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The Airport Regions Conference (ARC) is an 
association of cities and regions across Europe 
which have an international airport situated 
within or near its territory.

The ARC was set up in 1994. There are today 
more than 30 cities and regions in ARC, host-
ing ”the big five” airports in Europe, along 
with other major and regional international 
airports in 18 European Countries.

The ARC brings together a wide range of ex-
pertise at the interface of air transport and 
local and regional policies. A common concern 
is to balance the economic benefits generated 
by the airports against their environmental im-
pact, notably the effect on the quality of life of 
local residents. ARC works with all stakehold-
ers in the aviation industry and the European 
Commissioner for Transport and his Cabinet 
and the EC Directorates for Transport, for the 
Environment, and for the Regions.

The ARC members co-operate at European 
level to pursue common interests. This means 
that the ARC members discuss and formulate 
positions and other statements that reflects 
the views of cities and regions in Europe on 
aviation and regional development and envi-
ronment.

In order to enhance the role of regional and 
local governments as active partners in the de-
velopment of European Air Transport Policies; 
the ARC works in partnership with other key 
players such as airport operators, airlines, air 
transport organisations etc.

The ARC also undertake common initiatives 
for the exchange of information and best 
practice among its members. Over the years 
the ARC Interest Groups have produced sev-
eral major studies on topics of great impor-
tance for the cities and regions as well as the 
aviation community.

The ARC Environment Interest Group mainly 
deals with issues like mitigation of noise and 
pollution. After issuing an assessment of good 
practices on noise abatement the group con-
centrated on a project called ADSTAR.

The aim of ADSTAR (ADministrative STructures 
in Airport Regions) was to analyse the differ-
ent organizational structures within the EU 
with regard to air traffic safety and noise re-
duction measures. Main aspects were to get 
an overview of national and regional compe-
tences and the legal basis regarding aircraft 
noise abatement and the way these regula-
tions were realized. Another important issue 
was to receive information about experiences 
of the ARC members with governmental and 
non-governmental institutions which are in-
volved in Air Traffic Management and aircraft 
noise abatement and opportunities for munici-
palities to influence decision making processes 
of those institutions. 

PRESENTATION
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This final report presents the results of the 
ADSTAR project, performed in 2006 and based 
on questionnaires filled out by the ARC mem-
bers. Main aspect of this study has been to 
create an overview of the relevant administra-
tive structures in topics of aircraft noise abate-
ment and air safety, taking various airport 
regions and countries into account.

In addition, the results from the previous in-
quiry action MANIC, performed in 2005 and 
dealing with more general aspects regarding 
procedures and regulations in air traffic noise 
topics are presented here for the first time.

The report is supplemented by three other 
chapters, giving a comparison between regu-
lations and authorities in United Kingdom 
and France in some more detail, exemplifying 
administrative structures and their special de-
mands in case of the structural enlargement of 
existing airports and treating the issue of over-
lapping between administrative units and 
noise zones covered by them.

As a result, it was found that a deep under-
standing of the grown specific structures in 
the different countries and their solutions to 
questions in air traffic safety and noise abate-
ment topics is crucial for the forthcoming 
process of creating an EC-wide solution. 
Whilst the way in which airport regions and 
their concerned public take part in the deci-
sion process forms a central aspect of this 
study, it is shown, that in topics of regional 
concern specific committees in addition to 
already existing ones are necessary, in order 
to reflect the needs of concerned regions. In 
general, the competence of the representa-
tives of the various airport regions is needed 
if a comprehensive solution in these topics is 
to be found in future. 

SUMMARY
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1 Comparison between administrative struc-
tures in UK and France revealed that existing 
working solutions may differ in many points. 
It might be tempting to transform a central-
ized organization like ACNUSA into EC-wide 
structures, but it can well be doubted that 
such a solution, though quite appropriate 
for France, might be applicable on a broad 
international basis. History of the respective 
States in general and the state of privatisa-
tion in special characterize the finding of 
EC-wide solutions as a difficult adjustment 
process.

2 In the various EC countries, regulations re-
garding competences and influential power 
of the affected people near airports vs. the 
interests of air traffic industry differ a lot. 
Governmental administrative structures in 
airport regions do not match with the areas 
affected by air traffic. Air traffic industry gets 
confronted with the problem to find repre-
sentatives responsible for the affected re-
gion, equipped with sufficient competencies.

3 In the case of massive enlarging and estab-
lishment of new airports, committees are 
needed – besides the formally established 
administrative structures – which conceive 
legally bound protection, provision and com-
pensation measures for the people under 
concern. These committees must be posi-
tioned well balanced between the interests 
of air traffic industry and affected people. 
Usually, non-governmental organizations 
and working groups need to be consulted.

4 In general, a strong representation of local 
governmental and non-governmental insti-
tutions is crucial for the decision-making 
process in matters of aircraft noise. There-
fore, the experiences of ARC representatives 
should be considered in the forthcoming 
process of finding EC-wide solutions. 

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
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The predicted increase in air traffic within the 
European Community (EC) countries enhances 
the necessity of a better co-operation between 
the EC member countries in European air traf-
fic regulations. For example, EC-wide regula-
tions concerning take-off and landing proce-
dures have to be found within a common 
framework of air safety and noise abatement 
standards. A harmonization of the correspond-
ing regulations of the EC member countries is 
claimed for in both the directives 2002/30 /
EC1 (noise-related operating restrictions) and 
2002/49/EC2 (assessment and management 
of environmental noise).

Therefore, this study will try to give at the 
very first place an overview of the respective 
national authorities and regulations dealing 
with all aspects of air traffic safety and noise 
abatement procedures. The application of 
these regulations in practice is of particular in-
terest here. To fulfill this, we interviewed the 
ARC representatives through a questionnaire, 
sent by e-mail to all members of ARC. Consid-
ering the aim of our project, main aspects of 

this questionnaire were, besides the national 
and regional competences in the issues of air 
traffic safety and noise abatement, the experi-
ences made by ARC representatives with the 
respective governmental and non-governmen-
tal authorities as well as with the representa-
tives of air traffic industries in their respective 
region. We focused on examining the develop-
ment of the recent years, bearing the above-
mentioned EC directives and their forthcoming 
realization in mind.

Another main aspect of our questioning dealt 
with the possibilities of generalizing already 
established concepts in the different EC coun-
tries and seeking for generally valid solutions 
within the European Community. By this, we 
hope to contribute to an improving of already 
existing EC-wide structures concerning air traf-
fic under the aspects of safety as well as noise 
abatement.

