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Environmental Noise (England) Regulations 2006, as amended

Consultation on the Draft Noise Action Plans For Airports

Background

The IOA is the leading professional body in the United Kingdom concerned with acoustics, noise and vibration and is active in research, educational, environmental and industrial organisations.  The Institute is a nominated body of the Engineering Council, a member of the International Institute of Noise Control Engineering and the International Commission on Acoustics and a founding member of the European Acoustics Association.  Members of the IOA are active in the development of UK, European and International Standards.  The IOA gives support to the development of legislation in the various disciplines in the field of acoustics and its response to the consultation on draft Noise Action Plans for airports is based on this role.  

The Institute of Acoustics represents professionals involved in the management of environmental noise across the UK.  Whilst some of our members will be responding to particularly airport consultations in their local capacity, this response represents the Institute’s views on strategic issues for airport Noise Action Plans (NAPs).  It does not seek to comment on any particular airport plans, except in this context.  It has been prepared by discussion amongst our members on the various draft Action Plans and a review of the published draft Action Plans that we have found, as of 11th October 2009, ie Birmingham, Blackpool, Bournemouth, Bristol, East Midlands, Liverpool, London City, London Gatwick, London Heathrow, London Luton, London Stansted, Manchester, and Southampton.  We are aware other airport have published draft NAP since.

In studying these 13 airports’ Noise Actions Plans, it becomes clear that a comprehensive benchmarking of all the major UK airports would be a major task, and not possible at this stage of a consultation. Whilst the draft NAPs provide a powerful source of information for such a task, the nuances behind some of the noise control measures are not always apparent, and further research would be needed to make a comprehensive and fair comparison.  Our first recommendation to defra and DfT is therefore to fund and publish a full and independent benchmarking exercise of existing NAPs to show how well all the airports’ NAPs have met the defined objectives and criteria. In doing this, we would hope that the airports would be encouraged to perform well and/or improve their performance by learning from other airports’ best practice.

However, we can make some general comments on the published NAPs based on a preliminary analysis. The draft guidance on Airport Noise Actions Plans appears to have been largely followed, but there are some areas of missing data (eg on costs and night noise contour exposure data) and inevitably inconsistencies in reporting (eg choice of Lnight contour values).  It is not the purpose of this paper to determine if the defra guidance has been followed – we would expect defra to do that  -  but rather to make some over-riding comments on the suite of draft NAPs, to help identity inconsistencies of approach and omissions that should be addressed.
It is recognised that each airport should manage its noise burden according to its local conditions. At the same time it can be argued that every individual exposed to noise should be treated fairly.  Whilst there are numerous similarities between the ways in which comparable airports address noise, there are also differences that the regulator could be asked to address.  This paper comments on this issue.

This response has been sent to defra, DfT, and all 18 airports listed in the defra guidance as requiring Noise Actions Plans, ie the 13 airports listed above and Coventry, Newcastle, Shoreham, and Southend.

The Competent Authority

In May 2005 the IOA response to the defra consultation on the transposition of the END replied to question 7.3 as follows.

Box 1 
IOA Response to END Transposition Consultation
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Paragraph 1.03 of the defra guidance on Airport Noise Actions Plans reminds us of the objectives on the actions plans where it states:

‘the Government’s aim – as set out in The Future of Air Transport White Paper (2003) (ATWP)– to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise.’
The IOA’s concern remains that each of the 18 commercial airport operating companies will find it difficult to address this objective, whilst meeting the demands of their shareholders.  We remain of the view that defra and or DfT have a responsibility to take a more direct involvement in the drafting and enforcement of airport NAPs, rather than just deciding on their approval. 

The IOA is concerned that there may confusion resulting from the definition of Competent Authority in the Draft Noise Action Plan Agglomeration Template and the NAPs.  At paragraph 16.07 of the Agglomeration Template, it is stated that “…the Competent Authority will liaise with the relevant airport operator …” with the latter also being defined as the Competent Authority giving rise to some ambiguity in the chain of responsibility.  The definitions of the appropriate Competent Authorities should be clarified to avoid confusion.

