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We cannot agree that the Applicant’s proposals for the Noise Envelope give any 
certainty of future noise levels to be experienced by surrounding communiƟes. 

 

In our deadline 4 submission TR020001-002269, commenƟng on the 19M 
Planning Inquiry Inspectors observaƟon that there has been a loss of trust 
between CommuniƟes, the Local Planning Authority and the Airport (in that 
case the operator, LLAOL) we outlined our view of the primary reason behind 
that loss of trust. 

 

The situaƟon regarding the definiƟon of the Noise Envelope has served only to 
reinforce our reasons to be mistrusƟng of the Applicant’s moƟves. 

Within TR020001-002144-5.02 - Environmental Statement Appendix 16.2 
OperaƟonal Noise Management (Explanatory Note) Rev 1 – the Applicant 
makes numerous references to Civil AviaƟon Authority document CAP1129 – 
“Design Envelopes” – but the requirements of CAP1129 have not been 
followed. 

 

CAP1129 lists, in conclusion, these five points: (in italics) 

The key conclusions and messages arising from this study on the Noise Envelope concept are as 
follows:  

1. For an envelope to funcƟon as intended, it is essenƟal that full agreement is achieved 
between all stakeholders on the envelope’s criteria, limit values and means of 
implementaƟon and enforcement.  

Two community representaƟves only were invited to join the Noise Envelope 
Design Group. One of these subsequently had to withdraw for reasons of ill 
health. Because of confidenƟality provisions they could not share their 



discussions in any great detail within their own groups, or the other 
Community Groups that they were expected to represent. At the end of the 
process, the NEDG had one individual to represent all communiƟes without 
independent professional support. Even so, Luton Rising have chosen not to 
take forward the recommendaƟons of the NEDG. 

 

2. The benefits of future technological improvements must be shared fairly between industry 
and local communiƟes. This is fundamental to the noise envelope concept, and will need to 
be considered when defining parameters and seƫng limits.  

This was the intenƟon behind the noise envelope in place for Project Curium, 
as defined by a series of planning condiƟons. The following years saw the 
airport take all of the growth ahead of schedule and before the delivery of 
miƟgaƟons such as quieter aircraŌ and noise insulaƟon in the most seriously 
impacted residenƟal properƟes. Again, the DCO forecasts show increased noise 
in the early years before the balancing miƟgaƟons are provided, with further 
noise increases later. The noise/growth balance is again Ɵlted in favour of the 
Airport. What confidence can we have that noise reducƟons will follow?  

3. An envelope is likely to be defined by a combinaƟon of parameters.  

The Applicant decided to use only LAeq metrics. This approach gives liƩle 
assurance to communiƟes. While having the benefit of enabling comparison 
with prior years, the use of Summer Day and Night LAeq contour area limits do 
not give protecƟon against individual loud aircraŌ events, parƟcularly at night. 
They give no assurance of noise levels at other Ɵmes of the year. The human 
ear does not hear equivalent conƟnuous noise levels – in the case of aircraŌ it 
hears a succession of individual noise events. It does not incenƟvise airlines to 
use quieter aircraŌ. As detailed in CAP 1129, numerous supporƟng metrics are 
available and examples of their use at other airports is given. The final report of 
the NEDG recommended a suite of metrics that gave penalƟes for excessively 
loud aircraŌ and incenƟves for the use of quieter aircraŌ, as well as regularly 
reviewed movement limits. The report was the work of noise experts and 
representaƟves from within the aviaƟon industry. It is puzzling to see why 
these recommendaƟons have been ignored, and in the eyes of this Community 
Group does not reflect well on the intenƟons of the Applicant. 

4. The life-span of an envelope must be agreed, and its parameters defined to maintain 
appropriate sharing of the benefits over its intended life-span.  

See our comments above. 



5. The parameters and limits, and means of implementaƟon and enforcement of a noise 
envelope will need to be tailored to individual airports and their respecƟve local condiƟons.  

Agreed – parƟcularly the means of enforcement with Luton Borough Council 
being the owner of the Airport and also the Local Planning Authority. 

 

6. The current planning system offers limited flexibility in the means available to implement a 
noise envelope. A change in primary or secondary legislaƟon may be required for noise 
envelopes to be implemented effecƟvely and enforceable by law.  

We are in agreement with this statement. 

7. A possible need has been idenƟfied for independent third parƟes to assist stakeholders to 
reach agreement where necessary. 

This was not provided as far as we are aware. 

 

Within TR020001-002144-5.02 - Environmental Statement Appendix 16.2 
OperaƟonal Noise Management (Explanatory Note) Rev 1 – the applicant states 
on page 8 that: 

“As well as engagement with the NEDG, the developing Noise Envelope proposals have been widely 
consulted on through two statutory public consultaƟons. The consultaƟon was open to the public 
and all community groups.” 

We cannot agree that the work of the NEDG has ever been subject to public 
consultaƟon. 

 

Project Curium has a well defined Noise Envelope that encompassed within the 
planning condiƟons limits on not just the summer Night and Day contour areas, 
but also limits on individual aircraŌ noise events, night movement limits, early 
morning shoulder movement limits, annual movement limits and annual 
passenger throughput limits.  

It was a noise envelope which set out to comply with Government policy and 
match passenger growth to the fleet mix evolving towards the introducƟon of 
quieter aircraŌ.  

History shows that within weeks of planning permission being granted Luton 
Borough Council, London Luton Airport Limited and London Luton Airport 
OperaƟons Limited signed the Growth IncenƟve Scheme which would 
accelerate the passenger growth at the cost of increased noise. 



Despite the breaches of Night (and later Day) permiƩed contour areas being 
predicted in the years before they occurred, no effecƟve acƟon was taken to 
prevent them occurring and the Local Planning Authority took no enforcement 
acƟon. 

With the same three parƟes again owning, monitoring and operaƟng the 
airport – together with failure to build on the work of the NEDG and bring it to 
a saƟsfactory conclusion, the certainty that the Noise Envelope is intended to 
provide to CommuniƟes is not provided.       
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