1 STARTING POINTS
AND GOALS OF THE STUDY

1 DIRECTIVE 2002/30/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 26 March 2002 on the
 establishment of rules and procedures with regard to the introduction of noise-related operating restrictions 
at Community airports

2 DIRECTIVE 2002/49/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 25 June 2002 relating to 
the assessment and management of environmental noise
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Air traffic within the European countries will 
further increase in the next years. Prognosis 
of the rise in air movements within Europe is 
about 4 % p.a. until 20203. In consequence, 
together with the economic causes and conse-
quences, contamination with air traffic noise 
in airport regions will further increase4. Moreo-
ver, the capacities for improving the technical 
equipment in order to reduce the noise emit-
ted by aircrafts seem to be more or less ex-
hausted5. An European-wide harmonization 
in the assessment of (aircraft) noise and abate-
ment procedures is explicitly asked for in the 
corresponding EC directives 2002/30 /EC and 
2002/49 /EC, but needs to be realized yet.

Stocktaking of the current procedures and 
regulations regarding aircraft noise in EC 
countries could be a first step for finding Euro-
pean-wide solutions.

Those considerations formed the starting point 
in 2004 for MANIC (Managing Aircraft Noise
in Communities). The project was conceptual-
ized in collaboration of the ARC members 
(the respective airports are given in brackets) 

Frankfurt (Rhein-Main Airport; together with 
Regionales Dialogforum and Fluglärmkommis-
sion (Aircraft noise commission)), Vantaa (Hel-
sinki Airport), El Prat (Barcelona Airport), Har-
ryda (Gothenborg Airport), Spata (Athens 
Airport) and Ullensaker (Oslo Airport). ARC 
realized the project in 2005 as an inquiry, to 
be performed with questionnaires sent to all 
members of ARC.

Corresponding to the aims of this project, the 
following considerations were essential in con-
ceiving the questionnaire:

Â A comparison of procedures in aircraft noise 
abatement in the ARC member regions

Â Developing new solutions for the ARC 
regions

Â Finding new challenges in the issue of 
aircraft noise to be treated in forthcoming 
projects.

By this, MANIC had been intended as a contri-
bution for gaining a consensus regarding air-
craft noise issues in European countries.

2   ADSTAR AS A FOLLOW-UP
ON MANIC

3 Intraplan Consult GmbH 2006: Luftverkehrsprognose 2020 für den Flughafen München (Air traffic prediction 
for Munich airport)
A mean annual increase between 3.3 and 4.7 % in passenger traffic is predicted; world-wide oriented predictions 
of the aircraft industr are about 5 % p.a.; Consave Study (DLR et al.) predicts an annual increase of passenges of 
about 3.6 % and 3.4 % in passenger miles.

4 cf. Study on Current and Future Aircraft Noise Exposure at and around Community Airports (DG TREN), 2003, 
making a prognosis of an increase in people highly annoyed by aircraft noise of 1-4 % until 2015.

5 REICHMUTH, J. (DLR) 2006: Effizienz- und Kapazitätssteigerung der luftseitigen Verkehrsabläufe (Increasing air 
traffic management system capacity).- Hearing RDF Frankfurt 2006
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In order to fulfill the guidelines of the project, 
the questionnaire covered the acquisition of 
statistical data of corresponding airports to-
gether with a wide range of matters in aircraft 
noise (measurement, sanctions in case of 
breaches of regulations, night noise, ground 
noise, passive noise protection, noise minimiz-
ing by flight procedures, noise mapping etc). 
Another important aspect had been the inves-
tigation of communicative structures in issues 
of aircraft noise to the public. Besides its use 
for the study, the collected statistical data was 
intended as a solid database for ARC’s own 
purposes.

The questionnaire had been sent to the ARC 
representatives in summer 2005. At about 
the same time, the Working Group on Airport 
Noise (WG AN) decided to perform a similar 
inquiry, which used MANIC as a template. 
Because of the more detailed questionnaire 
compared to MANIC, and the larger amount 
of international airports taken into considera-
tion (in total 44), the WG AN questioning has 
now to be regarded as more comprehensive.

Whilst both investigations, MANIC as well as 
the enlarged WG AN study, were intended for 
creating an comprehensive overview of the 
aircraft noise situation under the aspect of 
the concerned public, administrative structures 
in aircraft noise and safety matters were not 
considered in much detail within the scope 
of the projects. Because of the harmonization 

between the EC member countries to be 
found in the next years, obviously, there is a 
need for an overview of the existing national 
and regional regulations, together with their 
advantages and disadvantages. A synopsis of 
the current regulations could help to fulfill the 
targets set in EC directive 2002/30 /EG regard-
ing harmonization in regulations in air traffic 
noise matters. E.g., point (7) of the mentioned 
directive reads:

„A common framework of rules and pro-
cedures for the introduction of operating 
restrictions at Community airports, as part 
of a balanced approach on noise manage-
ment, will help safeguard internal market 
requirements by introducing similar oper-
ating restrictions at airports with broadly 
comparable noise problems. This includes 
assessment of the noise impact at an air-
port and evaluation of the measures avail-
able to alleviate that impact, and selection 
of the appropriate mitigation measures 
with the goal of achieving the maximum 
environmental benefit most cost effec-
tively.“

Those were the leading considerations for the 
decision at the ARC annual meeting 2006 in 
Milano to create a new project, called ADSTAR 
(Administrative Structures in Airport Regions) 
under the leadership of the Environment 
Interest Group of ARC (represented by the 
Planungsverband Ballungsraum Frankfurt /
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Rhein-Main). Like MANIC, ADSTAR has been 
conceived as an questionnaire-based inquiry. 
Corresponding to the guidelines of the inquiry, 
the questionnaire was to cover the following 
aspects:

Â Revealing national and regional compe-
tences and the legal basis regarding 
aircraft noise abatement

Â Finding out how these regulations are 
realized. For example, the way in which 
the public is considered in decision-making

Â Recent and forthcoming changes in aircraft 
regulations

Â Experiences of the ARC members with 
governmental and non-governmental 
institutions and their suggestions for im-
proving relations.

In addition, the questionnaire should contrib-
ute to an actualization of the database (statis-
tical data of the respective airports), estab-
lished by the MANIC inquiry.

To realize ADSTAR, the company GPM (located 
in Kronberg, Germany) has been employed. 
In cooperation with the Planungsverband 
Ballungsraum Frankfurt/Rhein-Main, we con-
ceived a questionnaire dealing with the as-
pects mentioned above. It was sent to the 
ARC representatives in the summer of 2006. 
This report presents the results, which were 
achieved by means of the questionnaire.
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Illustration 1: ARC members who sent back the MANIC questionnaire.

ADSTAR 
Final Report
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The results of MANIC had not been published 
so far. Since ADSTAR was intended as a close-
up to MANIC, it seems appropriate here to 
give a short summary of the results achieved 
by the MANIC inquiry.

