was also in A-NPA 14

I think that EASA should stay consistent with named NPAs, because they
reflect current situation in light aviation.

These light aircraft are already recognized as environmentaly friendly aircraft
in many aspects - silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern engine
technologies etc.

521 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)
19.

No additional regulations are needed in Germany.

Justification:

No such concerns about Ultralight Aircraft exist in Germany, because German
Ultralight Aircraft are covered by airworthiness requirements LTF-UL 2003
(mostly according to CS-VLA) and environmental requirements LVL 2004. In
contrary, in Germany Ultralight Aircraft are recognized as environmental
friendly aircraft (silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern engine
technologies).

Remark:

Neither the term ultralight aircraft nor the term produced in a indudtrial
manner is defined by the NPA or by other relevant EU-regulation.

618 comment by: BALPA

Para 19 - Ultralight aircraft are becoming increasngly attractive over
conventional light aricraft, are relatively unregulated and do need to be
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covered. BALPA does not consider that it is appropriate that they be covered
under this regulation. An addendum to existing regulation should cover design
criteria, noise, emissions etc subjecting them to common standards.

731 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

GAMA strongly agrees with EASA's statement that "all aircraft are already
subject to common environmental rules, except those defined in its Annex II...
No changes are considered here." However, the proposed essential
requirements for product design are completely inconsistent with this
statement as it would establish many new requirements which significantly
change the requirements by which manufacturers must design aircraft despite
the fact that these aircraft are already subject to common performance based
environmental rules.

In paragraph 19, EASA must provide appropriate contextual information or
refrence documentation whenever making a condemning statement such as "It
is a fact also that some of these [ultralight] aircraft already pose serious
environmental concerns." Otherwise, such a statement from an Authority is
completely inappropriate and misleading the public.

740 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

Regarding paragraph 18, Rolls-Royce agrees that the Agency's assessment of
engine and aircraft designs against established ICAO standards during
Certification programmes is an efficient mechanism which we fully support.

751 comment by: European Microlight Federation

How can what purports to be an authoritative consultation document contain
the phrase "...this may not be the case"? Either it is or it is not. In fact, it most
certainly is the case microlights do not raise important safety concerns for the
community. If the author believes otherwise he should state what these
concerns are and justify his position. A good starting point would be to define
what constitutes "an important safety concern" particularly when compared,
for example, with road traffic or even equestrian accidents.

As for "with the development of technology", if modern technology has had any
impact on safety it has been to increase it. Both the UK CAA and the French
DGAC have produced statistics which demonstrate that the level of fatal
accidents in lightly regulated microlights are directly comparable with those of
other more highly regulated areas of sports and recreational aviation. Thus
there is no proven link between increased regulation, European or otherwise,
and safety in sports and recreational aviation. In any event, what is the
relevance of this statement to an NPA on environmental issues unless the
author believes that the unsafe microlights are causing an environmental
hazard, which is self-evidently not the case?

As for the outrageous assertion that some of these microlights with improved
performance "already pose serious environmental concerns”, the author must
justify or retract this statement. One thing modern technology has most
certainly done is to reduce the environmental impact of microlights. Modern
microlights are quieter and more fuel efficient. With regard to noise polution,
modern microlight propellers and powerplants make microlights some of the

Page 117 of 347



comment

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-15 05 Oct 2010

quietest or all powered aircraft. As far as fuel-based environmental issues are
concerned, modern microlight engines are designed to be fuel-efficient and to
use the same fuel as petrol-powered road vehicles, in comparison with which
their environmental impact is insignificant. An important factor in the
continuing reduction in environmental impact has been the light regulation
which has allowed easy and rapid development.

While it seems irrelevant to this NPA, since the author has seen fit to repeat
the suggestion that some microlights "might be better regulated at Community
level to provide for the necessary uniform level of safety and environmental
protection” the EMF takes this opportunity to repeat its belief that this most
certainly is not the case. Moreover it is time that the vague phrase "produced
in an industrial manner, whose performances are increasing and which
circulate all over the community" was explained so that the members of the
EMF and the manufacturers of microlights had a better idea of the basis on
which EASA is considering deciding which microlights it wanted to bring under
European control and why.

754 comment by: Europe Air Sports PM
Point 19.
We see discrepancy between statement ... hovewer, this may not be the

case... stated in this NPA , while in NPA 2008-07 in RIA the statement about
the safety for the same aircraft is opposite - see V.RIA 4.Impact i) Safety ... A
qualitative comparison of safety records of the regulated sector and the less
regulated sectors indicates that there are no significant differences in the
statistical safety records. Objective statistical evidence may not support the
qualitative comparison but such evidence is often difficult to obtain given the
nature of the activity. On the available evidence, the heavier regulation of the
regulated sector does not appear to have resulted in any safety benefit.

Similar statement was also in A-NPA 14

We think that EASA should stay consistent with named NPAs, because they and
reflect current situation in light aviation.

These light aircraft are already recognized as environmentaly friendly aircraft
in many aspects - silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern engine
technologies etc.

761 comment by: Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic

Point 19.

We see fundamental discrepancy between statement ... hovewer, this may not
be the case... stated in this NPA , while in NPA 2008-07 in RIA the statement
about the safety for the same aircraft is opposite - see V.RIA 4.Impact i)
Safety ... A qualitative comparison of safety records of the regulated sector
and the less regulated sectors indicates that there are no significant differences
in the statistical safety records. Objective statistical evidence may not support
the qualitative comparison but such evidence is often difficult to obtain given
the nature of the activity. On the available evidence, the heavier regulation of
the regulated sector does not appear to have resulted in any safety benefit.
Similar statement was also in A-NPA 14

We think that EASA should stay consistent with named NPAs, because they
reflect current situation in light aviation.
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These light aircraft are already recognized as environmentaly friendly aircraft
in many aspects - silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern engine
technologies etc.

comment | 778 comment by: APAU

Microlights flying in Portugal produce lower levels of noise than those
measured in GA.

As to: pollution level; even the less aerodynamic efficient microlights burns
less than nine liters per hour and per seat.

Due to these reasons and to help future environmental improvement of this
type of aircraft, it is APAU's opinion that microlights should not be leveled in
any matter with GA for we have demonstrated to be very different from GA in
all performing aspects. This is the major reason why microlights should be kept
in Annex II and not be mixed with GA.

comment | 850 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

Paragraph 18

The statement in paragraph 18 statement is unfounded. ERA challenges the
statement on the basis that not all organisations and personnel involved in the
design, manufacture and maintenance of these aircraft are also subject to
common rules as appropriate. This cannot be used as the basis for an NPA.

comment | 895 comment by: Cathay Pacific Airways

These statements confuse and inappopriately link safety and environmental
performance. These issues are not linked and doing so could in fact have an
adverse impact on safety. Clarity is required in this area.

comment | 915 comment by: Dassault Aviation

Paragraph 20

General Aviation includes also the business aircraft that are relevantof CS25
and Chapter 4 of CS36. EASA needs to precise the aircraftType which is
relevant of a Environmental special rules

comment | 998 comment by: AEA
Paragraph 18

The assumption that ‘all aircraft are already subject to common environmental
rules; this implies that organizations and personnel are also subject to
common rules as appropriate’, is self-serving and unfounded and can therefore
not constitute a basis for this NPA.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment
- Scope - Aeronautical products - Question 1
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5 comment by: KLM

Answer

No, the manufacturer of these vehicles has to comply to the rules to protect
the environment. The existing ula shall have a transition period to comply, but
with realistic requirements.

23 comment by: Royal Aeronautical Society

Q1: It would not be sensible to establish arbitrarily two new categories of ultra
light aircraft - (1) those produced in an industrial manner and (2) those that
are not, where each may become subject to different sets of rules - since when
addressing compliance this has the potential to create uncertainty both in the
minds of those regulated by EASA as well as in the minds of those tasked with
applying regulatory oversight.

Rather, rules developed specifically to address the safety and environmental
characteristics of ultra light aircraft should be applied only if all such aircraft
are removed from Annex II. If the Commission is not persuaded that this
should be done, then EASA should work with representatives of ultra light
aircraft manufacturers, owners, operators and maintenance organisations to
develop and promote ‘best practice’ guides relating to safety and
environmental protection for application specifically to this class of aircraft.

46 comment by: Samuel WENGER

I agree that the existing environmental certification rules (CS 34, 36) are
appropriate. Through the step by step efforts of ICAO, a change of aircraft
design philosophy has taken place from 'what is feasible is good for aviation' to
'aircraft (operations) must be acceptable to society'.

Question 1:

I agree that ultra light aircraft should also be subject to common
environmental rules, although I believe that their annoyance potential is more
operational than technical. The main benefit of environmental certification of
that aircraft category is public acceptability.

53 comment by: FRAPORT AG

Generally NO. The total number of these a/c types is minor, the administrative
overhead is not related to the results, environmental standards are cheched
during the certification process.

87 comment by: Lars Hjelmberg

Ultralight aircraft should not be subject to common environmental rules -- their
volume is too small and impact on environment minimal - compared to cattle
activities for example.

105 comment by: SAS Norway

For ultra light aircraft when defined as aircraft with maximum take-off weight
below the EU OPS-1 definition for microlight - we are generally in favor of this,
especially in the area of noise.
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For the new group of very light jets (VLJ) we view it as a definite requirement
that this type of aircraft is subject to common rules also when the environment
is concerned. The performance of these aircraft is such that they can be a very
disruptive element in air traffic management unless subject to common rules.
For example can continuous descent approaches (CDA) from cruise altitude, or
so-called green approaches, be disrupted by VL] aircraft unless handled in an
orderly manner.

135 comment by: EHPU

The term ‘Ultralight aircraft’ is not defined. Nor is the term ‘Industrial Manner'.
So the question can mean anything or nothing. For the record, we believe very
strongly that there is no need to impose any further rules on hang gliders
and/or paragliders. Economic conditions already mean that manufacturers are
struggling to survive. We have no opinion on whether ‘ultralight aircraft
produced in an industrial manner' should be subject to common environmental
rules other than that any such rules must clearly state that there are no
environmental rules applicable to any aircraft below 115kg empty mass
without pilot and fuel nor to any aircraft that are unpowered.

141 comment by: British Gliding Association

The statement “It is a fact also that some of these aircraft (Annex II and
'ultralight aircraft, produced in an industrial manner') already pose serious
environmental concerns” is not justified within the text. On what basis is this
statement made?

It is likely that Commercial Air Transport would benefit from environmental
regulation through an aviation regulator rather than any other agency.
However, air sport presents a very low environmental impact. In addition, any
additional regulation presents a significant economic challenge to an industry
that is struggling under the load of EASA driven regulatory change and an
increasingly challenging macro economic environment.

Whether currently Annex 2 or otherwise, any product that is in future subject
to EASA environmental regulation should be regulated proportionally.

152 comment by: UFCNA

Question 1

UFCNA (federation of resident's assiation in France) agrees that ultra light
produced in an industrial manner shall be subject to common environmental
rules. Furthermore experimental ultra light aircraft shall also be subject to
common enironmental rules, they must enter into the domain of competence
of EASA, Basic Regulation has to be revised accordingly.

155 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Our answer is "no".
Justification: UL produced in an industrial manner are not to be subject to

common environmental rules as long as there exist the so-called "Annex II"
aircraft list. If there exist problems in certain areas, their existence has nothing
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to do with the production of the UL, very much however with air operations.
Consequently, the correct questions to be asked should deal with the
"Licensing" activites of the Agency and with the airspace structure of the
Member States.

205 comment by: BDF - German Airline Association

Yes, we agree that ultra light aircrafts should also be included in the common
environmental rules. More and more ultra light aircrafts maneuver in the skies.
If these aren’t included, this would generate a disadvantage in the competition
between the different means of air transport.

The question arises, why only ultra light aircrafts which are produced in an
industrial manner should be included and not all.

215 comment by: jobeckers UECNA

UECNA appreciates that EASA has become responsible for issues regarding
environmental pollution.

There is no procedure in place, which allows to establish an independent
control system. This is the reason why considerations of environmental
protection are frequently ignored by the airline / air traffic industry.

The protection of people, who are exposed to aircraft noise, is insufficient.
Procedures for the approval of new airports or the expansion of airport
operations do not include the accumulated noise exposure from different noise
sources. In general only the aircraft noise levels are considered, and the
existing noise exposure is neglected.

Health risks from noise do not differentiate the source. It is the accumulative
noise level, which counts. It is imperative to include the traffic noise, noise
from industrial plants, and the aircraft noise into the noise exposure maps /
expertises, which are used for airport planning.

The charted aircraft noise maps shall be verified by noise measurement
stations in populated areas, which are exposed to aircraft noise. If
discrepancies from the surveys are found, the noise charts shall be updated. If
necessary, noise reduction measures shall be implemented to ensure
acceptable noise levels.

The ultra light airplanes shall be included in the common environmental rules.
The emissions from ultra light airplanes have significantly increased over the
past years. This trend is expected to continue. The same applies to very light
aircraft.

It is imperative that people are protected against the exposure of unacceptable
noise and exhaust emissions. Noise-related operating restrictions must not be
excluded from the measures to limit / reduce emissions from aircraft. The
regulation of the technical figures alone, is not sufficient.

260 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 7

Paragraph No: Question 1

Comment:

The UK CAA does not agree that ultra light aircraft (microlights produced in an
industrial manner) should be subject to common environmental rules.
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Justification:

While ultra light aircraft (microlights) remain in Annex II of the basic
regulation, the practical difficulties of subjecting them to common
environmental rules greatly exceed the potential benefits. The fact that these
aircraft are regulated for both airworthiness and noise in some Member States
and de-regulated in others will be a significant obstacle to implementing
common standards. If common rules are introduced, many thousands of
existing aircraft will almost certainly be non-compliant. They will then face the
choice of incurring the cost of modification or being grounded.

288 comment by: Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzerland

We would be in favour of a harmonized European solution for industrially
produced ultra light aircraft. Swiss Ecolight-Aircraft (ultralight with additional
requirements) have to comply with a noise standard of 65 dB(A) based on a
measurement according to ICAO Annex 16, Vol. 1 Chapter 10.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

329 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

We are not generally against common environmental rules for ultra light
aircraft, but we consider that the environmental issues should not be handled
separately. We recommend that there should be a joint process for common
type certification rules and european emissions and noise certification rules.

339 comment by: BMVBS, DE

The German Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Affairs (BMVBS) is of the
opinion that it is not a question of whether an aircraft is produced in a
particular ,industrial manner’ in order to be subject to common environmental
rules. As long as the ultra light aircraft under consideration fall within the
scope of Annex II, Member States are in charge of setting up the appropriate
environmental certification requirements, no matter what production method
was applied to that type of aircraft.

345 comment by: Fridrich Jan

I think that ALL ultralights should stay in AnnexII therefore the environmental
issues should not be regulated on community level.

However because it is not defined what it means "ultralights produced in an
industrial manner " it is necessary to define ultralight aircraft clases and types
which are foreseen to be incorporated.

These ultralight aircraft are already recognized as environmentaly friendly
aircraft in many aspects - silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern
engine technologies etc.

346 comment by: Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic

No we think that all ultralights should stay in AnnexII therefore the
environmental issues should not be regulated on community level.
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However because it is not defined what it means "ultralights produced in an
industrial manner " it is necessary to define ultralight aircraft clases and types
which are foreseen to be incorporated.

These ultralight aircraft are already recognized as environmentaly friendly
aircraft in many aspects - silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern
engine technologies etc.

348 comment by: Europe Air Sports PM

We think that the ultralights produced in an industrial manner should stay in
AnnexIl therefore the environmental issues should not be regulated on
community level. However because it is not defined what it means "ultralights
produced in an industrial manner " it is necessary to define ultralight aircraft
clases and types which are foreseen to be incorporated.

These ultralight aircraft are already recognized as environmentaly friendly
aircraft in many aspects - silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern
engine technologies etc.

381 comment by: International Air Transport Association (IATA)

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

In addition, and notwithstanding the above, IATA would like to submit the
following comments to the specific questions posed in the consultation paper.

Question 1: The Agency is interested in knowing whether stakeholders agree
that ultra light aircraft, produced in an industrial manner, should be subject to
common environmental rules?

) IATA airlines don't operate ultra light aircraft and therefore IATA has no
particular view on whether such aircraft should be subject to common
environmental rules. However, in its deliberations, we would urge EASA
to strike a proper balance between environmental impact from ultra light
aircraft that the Agency would seek to limit and the financial and
administrative burden that this would entail for the aviation system as a
whole.