Judging Acceptability

Section 3 of the defra guidance addressees the determination of actions to be implemented including the following:

Box 2
Defra Guidance

How to determine the acceptability or otherwise of the current noise impact 
3.06 
The government intends that END Action Plans will assist the management of environmental noise in the context of sustainable development. 

3.07 
The END and the Regulations require that Action Plans apply in particular to the most important areas as established by the strategic noise maps. 

3.08 
When identifying possible actions, account should be taken of the principles that are to be found in current legislation and guidance, and of any relevant local planning conditions that exist. 

3.09 
Within the aviation sector, the current key document is The Future of Air Transport, published in December 2003 and generally known as the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP). Some additional guidance is also contained in PPG 24 – Planning and Noise33, published in 1994. 

3.10 
The ATWP required airport operators with immediate effect to: offer households subject to high levels of noise (69 dBA Leq or more) assistance with the costs of relocating
3.11 
Furthermore, with regard to mitigation when capacity enhancement proposals are brought forward, the ATWP expects airport operators to offer to purchase those properties suffering from both a high level of noise (69 dBA Leq or more) and a large increase in noise (3 dBA Leq or more)
The reference to the context of sustainable development is common to the Draft Actions Plans for Agglomerations, Major Roads and Railways.  The IOA’s response to the defra consultation on those plans details our views.

Paragraph 3.07 of the airports guidance refers to the ‘most important areas’.  The draft Actions Plans for Agglomerations, Major Roads and Railways define ‘Important Areas’ where action is considered necessary.  This is not defined in the guidance to airports, or the airport draft NAPs.  The guidance gives two references, discussed as follows:

First, airports are referred to the ATWP.  Most draft NAPs summarise the key noise requirements on the ATWP.  The key noise level above which the ATWP requires action, in the form of relocation, is LAeq, 16 hr 69dB.  Of the 13 draft NAPs we have reviewed only three have any populations in this very high noise exposure band: and only Heathrow has more than 100 people.  Other airports may therefore take this as an indication that they have no important areas to consider for noise action.  As the Competent Authority, an airport operating company is asked to judge if the current noise situation is acceptable.  Again, referring to this guidance, many conclude it is.  From our understanding of the adverse effects of noise, these start to arise at much lower levels than LAeq, 16 hr 69dB, and if such an approach is taken, we believe there will be a major weakness in the noise action planning process.

Second, reference is made to PPG24. Most draft NAPs ignore the guidance offered in PPG24.  

Most draft NAPs refer to the ANASE study, but then dismiss it.  The IOA understands the reasons why the government does not feel able to determine new policy in regard to aviation noise based solely on this study. But the IOA strongly believes that the evidential basis on which national policy in regard to aviation noise is made deserves further in-depth consideration; as alluded to in the Chief Economists’ reasons for not adopting the ANASE study. Consequently, we do not believe that some of the issues raised by the ANASE research should be so readily dismissed and, whilst it may be too late for the current round of airport NAPs, we would like to see a review of the existing and emerging evidence, supplemented by further robust research in the UK, funded by defra/DfT and the industry, in time for the next round of NAPs .
All in all, the subject of acceptability is poorly addressed, and the need for action to address problem areas is neatly sidestepped by reference to statutory relocation requirements, ignoring the fact that  noise has obvious effects well below the levels at which a person should be re-housed to another area.  It is no surprise that the draft NAPs suggest almost no new actions to address noise, over and above the actions already required of each airport under its local planning agreements, as the guidance does not encourage the airports to do so.  All airports operate under some local planning agreement, but these are fixed and can only be amended to reflect advances in quieter aircraft and airport operations, or changes in our understanding of the impacts of noise; as and when an airport voluntarily chooses to do so, or the airport seeks to change its use   Additionally the terms of airport’s local planning agreements vary greatly.  Whilst it is  right that an airport’s noise management should reflect its local conditions, the fact that airport noise management is completely decentralised (apart from the three Designated airports), and will continue to be under the NAPs process, l creates a number of risks, including:

1. Inconsistencies between airports may lead to differences and unfairness in the way affected residents are treated.

2. In seeking to remain competitive, airports may not take opportunities to reduce noise that could be taken unilaterally with no loss of competitiveness.