The following thirteen ARC representatives 
sent back filled-out questionnaires:

Â City of Haarlemmermeer 
(Amsterdam Schiphol)

Â El Prat de Llobregat 
(Barcelona)

Â Planungsverband Frankfurt /Rhein-Main 
(Frankfurt)

Â Gothenborg Region 
(Gothenborg Landvetter)

Â City of Vantaa 
(Helsinki Vantaa International)

ÂWest Sussex County Council 
(London Gatwick)

Â London Borough of Hounslow 
(London Heathrow)

Â Regione Lombardia Malpensa 
(Milano-Linate und Milano-Malpensa)

Â Municipality of Ullensaker 
(Oslo)

Â A.V.A.R. 
(Prag Ruzyne)

Â IAURIF-Île de France 
(Paris Charles-de-Gaulle und Paris Orly)

Â Stockholm Malar Region 
(Stockholm Arlanda)

Â City of Tallinn 
(Tallinn)

That is, the following analysis contains infor-
mation corresponding to a total number of 
15 airports.

The summary presentation of the results is 
given in accordance to the order of the ques-
tionnaire. The questionnaire and its result are 
is reproduced in Appendix 1 of this report. Be-
cause of the very differing quality of assessed 
flight statistics data and its minor role for the 
problems considered here, the statistical infor-
mation has been dropped. The reader inter-
ested in statistical data regarding all aspects 
of operational flight service will find reliable 
data as well as noise regulative details on the 
relevant websites in the Internet. 

3 MANIC – RESULTS

6 e.g. http://www.eurocontrol.int/statfor/public/standard_page/statistics_reports.html (statistical data) and 
http://www.boeing.com/commercial/noise/airport_info.html (regulations)
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3.1  MANIC – summary of the 
questionnaires

Noise Measurement
Â Currently, there are about twelve different 

noise indices in use, within the two main 
categories of a) averaged noise indices 
(e.g. Leq) and b) single noise values. Though 
the latter are preferred in most cases by the 
concerned public, averaged values, differing 
in details of computation, are most usual in 
common praxis

Â At all fifteen airports, different restrictions 
apply for night and day hours. Moreover, 
on four airports, there is a transitional pe-
riod between night and daytime (Helsinki, 
Gothenborg, Paris-Orly and Paris-Charles 
de Gaulle)

Â Maximum noise measurement level is taken 
in slow-mode at seven airports, in fast mode 
at four airports (no information: four air-
ports)

Â The number of permanently established 
noise measuring equipment sites ranges 
from 0 (no permanent site, at two airports, 
Gothenborg Landvetter and Stockholm 
Arlanda) to 26 (Frankfurt Rhein-Main)

Â The number of moveable noise measure-
ment units ranges between 0 and 5.

Penalties and charges
Â Noise penalty systems exist at six airports, 

none at seven airports (no info: two). They 
are based on money charges, depending on 
the kind and degree of violation of the ex-
isting regulations

Â At three airports, revenues have to be used 
exclusively for noise protection purposes 
and corresponding projects of the con-
cerned communes and municipalities 
(Prague; at the London airports, this regu-
lation is currently (2007) under review)

Â Landing charges depend on the noise cate-
gory of the respective aircraft at six airports

Â A track keeping system for monitoring pur-
poses is in use at nine airports (no info: two)

Â A penalty system in the case of track leaving 
is in use at four airports (no info: three).

Night noise
Â At all airports, special flight procedures 

at night hours are applied. The following 
procedures are in use: limiting of flights, 
exclusive use of certain runways, curfews 
and banning of certain aircraft types (ICAO, 
chapter 3).
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Noise insulation
Â Noise insulation programs exist in the sur-

roundings of eleven airports (no info: two). 
The respective areas and inhabitants bene-
fiting from these programs differ in both the 
kind of buildings and their distance to the 
airport, and the noise limits to be applied

Â In seven cases, noise insulation programs 
are financially supported by the respective 
airport provider, in two cases by the airline 
companies.

Take-off and landing procedures
Â In order to minimize noise nuisance, special 

flight procedures are in use at eight airports. 
In most cases, CDA (Continuous Descent 
Approach) is used or certain runways are 
prescribed

Â Rotation of the runway system for other 
than meteorological reasons is applied at 
two airports

Â Restrictions on reverse thrust exist at nine 
airports.

Noise mapping
Â Noise mapping according to directive 

2002/49 /EC has already begun at 
4 airports

Â Noise nuisance is documented at thirteen 
airports through noise contours. All noise 
contours are calculated (not measured)

Â At all 15 airports, there exist urbanization 
restrictions near to the airport

Â At one airport, noise zoning led to 
restrictions affecting airport capacity
 (Amsterdam – Schiphol).

Public information
Â At all 15 airports, environmental reports are 

available in printed form or for download-
ing, published at least annually. Few airports 
offer reports especially focused on aircraft 
noise matters

Â All airports provide information in the Inter-
net regarding noise or environmental issues 
in general or intend to offer this information 
in next time.
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Illustration 2: ARC members who sent back the ADSTAR questionnaire.

ADSTAR 
Final Report
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To receive the relevant information to be 
revealed in ADSTAR, the ARC representatives 
were asked to fill out and send back the 
questionnaire (reproduced in Appendix 2 
of this report) by e-mail. At closing date, in 
November 3rd 2006, we had received nine 
filled-out questionnaires, covering some the 
biggest European passenger airports as well 
as smaller ones. The representatives of the 
following regions (corresponding airport in-
cluded in brackets) sent back their filled-out 
questionnaires and therefore are included in 
the representation of results:

Â El Prat de Llobregat 
(Barcelona Airport)

Â Planungsverband Frankfurt /Rhein-Main 
(Frankfurt Airport)

Â City of Vantaa 
(Helsinki Vantaa International Airport)

ÂWest Sussex County Council 
(London Gatwick)

Â London Borough of Hounslow 
(London Heathrow)

Â Malta Environment & Planning Authority 
(Malta International Airport)

Â Romerike
(Oslo Airport)

Â Municipality of Ullensaker 
(Oslo Airport)

Â IAURIF-Île de France 
(Paris Charles-de-Gaulle)

4  ADSTAR – RESULTS
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Therefore, nine ARC regions could be taken 
into consideration, representing 8 different 
airports. At this place, we like to express our 
thanks to the participants of the ADSTAR in-
quiry for their help not only by providing the 
relevant information but also sticking to the 
schedule of this project.

In order to treat some relevant topics in more 
detail, we decided to include three chapters, 
4.2 - 4.4, dealing with additional specific issues 
of interest regarding the administrative organi-
zation of air traffic safety and noise abatement 
in ADSTAR member countries. These chapters 
form the main part of this report and are mostly 
based on additional information, whose sources 
are given in the corresponding chapters.