395 comment by: General Aviation Awareness Council, UK

We question the premise, stated in paragraph 19, "It is a fact also that some of
these aircraft [Annex II and 'ultralight aircraft, produced in an industrial
manner'] already pose serious environmental concerns.”

We are not aware of such concerns, do not agree with your statement and so
do not accept that they justify any legislative action beyond that which already
applies, and do not support EASA action or enabling legislation for such EASA
action.

404 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Answer to Question 1
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The question is too overarching in its definition. The simple answer is no!

Without some idea of the extent of the question it is impractical to answer. If
the common environmental rules were such that they stifled future
developments they would be detrimental to the advancement of light aviation.
As most “ultra-light” aircraft are single or two seat, the suggestion that they
may be used for “Commercial Air Transport” is very unlikely. As to these
aircraft “circulating all over the community”, this is how GA aircraft should be
allowed to fly with the minimum of regulatory limitations or hindrance. It is
assumed here that the word “community” means the EC and not the
conurbations aircraft fly over or around.

Any ruling must not be retrospective to current or earlier designs.

In the light of the new categories being evolved by the Agency, the term
“ultra-light” aircraft is also potentially to be phased out.

It is far better for the free market to produce quieter and more efficient
machines without the constraints of regulation. Regulation could limit the
further development of better aircraft as the designers would work to just the
stated rules and not improve upon them. If the plan were to redefine the rules
on a yearly basis then manufacturers would find it uneconomic to develop new
aircraft, stifling businesses.

Response from the Vintage Aircraft Club

This question covers too wide a range of machines from the earliest production
ultra-light aircraft such as the Aeronca C3 through to the latest carbon fibre
constructed aircraft and cannot therefore be answered.

There is no practical way that a modern silencer or environmental emission
controls could be fitted to historic aircraft without either exceeding their weight
capabilities or, more importantly, destroying their historic importance.

Attempts to write a common rule which could encompass the construction
techniques of the 1920's all the way through to the latest composite types is
impractical and should be resisted.

473 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

As stated in the comment to paragraph 19, it is inappropriate and misleading
to ask whether ultralight aircraft should be subject to environmental rules
without first determining whether these vehicles impose an unacceptable
environmental impact on the community and wether regulation is the best
approach to addressing this potential issue. Under the Basic Regulation, it was
determined that ultralight aircraft did not raise important concerns for the
Community.

GAMA does NOT agree that ultralight aircraft should be subject to common
environmental rules. First, EASA has not provided any information as to the
proposed environmental impact caused by these aircraft. Second, are there
technically feasible and economically reasonable standards that could be
imposed by regulation upon ultralight aircraft which would provide any
environmental benefit? Third, the ultralight sector is a small part of the general
aviation sector, which itself is a very small part of the overall aviation sector in
the EU. Therefore, the cost and administrative burden on the operators and
manufacturers of ultralight aircraft as well as on the regulator of including this
segment of the aviation community strikes us as potentially yielding
microscopically small environmental benefit at a disproportionately large
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burden that could threaten its very existence. As a matter of proportionality,
GAMA does NOT agree that the ultralight sector be subject to any potential
environmental rules.

In addition, it is not clearly defined in the NPA what is meant by "produced in
an industrial manner."

489 comment by: Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA)

The consultation document does not describe the nature of the supposed
environmental problems emerging with ultra-light aircraft - noise, emissions
from engines that are presumably too small to be covered by ICAO standards?
If there are going to be engine standards or recommended practices relating to
emissions for any type of aircraft, ICAO should be responsible for developing
them in order to ensure continued global harmonization in aviation. Noise
issues from any type of aircraft can be addressed under the ICAO Balanced
Approach to Noise.

517 comment by: AESA

No, there are no environmental problems with ultra light aircrafts and in the
document is not well explained why this action could be interesting for the
Agency or for the Stakeholders.

522 comment by: Royal Danish Aeroclub

Answer to Question 1:

Royal Danish Aeroclub represents approx. 8.000 members and approx. 1.100
planes. This includes gliders, motorgliders, microlight aircraft, powered
aircrafts (1-6 seats), balloons and model airplanes.

Small planes do only fly few hours per year. Many planes less than 100 hours
per year. Only very few more than 1.000 hours per year. The real
environmental effect by regulating this group of vehicles will only have a minor
effect on the total environmental load. If we compare to road based traffic and
the number of privat cars in Denmark the number of powered aircrafts with 1-
6 seats are less 0,07% of the number of cars. Many of the cars drive every day
and many of the aircrafts do only fly in nice weather.

The EU-regulators should primaraly concentrate the effort on the areas where
the effects are the most.

But we do support the idea, that aeronautical activities are regulated when it
comes to environmental protection. Therefore we do support that new
constructions of engines coming in the future follow guidelines or regulations
concerning pollution and noise.

Existing planes, which are allowed to fly legally today in a EU-country should
keep that right, also in the future.

It is our opinion that existing and future Anneks II aircrafts (microlights and
vintage) should not be regulated by new environmental demands, since this
will have an large adverse effect on the activities but only a very little positive
effect on the environment.
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532 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)

Remark:
Neither the term ultralight aircraft nor the term produced in a indudtrial
manner is defined by the NPA or by other relevant EU-regulation.

No additional regulations are needed in Germany.

Justification:

In Germany, all Ultralight Aircraft are covered by airworthiness requirements
LTF-UL 2003 (mostly according to CS-VLA) and environmental requirements
LVL 2004.

548 comment by: ECA - European Cockpit Association

ECA supports the idea of a single standard for safety for all users of civilian
airspace.

570 comment by: ADV

The environmental impact of this aircraft types is minor, the administrative
overhead is not related to the results, environment standards are checked
during the certification process.

Unless a demonstrated problem exists, then we believe that this would be
excessive regulation that would increase costs disproportionately with little
environmental benefit, and this is a principle that we could not support.

573 comment by: The Norwegian Ministry of Transport and Communications

The Norwegian Ministry of Transport and Communications has no comments on
this issue.

586 comment by: British Airways

British Airways does not operate aircraft of this type, and therefore we have no
firm opinion on the question, however, it would seem bureaucratic to impose
such rules on those aircraft. Unless a demonstrated problem exists, then we
believe that this would be excessive regulation that would increase costs
disproportionately with little environmental benefit, and this is a principle that
we would not support.

596 comment by: Walter Gessky

Question 1:

This subject is supported, UL aircraft should be subject to common
environmental rules, but in addition UL aircraft should be subject of common
requirements in the field of civil aviation as regulated in EC 216/08 and
therefore deleted from Annex II.

641 comment by: Flughafen Paderborn Lippstadt GmbH
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Considering the environmental impact that can be imputed to ultra light
aircraft the cost benefit of additional enviromental regulation exceeding
environment standards set during the certification process would be
unproportional. Therefore, the regulation would only create an excessive
burden to all involved and be of minor practical use.

655 comment by: NATS

It is not appropriate for NATS to comment on this question.

703 comment by: Department for Transport

It is noted that the European Council has kept these aircraft out of community
level competence for safety aspects.

In principle we have no objection to integrating safety & environmental aspects
and can see benefits in this approach which would ensure a "common playing
field" throughout Europe. We agree in principle that ultra light aircraft should
be subject to common environmental rules, provided these rules come into
existence at the same time and are conisistent with rules for safety &
airworthiness. Unless and until there are proposals to bring in community
safety rules for these aircraft, it would not make sense to introduce
environmental rules. This would be inconsistent and appear to indicate that the
environment has greater importance than safety, a position which UK
stakeholders do not support.

The UK already has noise standards in regulations for microlight aircraft and
we would not wish to see any lowering of these standards. These are set out in
the Air Navigation (Environmental Standards) Order 2002.

The question presented proposed that environmental rules should only apply to
ultra light aircraft produced in an industrial manner. However, we feel that
there should be no distinction in the standards to be achieved between
homebuilt and industrial built aircraft.

705 comment by: AgustaWestland

Do not believe that EASA should unilaterally develop environmental
certification regulations for ultra light aircraft. The issue is properly addressed
in the ICAO certification standards development process.

739 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

It seems sensible that all airborne vehicles in volume production be subject to
the same framework of environmental rules, provided that those rules
recognise (and are sensitive to) the wide range of environmental impacts that
these vehicles might have. Regulation should be proportional to the potential
for environmental damage a particular class of vehicle might pose.

779 comment by: APAU

We think that the ultralights should stay in AnnexII therefore the
environmental issues should not be regulated on community level.
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In "ultralights produced in an industrial manner " it is necessary to define
ultralight aircraft clases and types which are foreseen to be incorporated.

These ultralight aircrafts are already recognized as environmentaly friendly in
many aspects: silent, low fuel consumption, unleaded fuel, modern engine
technologies, etc.

792 comment by: ECOGAS

ECOGAS believes that any rules introduced to cover ultralight aircraft produced
in an industrial manner should be carefully considered, and the requirements
set at a level which encourages manufacturers of such products to build
compliant aircraft, rather than avoiding environmental regulation by switching
to the delivery of part-built aircraft. The regulations will only succeed if the
population of manufacturers can be kept 'on side' with the requirements.
Ultralight aircraft produced in an industrial manner should not be financially
disadvantaged compared to their amateur-built counterparts.

804 comment by: Satu Routama

1. Yes. All aircraft should be under the same environmental regulation.

811 comment by: IACA International Air Carrier Association

IACA members do not operate such ultra light aircraft. However it seems
bureaucratic to impose such rules on those aircraft, unless a demonstrated
problem exists. However, the performance of these aircraft is such that they
can be a very disruptive element in air traffic management unless subject to
common rules. For example can continuous descent approaches (CDA) from
cruise altitude, or so-called green approaches, be disrupted by VL] aircraft
unless handled in an orderly manner.

819 comment by: CAA FI

If the noise and emission issues would be taken in to consideration already in
the manufacturing of ultra-light aircrafts produced in an industrial manner, the
reaching of the environmental target and requirements would be easier as
these aircrafts would thus produce less noise and emissions. However, these
requirements should not be applied in a retroactive manner, i.e for aircrafts
registered before the entry into force or the possible requirements and these
requirements should only be applied to the certification requirements and not
for the operational requirements.

[Obs: As different countries use different definitions of "ultra-light aircraft”, in
this answer FCAA makes reference to the definitions of Regulation (EC)
216/2008, Annex II (e) types of aircrafts, excluding the aircrafts listed in
Annex II ()]

824 comment by: Munich Airport

The environmental impact of this aircraft types is minor, the administrative
overhead is not related to the results, environment standards are checked
during the certification process. Unless a demonstrated problem exists, then
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we believe that this would be excessive regulation that would increase costs
disproportionately with little environmental benefit, and this is a principle that
we could not support. This kind of aircraft don't operate at Munich Airport.

838 comment by: Direction Générale de I'Aviation Civile

The French Civil Aviation administration does not agree that ultra light aircraft
should be subject to common environmental rules at the European Union level.
Indeed, these aircraft only raise environmental issues that are local and that
therefore should be addressed at other levels than the European Union level,
whether in the fields of greenhouse gas emissions, noise or pollution.

Cooperation within the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ) could
also be considered.

844 comment by: CAA-NL

Currently MLAs are not subject to requirements at community level. Before the
environmental requirements are harmonised, it is probably advisable to
determine whether it would be better to regulate this category of aircraft at
community level, rather than at national level. As the environmental
requirements form part of the design specifications for the aircraft, it would
appear logical to include them, if MLAs were to be adopted into the community
system.

851 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

ERA has no clear opinion on this question. However additional bureaucratic
processes should be avoided that would result in excessive regulation and
additional cost which is disproportionate to any environmental benefit that
could be gained.

906 comment by: Dassault Aviation

The gaseous environmental impact of ULA has been proven to be low
compared to commercial aviation due to its volume. Due to a different type of
operation and especially to differences from one operator to another, it is very
difficult to evaluate this fleet impact on environment and especially the impact
of any gaseous emission stringency. These are some reasons why ICAO elected
not to include them in the current gaseous emission environmental rules.

Moreover, ULA uses different propulsive systems and technologies. The current
rules based on turbofan technologies are therefore not applicable. A full set of
rules depending on the technologies will need to be defined.

Therefore, it is believed that the environmental benefit to include VLA is low
compared to work needed to define appropriate rules on gaseous emission.

957 comment by: AOPA-Sweden

AOPA:s position is that ultralight aircraft should not be governed by common
environmental rules and the reason for this is that the amount of such
airplanes is so low which means that their environmental impact is negligible.
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comment | 979 comment by: ACI EUROPE

ACI EUROPE agrees that ultra light aircraft (produced in an industrial manner)
should be subject to common environmental rules and that certification
requirements and procedures shall be adapted consequently. Such aircraft fly
over communities at relative low altitudes and can raise environmental
concerns at individual airports. They might indeed be regulated at Community
level to the same extent as other (commercial) aircraft. When ultra light
aircraft are involved in commercial air transport, it is obvious they should be
submitted to common rules.

comment | 985 comment by: MT-Propeller Entwicklung GmbH - DOA EASA 21].020

We do not agree that ultra light aircraft, even when produced in an industrial
manner, should be subject to common environmental rules.

These aircrafts are sport products and are not subjected to EASA regulations
and should be treated like the Annex II aircrafts. It must be mentioned that
ultra light aircraft is not defined at EASA. The wording -Ultra light aircraft- is
mainly used in Germany. It must be still possible in Europe to conduct to do
sport with aviation products at a low cost level for Ms/Mr Average. The current
system should be retained.

comment | 999 comment by: AEA

Commercial airlines do not operate aircraft of this type, and therefore AEA has
no clear opinion on the question. However, it seems bureaucratic to impose
such rules on those aircraft. Unless a demonstrated problem exists, this would
be excessive regulation that would increase costs disproportionately with little
environmental benefit; this is a principle that we could not support.

comment | 1017 comment by: Environmental Court Vdnersborg Sweden

S.k. ultralatta flygplan bér omfattas av de vanliga miljéreglerna. Planen ger
upphov till olika typer av stérningar som t.ex. kan vara av betydelse vid en
miljéprévning av en flygplats.

Translation by Centre de Traduction
Ultralight aircraft should be subject to common environmental rules. These

planes give rise to various kinds of disruption that may, for example, be of
significance in an environmental inspection of an airport.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Scope - Aerodromes p.-7
comment | 6 comment by: KLM
21.

The air quality around an aerodrome is largely affected by the road traffic that
is creating a larger emission and bad dust than the air operations. Handling
equipment could be regulated for noise and emissions, but in a realistic way.
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The orientation of runways and in general airport design is mainly based on
weather and traffic demand. When this has to be regulated it will prevent in
many cases the building of an aerodrome. When regulation would be
implemented it should be focusing on prevention of problems by prohibition of
residential housing in a certain range from the airport, require CDA and CDFA
for air operations, rather than restrictions to the aerodrome and operations.

7 comment by: KLM

22.
EASA should stick to aviation safety instead of getting involved in this
environmental issue.

54 comment by: FRAPORT AG

21. "Aerodromes are of course main contributors to aviation noise and
downgrading of local air quality for their neighbours.": No! The aerodromes
themself are not. The aviation acticvities of a/c related to the
aerodromes are the main contributors.. The text must be clarified!

55 comment by: FRAPORT AG

21. "Any action aiming at ensuring civil aviation environmental compatibility
must then include the proper regulation of their design and any aviation
operation at or near the aerodrome.": Yes, the airport operator, airlines
and ATC will take care.

56 comment by: FRAPORT AG

21. "As the EASA system will cover the safety regulation of these aspects,
including in particular runway orientations and arrival/departure trajectories,
synergies would be created if it addressed also at the same time their
environmental dimension.": No, synergies may only be few, because
environmental aspects are very often in contradiction to safety or
operational aspects. A basic EASA rule will never cover locally
individual priorities.

57 comment by: FRAPORT AG

22. Fraport fully agrees!
22. General guidance for environmental protection is already provided by
ICAO.

58 comment by: FRAPORT AG

23. Fraport fully agrees! The administrative sovereignty should not be with the
EASA.

121 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Looking at the first sentence of 21.: Is the Agency also aware of the positive
aspects aerodromes of all kinds have to the region in which they are situated?
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Who will define the acceptable level in Frankfurt/Main, Frankfurt/Oder,
Kirkenes or Brive La Gallarde? We suggest that the Agency must not regulate
what is better regulated by someone else.

Justification: The perfectly regulated airport will most probably ready when no-
one will need it any longer because of the high cost and the too short opening
hours.

You write: "It is questionable therefore whether aviation should engage in
regulating itself in such a context. Our opinion is: We think it is not only
questionable, it is absolutely unnecessary.