3. Government will exert no strategic planning to the distribution of airport noise – it may allow an airport serving a given area to grow when another airport serving the same area could supply the growth with a far smaller noise burden.

These three topics are addressed in the following sections.
Inconsistencies

The IOA welcomes the publications of the results of strategic noise mapping for airports because it provides for consistent information.  Figure 1 shows the published populations within the Lden 55 contour for the 13 NAPs we reviewed.

Figure 1
Lden 55dB Populations in 2006
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We believe that the noise mapping and population exposure data is of considerably greater accuracy than that for roads and railways referred to in other Action Plans.  The consistency of the data provides a clear picture of the relative noise burden for each airport, in this case referring to Lden, which may be difficult to interpret, but is an overall indicator of noise disturbance, day evening and night.

The IOA understands the health effects caused by sleep disturbance at night.  Traditionally airports have addressed this important issue in terms of a night period from 23:30 to 0600, or some other period defined locally.  We welcome the requirements to publish full 8 hour night-time noise contours, and we note that several airports have not followed these requirements.  Ten have published LNight 48 dB contours. A few have published LNight 50dB contours, and Southampton has failed to publish night contours below LNight 55dB.  For these reasons we do not include a graph of populations in LNight contours.  Notwithstanding the limitations imposed by the END in regard to approved modelling methodologies and the inherent problems in accurately predicting aircraft noise below about 55 dBA, the IOA believes LNight contours should be produced down to 45dB, to include the base level in accordance with PPG 24 and provided for under Article 11 and 2.6 of Annex VI of the END, which regrettably was not transposed into the Environmental Noise Regulations.  

It is not the IOA’s intention to point out bad practice at given airports, but we do feel that defra needs to address possible inconsistencies between airports to ensure fairness to individuals.  In a very general sense we can summarise our review of the 13 draft NAPs into three groups:

	The Big 5: London Airports and Manchester
	These airports operate an extensive suite of noise management activities, involving substantial staff and other costs.  They strive for best practice – eg Heathrow is a world leader in noise management.



	Small airports
	Small airports affect small numbers of people, and operate a minimal suite of noise management activities.



	Medium Airports
	These airports operate a range of noise management activities, but some do not appear to provide as much noise protections as others.  This is particularly apparent for night noise management. 


Defra should address the risk of inconsistency in the medium sized airports.

Most of the draft NAPs point out that there are many parties involved in noise management around an airport; Airlines, Air Traffic Control (NATS, CAA) etc.  The airport operator, even as the Competent Authority, has limited powers to influence these other parties.  In at least one draft NAP, the reason given for over-flying National Parks, is simply that it is out of the Competent Authority’s powers because NATS decides. However, there are some noise management activities that are entirely in the airport’s control.  One is noise insulation.

There may be an argument that airports should offer noise insulation at consistent levels, perhaps as a remedy for sleep disturbance at night.  Indeed this appears to be recognised by DfT in the ATWP.  We believe noise insulation is an effective tool to address night noise, and there is inconsistency in its application, broadly summarised in Box 3.

Box 3
Noise Insulation at English Airports

Most airports offer Noise Insulation Grant Schemes (NIGS).

Biggest cost for most airports: Heathrow estimates £8 million/year.

Bristol was based on SEL 90dB, and cancelled it when noisier aircraft types retired.

Some offer more than ATWP minimum.

East Midlands (30% flights are at night) -LNight 55dB threshold, SEL 90dB TBC, £3,000 per house.