Chapter 4.1 gives a detailed overview of the 
results acquired by ADSTAR, as retrieved from 
the nine sent-back questionnaires. The reader 
will find a tabular overview of the answers we 
received from the ADSTAR representatives in 
Appendix 3 at the end of this report.

Content of chapter 4.2 gives a more detailed 
presentation of administrative structures re-
garding aircraft safety and noise abatement 
procedures, on the example of two EC coun-
tries, United Kingdom and France. We were 
led by two principal reasons in choosing these 
two countries as examples. First, they are the 
European countries (together with Germany) 
comprising the largest amount of air traffic. 
Second, the administrative structures in both 
countries – UK mainly through the regulations 
set up by the 1982 Civil Aviation Act and 

France through the independent authority 
ACNUSA, founded in 1999 – are well devel-
oped. They, however, differ in many important 
aspects of interest, considering a common 
European administrative framework.

Chapter 4.3 reveals the administrative struc-
ture and mediation procedure applied in cases 
of the re-structuring of existing airports. The 
creation of new buildings and re-structuring 
of airports usually leads to a clash of conflicts 
that seeks for appropriate solutions and corre-
sponding structures. The differing interests of 
the affected public as well as economic inter-
ests, represented by airport providers and air 
traffic industries have to be taken into consid-
eration. In the given examples, we examined 
the successful Vienna airport mediation pro-
cedure and the forthcoming negotiations at 
Frankfurt /Rhein-Main airport in some detail.

Finally, chapter 4.4 deals with the conflict be-
tween regional and communal interests in air 
traffic noise zoning near to the airports. The ex-
ample of Frankfurt /Rhein-Main airport and the 
overlapping administrative structures within the 
region affected by air traffic noise reveals the 
kind of general structural problem that exists.

A lot of information has been taken into ac-
count in addition to the results of the ques-
tionnaire. Large parts of the material come 
from websites of the respective organizations 
in the Internet. By considering this additional 
information in the three mentioned chapters, 
we finally hope to make this an interesting 
report to the reader. 
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4.1 ADSTAR – information from 
the returned questionnaires

As above for MANIC, we have dropped the 
statistical data in the following summary of re-
sults. Only answers to such questions that 
were not already treated in the MANIC inquiry 
are summarized here.

At all airports except one (Barcelona), a legal 
basis exists for issues in air traffic safety and 
noise protection. In all cases, several regula-
tions are indicated dealing with issues of air 
traffic. All these seven airports apply special 
night flight regulations, by banning noisy types 
of aircraft, limiting of movements or use of 
certain runways only. A total ban of aircraft is 
only applied at Paris-Orly, where a night cur-
few for arrival (departures) exists between 
11.30 (11.15) p.m. and 6.15 (6.00) a.m. 
Changes concerning night flight restrictions 
are planned at the airports of Frankfurt, Hel-
sinki and Oslo.

Among the systems in use for minimizing 
noise nuisance, Continuous Descent Approach 
(CDA) is most widespread, followed by runway 
alternation (applied at London-Heathrow and 
Malta) and restrictions in engine reversing 
(Oslo).

The procedure of noise mapping has started 
only at one airport, namely Helsinki, and is 
performed by the responsible airport provider 
(FINAVIA).

Air traffic safety is realized in most cases by a 
governmental institution. In two cases, namely 
the two London airports, air traffic control is 
realized by the corresponding air traffic service 
provider NATS, organized as a public-private 
partnership. At Barcelona, the airport provider 
(AENA) is responsible for matters of air traffic 
safety. Air traffic controllers, however, are em-
ployed by the corresponding State, with ex-
ception of the London airports and Malta.

In all cases, local authorities form part of the 
decision-taking process regarding changes in 
flight procedures and regulations through con-
sultations. Their actual influence, however, 
seems to vary between a decisive and mere 
consultative role. The same applies to the par-
ticipation of the concerned public. 

Where flight regulations have been published 
to the interested public, print-media are the 
preferred way, followed by the Internet.

Temporary changes in flight procedures are 
communicated to the public within a short pe-
riod of time at the three airports Helsinki, Oslo 
and Frankfurt.

At all airports except Malta, current flight pro-
cedures have given recent reason for public 
complaints. Most common problems are devi-
ations from flight paths and problems with 
take-off and landing procedures in general, 
followed by problems resulting from applied 
night flight regulations and noise nuisance 
caused by temporary changes (e.g. during ren-
ovation work).
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In most cases, concerned public is organized 
in action groups. At the two airports of Barce-
lona and Oslo, recent changes were preceded 
by a controversial discussion.

4.2     Administrative structures 
in European countries: 
two examples

4.2.1 United Kingdom

The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) has been 
the independent regulation authority in issues 
of air traffic since 1972. Responsibilities of 
CAA are fixed by the Aviation Act (1982), 
Airports Act (1986) and Transport Act (2000). 
Important issues are flight-safety and noise-
minimizing procedures, economic guidelines 
and passenger protection.

The Safety Regulation Group (SRG) forms part 
of CAA and evaluates air safety procedures 
developed by the airport’s responsible Air Traf-
fic Service Provider (ATSP). The biggest ATSP 
in United Kingdom responsible for air traffic 
control at the 15 biggest airports is national 
Air Traffic Services Ltd. (NATS). ATSPs are or-
ganized in public-private partnerships, that is, 
Government holds parts of the companies. 
Air traffic guides are employed by the respec-
tive airport’s ATSP. As provided by the legal 
basis, NATS and SRG together are responsible 
for issues and regulations regarding air traffic 
procedures.

In addition, Government runs a so-called 
Aircraft Noise Monitoring Advisory Committee 
(ANMAC), being the committee for technical 
questions of air traffic noise and flight track-
ing, which is responsible for the three London 
airports Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted. 
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ANMAC is part of the Department of Trans-
port (DfT). The technical experts are members 
of governmental institutions like the Depart-
ment of the Environment, Transport and the 
Regions (DETR) as well as representatives of air 
traffic service providers and airport operators.

Biggest airport operator in UK is British Airport 
Authority (BAA), running amongst else the 
three London airports. Founded in 1966, it 
became a public limited company as a result 
of Airports Act (1986). Since summer 2006, 
the Spanish construction giant Ferrovial holds 
the majority in BAA.

Participation and consultation of the public are 
supported by UK Government through airport 
consultative committees7. The airport consulta-
tive committee of the respective airport serves 
as an interface between the airport operator 
and the airport’s neighboring communities 
and has advising functions concerning matters 
of development or operation of the airport, 
taking all the impacts on the affected public 
into consideration. The committee consists 
of representatives of local authorities and resi-
dents groups as well as of independent mem-
bers.

Illustration 3 may be helpful for a better un-
derstanding of the administrative structures 
valid in UK.