Justification: All 27 + 4 member states have their own land-use legislation, no
parallel acts are required.

165 comment by: KLM Engineering & Maintenance

A.IV.23 Aerodromes: In many member states already strict laws apply for
both noise- and engine emissions produced by aircraft at aerodromes and their
surrounding area. Additional regulations as mentioned in NPA2008-15 will
increase the complexity of these laws whereas there is no evidence that these
regulations will have an added value.

216 comment by: jobeckers UECNA

UECNA appreciates that EASA has become responsible for issues regarding
environmental pollution.

There is no procedure in place, which allows for an independent control
system. This is the reason why considerations of environmental protection are
frequently ignored.

Land utilization plans shall include the exposure of people by all noise sources
(traffic, industrial plants, and aircraft, otherwise this may lead to high
concentrations of noise.

261 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 7

Paragraph No: 21

Comment:

The UK CAA does not consider that a clear and convincing case has been made
for extension of competence to environmental licensing of aerodromes. These
issues should be dealt with at national or local level.

Justification:

The claim that synergies would be created if EASA addressed the safety
dimension of aerodrome regulation at the same time as the safety aspects,
ignores the equal scope for the creation of conflicts between environmental
and safety regulation. There are a significant number of examples of this in the
draft ERs. One example is about runway arrival and departure trajectories that
are of real concern to local populations which may be affected by noise.
However, the safety of these operations must take primacy thus creating scope
for conflict.
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More generally ER 2 aerodromes 2(i) demonstrates an unrealistic approach to
the capacity, social and cultural dimensions of environmental policy and
regulation; taken as read this would give a strong argument to lobby groups
who oppose any development at European airports, thus potentially
undermining capacity policies etc.

262 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 7

Paragraph No: 22

Comment:

The environmental impacts of airport design including building design should
not form part of EASA's remit.

Justification:

The last sentence of para 22 states that the revised Basic Regulation would
only cover the environmental protection aspects of airport operations and
design for those subjects regulated for safety. This does not seem to address
the possibility of a need for a total system approach to environmental
protection, which the Community may wish to consider. This argues for a
separate set of Community rules for the environmental performance of
aviation, which would be compatible with wider Community policies on the
environmental protection of citizens.

301 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

21. - 23.
General: We do not see any necessity that airport operations and airport
design with respect to environmental issues should be regulated by EASA.

Directive 2002/30/EC on noise-related operating restrictions has already the
aim of creating a uniform framework of regulations and procedures for
operating restrictions at the airports of Member States. Therefore we do not
see any necessity for EASA to cover this task.

351 comment by: AIRBUS

§ 21

The paragraph 21 reads:

"[...] As the EASA system will cover the safety regulation of these aspects,
including in particular runway orientations and arrival/departure trajectories,
synergies would be created if it addressed also at the same time their
environmental dimension. [...]"

Several actors are concerned by the proposed requirements. The interactions
between the responsibilities of the different actors of the environmental
protection are not addressed in the document, in order to avoid gaps or
overlaps.

405 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Aerodromes
Paragraph 21

On a purely pedantic technical aspect, the statement that “aerodromes are the
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main contributors to aviation noise and the downgrading of local air quality for
their neighbours” is patently absurd! Aerodromes are concrete, tarmac,
buildings, fences and of course lots of very environmentally friendly grass and
hedgerows; none of which makes any sound or pollution whatsoever!

The activity on aerodromes may make noise and produce emissions in the form
of vehicles, people and aircraft plus all the wildlife in the form of grass, wild
flowers, rabbits, hares and birdlife, etc!

Taking the full ‘aerodrome’ definition also means that water aerodromes are
included and these are definitely wholly environmentally friendly with only fish
and aquatic creatures. The largest number of ‘aerodromes’ are undoubtedly
farm strips, early airfields that are fields of grass with no tarmac or concrete
runways, and ex wartime aerodromes with only one or two active runways.
The majority of these sites already have higher environmental values than the
surrounding industrially farmed fields or building developments. Only on these
‘aerodromes’ will the rare wild flowers be found as most have not been sprayed
with any chemicals since the 1940's.

Taking the full environmental dimension of aerodromes, they do not continually
produce noise and emissions as by the very nature of the operation; aircraft
movements are limited to intermittent landings and takeoffs plus a small
amount of taxiing. The definition of “aerodromes” is far too wide to try and
group them all under this one heading. Aerodromes such as Heathrow or
Brussels bear very little resemblance in environmental terms to aerodromes
like Old Warden or Compton Abbas or the huge variety of landing grounds in
between. It is impractical to regulate a farm landing strip to the requirements
of a major international airport.

Paragraph 22

Power generation, building design, vehicle emissions are already covered by
national and international environmental regulations and EASA are correct in
saying that these should not be covered by EASA. We therefore agree.

Response from the Vintage Aircraft Club

Paragraph 21

The statement is factually incorrect as "aerodromes" are often the exact
opposite! The majority of "aerodromes" are relatively large grass areas with a
few buildings near the edge. Most have the environmental credentials other
areas strive for. The grass is mown, no chemicals are used to control unwanted
natural flora and wildlife is extensive. Pilots operating from these quiet areas
already fly in a manner that reduces their impact on the surrounding
countryside.

Most historic aircraft operate from grass "aerodromes" and attempts to add
further regulation to what is in reality a very simple operation would be
impractical and will be resisted.

This NPA attempts in one document to cover operations from international
airports right down to flying from farm strips, an obvious impossibility. If the
problems of environmental impact are highest at international airports then
this is where the NPA needs to be focussed.

533 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)

No additional regulations are needed where already existing management
systems can be used. If there is missing regulation concerning the
environmental dimension of air traffic at airports, aerodromes and airfields,
optimize the existing management systems.
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Justification:

Common environmental rules for airports, (commercial) aerodromes and
airfields managed by airsport clubs already exist:

EMAS (and partly ISO), Sport-Audit Luftsport for airfields managed by airsport
clubs.

622 comment by: BALPA

Para 21 - Safety must take precedence, ie the control tower at an airfield must
be postioned where the occupants can provide the safest service - not where
enviornmentalists feel it looks best. The Agency should regulate to its own
competencies, ie aviation, not the environment.

657 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 21: There are already conflicts between safety and environmental
considerations with respect to issues such as arrival/departure trajectories.
Including the regulation of safety and environmental issues within the same
organisation will not remove these conflicts. Safety considerations must remain
paramount.

713 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

The statement in Paragraph 21 is incorrect and misleading. Aerodromes are of
course the main contributors to aviation noise for their neighbors, but for
downgrading local air quality for their neighbors. There are many potential
sources, such as automobiles and industrial facilities, which affect local air
quality far greater than Aerodromes with significant differences from one local
area to another.

752 comment by: European Microlight Federation

The assertion that "aerodromes are of course main contributors to aviation
noise and downgrading of local air quality for their neighbours" is so sweeping
as to be meaningless. While this may certainly be the case as far as
international airports are concerned, for many small aerodromes and farm
strips from which EMF members fly the major source of noise and air pollution
remains road vehicles, farm vehicles and farm animals. The EMF believes that
the European Commission seeks to exclude small aerodromes from the
applicability of the EASA rules and expects that these excluded small
aerodromes to be similarly excluded from EASA environmental rules.

793 comment by: ECOGAS

Aerodromes are not "of course the main contributors to....downgrading of local
air quality for their neighbours." This might be true at very large airports, but
small General Aviation aiports are frequently areas of greenery and clean air in
comparison to neighbouring roads and industrial sites. Any environmental
regulation of airfields must be proportionate, with sensible de minimis levels.

852 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION
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Paragraph 21

ERA questions whether EASA has the competency to become involved in this
area. It should not be the role of EASA to become involved with environmental
regulation at individual aerodromes.

896 Cathay Pacific Airways

Paragraph 21

This stalement is not factual. By way of example, the downgrading of local air
quality around one major European airport is caused in large part by traffic on
the surrounding motorway network Additionally, the most substantive
contributor to NOx emissions is a diesel ra 1 line to the north of the airport
which produces higher than acceptable levels of NOx.

Paragraph 23

This statement appears to question and challenge the fundamental principles
of the ICAO balanced approach by asserting that the process is not valid and
that other alternative legislation is required.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Scope - Aeronautical products - Aerodromes - Question 2 p. 8
8 KLM
o A) Not agree
o B) Agree
24 Royal Aeronautical Society

Q2: a) In the interests of consistency, to exploit the potential for synergies
and to facilitate proportional balance between safety and environmental
protection, airport design and airport operations already covered by safety
regulation should also be regulated for their environmental impact through the
EASA system.

Q2: b) A holistic approach embracing all sources of noise and pollution should
be pursued through a single code of regulations. It is essential that EASA
ensures that the safety of operations remains paramount.

47 Samuel WENGER

Question 2a):

As explained under general comments, I am not in favour of centralised
environmental rules to be imposed on airports. Each airport has its specific
topographic, meteorological and urban environment in which it must be able to
operate to optimum. Instead, useful guidance and arguments should be
provided to help airport operators in finding and communicating the local
optimum, sort of dos and don'ts.

Question 2b):

It is inherent to the concept of land use planning that it must encompass all
relevant parameters, well beyond environmantal exposures of all kinds. The
dilemma in most cases is that land use planning comes only once the conflicts
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are already there. The result is no more a planning, but rather a try to resolve
conflicts which depends heavily on political forces.

In order to strengthen the airport's arguments, it might be useful to define and
recommend satisfactory exposure metrics, explaining also the effects /
annoyance / reactions to be expected at different exposure levels. The setting
of effective limits should be left to national or local authorities, allowing them
to take into account the full balance of parameters, including costs and airport
capacity.

59 comment by: FRAPORT AG
a) No!

b/ Yes!

88 comment by: Lars Hjelmberg

EASA is not the right body to regulate airports -- because what is acceptable to
one is not acceptable to another. So these things shall be made on local level.
Noise might be of interest in a large city -- but on the tundra where wind is
blowing with noise all the time -- people there will be happy to see and hear
the aircraft when it comes -- because it is the connection to the world.

106 comment by: SAS Norway

a) To provide a general level of environmental regulation for airports may have
benefit, however there are a number of very stringent local regulations in
various fields applying to certain airports, and to have such stringency made
general would be wholly inappropriate and have a very detrimental effect on
aviation in Europe.

b) EASA should not extend its regulatory approach to areas outside aviation.
From a community/county perspective it would make sense to look beyond
aviation alone, but this should not be mandated by EASA.

136 comment by: EHPU

As pointed out in the previous consultation on aerodromes, the term
‘aerodrome’' is not properly defined. As EASA rules presently stands, any and
every small space on a footpath on a mountainside is perhaps ‘an aerodrome’
(if a paraglider pilot chooses to take off from it).

Question ‘a' asks about ‘airports'. What is an airport? Is this the same as an
aerodrome? (Any space where aircraft take off or land.) If an ‘airport' is the
same thing as an ‘aerodrome' (i.e. any space where aircraft take off or land)
then we believe very strongly that there is no case for any further regulation
on environmental grounds. Hang gliding and paragliding usage has little or no
environmental impact - and any EASA regulation primarily aimed at the type of
‘airports/aerodromes' used by commercial air transport and the heavier end of
General Aviation will be completely inappropriate when applied to the ‘small
spaces on footpaths' used by hang gliders and paragliders. If any further work
is done on this is must have inserted a clear statement ‘None of this applies to
the take-off and landing spaces used by all classes of hang glider and
paraglider. And ‘None of this applies to the take-off and landing spaces used by
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aircraft below 115kg empty mass without pilot and fuel'.

Question 'b'. No opinion. (But it should contain a clear statement that ‘None of
this applies to the take-off and landing spaces used by all classes of hang
glider and paraglider' and ‘None of this applies to the take-off and landing
spaces used by aircraft below 115kg empty mass without pilot and fuel'.

142 comment by: British Gliding Association

a) EASA is currently seeking to extend its competency to include aerodrome
and ATM safety. The BGA believes that aerodromes not open to public use and
that do not publish instrument approaches for aircraft above 2730 kg should
not be subject to EASA regulation, the BGA additionally believes that
aerodromes not subject to EASA regulation should not be subject to EASA
environmental rules.

b) The BGA agrees that that land use planning around aerodromes is better
regulated at horizontal level, taking into account all sources of noise/pollution,
rather than from an aviation perspective only.

156 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

To a) Our answer is no, we do not agree.

Justification: Where from will the Agency take the specialists needed for airport
design (at all levels), airport operation, land use, bird control? Leaving this to
civil entrepreneurs and to the local authorities will bring better results quicker
and cheaper.

To b) We agree with the proposed horizontal level as long as this horizon is not
too far away.

Justification: Question b) has nothing to do with the core-activities of the
Agency, which is Aviation Safety. Leave the land use business to the ones who
understand it and care for it already now.

185 comment by: EUROCOPTER

Question 2b: Eurocopter agree that land use planning around aerodromes
should be better regulated at horizontal level, taking into account all sources of
noise/pollution, rather than from an aviation perspective only.

201 comment by: ADVOCNAR

a) oui I'EASA system doit traiter I'impact environnemental concernant la
conception et I'exploitation des nouveaux aéroports, les évolutions des
aéroports existants.

L'exemple de Roissy CDG est significatif :

- les développements récents des infrastructures et du trafic de I'aéroport ont
été réalisés sans étude environnementale préliminaire  publique
(aménagements relatifs a I'A380, aux terminaux...)

- Le rapport du député Gonnot en 2003 a démontré que la modification de
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I'orientation des pistes de quelques degrés aurait considérablement réduit
I'impact environnemental en préservant des zones tres urbanisées.

Contrbler au niveau européen la cohérence des composantes sécurité,
opérations et environnement lors de la conception ou I'évolution des aéroports
est une nécessité pour garantir leur moindre nuisance. Nous pensons de méme
que placer la conception des aéroports au niveau européen permettra, dans
I'avenir, de considérer des nouvelles plates-formes transnationales de
moindres nuisances.

b) chaque aéroport commercial en France fait I'objet d'un plan d'exposition au
bruit (PEB) et d'un plan de géne sonore(PGS) fixant les régles de construction
autour des aéroports et n' intégrant qu'un seul un élément : la carte des
contours de bruit. Ces plans ne prennent pas en compte les densités de
populations survolées existantes et donc n'optimisent pas la réduction des
nuisances. De plus, Ils n'intégrent pas les autres sources de bruit et pollution
d'origine terrestre. Ils se substituent, de fait, aux exigences de la directive
2002/49 CE qgu'ils ne satisfont pas.

Une approche horizontale tenant compte de toutes les sources de bruit et de
pollution concrétisée par des plans de prévention a définir est nécessaire. Cette
approche doit étre concertée avec les instances européennes (EASA) pour ce
qui concerne les nuisances aériennes.

Translation by Centre de Traduction

a) Yes. The EASA system must deal with the environmental impact concerning
the conception and operation of new airports and the development of existing
airports.

The example of Roissy CDG is significant:

- recent developments in the infrastructures and traffic at the airport have
been achieved without a preliminary public environmental inquiry
(improvements relating to the A380 and the terminals, etc.);

- the report by Member of Parliament Gonnot in 2003 has shown that an
adjustment to the orientation of the runways of a few degrees would have
considerably reduced the environmental impact by preserving highly urbanised
zones.

Verifying the coherence of security-related, operational and environmental
elements during the conception or the development of airports at European
level is essential in order to guarantee their reduced pollution. We nevertheless
believe that bringing the conception of airports to a European level will make it
possible in the future to consider new trans-national platforms for reduced
pollution.

b) Every commercial airport in France is the subject of a noise exposure plan
(PEB) and a noise pollution plan (PGS) laying down rules governing
construction around airports integrating only a single element: a noise contour
map. These plans do not take account of the existing densities of the
populations living under the flight paths and accordingly do not optimise the
reduction in pollution. Furthermore, they do not integrate other sources of
noise and pollution of terrestrial origin. In fact, they act as a substitute for the
provisions of Directive 2002/49 CE, which they do not satisfy.
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A horizontal approach is necessary in order to take account of all the sources
of noise and pollution that are embodied in the prevention plans that remain to
be defined. This approach must be devised in association with the European
authorities (EASA) as far as aircraft pollution is concerned.

206 comment by: BDF - German Airline Association

Yes, common regulations for environmental impacts are welcome. This is
especially important for airports situated near borders. This will give the
airlines and airports a guarantee on operations.

217 comment by: jobeckers UECNA

UECNA appreciates that EASA has become responsible for issues regarding
environmental pollution.

There is no procedure in place, which allows for an independent control
system. This is the reason why considerations of environmental protection are
frequently ignored.