Liverpool - LNight 59dB , dropping to 55dB in future.

London City - LAeq 16 hr 57dB (no night flights)

We believe noise insulation is an effective tool to address night noise, and there should be consistency in its application, albeit there may be a need for local flexibility to cope with factors such variable non-aircraft ambient noise levels.

Another noise management activity that is mostly in the airport’s control is the choice of which aircraft use an airport, i.e. if noisier types are not allowed or their numbers restricted, day or night.  Many of the larger airports operate quota counts and differential charges to encourage quieter aircraft types, particularly at night, but there may be a reluctance to apply strict operating restrictions because of fear that airlines will move to another airport.  EC Directive 2002/30 allowed for airports to apply stricter operating restrictions, under the ‘balanced approach’, provided the process of banning the noisier, marginal Chapter 3 types is managed fairly over a period of time.  However, the European Commission’s review of this directive (
) in 2007 showed few airports were using this provision.  This review also quantified the benefit to be had from phasing out marginal Chapter 3 types.  It estimated that if the European aircraft fleet was changed to be entirely Chapter 4 compliant (or equivalent) then the populations exposed to noise would drop by 5% for Lden 55dB (from 2.7 to 2.5 million) and by 3% for LNight 45dB (from 3.2 to 3.1 million).  Whilst these benefits may seem small in Leq terms, there is a feeling in the IOA that phasing out noisier types of aircraft offers real benefits. It is a real action that can be taken, but is not being adopted as much as is could be because there is no statutory requirement to do so.  We appreciate that competition between airports, around the UK and across Europe is complex, but would urge DfT to consider further incentives to ensure all airports are phasing out noisier types as quickly as is practicable. We are aware of the limitations of the degree of control that defra and DfT has, due to international codes and treaties, but we would like to see the Government having a firmer hand in directing the control of, as well as reducing, aircraft noise.

Strategic Noise Planning

The third noise management method mentioned above that may be lost by decentralised control over airport noise action planning is the possibility of strategically managing aviation noise effects by encouraging those airports to grow whose noise impact is lowest (where there may be a choice of airports to serve a region).

Figure 2 shows the annual number of passengers per year at the 13 airports, as reported in the draft NAPs reviewed, generally for the year 2008, but in some cases for 2006 (the differences would tend to be small due to a generally slowing of growth in air traffic in the last few years above the historic average of about 5% per year).

Figure 2
Annual Passengers per Year
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Clearly airports serving more passengers will tend to produce more noise, with bigger contours covering larger areas.  The same airport in a less populated area will tend to have a lesser impact.  One of the many ways of considering how efficient an airport is in noise impact terms is to judge the number of people affected by its noise, as a function of airport size.  In this way one could define an airport’s ‘noise efficiency’ as the ratio of its annual passenger throughput to the population within its Lden 55dB contour. Figure 3 provides this.

Figure 3
Airport ‘Noise Efficiency’
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This gives some perhaps surprising results.  The airport whose noise affects the fewest number of people (in terms of being within Lden 55dB) for the level of passengers it moves per year is Gatwick, followed by Stansted.  These are London airports situated in relatively rural settings.  Heathrow, by comparison is the least noise efficient airport in England, affecting roughly 30 times as many people per passenger as Gatwick.  On this basis, increasing air traffic capacity serving London would produce lower noise impacts if the increased capacity were provided by any airport other than Heathrow.

This analysis is one way of looking strategically at the effects of aviation noise; and potentially suffers from the drawback of not considering the degree of change in noise level for the populations affected. However, because there are many means of assessing the impacts of aviation noise, each with its own “pros and cons”; the IOA believes that it is important for the Government to retain more direct involvement in the drafting of airport NAPs to prevent Airport operators from “cherry picking”, or being perceived to be doing so, methods to suit an agenda that doesn’t give priority to the objectives of the END and the legislation transposing its requirements to England. 

