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COMMITTEE ON AVIATION ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (CAEP) 
STEERING GROUP MEETING
Singapore, 19 May 2000
Summary of Discussions and Decisions

General
1.
The meeting followed a three-day CAEP Noise Workshop and was attended by 14 CAEP members, 4 CAEP observers and rapporteurs and vice-rapporteurs of CAEP working groups. Members from Italy, Japan, Poland and Russian Federation were unable to attend the meeting.

2.
Ms. Karin Sjolin, CAEP member from Sweden, was appointed the Chairperson of the meeting.

3.
The meeting approved the agenda and working hours as proposed in WP/1.
Agenda Item 1:
Developments since the last Steering Group meeting

WP/1
4.
The Secretary of CAEP presented the main developments since the last Steering Group meeting, including changes in membership and functions of the Committee and further developments within ICAO.

5.
The meeting was informed of Mike Rossell=s recent changes in job functions, and agreed to maintain his nomination as co-rapporteur of Working Group 5. 

6.
In relation to the noise abatement procedures, agreement was reached that further consideration should be given to the analysis of the environmental benefits as given in WP/16 from the Madrid Steering Group meeting. The meeting noted the progress made by the ICAO Secretariat regarding the analysis of the safety aspects of the proposal, and requested it present the necessary solution at the next CAEP Steering Group meeting in September.

7.
The meeting was invited to determine the best course of action to deal with the noise items in relation to the recommendations arising from the workshop and the reports from the groups involved in the analysis of the noise proposals under agenda item 4. 

8.
Regarding the policy for the distribution of the CAEP web site passwords, the meeting decided on a common password for members and observers.  If difficulties should arise with this procedure, they should be brought to the attention of the Steering Group in Seattle for further guidance.

9.
The meeting was informed that all working groups should be preparing their work programme for CAEP/6 and rapporteurs were requested to present a preliminary draft programme at the Seattle meeting for discussion. Members and observers were also invited to propose specific items for inclusion in the CAEP/6 work programme at Seattle. The meeting was also informed that the ICAO Council would consider the venue, dates agenda, etc., for the CAEP/5 meeting during its next session.

Agenda Item 2:
Workshop
tc \l2 "Agenda Item 2:
Workshop
WPs/4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18 and Flimsies 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, & 7
10.
The meeting considered the key issues recommended by the workshop and concluded: 

(a)
Issue:  States implementing phase-out

Agreement:  For the purpose of analysis will assume that the ICAO Contracting States that implemented the Chapter 2 phase-out would implement the Chapter 3 phase-out (to be referred to as the phaseout States). Sensitivity analyses on other possible scenarios are essential.  Will assume business as usual (no phase-out) in the other regions (to be referred to as the non-phaseout States).  In addition, flights between any non-phaseout State and any phaseout State will be assumed to comply with the Standard and phaseout schedule in the phaseout State. For the purposes of the Magenta analysis it was agreed that these inter-regional operations would be assumed to comply in the phaseout States but not in the non-phaseout States - this would reduce the work significantly with little or no effect on the non-phaseout region impact. All states will be assumed to comply with the new standard.

(b)
Issue:  Global versus regional analysis

Agreement:  For the purpose of analysis, the results will be displayed in the following forms:

B
Globally (all airports)

B
Phaseout States summary

B
Non-phaseout States summary

B
Each phaseout region including Europe, North America and Pan Pacific (Australia, Japan and New Zealand)

B
South America (only contour area totals unless the member States from this region can provide population data within the next two weeks)

(c)
Issue:  Commercially driven non-production assumption for stringency options

Agreement:  For the purpose of analysis will assume that airlines would not purchase new non-complying airplanes after CAEP makes a decision on a new noise standard.

The meeting noted the information given by IATA regarding the need for a period of more than ten years to recover the investment on new aircraft.

(d)
Issue:  Capacity constraints

Agreement:  For the purpose of analysis will assume unconstrained growth at all airports. These results will be supplemented with a sensitivity analysis of the overall effects of constraints on growth at airports at capacity. 

Further details on how the sensitivity analysis are to be developed are expected to be discussed during the next FESG/ICT meeting.