Land utilization plans shall include the exposure of people by all noise sources
(traffic, industrial plants, and aircraft), otherwise this may lead to a high
concentration of noise.

265 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 8

Paragraph No: Question 2 a)

Comment:

The UK CAA does not agree that airport design and airport operations that are
covered by safety regulation in the EASA system should also be regulated for
their environmental impact through the EASA system.

Justification:

Existing EC Regulation (97/11/EC) already ensure that the development of
airports with a basic runway length of 2100 metres or more are made subject
to an Environmental Impact Assessment. Environmental requirements such as
restrictions on noise and emissions are already determined and legislated
through existing EC Regulations.

The environmental envelope at an aerodrome embraces aerodrome and ATM
and the resulting control environment should be viewed as continuous and not
divided into aerodrome and ATM. Most aerodromes in the UK (and probably
Europe?) are operated by single organisational entities operating under a
single environmental management system, not two separate management
systems (one for aerodrome and one for ATM).

Including similar requirements within Essential Requirements (ERs) for the
certification of aerodromes will create the possibility of dual regulation,
resulting in confusion for the industry and for the Authorities responsible for
oversight. It is not clear what the relationship will be between the proposed
ERs and other EC Directives. Nor is it clear whether the safety ERs or
environmental ERs will have primacy in cases where conflicts arise between
environmental, safety and operational criteria.
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266 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 8

Paragraph No: Question 2 b)

Comment:

The UK CAA agrees that land use planning around aerodromes is better
regulated at a horizontal level, as is already the case and should not be done
by EASA. Existing EC Regulation (97/11/EC) already ensures that the
development of all airports with a basic runway length of 2100 metres or more
are made subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment. This legislation is
implemented by Member States and, as such, can be regulated at a national
level.

Justification:

Land-use planning decisions should be made at a local level within national
planning guidelines. Once the determination has been made, the manner of its
application as regards safety and environmental requirements is overseen by
the relevant regulator.

EASA could not have competence to draft legislation that would need to be
applied by other bodies (such as Local Planning Authorities). EASA involvement
in this process would only add additional complication.

285 comment by: LADACAN

Question 2

a) LADACAN believes that risk to third parties is as much an environmental
impact of aerodrome operation as noise and air pollution. We, therefore,
support the integrated approach which would arise from regulation of all
environmental impacts through the EASA system.

b) In the case of community noise, horizontal regulation has resulted in the
application of "lowest common denominator" noise metrics based on Leq
indicators. These are totally unsuited as indicators of annoyance or disturbance
from aircraft noise and so will never deliver adequate protection for the people
living close to airports.

Further, in our experience, planning professionals who are required to deal
with land use matters in relation to airports seldom have the technical
expertise to effectively deal with the impact of aviation on public safety, noise
or pollution.

We, therefore, believe that land use planning in the vicinity of airports would

be better regulated from a single aviation environmental protection perspective
which would include safety.

289 comment by: Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzerland

a) airport design: we clearly refuse a regulation through EASA in this domain.

a) airport operations: we clearly refuse a regulation through EASA in this
domain.
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b) land use planning: we agree with the Agency that land use planning around
aerodroms is better regulated on a national horizontal level. Therefore it has to
be regulated nationally.

295 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

Question 2:
a) No, the LBA does not agree.

b) No, the LBA does not agree.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

330 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

a. We consider that the present and already proposed extensions of the Basic
Regulation shall be fully implemented before discussing regulation of
environmental issues by EASA. Furthermore, it depends on how the EASA
system would treat the question of subsidiarity (please note paragraph 2
above).

b. We consider land use planning around airports is better regulated at
horizontal level, taking into account all sources of noise and pollution.

We consider that the existing land use planning system in Sweden described
below is well suited for land use planning around airports.

In Sweden, the municipality is responsible for the land use planning. For each
municipality, there is a comprehensive plan that gives guidance for descisions
concerning land use and development of the built environment. The plan is
used as a basis for descisions, illustrating the overall environmental situation in
the municipality. The plan is not legally binding.

The principle is that for all construction projects, the detailed development plan
must be used. It is a legal agreement between municipality, public and land
owners. The aim is to implement the intentions of the comprehensive plan.
One important part is to make the process open for public participation. The
detailed developement plan is legally binding for the public and authorities. The
detailed development plan may not harm the operations at major airports. In
that way the Swedish land use planning system prevents incompatible land use
around airports.

340 comment by: BMVBS, DE

2a) BMVBS believes that airport design and airport operations covered by
EASA safety regulation should not be subject to further regulation by
EASA in terms of their environmental impact. In Germany, there is a well-
proven system of approval checks, impact balances and
prevention/abatement legislation in place (e.g. airport approval
procedures, noise abatement law, also various EU regulations transposed
into German law). This system thoroughly considers all impacts of an
airport's design and operations, be it noise, gaseous emissions, land use,
ground water effects, waste water treatment or other environmental
impacts. It must not be superseded or made more complicated by
another layer of certification.

2b) BMVBS is of the opinion that due to the strictly local impact land use
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planning is a matter of subsidiarity and therefore not for EASA to decide
upon.

382 comment by: International Air Transport Association (IATA)

Question 2

a) The Agency is interested in knowing whether stakeholders agree that
airport design and airport operations that are covered by safety regulation in
the EASA system should also be regulated for their environmental impact
through the EASA system.

e IATA's principal concern regarding this question is the implicit
presupposition that all aerodromes currently are, or should be, subject
to environmental certification and that therefore an extension of the
EASA system could lead to the creation of a mandatory certification
regime for all aerodromes, regardless of whether an environmental
need exists. A blanket approach would not be acceptable given that the
situation at every airport is different.

e We would remind EASA of the ICAO Balanced Approach to Aircraft Noise
Management and associated European Directive, where the
requirements to analyse options for noise mitigation should be
considered only at airports where there is an identified noise problem.
The individual, or a combination of, elements comprising the balanced
approach should then be the subject of a cost benefit analysis, which
should provide the basis for any decisions taken.

b) The Agency is interested in knowing whether stakeholders agree that land
use planning around aerodromes is better regulated at horizontal level, taking
into account all sources of noise/pollution, rather than from an aviation
perspective only.

e It is not immediately obvious what role EASA could play in regulating
land use planning around aerodromes, given that a) many EU Member
States already have their own strict land use regulations, and b) the EU
has no legal competence on the issue.

e This is not to say that IATA believes land use planning isn't important -
indeed it is crucial that all noise and emissions sources at and around
aerodromes are considered. But, as explained earlier, unless new EASA
rules would supersede existing rules, thereby simplifying the legal
framework, it is not clear what EASA's role should be.

396 comment by: General Aviation Awareness Council, UK

a) We do not agree that General Aviation aerodromes should be regulated for
their environmental impact through the EASA system, whether or not they are
covered by safety regulation within the EASA system.

b) If "regulated at horizontal level" means that land use planning
considerations for aerodromes takes into account not only aviation noise etc.
but also such effects as various sources of noise or pollution including
transportation to access the aerodrome ground side, we agree that limiting the
perspective only to flying effects is insufficient. We note, however, that EASA
states (paragraph 23) that the "legal basis for these activities would be in
other regulations than the Basic Regulation". It is not clear why this question is
therefore included in this paper.
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In the UK and most or all other European countries, planning constraints are
already set by local or higher governmental authorities which seem to address
this. The potential of Directive 2002/49/EC (to which EASA refers) seems to
indicate that even more future constraints could be applied, regardless of EASA
and its present proposals. It is not apparent what EASA could or should bring
to this proposal, but in General Aviation we have no doubt that any more
regulation would add a burden with no additional benefits.

We dispute that "21. Aerodromes are of course main contributors to aviation
noise and downgrading of local air quality for their neighbours." Clearly,
aircraft operations and aviation noise are more noticeable near aerodromes
simply because aircraft are flying lower than when cruising. However, most
aircraft at GA (light aviation) aerodromes are relatively quiet and conform to
locally-agreed noise abatement procedures. It is large transport aircraft
operations at major aerodromes that generate most aviation noise and they
cannot, of course, operate from small aerodromes. As to "downgrading of air
quality", we have no knowledge of any evidence of any downgrading of air
quality at light aviation aerodromes and flying sites and, self-evidently, there is
no significant downgrading at all from glider and hang-glider operations. The
positive environmental aspects of small aerodromes - vegetation providing
habitats for small creatures, birds, insects, etc. - have also not been taken into
account. There are also aerodromes where their neighbours are delighted at
their positive environmental (and social) impact. In General Aviation, probably
the majority of flying sites (which include gliding aerodromes, farmers' strips,
microlight and ultralight aircraft strips, model flying sites, etc.) have little or no
noise impact and no discernable air quality effect on their neighbours. Most
neighbours of such sites either do not notice their presence or positively
welcome their existence as an amenity. In our view, the statement at the start
of para.21 should be re-worded to refer to major aerodromes as it is
inaccurate as it stands.

The total noise energy received by neighbours from a GA aerodrome is often,
perhaps almost always, less than that from passing traffic, other neighbours
using lawnmowers and hedge trimmers, and other non-aviation sources, or
even in some cases from overflying transport or military aircraft based
elsewhere. Unless authoritative noise surveys have been carried out, the
premise upon which this question is based is unfounded opinion, not
established fact.

406 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Answer to Question 2

a) Again the simple answer is no.

The agency is looking at the subject from a single, large commercial operation
aspect and is not taking into account the range of operations used by aviation
for the arrival and departure of aircraft. ‘Aerodrome’ is a loose term covering
everything from a single grass strip to a major international airport and
includes water aerodromes. Aircraft can depart and arrive from and to
international locations on either a very infrequent or fairly regular basis and
trying to describe all under the one heading is to expect huge problems.

Without the definition of size or operational numbers, the question cannot
sensibly be answered. Any attempt by the Agency to control the design, layout
or operational aspects of any size of aerodrome would be impossible to define
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and would seriously affect the profitability or practicality of the operation.

Each small part of any aerodrome operation will already have environmental
aspects designed into them. For example all the motor vehicles should be road
legal and would therefore already meet the required regulations for noise and
emissions in that country or to EU requirements. Making use of the latest down
lighting for any internal roads is a requirement of the lighting standards of
each country. Further national and EU regulations are already in place to cover
other environmental aspects.

If any new airport were to be designed and constructed the latest building
requirements would be incorporated in each structure as laid down by the
regulations for that country for thermal efficiency, sound insulation, emissions
and construction, etc.

Attempts to standardise all the requirements across the EU would create
national problems with current planning and building regulations in each
country.

It should also be noted that any major new development in the UK has to have
an environmental impact study as part of the planning process.

In the reverse direction, any grass aerodrome is already more environmentally
valuable than any other form of transport as many of these have never been
sprayed with insecticides and have wild flowers and bird life not found in the
surrounding areas. Aerodromes can also include gliding sites which are
possibly the most environmentally good sites in the country.

ISO 14000 adequately covers the environmental aspects of materials and their
disposal; any attempts at new regulations would be duplicating or contradicting
these standards and procedures.

What is a Standard? BSI describe a standard as “a published specification that
establishes a common language, and contains a technical specification or other
precise criteria and is designed to be used consistently, as a rule, a guideline,
or a definition”.

b) Again the simple answer is no.

The reverse is however a possibility where the agency could act to prevent
the location of any planned development in the noise or environmental
footprint of an existing airport. This would prevent any undesirable
environmental and safety issues associated with airport operations from
creating any problems with anyone moving into the area.

Safety under these circumstances would be a high priority with regard to
the safe arrival and departure routes for aircraft using the airport by
restricting development along those routes rather than trying to adapt
routes to any new development.

Response from the Vintage Aircraft Club

a) The correct word for international air operations is used here of "Airport",
meaning a location where more than 50,000 passenger movements per year
take place. This does not and should not apply to airfields, landing grounds,
gliding sites, hang glider sites, paragliding sites, farm strips or other sites used
for the operation of General Aviation aircraft as these have a very low
environmental impact.

b) Land use planning could be useful in preventing the construction of
developments either close to or directly in line with the arrival and departure
routes of aircraft. This would ensure that the safe and environmentally good
operation of the potentially affected aerodrome would be secured. This could
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be used to reinforce the current "Safeguarding" maps used in the UK for
planning authorities.

440 comment by: Bae Systems

As the EASA system will cover safety regulation, it would seem logical that it
also covers airport design and operations for their environmental impact.

Land planning would be better left to local authorities.

474 comment by: Fridrich Jan

a) My understanding is that the European Commission wants to exclude small
aerodromes from the applicability of the EASA rules. Therefore, I expect that
these excluded small aerodromes will not be regulated through EASA
environmental rules.

b) The regional differences in Europe are much better handled and more
effective for the protection of the environment when they are tailored by the
regional level based on expert knowledge of the situation.

475 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

GAMA strongly believes that aviation safety should be the guiding principle in
the design and operation of airports. This includes runway orientation and
arrival/departure trajectories. While operators can, and do, take measures to
minimize the environmental impact of arrival/departure operations, these
measures should not be codified, as they could conflict with aviation safety.
Furthermore, ICAQ's balanced approach to noise regulation already accords to
local authorities the authority to regulate environmental impacts at airports.

490 comment by: Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA)

Environmental considerations in airport design and operation cover a broad
range of issues - e.g., power generation, building design, power delivery to
aircraft, air side vehicles, ground engine running, oil disposal, noise
abatement. Each of these involves a discrete set of national regulatory issues
and/or operator practices. The consultation does not identify inadequacies in
current practices in any of these areas, but rather proposes consolidation as a
goal in itself with no additional rationale. Some aspects of airport operation,
however, should be developed with reference to the specific locality. For
example, the ICAO Balanced Approach to Noise emphasizes the importance of
analyzing the local noise problem and developing measures best tailored to
address it. Any credible examination of this policy question would require
extensive consultation among States and stakeholders.

491 comment by: Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA)

The airline industry has long advocated considering aviation sources in context
with all other sources of pollutants in assessing local air quality and deciding
upon measures to address emissions, including land use planning. ATA
advocates land use planning as an effective way to address aircraft noise,
emissions, operational efficiency and safety, particularly where such measures
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can prevent encroachment of incompatible development in the vicinity of
airports. Decisions regarding the appropriateness of land use measures should
be made case by case, in light of specific local circumstances.

518 comment by: AESA

Question 2, a). We agree that airport design should be regulated for its
environmental impact through the EASA system, but airport operations should
be taken as a longer term process in order to give enough time to all parts
involved to introduce the new regulations and rules minimized possible
negatives impacts.

2,b) The question is not enough explained so we expect a deeper discussion of
this point in order to understand what the Agency is trying to ask and which is
the objective.

523 comment by: Royal Danish Aeroclub

Answer to Question 2:

A) We do agree that EASA also should take care of the environmental area.
But it is important to have the different kind of landingstrips, airfields,
aerodromes, airports defined clearly and differenciate between them when it
comes to regulation. In principal each strip of grass could be an airfield - but is
not, and should not be covered by unnecessary regulation. We see a risk in
forcing regulation for airports into airfields and landingsstrips etc.
Airfields with less 1.000 operations per annum should not have a
environmental permission - but only a registration.

EASA could have benefit by looking at the Norwegian rules for classification.

B) In Denmark we have seen examples of Authorities attemp to regulate
small airstrips with less 50 operations per year with the same rules as large
airports. This is unnessecary waste of time and common resources and should
be avoided with a future regulation.

535 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)

Which types of aerodromes shall be incorporated? Is an airfield used by
hanggliders/paragliders, model aircraft or microlight aircraft an aerodrome?
What is the difference between an airport and an aerodrome?

Please define ,airport" and especially ,aerodrome".

No additional regulations are needed in Germany, as far as airfields managed
and used by air sport clubs are concerned. Exclude such airfields from foreseen
EASA regulation.

Existing environmental protection laws and available management systems in
Germany secure a high environmental protection standard on airfields used by
air sports enthusiasts.

Therfore in general the answers could be ,yes", but existing environmental
protection regulations in Germany must not be weakened or strengthened by
EASA regulations, as far as airfields used by air sports enthusiasts are
concerned.
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549 comment by: ECA - European Cockpit Association

- ECA reiterates its position previously voiced on many occasions, that EASA
should remain an agency solely and purely responsible for safety. Any
environmental protection measures must be clearly subordinated to EASA's
principal objective. Whether environmental protection is regulated through the
EASA system or through a different approach, the supremacy of safety
considerations must be clear and unambiguous.

Airport design needs to follow this order of priorities: safety, operational
efficiency, environmental sustainability. For example: runway orientation
should be done according to ICAO Annex 14 (with respect to prevailing winds
and obstacles and to prevent operational hazards such as runway crossings).