7 section 35, Civil Aviation Act (1982)
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Illustration 3: Administrative Structures (UK) in air traffic safety and noise abatement. 
Governmentally organized institutions are indicated with full lines, public-
private partnerships broken and private companies dotted.
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As regulated by both the Civil Aviation Act 
(1982) and Airports Act (1986), Government 
has the legal basis for requesting aircraft noise 
monitoring and flight tracking from the re-
spective airport operator. In reality, a voluntary 
solution is preferred for this. Government, 
however, is directly involved in aircraft noise 
monitoring at the three biggest UK airports 
mentioned above. These airports are explicitly 
quoted in section 80, Civil Aviation Act (1982). 
At these airports, annual noise mapping is 
being performed since several years, showing 
the nuisance situation in the time-span of 
the preceding year. An Aircraft Noise Index, 
computed in connection with the annually up-
dated noise contours, is used for a comparison 
of air traffic noise nuisance over the years.

Leq indicators form an essential part for the 
control of urbanization restrictions. Illustration 
4 shows the noise exposure contours of 2004 
for London Heathrow airport. There are differ-
ent zones of urbanization restrictions, corre-

sponding to the respective aircraft noise levels 
measured. Therefore, any airport planning an 
enlargement of its capacities by (structural) 
alterations has to make a prognosis of the 
relevant noise contours.

Noise monitoring near the airports is perfor-
med with stationary as well as mobile measur-
ing equipment. Amount and locations of the 
stationary equipment at the three London air-
ports are prescribed by the Government. In ad-
dition, a system for radar flight tracking is in 
use at these airports. The gathered data will be 
used e.g. for handling noise complaints in case 
of deviations from the flight path.

At the other UK airports, extent and methods 
of noise measuring through the operator de-
pend on the specific features of the airport. In 
any case, a cost-benefit analysis precedes any 
decision. For example, in a sparsely populated 
region, no radar equipment for flight track ob-
servation reasons will be considered necessary

Illustration 4: Noise Exposure Contours for Heathrow Airport 20048

8 D.J. Monkman, D.P. Rhodes & J. Deeley 2005:ERCD Report 0501 – Noise Exposure Contours 
for Heathrow Airport 2004 – CAA on behalf of DfT London
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There are strict regulations regarding noise 
minimizing procedures for start and landing 
(CDA), tolerable flight heights and flight paths 
that have to be used. Noise limits at London 
airports are given in a distance of 6.5 km from 
the runway’s take-off point. They read

Â 94 dBA Lmax between 7 a.m. and 11 p.m. 
Â 89 dBA Lmax between 11 and 11.30 p.m. 

and between 6 and 7 a.m.
Â 87 dBA Lmax between 11.30 p.m. 

and 6 a.m.

Similar regulations, on a voluntary basis, are in 
use at the other UK airports.
The following sanctions are possible in case 
existing flight regulations have been broken:
Â (Published) cautions
Â Fines
Â Temporary withdrawal of landing and start 

permissions at certain airports
Â Shutdown of aircraft in case of not-paying 

the fines by the carrier.

In general, because of the variability in condi-
tions, the government prefers the noise abate-
ment procedures be regulated best locally. 

Most airports under EC directives 2002/30 /EC 
and 2002/49 /EC, have restrictions in use re-
garding air traffic noise. Those restrictions 
have been introduced either on a purely vo-
luntary basis, or in arrangement with local 
planning authorities, through the airport con-
sultative committees. For the current renewal 
in night flight restrictions9 at the London air-
ports, the guidelines of EC directive 2002/30 /
EC are taken into consideration.
All UK airports are authorized to raise fines 
from airline companies in case of breaches of 
flight regulations. These fines shall be used 
for the well being of the communities con-
cerned10.

Expropriation may be forced in case of terri-
torial enlargements of airports. The current 
market value has to be reimbursed by the air-
port operator. Government has announced 
(in a White Paper) that airport operators will 
have to make offers for the acquisition of 
properties suffering from a noise level of 
69 dBA on 16 hours of the day at least. The 
same regulation applies for regions with an 
increase in air traffic noise of more than 3 dBA 
over the last years.

9 See http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_aviation/documents/divisionhomepage/029650.hcsp. This and the 
following can be found in Chapter 3 of the White Paper ‘The Future of Air Transport’ published in December 2003

10 This regulation is under review at present (spring, 2007).
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4.2.2 France

The Direction générale de l’aviation civile 
(DGAC) is responsible for air traffic control 
issues in French airspace. It is the competent 
authority that decides on permissions and re-
strictions regarding air traffic caused by airline 
companies as well as by other private or public 
organizations.

Main activity of the second-biggest airport 
group in Europe, ADP (Aéroports de Paris) is 
the operating business of the three Paris air-
ports Roissy-Charles de Gaulle, Orly and Le 
Bourget. In addition, ADP carries some smaller 
airports and is involved in conceiving and 
managing airports in other countries. The 
state-owned company went public in June 
2006 and is now organized as a public limited 
company with the State of France still being 
an important shareholder11.

Environmental aspects in air traffic are repre-
sented by ACNUSA (Autorité de contrôle des 
nuisances sonores aéroportuaires)12. ACNUSA 
is an independent governmental department, 
established by the law from 12.7.199913.

The main functions of ACNUSA are
Â Help to improve communication between 

residents, government and airport operators 
and mutual confidence

Â To ensure that development of air traffic 
does not burden residents.

ACNUSA consists of an eight-person committee 
(including the president) and another eight per-
sons committee led by a general secretary. Man-
date of its members is confined to six years, 
irrevocable and not renewable. It is neither 
compatible with a political function nor with 
a function at an airport as well as with share-
holding of shares of airspace companies. The 
department prepares an annual report, which is 
presented to the government and parliament.

ACNUSA is competent to advise in issues re-
garding civil airports. This includes 1) the re-
sponsibility to give recommendations in issues 
of noise abatement, 2) giving alert in case of 
breaches of existing regulations and 3) quanti-
fying the noise situation, depending on the 
different flight procedures.

11 This (and a lot more of) information can be found in internet on http://www.aeroportsdeparis.fr/Adp/en-GB/Groupe/
12 The detailed information about ACNUSA contained in this chapter is taken from 

http://www.acnusa.fr/juridiques/aeroports.asp and the documents linked there.
13 LOI no 99-588 du 12 juillet 1999 portant création de l’Autorité de contrôle des nuisances sonores aéroportuaires
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Illustration 5: Administrative Structures (France) in air traffic safety and noise abatement. 
Governmental organizations are indicated with full lines, public-private 
partnerships broken.
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In addition, ACNUSA has specific competences 
at the ten largest airports in France. ACNUSA14

Â Comments intended changes in flight, start 
and landing procedures    as well as

Â Issues of noise mapping and noise 
contouring

Â Sets instructions for the technical procedure 
of noise measuring

Â Communicates noise abatement regulations 
to the public

Â Has mediating functions.