(e)
Issue:  Guaranteed minimum aircraft life and aircraft retirement

Agreement: For the purpose of analysis will assume that the end of the phase-out period will take precedence over minimum retirement age.  However for some cases to be determined, sensitivity analysis will be conducted based on minimum retirement age by age and cycles.  Corresponding benefit analysis to be conducted if feasible. Minimum retirement age and cycles are for purposes of fleet-protection.

During the discussions on aircraft minimum guaranteed life, the meeting drew attention to the need to take into account the special economic factors that affect the operation of airlines in developing countries. This will be considered in more detail at the Seattle Steering Group meeting.

(f)
Issue:  Local airport restrictions
Agreement:  For the purpose of analysis agreed to the FESG proposal (WS-WP/6) that the ICAO action scenario is the policy neutral base case  and to conduct sensitivity tests to incorporate a range of assumptions covering local and possible national and regional airport restrictions.

(g)
Issue:  MAGENTA
The rule dates (of new standard, start and completion (by) of phase-out) are all 1st January of the specified year. Fleet compositions defined for September of the specified year. No additions and subtractions of route groups at individual airports. Aircraft with 50 seats or less not to be included.

The meeting noted the information contained in Flimsy No. 4 and was informed that some aspects of the noise mitigation measures were in fact accounted for in the model, and that for the purpose of comparison of options, this issue would not influence the results.

(h)
Issue:  Narrowing the options
The meeting agreed to reduce the number of options analyzed, but not to reduce the number of options for consideration.  Based on Noise Workshop Flimsy No. 3, agreement for purposes of analysis will assume that airlines would not purchase new non-complying airplanes after CAEP makes a decision on a new noise standard the meeting agreed that cases 2, 3 & 4 would be redundant (for the purpose of analysis) with cases 5, 6, & 7 and similarly cases 23, 24, 25 & 26 would be redundant with cases 19, 20 21 & 22.  The meeting agreed that cases 5, 6 & 7 as well as cases 23, 24, 25 & 26 not be analyzed.

(i)
Issue :  Need for the new noise standard 

All CAEP members and observers were in agreement with the need for a new noise certification standard.

During discussions it was noted that a Anew noise certification standard applies to the certification of new aircraft types and the recertification.of existing types.

(j)  Issue : Phase-out and transition scheme 

The CAEP members and observers supported the idea of further analyzing the cost and benefits aspects of introducing a phase-out and transition scheme.  In the analysis of such schemes, the needs of developing countries and the importance of noise and emissions trade‑offs are also to be considered.

The Secretary presented to the workshop the framework for a possible phase-out Assembly resolution (WP/1-Attachment A). It was agreed that the Secretariat should further explore the issue in light of the discussions, taking into account the assumptions and findings of the assessment groups, and present a draft for the next Steering Group meeting.

(k)
Issue : Process to consider new options
It was agreed that the introduction of any new options for analysis should be considered in light of the following criteria:

1.
the redundancy of the option 

2.
the time constraints 

3.
the value added by the new proposal

(l)
Issue:  New options for noise stringency/phaseout
Regarding the inclusion of new options for analysis, the workshop agreed that taking into account the time and resources available for the analysis and the need to continue to ensure the transparency of the process, it would be extremely difficult to consider any new proposal after the Singapore Steering Group meeting. It was decided that any member or observer having a proposal that fulfilled 10(k) should bring it the following day to the Steering Group for consideration. 

Flimsies 3, 6 and 7 were brought to the attention of the group. While considering Flimsies 6 and 7 the meeting agreed to substitute current options 21 and 22 by the proposed 21 bis and 22 bis. With regard to Flimsy 3, in which IATA requested a process that would allow further submission of options, the meeting agreed that due to its large constituency it would be difficult for IATA to provide a consensual option within the given timeframe thus IATA would be given the exceptional opportunity to submit one proposal for consideration by ICT no later than 2 June 2000. This proposal would be considered for analysis subject to it satisfying the pre-established parameters (10 (k)) and that it be outside the range of options already proposed. The meeting agreed that no further proposal would be analyzed. (Appendix A contains the agreement to reduce the number cases / new cases)

The meeting noted that paragraph 2 of Flimsy 3 contained misleading information, since it would be impossible to communicate a decision taken at the workshop prior to the event, and that all members and observers were being given the same opportunity to participate and contribute to the process.