- Land use planning and management is an important measure to achieve
environmental sustainability of aerodromes. It might be wise to differentiate
between measures for existing aerodromes (where only limited changes might
be feasible) and for the planning of new aerodromes (where ideal conditions
can be targeted).

572 comment by: ADV

a)

We believe that airport design and airport operations covered by EASA safety
regulation should not be subject to further regulation by EASA in terms of their
environmental impact. In Europe, there is a well-proven system of approval
checks, impact balances and prevention/abatement legislation in place (e.g.
airport approval procedures, noise abatement law, also various EU
regulations). This system thoroughly considers all impacts of an airport's
design and operations, be it noise, gaseous emissions, land use, ground water
effects, waste water treatment or other environmental impacts. It must not be
superseded or made more complicated by another layer of certification.

We are concerned about the potential for a mandatory certification scheme for
all aerodromes, regardless of whether there is an environmental issue or not.
This would appear contrary to the ICAO "Balanced Approach" and associated
European Directive, where the requirements to analyse options for noise
mitigation should be considered only at airports where there is an identified
noise problem. The individual, or a combination of, elements comprising the
balanced approach should then be the subject of a cost benefit analysis, which
should provide the basis for any decisions taken.

b)

As the European Union has no legal competence on land-use planning, it is
difficult to see how EASA could be effective in this area. However, we would
agree the principle of tackling all sources of noise/pollution at and around an
airport, in a balanced way, and not concentrating on aviation alone.

comment by: The Norwegian Ministry of Transport and

574 Communications

a. On a general basis, we agree that airport design and airport operations
covered by safety regulation in the EASA system should also be regulated
for their environmental impact through the EASA system. We presume
that such regulations will cover aviation specific problems only and will
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not address environmental problems already covered by more general
environmental regulations. Furthermore, it is an assumption that such
regulations should be enforced by national authorities.

b. The Norwegian Ministry of Transport and Communications agrees that
land use planning around aerodromes is better regulated at horizontal
level.

comment | 587 comment by: British Airways

comment

a) We are concerned about the potential for a mandatory certification scheme
for all aerodromes, regardless of whether they have an environmental issue or
not. This would appear contrary to the principle of the ICAO "Balanced
Approach" and associated European Directive, and UK legislation, where the
requirement to analyse options for noise mitigation should be considered only
at airports where there is an identified noise problem. The individual, or a
combination of, elements comprising the balanced approach should then be the
subject of a cost benefit analysis, which should provide the basis for any
decisions taken.

If the suggestion by EASA is for them to regulate airports to mandate the
application of the Balanced Approach on the occasions when it would apply
then, in principle, we could support this.

b)

As the European Union has no legal competence on land-use planning, it is
difficult to see how EASA could be effective in this area. However, we would
agree the principle of tackling all sources of noise/pollution at and around an
airport, in a balanced way, and not concentrating on aircraft alone. We would
also welcome the implementation of more rigorous controls on land-use
planning and management around airports, as we feel that the UK situation is
weak in this area. In this context PPG24 only advised that noise "should be
taken into account"” when developments are considered, but there is currently
no UK legislation prohibiting inappropriate developments in noise sensitive
areas.

In respect of noise, we would note that there is currently no consistency across
the various EU member states, or even airports within each state. We do
believe that EASA could have a beneficial role here in tackling the plethora of
rules (local, regional, national and even EU) regarding noise and emissions
regulation and restrictions at EU airports, and rationalising into a single
framework. This would not only simplify the legal process but also serve to
minimise market distortion issues. However, this would have to be managed
under the principles of the ICAO "Balanced Approach", on a specific airport-by-
airport basis.

601 comment by: Walter Gessky

Question 2:

e a) It is not supported that the environmental impact requirements for
airport design and airport operations will be regulated through the EASA
system, when not required by ICAO SARPs.

b) Land use planning around aerodromes should be regulated at horizontal
level, taking into account all sources of noise/pollution. Environmental
protection should not only take into account the impact of noise and emission,
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but also all other additional kinds of impacts like dangerous goods, radioactive
material, ozone concentration, all kinds of poison etc. This is outside of the
scope and mandate of the basic regulation and cannot be regulated by the
EASA system alone.

642 comment by: Flughafen Paderborn Lippstadt GmbH

The paradigm for airport design and airport operations should be safety. This is
and should be the maxim and priority over all other issues taken into
consideration. It should be of great concern to all parties involved that this
mindset is not tampered with for environmental issues. This being said, the
balanced approach implemented and acted upon requires action and mitigation
measures be taken only in cases were a problem has been identified. It is
therefore our concern that in the case of regulation by the EASA system this
would lead to a homogeneous certification scheme that would be implemented
to all airports alike regardless of commensurability. Current regulation put
upon airport design and airport operations covered by EASA safety regulation
are to date sufficient and should not be subject to excessive regulation.
Present legislation and procedures (e.g. airport approval procedures, noise
abatement law, also various EU regulations) have all incorporated ramifications
upon an airport’s design and operations, be it noise, gaseous emissions, land
use, ground water effects, waste water treatment or other environmental
impacts and necessitate simplification rather than amplification or the need to
intricate by adding another layer of certification. Regarding question 2b it is
our belief that the scope of advertence must be extended to all sources of
noise/pollution in the proximity of an airport. Concentrating on aeronautical
activities alone will have an adverse effect on any analysis conducted and leave
it imperfect.

659 comment by: NATS

Question 2 a) NATS does not agree that airport design and airport operations
that are covered by safety regulation in the EASA system should also be
regulated for their environmental impact through the EASA system.

Question 2 b) NATS agrees that land use planning around aerodromes is better
regulated at horizontal level, taking into account all sources of noise/pollution,
rather than from an aviation perspective only, but points out that as such this
subject is dealt with by bodies (e.g. Local Planning Authorities) which are not
within the scope of EASA's remit.

685 comment by: AgustaWestland

Relevant to Question n° 2b) we agree that land use planning around
aerodromes should be better regulated at horizontal level, taking into account
all sources of noise/pollution, rather than from an aviation perspective only.

704 comment by: Department for Transport

The UK Governments position with regard to question 2(a) is that there may
be scope for EASA to have a valuable and influential advisory role in this area.
For example to produce guidance and examples of best practice to address
some of the points set out in the essential requirements proposed for
aerodromes. However, it needs to be demonstrated what benefits would accrue
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from this. We do not believe that the regulation of airport design and
operations through the EASA system for environmental aspects is desirable.
Furthermore we consider these aspects are best regulated at a national or local
level to reflect the particular circumstances of the airport.

In the UK with regard to airport design, under Town and Country planning
legislation, local planning authorities are responsible for the control of
development in their area. They will take account of UK Planning guidance
when doing so. In the UK we anticipate only a very few new runways to be
built. Most runways in the UK are aligned to best suit the prevailing wind for
safety, operational reasons which also benefit the environmental efficiency of
aircraft movements. Historically many civilian airports have developed on
aerodromes previously developed for military purposes, which means that the
concrete is already laid. It is therefore difficult to understand a beneficial role
for EASA being involved in similar future developments.

With regard to airport operations, the Secretary of State (SoS) for the
Department of Transport has powers to put in place certain noise mitigation
measures at designated airports. Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted are
currently designated. The SoS can also exercise similar powers at other
airports, if there is evidence that a major problem is not being dealt with
adequately through local controls.

Elsewhere there are local planning agreements between the local authorities
and the airport operators to minimise the environmental impact of particular
developments. These agreements will include matters such as noise
preferential routes and airport operating restrictions such as movement
numbers, night time operations and noise quota limits.

In the UK military aerodromes are generally made available for public use on
the basis of ‘prior permission required'. In addition a number of military
aerodromes have identified commercial opportunities from making irreducible
spare capacity available to civilian operations, particularly general aviation,
while others offer themselves as diversion options for users of civilian airports.
All this reduces the pressure on the main civilian airport capacity and we feel
that this in itself is not detrimental to the environment. However, these
aerodromes remain military in purpose and as such it would be quite
inappropriate for them to be included in the scope of this NPA.

For question 2(b) we agree with EASA that land use planning around
aerodromes is better regulated at horizontal level, taking into account all
sources of noise/pollution, rather than from an aviation perspective only.

737 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

Regarding Question 2b), land use planning falls outside Rolls-Royce's direct
involvement so we are not well placed to comment. However, we would agree
that it would be quite correct for such planning to consider all factors
influencing the environment within and around aerodromes.

Recognising that the skills required to understand, assess and regulate factors
other than aircraft movement falls well outside EASA's current expertise, we
agree that, as stated in paragraph 31, the legal basis for these activities should
be in regulations other than the Basic Regulation. Any EASA involvement
should not extend beyond contributing towards the development or
administration of such regulations, or providing data to facilitate the
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implementation of such regulations.

738 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

Regarding Question 2a), airport design and airport operations fall outside
Rolls-Royce's direct involvement so we are not well placed to comment.
However, it seems inevitable that there will be occasions where aircraft safety
will drive design in one direction whilst reducing environmental impact will
drive design in another direction (an example here might be the conflict
between safety and environmental impact of increasing the approach
glideslope).

The safety of the aircraft must remain uncompromised (indeed, the industry
loses credibility whenever compromise is even suspected). To avoid
compromise, clear and unambiguous safety regulation and safety regulators
are essential. If environmental impact is to be regulated through the EASA
system, great care must be taken to ensure that the Agency's responsibility to
safety is not inadvertently diluted. Since the proposal does not offer a detailed
view of the envisaged Agency involvement, it is difficult to determine how this
might be achieved.

Furthermore, certain aspects of environmental impact (particularly those
relating to noise) can be managed through commercial measures (curfews etc)
on those products which do not conform to a given standard. As paragraph 31
recognises, "economic measures are not part of the Agency's remit".

However, there are clearly administrative aspects of the EASA system which
may be of use to those regulating environmental impact. The system of safety
regulation development (through a published workplan, the drafting and
release of NPAs and their availability for stakeholder comment through CRT
etc) is established and well understood in the industry. It may be
advantageous to all concerned if such administrative systems were adopted for
the development and publication of environmental impact regulation, provided
that there is no adverse impact on the development of safety regulation.

743 comment by: FAA

2(a)

The FAA does not have an opinion on whether airport design and airport
operations that are covered by safety regulation in the EASA system should
also be regulated for their environmental impact through the EASA system.
However, if EASA were to be given the mandate to regulate these areas for
their environmental impact, the environmental aspect of regulating an airport's
design and operations should be balanced with several other factors, but, in all
cases safety should be the primary consideration. Efficiency and capacity are
key factors as well. These must all be considered against constant features
such as terrain and prevailing winds.

For considering noise-mitigation matters, the European Union already has put
in place the ICAO-endorsed Balanced Approach through Directive 2002/30/EC
on the establishment of rules and procedures with regard to the introduction of
noise-related operating restrictions at Community airports.

2(b)

The FAA does not have an opinion on whether land-use planning around
aerodromes is better regulated at horizontal level. However, we offer the
following food for thought: in the United States, we have reduced by 93
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percent since 1975 the number of residents exposed to significant levels of
noise near airports. Part of this reduction is due to improved land-use planning
through joint measures adopted by local governments, airports, and the
federal government. Facilitating compatible development near airports is an
important tool in the kit of measures to address airport noise. Directive
2002/30/EC recognizes the central role of appropriate land use around airports
as part of the Balanced Approach concept endorsed by ICAO.

755 comment by: Europe Air Sports PM

a)

EAS understands that the European Commission wants to exclude small
aerodromes from the applicability of the EASA rules. Therefore, we expect that
these excluded small aerodromes will not be regulated through EASA
environmental rules.

b)

The regional differences in Europe are much better handled and more effective
for the protection of the environment when they are tailored by the regional
level based on expert knowledge of the situation.

762 comment by: Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic

a)

LAA CR understands that the European Commission wants to exclude small
aerodromes from the applicability of the EASA rules. Therefore, we expect that
these excluded small aerodromes will not be regulated through EASA
environmental rules.

b)

The regional differences in Europe are much better handled and more effective
for the protection of the environment when they are tailored by the regional
level based on expert knowledge of the situation.

776 comment by: APAU

a)

APAU understands that the European Commission wants to exclude small
aerodromes from the applicability of the EASA rules. Therefore, we expect that
these excluded small aerodromes will not be regulated through EASA
environmental rules.

b)

The regional differences in Europe are much better handled and more effective
for the protection of the environment when they are tailored by the regional
level based on expert knowledge of the situation.

794 comment by: ECOGAS

a) Small General Aviation aiports are frequently areas of greenery and clean
air in comparison to neighbouring roads and industrial sites. Any environmental
regulation of airfields must be proportionate, with sensible de minimis levels.
The de minims levels contained in the proposals for aerodrome safety
regulation did not seem very well thought through, and we await the outcome
of the final document with interest.

Page 154 of 347



comment

comment

comment

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-15 05 Oct 2010

b) No comment

806 comment by: Satu Routama

2. a) No. Environmental impacts should not be regulated by EASA. The best
knowledge in environmental issues at the local level is by the local authorities.
2. b) Yes. To understand the total environmental conditions all sources of noise
and pollution should be taken into when planning land use. The local conditions
are best known at the local level.

812 comment by: IACA International Air Carrier Association

a) IACA does not agree that airport design and airport operations that are
covered by safety regulation in the EASA system should also be regulated for
their environmental impact through the EASA system IACA considers that
EASA should not been granted competence in this matter. Environmental rules
should be elaborated on a local, rather than a European level. For matters that
relate to noise for instance, the "balanced approach" by definition refers a local
management for mitigation. At most, EASA could be given a supervisory role
for the implementation of the balanced approach.

b) IACA considers that a Regulation at European level that would deal with
land-use is practically impossible, as local conditions and rules may vary
considerably from one location to another. IACA therefore strongly urges to
keep this matter within national member states' competence.

820 comment by: CAA FI

Q2a:

So far, the FCAA has been satisfied with the current system as the national
authorities have the best knowledge and experience in the local situation and
in the best environmental protection within the framework of national
environmental legislation.

Q2b:

Basically land use planning is a horizontal activity (at least in Finland) in which
an appropriate balance between various activities and targets is aimed at. The
airports are originally built out of urban structure in order to reduce air traffic
noise and other environmental problems. However, as air traffic volumes are
increasing and the municipalities tend to plan housing and other sensitive
activities closer and closer to the vicinity of airports, air traffic noise problems
may increase. Airport investments are long-standing investments, i.e. airports
should have a certainty that there is a license to continue operation for
decades ahead. Therefore, close collaboration between land use planning and
aviation authorities as well as other relevant partners is needed in order to
avoid environmental and other problems.

825 comment by: Munich Airport

Firstly, it is important for safety to take priority on environmental issues. It is
therefore important to ensure that safety requirements for aerodromes will
take priority on environmental considerations.

Page 155 of 347



CRD to NPA 2008-15 05 Oct 2010

We are concerned about the potential for a mandatory certification scheme for
all aerodromes, regardless of whether there is an environmental issue or not.
This would appear contrary to the ICAO "Balanced Approach" and associated
European Directive, where the requirements to analyse options for noise
mitigation should be considered only at airports where there is an identified
noise problem. The individual, or a combination of, elements comprising the
balanced approach should then be the subject of a cost benefit analysis, which
should provide the basis for any decisions taken.

We believe that airport design and airport operations covered by EASA safety
regulation should not be subject to further regulation by EASA in terms of their
environmental impact. In Europe, there is a well-proven system of approval
checks, impact balances and prevention/abatement legislation in place (e.q.
airport approval procedures, noise abatement law, also various EU
regulations). This system thoroughly considers all impacts of an airport's
design and operations, be it noise, gaseous emissions, land use, ground water
effects, waste water treatment or other environmental impacts. It must not be
superseded or made more complicated by another layer of certification. On
European and national level there are a lot of specific regulations for numerous
environmental aspects. Most of these requlations are of general purpose and
do not only governs aviation. As these regulations won't disestablished
additional reqgulations have to be rejected. We believe that the current
environmental regulations are sufficient.

b) The Agency is interested in knowing whether stakeholders agree
that land use planning around aerodromes is better regulated at
horizontal level, taking into account all sources of noise/pollution,
rather than from an aviation perspective only.

As the European Union has no legal competence on land-use planning, it is
difficult to see how EASA could be effective in this area. However, we would
agree the principle of tackling all sources of noise/pollution at and around an
airport, in a balanced way, and not concentrating on aircraft impacts alone.