In France, administrative fines may be imposed 
in case of violations of the noise-minimizing 
procedures. The following violations will be-
come sanctioned through ACNUSA  (specific 
airports given in brackets, if necessary):
Â Violation of the night curfew (Orly) 
Â Exceeding the limit of time-slots 

(Roissy-Charles de Gaulle)
Â Violations of general or temporary 

restrictions for special aircraft types, 
according to noise category, loading /
passenger capacity or allowed weight
(Roissy-Charles-de-Gaulle)

Â Not-observance of prescribed noise 
minimizing flight procedures

Â Violation of prescribed flight paths
Â Violation of minimum noise levels.

Sanctions of those breaches will be imposed 
by ACNUSA at the following biggest ten air-
ports in France: Basle-Mulhouse, Bordeaux, 
Lyon, Marseille, Nantes, Nice, Paris-Charles-
de Gaulle, Paris-Orly, Strasbourg and Toulouse. 

Civil observers register violations and send 
their reports to ACNUSA and the respective 
airline company (or private person). The in-
volved company (private person) has one 
month of time (from the date of breach) to 
answer ACNUSA and reply its point of view 
in that matter. After one month, ACNUSA 
sends a note to the Commission Nationale de 
Prévention des Nuisances (CNPN), which gives 
its recommendation for possible sanctions.
In addition to the facts reported, CNPN consid-
ers further available information (e.g. radio 
recordings, radar and weather data) and dis-
cusses the case following a common hearing. 
The recommended sanctions will finally be dis-
cussed through ACNUSA, which either follows 
the sanctions or modifies them. For example, 
in the case of slight deviations from the flight 
path or exceptional circumstances, sanctions 
may be dropped. If a fine is imposed, ACNUSA 
gives the case to the Trésorerie générale des 
créances spéciales (treasury for exceptional 
demands), which is responsible for collecting 
the fine. Fines are ranging between 1500 € 
(private persons) and 20000 € (airline com-
panies). Statutory period of limation for viola-
tions in airspace amounts to two years. The 
fines become supplied to the state treasury, 
and their use is not restricted for noise abating 
issues.

14 see http://www.acnusa.fr/english_2/sanctions_issued_eng.pdf
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Illustration 6: Procedure in case of observed breaches of 
air traffic regulations15

15see http://www.acnusa.fr/english_2/sanctions_issued_eng.pdf
Illustration 6: Procedure in case of observed breaches of air traffic regulations.15

15 see http://www.acnusa.fr/english_2/english_sanctions.asp
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Illustration 6 shows the usual procedure in 
sanctioning observed breaches of air traffic 
regulations.

Sanctions can be emphasized by a shutdown 
of aircrafts or the total exclusion of airline 
companies from operating their aircraft in case 
of not paying their fines. These procedures 
have been established by the Civil Aviation 
Code (2004), following a recommendation of 
ACNUSA. Obviously, the willingness of airline 
companies and private persons to pay their 
fines has increased since then.

The foundation of ACNUSA in 1999 brought 
some momentum into the aircraft noise dis-
cussion. It must not be forgotten, however, 
that government has still the ultimate respon-
sibility in issues of air traffic. The government 
is reported to hesitate often in realizing recom-
mendations given by ACNUSA and the dia-
logue seems to become more and more 
difficult. Besides the increasing economical 
competition, the State of France’s majority 
on ADP, even after its going-public in 2006, 
might be an explanation. After a quite positive 
phase regarding environmental issues in the 
90’s, ADP’s willingness for discussions de-
creased over the last years. Although it is 
planned to create ‘airport-related associations’ 
in next time, they will not have much compe-
tence and actually be dominated by the inter-
ests of air traffic companies.
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UK Frankreich 

Air traffic control Framework regulated  
by the government (CAA) 

The participation of public-private 
ATSPs in decision-making is explicitly 

demanded for 

Implementation of air traffic control 
through ATSPs 

Framework regulated  
by the government (DGAC) 

Implementation of air traffic 
control through the government 

(DGAC)

Airport operating Airport operators privatised since 
1986 (Airports Act) 

Strictly prescribed regulations at the 
three London airports 

Biggest airport operator (ADP) 
partly privatised since 2006 

Strictly prescribed regulations at 
the ten largest airports 

Sanctions for 
breaches of 
regulations 

Fines, restrictions, shut-down of 
aircraft 

Fines, restrictions, shut-down of 
aircraft (since 2004) 

Table 1: Comparison of administrative structures in UK and France
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4.2.3  Comparison of existing 
structures in UK and 
France

Chapters 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 above gave a de-
tailed description of the administrative struc-
tures and framework of regulations regarding 
air traffic noise and safety in UK and France. 
In this chapter, we will compare the structures 
of both countries. This will be done in view of 
the goal of this study, that is, finding recom-
mendations for EC-wide structures and regu-
lations. Table 6 below may be helpful for a 
comparison of the different standards.

Both countries have in common the primary 
responsibility of governmental institutions for 
issues of air traffic control, CAA in UK and 
DGAC in France. However, whilst Government 
realizes air traffic control in France, in UK, 
public-private partnerships are responsible in 
this matter. Therefore, the air traffic service 
personnel is employed by the Government in 
France and by the respective ATSP in UK. Con-
sequently, in UK collaboration of the ATSPs 
with Government is intended in order to cre-
ate regulations for air traffic safety and noise 
abatement procedures.

Airport operators have a certain scope in deci-
sion-making in their operative business both 
in UK and in France. In UK, airports have been 
privatised since 1986, following the Airports 
Act (1986). In France, the biggest airport oper-
ator ADP was state-owned until summer 

2006, when it has been in part privatised by 
its going public. It has to be kept in mind that 
the competences in making decisions of the 
airport operator depend on the size of the re-
spective airport. Strict governmental decrees 
have to be followed at the three London air-
ports in UK and at the ten biggest airports in 
France. There is much less governmental in-
fluence on regulations and terms of use at 
the smaller airports.

As an independent governmental, country-
wide institution concerned with issues of air-
craft noise, ACNUSA seems to be unique in 
Europe. By the inclusion of aircraft shutdown 
in France since 2004, the penalty catalogue 
in both countries is comparable.

A direct comparison shows, in general, a more 
decentralised governmental structure in UK, 
regarding competences of the different au-
thorities. Tradition and extent of privatisation 
may play a central role here. 