11
While discussing item 10 (d), the meeting agreed to delegate four ICT members, John Ollerhead, Tom Connor, Ken Orth and Upali Wickrama with the responsibility of adopting detailed assumptions necessary to progress the work and record them accordingly. The Secretary of CAEP would ensure that information on the progress of the activities of the analytical groups, as well as on the ICT decisions regarding the assumptions for the analysis and the schedule for completion of the work, be made available to CAEP members and observers accordingly.

1211.
Definition of priorities for the work B Due to the heavy workload involved in the analysis of the options a priority was established. The options would be given priority in the analysis, followed by the sensitivity tests. The ICT would study the possibility of developing such tests and members and observers would be informed accordingly. During the workshop discussions the US member presented WS-Flimsy 6, which contained a notional concept for assessing cost and benefits, and whilst considering the fundamentals of the paper, the meeting agreed that FESG/ICT could further explore the possibilities of using such a tool for further comparison of the options. 

13.
Land-use planning B WP/15 presented jointly by IATA, ACI and ICCAIA called for the enforcement of land use planning in the vicinity of airports. During previous discussions at the workshop, the WG2 rapporteur recommended, and the meeting agreed, that a State letter be issued urging States to apply appropriate land use planning around airports, and informing States of the revised edition of the Airport Planning Manual B Part 2 B Land-use Planning and Environmental Control. 

Agenda Item 3:
Noise B WG1
WPs/3, 10, 16, 17 and Flimsy 2
14.
The rapporteur of WG1 reminded the meeting that a progress report on the activities related to the definition of the noise stringency options had been presented on the first day of the workshop. He addressed the Steering Group on two specific issues that required guidance prior to the Seattle meeting: Re-certification of aircraft and helicopters (Task HELO2).

15.
The re-certification of aircraft was covered in WPs/16, 10 and Flimsy 2. The WG1 rapporteur brought to the attention of the group the issue of establishing guidance for the re-certification of aircraft was not contained in the terms of reference of WG1, and that he needed a specific mandate from the Steering Group to develop such guidance. He also expressed concerns regarding the expected deadline for its conclusion, bearing in mind all other activities being developed by WG1 and the fact that WG1 had only two meetings scheduled before CAEP/5.

16.
After noting the information contained in the other papers, and considering the importance of the issue of re-certification in light of the current CAEP activities, the meeting decided to add the re-certification of aircraft to the terms of reference of WG1. The meeting also agreed that priority should be given to the development of such a task with a view to its completion, if possible, by CAEP/5.

17.
The second item was task HELO 2, covered in WPs/3 (ICCAIA) and 17 (WG1 Focal point). The issue under discussion was the possible disproportional economic hardship that the newly proposed stringency levels could have on small helicopter manufacturers. A link between Annex 16, Volume I, Chapters 8 and 11 had previously been established by CAEP and the methodology linking Chapter 8 to 11 was at the root of the economic impact on the light helicopter industry.

18.
During the discussions it was brought to the attention of the group that this task has been under development for five years and that one authority would not be willing to provide further resources to it; it was no longer a technical issue but an economical one. FESG brought its analysis to the attention of the group.  The meeting agreed that priority should be given to the agreement already achieved on the stringency for Chapter 8.  The meeting further recommended that WG1 should evaluate the overall helicopter stringency proposal as it impacts Chapter 11, taking into account the economic difficulties of the small helicopter manufacturers, and report to the Steering Group in Seattle. 

19.
During the discussions at the workshop on the purpose of noise certification it was recommended that WG1 further consider the purpose for noise certification agreed to in Madrid as well as any implications of this definition in relation to existing production of aircraft based on short, medium and long term goals, and report to the Steering Group in Seattle.

Agenda Item 4: 
Future work on noise
20.
Issues under this item had been covered under Agenda Items 2 and 3, consequently the meeting decided to proceed to Agenda Item 5.