839 Direction Générale de I'Aviation Civile

Regarding point a, the French Civil Aviation administration does not agree that
airport design and operations that might be covered by safety regulations in
the EASA system should also be regulated for their environmental impact.
Indeed, environmental issues in airport design and operations are much
broader than might be covered by safety regulation and other rules already
apply to these fields (primarily air and water) under other European Union
regulation supervised by other European administrations. Moreover, it should
be reminded, as stated previously, that priority shall be given to safety on an
aerodrome, according notably to ICAO SARPS.

As regards other impacts outside air traffic itself (power generation, building
design), the principle of subsidiarity should apply.

Regarding point b, the French Civil Aviation administration opinion is that land
use planning is dependent on a much broader range of issues, and that
regulating it from an aviation perspective only could be only partially sufficient.

Environmental issues should be dealt with through a global approach including

the surroundings of the airports which can be also a source of air and water
pollution. This is not in accordance with paragraphs 21 and 22 (part A) which
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only deal with the air side.

845 comment by: CAA-NL
a)

Position
The Netherlands considers it important for there to be a careful and explicit
balance between environmental interests and those relating to safety and
economics. The Netherlands is in favour of the scope for policy making being
retained at national level, as local conditions sometimes require specific
measures.

In addition, the Netherlands would like to keep the scope for national policy
making within a European context, as already laid down in Directive
2002/30/EC, regarding noise-related operational restrictions.

Consideration

Replacing a carefully balanced system of environmental protection by a one-
dimensional version determined centrally at EC level is not to be desired. Any
EC environmental protection measures should allow for enough scope for
measures designed to deal specifically with local circumstances (see the Alders
recommendations), so that as much account can be taken as possible of
situational aspects whenever various interests are under consideration.

b)

Position

With regard to spatial planning, the Netherlands believes that this should
remain a matter of national competence.

853 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION
a)

No. ERA has significant concerns over the expansion of the mandate of EASA to
cover the mandatory certification for all airports regardless of environmental
need. EASA should only be involvement at airports where there is an identified
problem. Environmental impact should be regulated at local level and not at on
an EU wide basis. There may be a role for EASA to ensure that the ICAO
balanced

approached is being followed but it does not merit new rules.

b)

Regulating land use planning at European level is virtually impossible. Local
conditions and regulations vary hugely. Consequently this question is not
relevant. The only role EASA could play is to ensure that ICAO balanced
approached is being followed but it does not merit new rules

907 comment by: Dassault Aviation

If EASA is mandated to regulate environmental questions on aircraft in flight, it
would seem logical to extend the coverage to regulation of airports to the
same extent as safety. However, environmental impact of aerodromes is not
strictly limited to aircraft related effects, and should be addressed on a more
global level.
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958 comment by: AOPA-Sweden

2 a: Referring to the above written, the answer is no.

2 b: The answer here is yes, all sources of noise and pollution should be taken
into account when planning an aerodrome. And this is already done so at many
places in Europe where the environmental laws are developed properly.

980 comment by: ACI EUROPE

Question 2 a)

ACI EUROPE is of the opinion that airport design and operations shall be
regulated for their environmental impact outside the EASA system. To the
extent that common (uniform) environmental rules are deemed appropriate for
a specific issue and there is a relationship (possible synergy or conflict of
interests) with areas to be covered in the future by safety regulation under the
EASA system, the rulemaking process shall be closely coordinated with EASA
and the responsible other organisations.

Question 2 b)

ACI EUROPE is of the opinion that land-use planning around aerodromes shall
indeed be regulated taking into account all sources of noise by industry and
transport (road and rail noise, as well as air transport). Consequently, it shall
be regulated at horizontal level, outside the EASA system, since EASA will not
regulate these other modes of transport and industry. However, the
rulemaking process in that horizontal area, which is key to proper noise
management at airports, is most often beyond the responsibility and
competence of airport operators, thus raising a considerable amount of
concerns. The proper way to address this issue (at horizontal level) is far from
being implemented or achieved in most Member States at the moment.

Regarding gaseous emissions of air transport, there is currently a debate
within the ICAO CAEP working arrangements whether or not land-use planning
around airports shall be considered as one element of the "balanced approach”,
just the way it is for noise. ACI EUROPE's opinion on that is not final at this
stage, but so far it appears that land-use planning cannot make a positive
contribution to resolving gaseous emissions issues. For air traffic there is
basically no strong relationship between the location of the pollutant (gaseous
emissions) and the local or regional air quality problem (imissions). In any
case, it strongly depends upon which pollutant is being considered. Therefore,
it has not been demonstrated that regulation on land use planning through the
EASA system could make a positive contribution towards this already
complicated problem.

986 comment by: MT-Propeller Entwicklung GmbH - DOA EASA 21J.020

We do not agree that airport design and airport operations shall not be
regulated for their environmental impact through the EASA system. The
current system should be retained because different member states have
different requirements. A certain independence should be retained.

1000 comment by: AEA

a)

Safety is the first priority. It is therefore important to ensure that safety
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requirements for aerodromes will take priority over environmental
considerations.

AEA is concerned about the potential for a mandatory certification scheme for
all aerodromes, regardless of whether there is an environmental issue or not.
This would be contrary to the ICAO "Balanced Approach" and associated
European Directive, which state that options for noise mitigation should be
considered only at airports

where there is an identified noise problem. Individual measures or a
combination of elements comprising the Balanced Approach should then be the
subject of a cost benefit analysis, which would provide the basis for any
decisions taken.

A blanket approach, which is what the proposal seems to suggest, will not work
given that every airport is different. In many Member States strict laws already
apply for both noise and engine emissions produced by aircraft at airports and
in the surrounding area. There are a number of very stringent local regulations
in various fields at certain airports. To generalise such stringency across
Europe would be wholly inappropriate and would have a detrimental effect on
aviation. Additional regulations such as those mentioned in NPA 2008-15 will
only serve to increase the complexity of these laws, while providing little or no
added value (see also reply to Question 3).

However, if EASA is suggesting that it should regulate airports to make sure
that they enforce the application of the Balanced Approach where necessary,
then in principle we could support this.

b)

As the European Union has no legal competence on land-use planning, it is
difficult to see how EASA could be effective in this area. However, AEA would
support the principle of tackling all sources of noise/pollution at and around an
airport in a balanced way, rather than concentrating solely on aircraft noise.
This does not mean that the computation of aircraft noise should be mixed with
other noise sources.

With regard to noise, AEA notes that there is currently no consistency across
the various EU Member States, or even at the different airports within each
State. It believes therefore that EASA could play an important role in
rationalising the plethora of rules (local, regional, national and even EU) on
noise and emissions regulation and restrictions at EU airports into a single
framework. This would not only simplify the legal process but also serve to
minimise market distortion. However, this would have to be managed on an
airport-by-airport basis according to the principles of the ICAO

‘Balanced Approach’.

1018 comment by: Environmental Court Vdnersborg Sweden

. a) Miljdomstolen anser inte att det &r lampligt att miljdpaverkan fran
flygplatser ingar i EASA-systemet med hénsyn till vad som ovan anférts. I
vart fall kan det inte ersatta en individuell prévning, se ovan.

b) Planering av markanvéndning vid flygplatser bér ta hansyn till all paverkan i
omgivningen.

Translation by Centre de Traduction
) a) The Environmental Court does not consider it appropriate that the
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environmental impact of airports be included in the EASA system with
reference to the above. In any case, it cannot replace an individual
inspection, see above.

o b) Land use planning around airports should take into account all impacts
on the surrounding area.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment
- Scope - Air traffic management (ATM) and air navigation services (ANS)

p. 8
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9 comment by: KLM

24, 25

EASA has to promote the environmental friendly ways of air operations in total
instead of putting restrictive regulations to ATM and ANS. The development
and rapid implementation of ADS-B, GBAS and RNP and free flight are realistic
environmental friendly ways to operate with deletion of routes based on
ground facilities that are unnecessary prescriptive and burn much fuel while
direct flights between A and B are possible and environmentally and
economically required and possible.

EASA should push for those developments rather than putting restrictions on
operations with regulations.

25 comment by: Royal Aeronautical Society

In the interests of consistency, to exploit the potential for synergies and to
facilitate proportional balance between safety and environmental protection,
the design and operation of ATM and ANS already covered by safety regulation
should also be regulated for their environmental impact through the EASA
system.

48 comment by: Samuel WENGER

From an environmental exposure point of view, the airport related traffic
management and navigation settings (SID, STAR) are of much greater
importance than 'enroute'. The responsibility for these settings shall therefore
be part of the airport regulation, but they must be established in close
cooperation with ATM/ANS, air operators and land use planners. The
responsibility of ATM/ANS in this area is consecutive: organise the optimum
traffic flow within these settings.

Outside the airport parameter (SID/STARs), ATM/ANS shall continue to guide
and coordinate air traffic within dedicated airspaces. The best goal to achieve
are direct flights with no detours or holdings, also form an environmental point
of view. If environmentally justified restrictions are to be applied to certain
airspaces, aircraft types or other, the task of ANS shall be to consult
responsible bodies as required, but not to define the rerstrictions.

60 comment by: FRAPORT AG

24. Fraport does not feel, that there is a need!
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61 comment by: FRAPORT AG

25. Fraport does support this intention!

157 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Reducing congestion, optimising route networks, particularly adapted
trajectories, words we have been hearing for a very long time now. Only in
taking the last national boundary out of the system we will achieve progress in
Europe.

Justification: Many possibilities to use shorter trajectories are not used,
especially on weekends, because ATM personnel does not want to use them
because of the necessary mental adaptions. In this area a greater influence of
the Agency is greatly welcome.

Why does the author attack the open rotor technology? Cruise level noise
heard on the surface of the earth cannot be an argument!

Who will define the "sensitive areas"? Someone within the Agency? Local
government? The population affected via a referendum? The 27 + 4 member
states will for sure not accept a centralised regulation.

Justification: The nearer the regulator is to the area concerned the better the
solutions are.

166 comment by: KLM Engineering & Maintenance

A.IV.24. 1t is imperative that ATM organisations deal with flight safety
exclusively and not with more detailed flight operational issues as this will
adversely affect flight safety.

218 comment by: jobeckers UECNA

In the past developments in the aircraft industry and air traffic were driven by
economic rather ecologic factors. This is the main reason for the rapid increase
in emissions from aircraft.

Many inventions and product innovations to reduce emissions were not
adopted for the above reason. EASA has the position to establish standards for
the reduction and control of all emissions from air traffic. Effective technologies
for the reduction of emissions must be implemented into the products, and not
left off without sound reasons.

263 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 8

Paragraph No: 24

Comment:

The argument that ATM and ANS need to be regulated environmentally by
EASA is not clearly made here. SES II and SESAR both have a focus on
environment and it is not clear what added value EASA oversight would bring,
though it would certainly bring the risk of added regulatory costs.
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SESAR will be considering a number of specific environmental approaches such
as Environmental Management Systems and Collaborative Environmental
Management, together with a range of subjects for guidance and best practice.
The SESAR ATM Master Plan has its own "Environmental Road map" and a
performance framework for environmental sustainability. It is not clear how
EASA's proposals will be coordinated with these nor how EASA rules would be
coordinated with SES Implementing rules for example, in order to ensure a
synergy of rulemaking.

Justification:

The legislation proposed in this NPA should be developed in co-ordination with
the SES legislation, and the NPA should clarify this relationship. The NPA does
not make clear the relationship between the Environmental ERs and SESAR.

The suggestion of adapting trajectories to avoid affecting the ozone layer or
flying over sensitive areas is not currently realistic. The current ATM/ANS
system has neither the capacity nor the flexibility to make the suggestion of
adapting trajectories to avoid affecting the ozone layer or flying over sensitive
areas a realistic prospect at present.

It does not follow that because aircraft are audible from the ground that
environmental regulation of ATM and ANS is necessary as the NPA argues or
even desirable.

264 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 8

Paragraph No: 25

Comment:

The UK CAA does not agree that EASA should necessarily regulate ATM and
ANS for environment matter and would like to see a full impact assessment
conducted prior to this discussion.

Justification:

The NPA should explain how the costs that would be imposed on regulatory
bodies and ATM or ANS providers would be assessed. There is no mention of a
cost or an impact assessment.

Notwithstanding the suggestion of possible synergies between safety and
environmental regulation, there are likely to be additional costs to regulatory
bodies and service providers.

407 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Paragraphs 24 & 25
Again is focussed on the Commercial Air Traffic with little or no consideration
for GA!

Optimising Commercial Air Transport routes may adversly affect the free use of
General Aviation aircraft; all users of the the skies need to be consulted.

Any further attempts to degrade the free movement of GA aircraft in the
remaining areas of uncontrolled airspace will be vigorously opposed!
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477 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

The discussion in this section raises concerns. For example, the NPA accurately
states that "the aviation community is expecting much from the SESAR
project's contribution to reducing fuel consumption” but goes on to say that
further measures might be put in place to affect trajectories in order "to avoid
unnecessarily affecting the ozone layer or flying over sensitive areas; this may
be necessary for supersonic flight or aircraft using open rotors."

GAMA would note that there are already a number of airspace exclusion zones
for a variety of reasons, as well as noise-specific measures. In addition, the EU
Noise Directive (EC 2002/49) already sets out a process (the balanced
approach) to deal with noise issues.

The SESAR project and Single Sky initiative promise to bring about a welcome
rationalization of the ATM system in Europe, with expected significant
environmental benefits. The highest priority of the ATM system should be
aviation safety. It would be next to impossible to design a rule that could
properly account for all of the variables that might affect air traffic patterns on
a given day or in a given sector.

The great benefit of air traffic modernization will be that trajectories should be
as efficient (and therefore as environmentally beneficial) as possible - any
additional requirements can introduce potential unintended consequences. For
example, diverting an aircraft to avoid "sensitive areas" (recalling that there
are already restrictions in place that do this to some extent) might save one
area from marginal exposure to additional noise, for example, but could
require the aircraft to carry extra fuel to travel a longer route, with a negative
impact from increased emissions of CO2, not to mention additional cost and
possible increased congestion in the air.

536 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)

EASA obviously sees ,noise" and ,emissions" as the only relevant
environmental dimensions of air traffic. This is not comprehensive. Although it
might not be within the Agency's scope, we find it important to mention and to
care about.

Not only humans are sensitive to air traffic, but animals too. Major problems
with air traffic exist and rise continuously with disturbance effects caused by
low flying aircraft on endangered and protected animals and their habitats.
Noise is only partly responsible for such disturbance effects, they are mainly
caused by optical/visual sources.

All types of aircraft can cause such disturbance effects, if they fly too low over
such animals/their habitats = ,sensitive areas". They can be avoided by
voluntary (Germany) and/or, in worst case, legal (partly in i.e. in France,
Austria, Italy etc.) restriction of minimum flight altitudes above ground in
certain sensitive areas relevant for nature conservation.

Severe disturbance effects on certain animal species and habitats are forbidden
according to national laws (i.e. Germany) and especially by European directives
79/409/EWG (birds directive) and 92/43/EWG (FFH).

Proposal:
Include such disturbance effects caused by aircraft into relevant environmental
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dimensions of air traffic and care about as appropriate (see later).

Legal restrictions in order to avoid such disturbance for example in France,
Austria or Italy have led to an increase of conflicts instead of problem solutions
(low or no acceptance of such regulations within pilots, mainly caused by lack
of information and participation within process of rulemaking). Voluntary
means as in Germany (ABAs - Aircraft relevant Bird Areas) already proofed to
be by far more acceptable and effective.

A European wide system of identification of sensitive areas could help to solve
conflicts in some countries and provide a sound information basis to diminish
the disturbance problems. Where possible, unaccepted legal restrictions -
which moreover are difficult to monitor - could be withdrawn.

611 comment by: Walter Gessky

Item 26:

It has to be veririfed that the protection of crew and passengers against
environmental impact from ozone concentration or cosmic radiation are
adequately taken into consideration. This might have an impact to flight
profiles and the aircraft configuration.

623 comment by: BALPA

Para 24 - Open Skies in theory was designed to put more aircraft into the
airspace and offer direct routings to reduce flying time. Placing restrictions on
"sensitive areas" will effectively reduce those improvements.

660 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 24: NATS wishes to point out that there are already many
restrictions on aircraft routings/trajectories. It is not necessarily feasible to
consider imposing further restrictions at this time and certainly not without
considerable further development and assessment work.

Paragraph 25: This might be appropriate in the future (although a full impact
assessment, including cost implications, should be conducted before any
decision is taken) but at present the Agency needs to consolidate its technical
expertise in ATM/ANS and Aerodrome Safety.

