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GAAC
The focus of attention recently has been the proposal by the government to reduce the 1000 plus pages of the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) and Statements (PPS) to a 52 page document called the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Whatever you may think about the idea of this proposal, it may have drastic repercussions for the GA world and the few remaining aerodromes as the little protection there used to be appears to have been swept away.

To try to get the government to realise the General Aviation aspect of their proposals, the GAAC chairman, Charles Henry and your VAC representative, John Broad attended a meeting with John Howell MP. John Howell claims to be the person who drafted the new document and was very willing to listen to our points. The GAAC has submitted some amendments to the document, written by Anna Bloomfield, planning consultant.
An aspect of the NPPF that is rather worrying is the presumption in favour of development where the default answer to a planning application will be yes! The thrust of the NPPF is “sustainability” but the definition of this is not in the document. John Howell explained that the term was meant to support plans which are to the benefit of the community and the environment but this can be down to one person opinions compared to others. We raised the points about the existing transport policy, PPG13 stating that aerodromes are part of the transport infrastructure of the UK and should not be put forward for development and the definition of Brownfield in PPG3 that discounted aerodromes that have been omitted from the new draft. Whether this had any effect we will have to see in the final draft.
John Howell also suggested that amenities should be of greater importance but of course this term can also be considered from two aspects when discussing the future of an aerodrome.

I also asked about the continuance of the 28 day rule and was rather shocked to hear that John Howell did not know about this rule. When I explained the principles of allowing such things as car boot sales, motoring events and of course airstrips without planning permission as long as they didn’t exceed 28 days per year, he said he would have look further into this. I just hope he doesn’t conclude to delete this as well as CPRE have asked.

The issue of wind turbines and wind farm locations relative to aviation interests was also raised as the minor protections currently in planning law would disappear under the NPPF.

The final item I wanted to know was how the NPPF will integrate with all the other government policies such as the aviation policies from the DfT and the CAA’s documents on the future of aviation in the UK.

I think we gave John Howells something to think about but the government have said they will pass this NPPF in some form and are not going to do a “U” turn!

Anna Bloomfield, GAAC Planning Consultant, said the planning system in the UK has now moved from one of constant change to total chaos!

The problem to GA in particular of the sites of wind turbines and wind farms is constantly being addressed by the GAAC. A document has been issued from the Airspace and Safety Initiative (ASI) to the Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to help them understand the issues.

GASCo

A considerable part of the most recent meeting was taken up with the EASA NPA 2011/16 on the Instrument Rating. The UK representative on the EASA working group FCL 008 is David Earle of PPIR and he has produced a document explaining the situation and the resulting proposals. It has been recognised for some time now that the take up of the IR in the UK and Europe is very low indeed, to the detriment of safety. Those PPLs who have an IR usually obtain it in the USA under FAA rules as these are much more pragmatic for the PPL requirements.

EASA recognise this fact but are unwilling to change any of the flight training requirements. They do realise that much of the technical knowledge in the full IR is of little or no use to a PPL and so have come up with a proposal for a Competence Based Modular (CBM) IR and an en-route IR (EIR). The CBMIR would have a reduced theoretical knowledge requirement but similar flight time requirements. The EIR would allow pilots to fly from A to B but wouldn’t allow them to use SIDS or STARS to land or takeoff. The positions where the EIR would start and cease would be identified on the flight plan as lat and long positions.
I won’t attempt to further this part of the report as you will only end up asking the same questions as we all have. It may pay you to look at the EASA website for the NPA.
It would seem that properly logged hours in IMC will be able to be counted towards a CBMIR or an EIR.

An interesting question was asked by Tricia Nelmes from the BWPA about the new design of electricity pylons. The winning design is a “T” shape which won as it is less able to be seen. From an aviation aspect this is very dangerous, especially if making a forced landing and selecting a suitable field. Interestingly, CPRE would like to see electricity cables installed underground, something the GA community would support but for a different reason.
How do you fancy helping to pass on the safety message? You could volunteer to become one of the GASCo Regional Safety Officers. If you want to be considered, please contact Mike O’Donoghue, GASCo’s CE at the Rochester HQ.
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