Agenda Item 5:
FPL
WP/2 and IP/1
21.
The meeting noted the information contained in WP/2 and IP/1 and endorsed the need to respond positively to assist the UNFCCC process in addressing its data problems concerning international aviation emissions. The meeting also agreed that the Secretariat explore, in consultation with the UNFCCC Secretariat, the possibility of holding an informal meeting or workshop on improving the accuracy and quality of aviation emission inventories, taking into account the priorities already established for the work being developed by the committee. .The meeting noted that this work was already underway in ECAC  The meeting endorsed helping the UNFCCC process through work under way in WG3 on methodologies for estimating emissions of methane and nitrous oxide plus the current work on emissions forecasting. 

22.
In relation to the priority to be given to the allocation issue (paragraph 2.6) the meeting agreed that this issue should be included in the CAEP/6 work programme..

Agenda Item 6:
Other Issues
WPs/8, 11, 18 and IPs/2 and 3 
23.
The WG5 rapporteur presented a progress report on the three main areas of activities under development in that group: levies, emissions trading and voluntary agreements. It also presented a proposal for further work and a timetable. The meeting endorsed the contents of the papers.  In relation to the final report, it was agreed that FESG would produce an independent report but would prepare a joint summary with WG5 for the meeting in Seattle.

24.
The meeting further considered WP/11, presented by IATA, with comments on CAEP WG5 activities. The meeting noted the paper, but considered that those comments were more appropriate for the WG5 forum. Although clear in the terms of reference approved at CAEP/4 for WG5, the Secretary of CAEP further clarified that WG5 was asked by CAEP to identify and evaluate the potential role of market based options and report on all the possible options, whether or not current ICAO Policy inhibited their introduction. CAEP, taking the findings into consideration, would make the necessary recommendations and report for Council and Assembly deliberation. Clarifications were given by the WG5 rapporteur on the allocation issue, and the commitment periods for domestic and international aviation emissions.

25.
The WG4 rapporteur presented the progress report on activities. Ray Walder from IATA is co-ordinating the development of the ICAO circular on Operational Opportunities to Minimize Fuel Use and Emissions. The first draft is expected to be presented at the next meeting of WG4 (27 to 29 June). Regarding the a Methodology for the Quantification of CNS/ATM Environmental Benefits, the initial global assessment is scheduled for completion by August 2000. The FAA and EUROCONTROL are working in close cooperation in the assessment of this quantification.  It will give a very detailed assessment of the environmental benefits of the U.S. national airspace plan (version 4.0) and Europe’s ATM2000+ strategy.  Also included will be an oceanic piece.  To complete this initial global assessment, there will be a baseline assessment made of each ICAO region.
26.
The progress report of WG3 B Emissions  is contained in WP/18. A presentation of the work of the group was given during the workshop. The meeting noted the contents of the paper and the general framework under which the noise options will be evaluated in terms of its impact on emissions. 

27.
Flimsy 5 presented by IATA introduced the issue of linking phase-out and land use planning in the vicinity of airports. The paper recommended that to the extent that any phase-out is recommended by CAEP to accompany a new noise stringency, that phase-out plan should be linked with land-use controls to prevent development in areas around airports where noise contours have been reduced. In IATA=s view, failure to implement comprehensive land use controls will compromise the benefits that accrue from new noise standards.

28.
During the discussions at the workshop, the meeting emphasized the need for a balanced approach, (new standards, land use planning and operational procedures) as the appropriate way to tackle the reduction of aircraft noise. During the Secretariat’s presentation on the framework for a possible  phase-out Resolution, the consensus was that in such a case, a companion resolution on land-use planning and operational procedures would be appropriate.

29.
The meeting considered IP/3, presented by the CAEP member from Egypt, that addressed recommendations from the African and Arab Civil Aviation Commissions related to stringent environmental trends against aircraft noise and emission pollution.

30.
The meeting noted the contents of the paper which outlined a number of very important issues regarding the need to consider the differences between the regions while developing proposals for CAEP/5. The EC Observer indicated that he would closely monitor the dialog between EU and the African, Arabian and European States and would report back to the next Steering Group meeting.

31.
The meeting reviewed the CAEP calendar of activities and confirmed the next Steering Group meeting would be held in Seattle. With regard to attendance at the Seattle meeting, it was agreed that members and observers be accompanied by a max number of two advisors during each agenda item of the meeting. If necessary, at any given time, CAEP members could request a closed meeting. 
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