706 comment by: Department for Transport

It is noted that the Single European Sky (SES) Package is planned to introduce
a system of performance regulation through the setting of binding targets
which will likely include the environment as a performance area. Question (3)
asks if air operations should be subject to common rules under the EASA
system.

It is not clear how EASA's proposals will be co-ordinated with the SES and if
they would come in addition following the SES or in parallel with the SES. This
represents a real cause for confusion and or duplication and EASA's
involvement may not be helpful to the smooth development and introduction of
the SES package.
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854 EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

Paragraph 24

ERA is concerned with the discussions in this paragraph on the trajectories.
ERA believes that they should not be used to the detriment of the safety of the
flight. The approach put forward on ATM is naive and ill informed. The SESAR
programme and Single Sky projects are well advanced at both an operational
and regulatory level. No further regulation is required.

897 Cathay Pacific Airways

Paragraph 24

This panigraph suggests that flights should be restricted to avoid afrecting the
ozone layer and avoid noise being transmitted to the ground from open rotors.
The open rotor, otherwis: know as the un-ducted fan, is currently subject to
heavy research by a major European air line manufacturer as a possible retrofit
for a very common use airframe. If adopted this technology would provide a
step change improvement in fuel consumption. Limiting areas where these so-
equipped aircraft may fly and the levels at which they may

operate Ifould negate a large proportion of possible savings from the SESAR
project..

916 Dassault Aviation

Paragraph 24
SESAR will take into account pollution (not only to reduce CO2 but
also the other Green House Gazeous) and noise.

Adaptation of trajectories for supersonic flights within only purpose to reduce
the cruise noise and not sonic boom for supersonic aircraft could be the end of
the projects. This position is against all the works of ICAO/CAEP.

948 Dassault Aviation

Dassault Aviation text proposals are marked in bold and highlighted or
crossed out on the initial EASA text

One of the objectives of the Community when establishing the Single European
Sky was to also contribute to the sustainable development of civil aviation by
reducing congestion and optimising route networks. The aviation community is
expecting much from the SESAR project's contribution to reducing fuel
eonsumption pollutant gazeous and particles contributing in the Local
Air Quality and Green House effects. SESAR' project will be a
contributing to noise abatement procedures (departure and arrival).
These are, however, not the only aspects under which the contribution
of ATM and ANS to environment sustainability shall be assessed. j

v O1C
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1001 AEA

t is imperative that ATM organisations deal exclusively with flight safety and
not with more detailed flight operational issues, as this will adversely affect
flight safety.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Scope - Air operations p.8

10 KLM

26

Operators have their own safety responsibility and it is also in their own
interest to keep their aircraft airworthy, as these are their main asset to earn
money.

Regulations from EASA are an overkill and will limit air operations and that is
not wanted.

EASA should enable environmental operations as soon as possible, see also
above ADS-B, RNP and free flight, instead of restrict operations with
regulations. Not all operators are capable of the most advanced features but
CDA and CDFA can be implemented easily.

It has to be noted that aviation emissions only contribute 1 to 3 percent of the
total and that road traffic makes up the most of emission and air pollution.

11 KLM

27

The restriction to carry no more economical extra fuel is a heavy commercial
issue and shall not be regulated by EASA. This can only be achieved by
lowering the fuel prices overall and take away the taxes on fuel and eco-tax
invented by governments and having the fuel price everywhere in Europe the
same.

26 Royal Aeronautical Society

In the interests of consistency, to exploit the potential for synergies and to
facilitate proportional balance between safety and environmental protection, air
operations already covered by safety regulation should also be regulated for
their environmental impact through the EASA system.

It is essential that the principles published by ICAO as Standards and
Recommended Practices that currently provide a proportional balance between
safety and environmental protection (such as in PANS OPS Volume I Flight
Procedures and PANS ATM Chapter 7) are not degraded by rules developed by
EASA.

For the avoidance of doubt, the principle that a pilot-in-command prompted by
safety concerns can override procedures relating to environmental
considerations must be enshrined within the appropriate essential
requirements and reflected in the implementing rules. (For example, see PANS
ATM Chapter 7 paragraph 7.2.5)
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49 comment by: Samuel WENGER

Environmentally safe aircraft operations are mainly a matter of education and
training of persons involved. The corresponding EASA measures are proposed
in the following §28, Environmental awareness. I agree that operating rules
shall also contain the environment protection responsibility of flight crews and
other involved personnel, but I disagree with concrete prohibitions as cited in
the NPA. The operator shall be responsible for using or rejecting any mitigation
procedure, unless a procedure is prescribed in the manufacturer's Aircraft
Flight Manual or an airport operating limitation. Protection of the environment
may not have priority over safety, and it is but one of the three pillars of
sustainability (environment, economy, society).

62 comment by: FRAPORT AG

27. In general Fraport does support this intention! However, the example
shows the wrong way of interaction. No airline would carry so much fuel on
board that the administrational overhead would pay off.

89 comment by: Lars Hjelmberg

The amount of fuel an aircraft carries reflects the costs of the fuel which has to
carried and the necessity as decided by the captain for flight safety. If EASA
believes in market economy then we wonder how this item at all can be
discussed.......

122 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

26: This level of regulation has to be fixed locally, regionally or by the member
states, in no case by the EU/EC.

Justification: Only locally the needed knowledge is available.
27: This idea is inacceptable.

Justification: It is the pilot in command who decides how much fuel he/she
want on board the aircraft, not the decision of a bureaucratic entity. In order to
be able to pay all kinds of fees, everyone has to buy everything at the best
possible rates and tariffs.

167 comment by: KLM Engineering & Maintenance

A.IV.27. Tankering: EASA proposed to prohibit the carriage of surplus fuel
with the sole intent to profit from lower fuel prices. This proposal can only be
accepted if fuel prices are equal for all EASA members, to prevent disruption of
the level playing field.

219 comment by: jobeckers UECNA

A major problem for the introduction of noise abatement procedures is the lack
of knowledge of environmental impacts by ATM /ANS personnel. There is also a
lack of procedures to enforce noise abatement standards and procedures (like
a quality assurance system). At this time, ATM/ANS authorities do not have the
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obligation to implement noise abatement procedures, which are recommended
/ demanded by the "aircraft noise commissions" at airports

The same lack of knowledge of environmental impacts by the flight operations
exists with the aircraft pilots.
I

267 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 8

Paragraph No: 26

Comment:

The UK CAA does not agree that it necessary to better regulate the
environmental dimension of air operations and to develop dedicated
requirements addressed to air operators and flight crews. The NPA suggests
that low noise procedures for parachute dropping or banner towing should be
considered, but does not explain why these should be needed for these
specialised activities, or what the balance of costs and benefits might be. The
NPA should explain why specific requirements might be considered necessary
for parachute dropping or banner towing.

Justification:

It is not clear that the environmental dimension of air operations needs to be
regulated by EASA. Best practice solutions may be much more effective in
many areas. Adapting procedures to reduce the environmental impact of
aviation will impose costs on aircraft operators. There is no mention of cost or
an impact assessment in relation to aircraft operators.

268 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 8

Paragraph No: 27

Comment:

The UK CAA does not agree that EASA should necessarily regulate the
environmental impact of air operations or that there are synergies with safety.
The example given on "the prohibition of carrying more fuel than needed only
to profit from price differences between different regions" is a good example of
the potential for conflict between safety and the environment. For very sound
and well-established safety reasons it is for the pilot in command to decide
how much fuel to carry dependent on the individual circumstance of the flight.

Justification:

We consider that "the prohibition of carrying more fuel than needed only to
profit from price" would be difficult issue to regulate and could raise safety
issues. Fuel tankering is undertaken for many reasons other than purely cost.
For example fuel may need to be uplifted at a different aerodrome because it is
of an unsuitable quality, or because of supply issues. The cost of carrying the
extra weight would normally overcome any price saving. A prohibition on
‘tankering' is likely to prove aspirational rather than practical. In practice it
would be difficult to prove whether fuel was carried in order to ‘profit from
price differences between different regions' or for other reasons, e.g. scarcity
of fuel at a certain airport.

The implication is that upper limits could be mandated on the fuel to be carried
by an aircraft. Following a number of fatal accidents caused by aircraft running
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out of fuel, and incidents of "low fuel emergencies", the regulatory authorities
placed greater emphasis on ensuing that the fuel carried is sufficient for the
planned route plus the effects of adverse weather, unplanned diversion, air
traffic delays, etc. Indeed, one of the areas examined as part of ICAO SAFA
inspections is the adequacy of fuel use planning. This is entirely legitimate to
protect safety. Conversely, any attempt by regulators to limit the excess fuel
to be carried to cover such contingencies would be counter to the safety
objectives and could expose the regulators to litigation following an accident
caused by lack of fuel. The proposal is directly contrary to safety objectives
and would increase the regulators exposure to litigation.

478 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

The NPA document also notes that "synergies" could be created by mandating,
for example, the "prohibition of carrying more fuel than needed only to profit
from price differences between different regions as this practice leads to
creating more emissions than necessary." This suggests that EASA favors an
environmental regulation to fix an economic problem.

This also seems to be a solution in search of a problem. This is never a good
idea and would introduce new costs for operators who might tanker fuel for a
number of reasons, including scheduling priorities and contractual obligations,
among others. In addition, the text offers no evidence that this is a significant
issue. Carrying extra fuel entails a weight penalty, which translates to added
operating cost. Operators therefore have every incentive to reduce weight. If
there are disparities in the price of fuel across the internal market, they are
due to a combination of other factors, including transportation costs and the
fiscal policies of member states. If member states' fiscal policies create
distortions in the internal market, they should be addressed via fiscal policy,
not aviation regulations.

484 comment by: Fridrich Jan

Operations for sports and recreational purposes is considered environmentaly
friendlier than othe GA and air transport activities, therefore should be
exempted from EASA environmental rules. Additional regulations will lead to
additional costs and this will not fulfill the EU aim to increase the number of
pilots.

496 comment by: Air Transport Association of America, Inc. (ATA)

Section 4.c.1, requiring that aircraft be operated so as to "minimize as much
as possible the impact of its noise, its emissions and any subsequent
environmental impacts" is unintelligible and potentially contradictory. Some
operations undertaken to minimize noise could increase emissions and vice
versa. It would also be improper for EASA to look to this provision as a basis
for regulating volumes of fuel carried by aircraft (p. 6, para. 27). Airlines have
powerful economic incentives to minimize their use of fuel, and emissions are
correspondingly minimized. Also, airlines make fueling decisions based on a
range of safety considerations including operational factors, weather, and ATC
issues, and authorize their pilots to make appropriate judgments for specific
flights. The Chicago Convention would prohibit EASA regulation of any fueling
done outside EU airspace, and of uplift of fuel and fuel quantities even within
the EU for international flights.
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Section 4.c.2 providing that a flight "must not be continued" unless "known
conditions continue to be at least equivalent" to the requirements addressed in
the sections on flight preparation (4.b) is unreasonable, unworkable and, taken
to its logical extreme, could strangle commercial aviation, harming the public
and both domestic and international commerce. Would it require a flight to
land at the nearest airport rather than divert to fly around a weather system?
Again, any such requirement would be unenforceable to ATA carriers outside
EU airspace under the Chicago Convention.

531 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Under paragraph 26 the agency makes the statement that more regulation is
necessary regarding air operators but unfairly picks on two aspects of GA as
examples, both of which are already very aware of having to operate in the
most environmental manner possible. Operators of GA operations requiring
consecutive take offs and landings over a relatively short period of time such
as glider towing, parachute dropping and banner towing are very aware of the
potential impact of their operations on the local community and adapt their
operations to reduce the effect as much as possible. Regulation would not
change this but could restrict any advances in technique and would therefore
stifle opportunities.

Paragraph 27 purports to control free enterprise by forcing commercial carriers
to buy expensive fuel in one region on the grounds of environmental
requirements. Carriers will use the best deals available and if one region is
overpriced then it should be for those regions to compete by reducing fuel
prices rather than everyone suffering from an unworkable law. Again no
examples are provided to prove the statement that carrying more fuel than is
needed is necessarily for price reasons. As aircraft become more fuel efficient
they should be able to take advantage of this in their operations.

Regarding GA, pilots will take advantage of good fuel prices whether from
different airfields within a country or by flying across a border. Again it is up to
the regions taxation and the dealer’s profits which should control the sale of
fuel and not any attempt to regulate for spurious environmental reasons. If an
attempt were to be made to improve the environmental aspects then it should
be for the governments to control taxes and market forces the prices.

Attempts to regulate GA flights for whatever reason must be opposed. GA
aircraft need the freedom to operate according to the requirements of the flight
and within the bounds of the aircrafts capabilities. Any attempt to control GA
operations in the manner suggested will be vehemently opposed!

538 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)

See comment 536
Include the sensitive areas-strategy into air operations considerations. Avoid

additional legal regulations, but support voluntary solutions (self-responsibility
of EU-citizens!)
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624 comment by: BALPA

Para 27 - It is the pilot in command's responsibility to decide upon his fuel
requirements based on the weather and possible diversions. This paragraph
effectively forbids tankering of fuel. This could encourage certain countries to
charge more for their fuel knowing that they have a captive audience. The
action of tankering encourages competition in fuel rates in certain respects.

661 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 26: The Agency therefore considers it necessary to better regulate
the environmental dimension of air operations and to develop dedicated
requirements addressed to air operators and flight crews. An example would be
the use of low noise procedures for parachute dropping or banner towing.
NATS is unclear why these specific examples have been chosen as worthy of
particular reference.

Paragraph 27: It is the pilot in command's responsibility to determine the
necessary quantity of fuel to be carried. NATS therefore wishes to point out
that again this is an area of potential regulatory conflict and as always safety
considerations must take priority.

707 comment by: Department for Transport

In this content an example given is a prohibition of carrying more fuel than is
needed. There is a minimum fuel load carried for safety considerations and we
presume that this would be unaffected. There could be scope for research and
best practice guidance setting out the circumstances for carrying the minimum
amount above this safety limit in business as usual conditions.

However, we feel it would be difficult and undesirable to regulate on this
aspect. It would remove market incentives for the efficient distribution of fuel
to airports and competitive pricing between airports. A monopoly position
would be held whereas currently any premium is limited to the marginal cost of
tankering.

It is not unusual for there to be an airport somewhere that has a short term
fuel supply volume or quality problems. This can be easily and safely managed
through a little additional tankering. To prohibit such a practice would seriously
affect the operation of some airports, particularly remote ones. This example,
of a solution, is unworkable and demonstrates the need for smarter solutions
better aligned to how these aircraft and airports could operate.

Stakeholders were firmly of the opinion that mitigation factors and solutions
should be fit for purpose and questioned the utility of the example issues and
solutions.

736 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

In general, the day-to-day activities related to aircraft operations fall outside
Rolls-Royce's direct involvement so we are not well placed to comment.
However, it is our understanding that the effort required to regulate aircraft
operational safety in today's system is already burdensome. To add to this task
(and, by inference, diminish the resource available to regulate safety) by
asking the same system to consider such economic issues would be wholly
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inappropriate without a significant change in resourcing.

In the particular example given, the proposal to prohibit the carriage of extra
fuel might translate into pressure on crews to carry the minimum regulatory
fuel. Whilst paragraph 37 states that the environmental impact requirements
would not be incompatible with safety related requirements, this is an example
of how increasing the emphasis on environmental impact might encourage an
undesirable (or even unacceptable) reduction in safety margin. There must be
clear distinction between Environmental regulation and Safety regulation, with
the clear position made that Safety compliance is "essential".

756 comment by: Europe Air Sports PM

Operations for sports and recreational purposes is considered environmentaly
friendlier than othe GA and air transport activities, therefore should be
exempted from EASA environmental rules. Additional regulations will lead to
additional costs and this will not fulfill the EU aim to increase the number of
pilots.

763 comment by: Light Aircraft Association of the Czech Republic

Operations for sports and recreational purposes is considered environmentaly
friendlier than othe GA and air transport activities, therefore should be
exempted from EASA environmental rules. Additional regulations will lead to
additional costs and this will not fulfill the EU aim to increase the number of
pilots.

775 comment by: APAU

Additional regulations will lead to additional costs and this will not fulfill the EU
aim to increase the number of pilots.

795 comment by: ECOGAS

EASA has many more pressing priorities than the setting of noise standards for
banner towing and parachute dropping. The rulemaking programme is already
far behind schedule, with no sign of amelioration in sight.