Regarding the conditions in France, however, 
is has been observed, that ADP secludes itself 
more and more from the public, not only since 
its going public in 2006. It has to be observed 
if the State of France, being still an important 
owner of ADP manages to help ACNUSA to 
accomplish its regulations and sanctions.
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Illustration 7: Landing runway ‚Northwest’ (planned) at Frankfurt/ Rhein-Main airport16.
16 reproduced from http://www.fraport.de/cms/kapazitaetsausbau/rubrik/2/2404.neue_landebahn.htm
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4.3 Administrative structures 
and structural enlargements: 
two examples

The examples of administrative structures in 
UK and France given above should have made 
clear how affected public can take position in 
an effective way – political intentions provided 
– in order to influence existing regulations and 
change them. The next two subchapters shall 
reveal how the affected public might influence 
decisions in case already existing airports be-
come structurally enlarged. Similar procedures 
might apply in case of new airport buildings.

4.3.1 Frankfurt/Rhein-Main

In July 1998, Hessian Government started a 
mediation procedure regarding the planned 
enlargement of Frankfurt/Rhein-Main airport. 
As a result, it was found in 2000 that enlarg-
ing the runway system could be possible, 
provided that several restrictions had to be in-
troduced (e.g. a night flight curfew between 
11 p.m and 5 a.m.). The following regional 
planning procedure resulted in 2002 in a new 
landing runway, situated northwest of the 
existing airport, being the most preferable 
solution for increasing flight capacities.

Inevitably, the planned runway for landings 
will cause a fundamental reform of take-off 
and landing procedures at Frankfurt /Rhein-
Main airport. It will result in a completely 
new distribution of noise and other pollution 
effects caused by air traffic in the nearby 
affected regions.
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Illustration 8: RDF members. orange: representatives of the air traffic industry, brown: towns, 

administered as independent districts, rural districts and communes, green: 

environmental protection associations and initiatives, blue: other representatives 

of non-governmental associations and involved communities (churches, trade 

unions, etc)
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As on all German airports, 
there exists an air-traffic noise 
commission (Fluglärmkommis-
sion) at Frankfurt /Rhein-Main 
airport within its legal func-
tions. The air-traffic noise 

commission takes an active part in realization 
and assessment of proposals for reducing the 
load of the concerned regions through noise 
caused by air traffic17. The commission consists 
of representatives of air traffic companies 
as well as municipalities and rural districts af-
fected by the implications of air traffic. Unlike 
ACNUSA, the noise commission neither has its 
own budget nor is authorized to assign sanc-
tions. Represented in the air-traffic noise com-
mission at German airports are (at best) com-
munes suffering on air traffic noise in present 
whilst people becoming affected in future, e.
g. by enlargement of an already existing air-
port., find themselves usually not represented. 

Because of such short-
comings and reduc-
tions of the commis-

sion, it had been claimed already during the 
mediation procedure, that another instance, 
dealing with problems resulting from the air-
port’s enlargement, had to be established – 
the Regional Dialogue Forum (RDF, Regionales 
Dialogforum). By accompanying the forthcom-
ing enlargement planning, taking the recom-

mendations of the mediation group as starting 
point, the RDF treats the following points: 
Â The planned curfew during night hours,
Â Potimisation of flight procedures, according 

to the mediator’s recommendations,
Â The anti-noise pact,
Â Long-term perspectives of Rhein-Main 

airport and
Â The management of complaints and 

communication.

The RDF, however, has no competences in 
decision-making. Results of its consultations 
and negotiations shall intrude the positions, 
expectations and demands of the negotiation 
partners as well as the concerned public into 
the decision-making process18. Compared to 
the air-traffic noise commission, the RDF is in 
the advantageous position of having a consid-
erable budget at its disposal. Therefore, it has 
the means to engage experts to give their 
recommendations in order to objectivize 
questions raised by the concerned public.

On the other hand, the well-balanced com-
mittee’s composition (c. illustration 8) and the 
external leading as well as the companionship 
of scientific experts guarantee constructive 
working-methods and decisions without pre-
determined results. It has to be borne in mind, 
however, that the representatives of air traffic 
companies are not bound to follow RDF’s 

17 Luftverkehrsgesetz § 32b, Absatz 3: „Die Kommission ist berechtigt, der Genehmigungsbehörde sowie der für die 
Flugsicherung zuständigen Stelle Maßnahmen zum Schutz der Bevölkerung gegen Fluglärm (...) in der Umgebung des 
Flugplatzes vorzuschlagen“
18 c.f. http://www.dialogforum-flughafen.de/fileadmin/PDF/Ueber_uns/RDF_Geschaeftsordnung.pdf (german text)
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recommendations. As said above, the commit-
tee by itself has no legal rights, being estab-
lished on a voluntary base, and their members 
may withdraw at any time depending on their 
own decision. 

RDF and aircraft noise commission already 
try to co-operate in these days, in order to 
achieve synergetic effects in important issues 
(e.g. noise insulation programs). Because of 
the over-lapping in interests, a modification of 
the corresponding administrative structures in 
order to simplify procedures seems worth to 
be considered.

4.3.2 Vienna

A procedure similar to that in Frankfurt de-
scribed above had been already successfully 
performed at Vienna airport. More than 
50 negotiating parties (cf. Illustration 10) 
managed within the years 2000-2005 to 
achieve in intense discussions a mediation 
contract. The contract had been useful for 
defining a generally accepted framework for 
the enlargement of Vienna airport, thereby 
creating new communication structures as 
well. Issues regulated by the mediation con-
tract are:

Â Regulations concerning a third runway, 
night flight, noise abatement practices, 
limiting values, environment-friendly 
procedures and process agreements.

Â Limiting values, noise zones and borders of 
colonies are regulated by legally binding 
contracts between communes and the air-
port.

Â Environmental fund: an environmental fund 
is managed by a committee, consisting of 
communal representatives, an union of ac-
tion groups and settler’s associations around 
Vienna airport together with representatives 
of the airport. 

Â Dialogue forum airport Vienna: legally or-
ganized as an association. Cares for contin-
uation of the communication in matters of 
airport enlargement and air traffic noise. 

Â Arbitration contract: in case of controversies 
in the future, not to be regulated by the dia-
logue forum, an arbitration board regulates 
the forthcoming procedure19.
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Illustration 9: Planned runway (sketch) at Vienna airport 20

According to a first assessment, the procedure 
owned its success to the comprehensive and 
equal-righted involvement of many social 
groups as well as the elected politicians under 
concern. T. Prader, mediator of the Vienna 
procedure, comments: „The biggest success 
has been the proof that even in the case of 
most controversial infrastructural projects – by 
considering all communities of interest, to-
gether with action groups – a participating, 
transparent and fair procedure had been 
achieved, resulting in binding agreements be-
tween the parties.”21.