The planning of environmental noise management across English airports, should consider this type of strategic noise planning.

Quiet Areas

The defra guidance requires consideration of quiet areas inside and outside agglomerations.

For ‘Quiet Areas’ within agglomerations (as defined in the Regulations), few draft NAPs address their responsibilities well.  Most airport operating companies defer responsibility to local authorities and await further guidance.  Some draft NAPs imply a Quiet Area only concerns them if it is within Lden 55.   The IOA has a concern that even after Quiet Areas are agreed and designated in Local Plans, airports will take no meaningful action to protect them; over-flights will increase and new routeings may over-fly them.  We appreciate that the definition of Quiet Areas is still emerging, but airport NAPs should acknowledge that they will be required to protect them from increasing noise, potentially at any baseline noise level, and that they will take measures to do so.

Outside agglomerations, the defra guidance (paragraph 2.08) notes the need to consider and where possible avoid over-flights affecting National Parks and AONBs.  Most draft NAPs either dismiss effects, do not mention over-flights below 7,000ft over designated areas, or pass on responsibility to CAA, NATS etc.  Airport NAPs should address this responsibility and state the actions they propose to address it.

Cost of Noise Management 

Most, but not all, airports give information on how much they spend on noise management per year, as required by the defra guidance. At least five airports are expecting to be spending over £¼ million per year, with a total expenditure, (including £8 million for insulation at Heathrow) of at least £12 million. Figure 4 shows the expected annual expenditure at each reporting airport per person in the Lden 55 contour.

Figure 4
Expenditure on Noise Management per Person

[image: image4.emf]Annual Expenditure / Population in Lden 55dB

£0

£10

£20

£30

£40

£50

£60

£70

£80

£90

Birmingham

Blackpool

Bournmouth

Bristol

Coventry

East Midlands

Leeds

Liverpool

London City

London Gatwick

London Heathrow London Luton London Stansted

Manchester Newcastle

Shoreham

Southampton

Southend


There are several airports reporting they are planning to spend between £10 and £85 annually for each person within their Lden 55dB contour.  If these sums are spent, this equates to a considerable outlay.  Whilst this cost cannot be attributed to NAPs, rather almost entirely due to existing commitments to manage noise under local planning agreements, and perhaps in response to local stakeholder pressure, defra and DfT may consider these sums in the context of equivalent sums spent on managing noise in agglomerations, from roads and major railways. However, we recognise that an airport is run as a business, and the choice and hence the costs of noise management control are taken within a broader overall context for that business.

Best Practice

It is our strong belief that the airports should be following best practice when developing and implementing effective noise action plans. However, due to the variability of the complexity, character and size of the airports, the problem has been tackled in a variety of ways. Furthermore, as the Competent Authority is the airport operator, this leaves the whole process open to criticism with an issue of who is making sure the community is receiving a fair deal. To overcome this, we recommend three main actions for developing effective noise action plans for airports:

1. Defra to fund and publish a full and independent benchmarking exercise of existing NAPs to show how well an airport’s NAP has met defined objectives and criteria.

2. Defra to facilitate the development of a Joint Code of Conduct on Noise Action Planning for Airports, which could be used to independently audit airport NAPs. This would ensure a minimum level of actions.

3. Defra to encourage/fund a forum for presentation and discussion of best practice at airports in developing and implementing NAPs.  Defra may also like to consider leading by example at the Designated airports, through dialogue with BAA, and disseminating good practice at the forum.
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(�) Study of Aircraft Noise Exposure at and around Community Airports : Evaluation of the Effect of Measures to Reduce Noise, European Commission TREN/F3/15-2006
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		Question 7.3: Are you satisfied that airport operators should be the competent authorities for the production of action plans for relevant airports?

		No



		Comment: One of the aims of the END is public transparency, accountability and confidence in the outcomes. This will not be achieved by the airport operators being the competent authority. The Secretary of State for EFRA should be the competent authority for all airports.