A prohibition on tankering would be a retraint of competition, since Memebr
States would be able to set fuel prices without the constraints inherent in a
free market. Carrying excess fuel is not desireable, but the practice would
cease if pricing was harmonised within Europe. This paragraph introduces the
question of value per unit of pollution, which is something ECOGAS is
interested in discussing further. We would argue that the value of transporting
someone en route to a weekend stag party is no less wasteful than tankering
excess fuel. Low cost airlines are being incentivised by other environmental
legislation, eg EU ETS, to fill aircraft with low-economic-value passengers in
order to qualify for free emissions permits. This is clearly perverse and to be
avoided in any additional EASA legislation. Any such legislation would have to
be clearly of benefit to operators and not adding to the economic burden of EU
ETS and other national carbon other 'environmental' taxes.
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864 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

Paragraph 26
ERA suggests the replacement of the word "needed" with the word "desirable"
in line 4 of paragraph 26.

Paragraph 27

ERA is concerned with the statement in paragraph 27 which states "An
example could be the prohibition of carrying more fuel than needed only to
profit from price differences between different regions as this practice leads to
creating more emissions than necessary". Development of this idea will lead to
an increase in costs to operators and is ultimately anti-competitive.

898 comment by: Cathay Pacific Airways

Paragraph 27

This paralgraph suggests, but does not define, synergies. In addition, it also
states that airlines tanker fuel for profit, this is false. The only reason airlines
tanker fuel is cost avoidance due to large differentials in fuel prices. The price
differentials are normally caused by local government policies. This is what
needs to be addressed, as if there were no diffelentials (which are in most
cases substantial) then airlines would not tanker fuel. By prohibiting tankering,
the result will be encouragement to charge more. Currently the only
mechanism keeping the differential in-check is the ability to tanker and
consequently impact the local demand and therefore price.

917 comment by: Dassault Aviation

Paragraph 26
Suppress examples

Paragraph 27

Being able to land in small airports, perform a quick turn around without
refueling, pick up passengers and continue the trip is an essential operational
characteristic of business aircraft that saves time and money. Their MLW are
designed accordingly to be able to land with close to full tanks. Preventing the
carriage of more fuel than strictly needed for a given trip segment would
unnecessarily negate a competitive trait of these aircraft. Enforcement of this
new requirement would have a significant effect on efficiency, and aircraft
design would have to reflect the new trade off to reduce MLW.

Suppress examples

949 comment by: Dassault Aviation

26

Safety regulation relies heavily on air operators to take measures to ensure
that flights are conducted in accordance with the appropriate requirements and
that staff involved in operations are well trained and keep current their ability.
In the same manner rocedures can be used to reduce the environmental
impact of aviation, such as adapting the flight profile and the aircraft
configuration wherever needed and possible without affecting flight safety. The
Agency therefore considers it necessary to better regulate the environmental
dimension of air operations and to develop dedicated requirements addressed

to air operators and flight crews. Ar—example—wouldbetheuseoeflow noise
I . I I . .
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27

As the EASA system will cover the safety regulation of air operations, synergies
would be created if it addressed also at the same time their environmental
impact. The Agency envisages therefore proposing extending the EASA system
to the environmental

regulation of air operations. This would imply that organisations involved in the
operation of aircraft would also be subject to common rules, as appropriate to

implement the applicable essential requirements. An—example—could—be—the

1002 AEA

Tankering: EASA proposes to prohibit the carriage of surplus fuel in cases
where the sole intent is to profit from lower fuel prices. This proposal can only
be accepted if fuel prices are identical in all EASA Member States, to prevent
disruption of the level playing field.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment
- Scope - Environmental awareness of persons active in the aviation system

27 Royal Aeronautical Society

The proposal that the EASA system should be extended to include the
environmental regulation of licensing of pilots, air traffic controllers and
maintenance engineers is not supported on the grounds that:

a) The subject does not need to be managed in such a heavy-handed
manner: knowledge concerning environmental considerations is not on a par
with the knowledge, skills and competency associated with safety-critical
activities undertaken by licensed personnel; and,

b) The training of all personnel who are active in the aviation system
(both licensed and un-licensed practitioners) in environmental considerations
should be delivered by common rules on professional competence schemes by
the organisations employing them and form part of their approval process
where such a process exists.

63 FRAPORT AG

28. Fraport does support this intention! It's the intention of European airlines
alrady to fly in an environmental friendly way, otherwise airports have already
installed charging systems to "punish" them.

123 Aero-Club of Switzerland

28: Perfectly right! But write "It is therefore appropriate... And please go
directly to the ANSP which do not use direct routes which are available on
weekends because their air traffic controllers do not like to switch to something
new.
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168 comment by: KLM Engineering & Maintenance

A.IV.28. The NPA does not provide any evidence that maintenance personnel
can significantly influence their impact on the environment during EASA Part
145 regulated activities. As Part 145 activities of maintenance personnel are
strictly limited to following approved maintenance data and instructions issued
by the (S)TC holder and/or Part 21 design organization, they have no freedom
to affect the environmental impact of their activities. In other words; the
environmental impact of maintenance activities is fully determined by the
maintenance data produced by (S)TC holders and Part 21 DO's. It seems that
the restrictions of Part 145 on the activities by maintenance personnel are
again overlooked, similarly as in the recent Fuel Tank Safety AMC's.

Consequently, any requirement to educate maintenance personnel on
environmental issues can and will not result in any change in the activities of
maintenance personnel, but will result in considerable cost for training, without
any demonstrable benefits to the environment.

Alternatively, any non-maintenance (non-Part 145) activities which could have
an environmental impact and are performed by Part 145 personnel, are not
governed by Part 145 and can therefore by definition not be regulated by
additions to Part 145 or its GM.

In view of the above, it is our opinion that environmental regulations can not
be part of licensing or training requirements for maintenance personnel.

220 comment by: jobeckers UECNA

Aircraft noise is a complex subject. Members of "aircraft noise commissions"
should receive an adequate training on the sources of aircraft noise, its
spreading, and measures to reduce the exposure of people to aircraft noise.
This requirement shall be addressed by the national legislation.

269 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 9

Paragraph No: 28

Comment:

It is not clear that environmental awareness of people working in aviation
needs to be regulated by EASA.

The expression ‘persons' active in the aviation system' needs to be more
precisely defined.

Justification:

More flexible, local solutions may be more effective and enforceable. Proposals
to extend the EASA system to the environmental regulation of the licensing of
pilots and air traffic controllers could present a conflict of interests, as placing
environmental obligations on aircrew and ATC could be at variance to safety.
The extension of the content of training programmes to consider environmental
issues in more detail could have considerable time and cost implications.

Pilots, air traffic controllers and maintenance engineers are clearly defined

professional groups. However ‘any other person active in the aviation system
whose actions can have a significant effect on the noise exposure on the
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ground, the quantity of the emissions emitted and the subsequent
environmental impact' has very wide and rather vague applicability. It could for
example include airline accountants making financial decisions, and ground
staff at aerodromes, as well as certain regulatory staff.

302 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

28.
The LBA has no comments and supports the proposal.

447 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Environmental Awareness of persons active in the aviation system
Paragraph 28 Training in environmental awareness

If the intention is to add a line item to the PPL and the LAE syllabi, then it
would seem reasonable, but if the intention is to extensively train everyone in
the industry from dispatchers, ATC and approval bodies through to aircraft
owners and airstrip owners, then that would be far too onerous.

Response from the Vintage Aircraft Club

Whilst this would appear to be a good way forward, it really only applies to
CAT. The operator of a simple vintage aircraft would need to know very little
about the environmental impact of their machine as they could do little or
nothing to change it. Operating a glider has no impact, rather the opposite in
that gliding is inherently environmentally superb already.

479 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA)

With regard to the "environmental awareness" of personnel, again it seems to
be a solution in search of a problem. It is not clear from the discussion in
paragraph 28 what would be the objective of including "environmental
knowledge requirements" in the "theoretical training" of certain personnel such
as pilots, air traffic controllers and maintenance engineers.

Individuals engaged in aviation activities that require a license are certified by
virtue of their license to have shown themselves able to operate competently
and safely within their specified profession.

These individuals should be able to demonstrate only that they are capable of
flying an aircraft, for example, safely and in accord with all the applicable
rules. To layer on a vague educational requirement of "environmental
knowledge" would make an already rigorous licensing process based on safety
principles even more complex and costly, for the equally vague objective of an
ill-defined level of environmental awareness.

539 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club e.V. (DAeC)

Environmental protection already is partly included in German pilot licensing
(Para- and hanggliding) and is in preparation for all types of licenses used by
air sports enthusiasts. Sound education materials on "air traffic and nature
conservation" will be available in early 2009 for powered and unpowered flying,
model aircraft, ballooning and water flying.
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625 comment by: BALPA

Para 28 - We are all commercially aware of the impact of the fuel prices and do
not consider there is a need or for it to be appropriate for this to be tested at
exam level.

663 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 28. The acts of certain people in the aviation system can
significantly influence the environmental impact of aviation. It might be
therefore appropriate to include environmental knowledge requirements in
their theoretical training. However, it is not considered necessary to address
practical skills as the safety regulations can be considered as sufficient to
provide for a level of skill that is adequate for any environmentally related
activity. The Agency envisages therefore proposing extending the EASA system
to the environmental regulation of the licensing of pilots, air traffic controllers
and maintenance engineers NATS requests the Agency to confirm that
"maintenance engineers" in this context refers only to aircraft maintenance
engineers, as well as the training of any other person active in the aviation
system whose actions can have a significant effect on the noise exposure on
the ground, the quantity of the emissions emitted and the subsequent
environmental impact. NATS accepts and supports the principle that staff in
non-operational roles should be environmentally aware but not that this should
be subject to formal regulatory requirements or oversight.

735 comment by: Rolls-Royce plc [DGJ]

In general, the day-to-day activities related to aircraft operations fall outside
Rolls-Royce's direct involvement so we are not well placed to comment.
However, we would urge that care be taken to ensure that any new
requirements placed on pilots and air traffic controllers (for example) do not
inadvertently diminish their real-time attention to flight safety.

865 comment by: EUROPEAN REGIONS AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

It is unclear who the ‘certain people' are who are defined in this paragraph?
Examples must be provided. In addition, who will pay for this training?
Maintenance personnel are already covered by EASA rules. (Part 145, Part 147
and Part 66) EASA cannot become part of the licensing and training of
maintenance personnel as this would lead to a considerable increases in costs
without any demonstrable environmental benefit.

1003 comment by: AEA

NPA 2008-15 does not provide any evidence that EASA Part 145-regulated
activities carried out by maintenance personnel have a significant on impact on
the environment, as these activities are strictly limited to following approved
maintenance data and instructions issued by the (S)TC holder and/or Part 21
design organization. In other words, the environmental impact of maintenance
activities is fully determined by the maintenance data produced by (S)TC
holders and Part 21 DOQO's. It seems that the restrictions imposed by Part 145
on the activities of maintenance personnel have again been overlooked, as
they were in the recent Fuel Tank Safety AMC's.
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Consequently, any requirement to educate maintenance personnel on
environmental issues will not result in any changes to the activities of
maintenance personnel, but it will result in considerable training costs, without
any demonstrable benefits to the environment. Alternatively, any non-
maintenance (non-Part 145) activities which could have an environmental
impact, and which are performed by Part 145 personnel, are not governed by
Part 145. They therefore cannot be regulated by additions to Part 145 or its
GM.

In light of the above, AEA is of the opinion that environmental regulations
cannot be part of licensing or training requirements for maintenance personnel.

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Scope - Aeronautical products - Operating restrictions p- 9

64 FRAPORT AG

29. If there are indications, that rulemaking costs will be reduced, Fraport will
fully support this intention, yet however regulations for airports are already
established where they make sense and are applicable.

159 Aero-Club of Switzerland

If something already is regulated by the Members States the Agency must not
duplicate these efforts. Up to now, all centralisation measures were followed by
cost increases and the "level playing field" will never be found or established
by centralised action. What the Agency can do is to dicatate to the Member
States the regulations to be followed, i. e. to apply the rules of the Agency and
not the rules of ICAO where no longer applicable.

How large the Agency thinks it will be in 20 years?

221 jobeckers UECNA

Noise-related operating restrictions - the forth element of the "Balanced
Approach" - are rarely applied until now. The "popular" remedy of excess noise
levels is measures for passive noise reduction on buildings, or none.

We suggest that EASA sets appropriate standards for noise protection outside
and inside of buildings (depending on its location and usage), which include the
enforcement of these standards.

270 UK CAA

Page No: 9

Paragraph No: 29

Comment:

We do not support the assumption that synergies could be created if the
regulation of restrictions for environmental protection purposes were
transferred to the EASA system. The NPA does not explain how transferring
environmental protection to the EASA system will contribute to a level playing
field'. It is unlikely to enhance competition between EU airports, or reduce
regulatory burdens. We do not agree that EASA should necessarily regulate
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environmental aspects of aerodromes and air operators and believe that a full
impact assessment is necessary before agreeing that there are synergies in
transferring the regulation.

Justification:

Directive 2002/30/EC (on the establishment of rules and procedures with
regard to the introduction of noise-related operating restrictions at Community
airports) has already been transposed into national legislation. There is no
obvious benefit in operating restrictions being subject to common rules under
the EASA system when the EC has already laid out common rules in the
directive and the system appears to work well.

The claim that synergies would be created if EASA addressed the safety
dimension of aerodrome regulation at the same time as the environmental
aspects is unsubstantiated and ignores the equal scope for the creation of
conflicts between environmental and safety regulation. The safety of these
operations must take primacy over environmental issues.

271 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: 9

Paragraph No: 30

Comment:

It is not clear this would enhance competition between EU airports, or reduce
regulatory burdens.

Justification:

Without an indication of the level/circumstances at or under which subsidiarity
would apply, it is not possible to assess the impact on UK aviation of imposing
operating restrictions at some aerodromes.

303 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

29. to 30.

Directive 2002/30/EC on noise-related operating restrictions has already the
aim of creating a uniform framework of regulations and procedures for
operating restrictions at the airports of Member States. And with respect to
small airfields local environmental problems can not be regulated by uniform
requirements. This is a typical task of the subsidiary principle. We do not see
any necessity for EASA to cover this task.

534 comment by: Light Aircraft Association

Operating Restrictions

Paragraph 29

Whilst combining the environmental regulations from the member states could
be good if the outcome was to be a light touch, the danger is that the
environmental lobby will try and insist on impractical regulations as far as GA
is concerned. The system may work for commercial aviation but is not practical
for the wide range of GA aircraft and GA operations especially vintage and
classic machines.

Paragraph 30
Yet again this should only apply to commercial operations. The wide range of
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Airfields and types of aircraft in GA do not lend themselves to such overarching
regulation.

comment | 626 comment by: BALPA

Para 29 - A "level playing field" will not be achieved through EASA IRs when
States are permitted to apply their National regulations.

comment | 664 comment by: NATS

Paragraph 29: NATS would welcome sight of the impact assessments of and
justifications for these assertions.

Paragraph 30: Again, NATS would welcome sight of the assessment which
demonstrates how this will reduce the regulatory burden.

comment | 796 comment by: ECOGAS

It is difficult to see how EASA could set common rules on operating restrictions
in the face of Member States' national and local regulations. EASA should only
consider this extension if such existing rules are replaced rather than simply
added to.

comment | 899 comment by: Cathay Pacific Airways

Paragraph 29

Unforturnately, it is doubtful if this would reduce rule making costs. The more
likely scenario is that EASA rules would exist on top of local legislation, which
would be far from the level playing field that is implied. A commitment to the
EASA rules being the "top of the legislative tree" and over-riding States local
requirements would be a fundamental issue here.

comment | 918 comment by: Dassault Aviation

common rules are applied following subsidiarity levels depending on the local
constraints : European countries are a puzzle with some economic objectives
and the balanced approach defined by ICAO in doc 9829 -1st edition 2004
could be evocated

A. EXPLANATORY NOTE - IV. Content of the Notice of Proposed Amendment

- Scope - Aeronautical products - Operating restrictions - Question 3 p- 9
comment| 12 comment by: KLM
Answer:
EASA shall not be involved in environmental regulations at all.
comment | 28 comment by: Royal Aeronautical Society

Q3: The proposal that operating restrictions for environmental protection
reasons should fall within the EASA system with the aim of creating a ‘level
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playing field' not currently guaranteed through the relevant directives is
supported. Such rules must provide the necessary level of subsidiarity where
appropriate and include third-country operators operating into, within or out of
the Community.

50 comment by: Samuel WENGER

Question 3:

As stated under aerodromes, regulating operating restrictions at European
level would likely lead to considerably sub-optimal rules for a majority of
aerodromes, even if justified by 'level playing field' or 'reducing regulatory
burden'. Any given restriction may be too stringent at one aerodrome, while it
may men 'forced access' at a more sensitive location. Clearly, providing some
guidance and argument