19 viemediation.at newsletter – issue of july 10th, 2005
20 Ingenieurbüro Neukirchen Ziviltechnikergesellschaft m.b.H.,1010 Vienna, as of july 5th, 2005, in: viemediation.at 

newsletter – issue of july 10th, 2005
21 „Der größte Erfolg besteht jedoch darin, dass bewiesen wurde, dass es auch bei heftig umstrittenen Infrastruktur-

projekten möglich ist, unter Einbindung aller unmittelbaren Interessensträger – insbesondere der nicht institutionellen 
VertreterInnen der Bevölkerung (Bürgerinitiativen) – ein partizipatives, transparentes und faires Verfahren durchzu-
führen, an dessen Ende verbindliche Vereinbarungen stehen.“ ,see above

In the given context of this study, the Vienna 
proceeding makes clear that existing adminis-
trative structures and regulations in airport re-
gions – though legitimated – are not sufficient 
by itself to conceive appropriate steps for pro-
tection, provision and compensation for the 
affected people.
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Illustration 10: Members of the Vienna airport mediation forum: representatives of air traffic 

industries, district presidencies, settler’s associations, environment protect 

associations, action groups, political parties, non-governmental organizations 

and interest groups.
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4.4 Administrative units vs. 
noise zoning: 
Frankfurt/Rhein-Main

Considering the regions under influence of 
a certain airport, it is obvious that the zones 
affected by specific flight regulations and pro-
cedures are not identical with the legitimated 
administrative units – neither now nor in fu-
ture. Especially, this is the case with the big-
gest international airports. Illustration 11 and 
12 show the situation of Frankfurt /Rhein-
Main airport as an example: the Leq 60 dB(A)-
isophone touches 18 regions administrated by 
their municipal representatives elected by their 
inhabitants. These regions by itself are part of 
4 rural districts as well as of 5 towns adminis-
tered as an independent district. Again, these 
administrative units are integrated within two 
different governmental regions belonging 
to the federal states of Hesse and Rhineland-
Palatinate, respectively. In addition, a lot of 
communes and municipalities being affected 
are represented by the Planungsverband (plan-
ning association) Ballungsraum Frankfurt /
Rhein-Main, which, on the other hand, does 
not cover the complete region influenced by 
the airport.

Those segmented structures, dominated by 
a complex administrative hierarchy, result in a 
problem for the air traffic industry and service 
providers: usually, competent contact persons 
to be addressed in case of necessary decisions 
are missing. Regarding this, a distinction must 
be taken between changes in flight proce-
dures and regulations of already existing air-
ports (e.g. when changing prescribed flight 
paths) on the one hand and changes that be-
come necessary in the case of enlargements 
or the establishment of new airports on the 
other. These heterogeneous, in many cases 
unsolved, issues of competence often result 
in discontent amongst the municipalities under 
concern, especially the smaller ones, situated 
close to the respective airport. Moreover, 
a considerable delay in making necessary 
decisions regarding flight regulations can 
be expected if competences are not clear.
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Illustration 12: Administrative structures in the airport region Frankfurt/Rhein-Main 

(pink: Leq 60dB(A)-noise contour resulting from air traffic at Rhein-Main airport, 

orange: Planungsverband Ballungsraum Frankfurt/Rhein-Main, black (bold): 

borders of cities and rural districts, black (thin): municipality borders).

Illustration 11: 

Hierarchical administrative 

structures, corresponding 

to the regions touched by the 

Leq 60 dB(A)-isophone caused 

by air traffic noise at the airport 

Frankfurt / Rhein-Main.
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ACNUSA
(Autorité de contrôle des nuisances sonores 
aéroportuaires) 
Independent administrative authority, dealing 
with matters of air traffic noise

ADP
(Aéroports de Paris)
Biggest airport operator in France, operates 
the three Paris airports, since 2006 partially 
privatized

ADSTAR
(Administrative Structures in Airport Regions)
(This study) ARC inquiry in 2006, dealing with 
administrative structures regarding air traffic 
safety and noise abatement procedures in the 
ARC

ANMAC
(Aircraft Noise Monitoring Advisory Commit-
tee)
Adviser committee in technical matters dealing 
with air traffic noise, belongs to the DfT

ATSP
(Air Traffic Service Provider)
Responsible for realization of air traffic control

BAA (British Airport Authority)
Biggest airport operator in UK, operates the 
three London airports, privatized since 1986

CAA
(Civil Aviation Authority)
Governmental authority for air traffic 
regulations in UK

CNPN
(Commission Nationale de Prévention 
des Nuisances)
French governmental commission in environ-
mental issues

CDA (Continuous Descent Approach)
Noise reduced landing procedure by 
minimizing changes in thrust

DfT
(Department for Transport)
UK governmental authority, responsible for 
traffic and transport

5   GLOSSARY OF TERMS
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DGAC
(Direction générale de l’aviation civile)
Governmental authority for air traffic control 
in France

DLR
(Deutsches Zentrum für Luft- und Raumfahrt)
German state-owned research institution in 
matters of airspace, performs basic research 
and technical developments

GPM
(Büro für Geoinformatik, Umweltplanung, 
Neue Medien)
Employed for performing this study, located in 
Kronberg /Mainz (Deutschland)

MANIC
(Managing Aircraft Noise in Communities)
ARC inquiry in 2005, dealing with facts and 
affairs concerning air traffic noise and abate-
ment in the ARC regions

NATS
(National Air Traffic Services Ltd)
Biggest ATSP in UK, organized in a private-
public partnership

PVFRM
(Planungsverband Ballungsraum 
Frankfurt /Rhein-Main)
Planning authority in the region of 
Frankfurt /Main, Germany, ARC member 

RDF (
Regionales Dialogforum)
Mediation committee in matters of the devel-
opment of Rhein-Main Airport

SRG
(Safety Regulation Group)
Belongs to CAA. Independent public body 
responsible for upholding national civil 
aviation safety standards
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Illustration 1:   ARC members who sent back the MANIC questionnaire. 12

Illustration 2:   ARC members who sent back the ADSTAR questionnaire.  16

Illustration 3: Administrative Structures (UK) in air traffic safety and noise 
abatement. Governmentally organized institutions are indicated 
with full lines, public-private partnerships broken and private 
companies dotted.  22

Illustration 4: Noise Exposure Contours for Heathrow Airport 2004 23
Illustration 5: Administrative Structures (France) in air traffic safety and noise 

abatement. Governmental organizations are indicated with 
full lines, public-private partnerships broken.  26

Illustration 6: Procedure in case of observed breaches of air traffic regulations. 28

Illustration 7:   Landing runway ‚Northwest’ (planned) at Frankfurt/ Rhein-Main airport. 32

Illustration 8: RDF members. orange: representatives of the air traffic industry, 
brown: towns, administered as independent districts, rural districts 
and communes, green: environmental protection associations and 
initiatives, blue: other representatives of non-governmental associations 
and involved communities (churches, trade unions, etc)  34

Illustration 9:   Planned runway (sketch) at Vienna airport 37
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Illustration 12: Administrative structures in the airport region Frankfurt /Rhein-Main
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