
1 
 

LADACAN comments on submissions by Deadline 8  IP ref 20040757 
 

Contents 
Section 1: LADACAN’s comments on the Applicant’s REP8-038 submission ......................................................... 2 

Section 2: LADACAN’s concerns regarding noise contour modelling ................................................................... 7 

Use of mobile noise monitoring data ............................................................................................................ 7 

Standard of modelling required ................................................................................................................... 7 

Known sources of error ............................................................................................................................... 8 

Sense-checking mobile monitoring data ....................................................................................................... 9 

Data sourced from fixed monitors .............................................................................................................. 10 

Conclusions .............................................................................................................................................. 11 

Annex A – LAmax values from LLAOL Community Noise Reports ...................................................................... 12 

Annex B – 2019 annual noise data analysis results .......................................................................................... 15 

 
 

Glossary 
 

19mppa 
application 

Application 21/00031/VARCON on the LBC Planning Portal – submitted by LLAOL to 
LBC to further increase noise contour limits and the passenger cap 

2022 
inquiry 

Planning Inspectorate Inquiry (ref APP/B0230/V/22/3296455) into the called-in 
decision by LBC to grant the 19mppa application 

Airport London Luton Airport 
Airport 
Operator 

London Luton Airport Operations Ltd, currently the concessionaire at the Airport 

Applicant Luton Rising (London Luton Airport Ltd) 

Application This application TR020001 for a Development Consent Order 

CAP2091 ‘CAA Policy on Minimum Standards for Noise Modelling’, CAP 2091, Civil Aviation 
Authority, 2021 

CAA Civil Aviation Authority 

LBC Luton Borough Council, ultimate owner of and Local Planning Authority for LLA 

LLA London Luton Airport 

LLAOL London Luton Airport Operations Ltd, the operator of LLA  

mppa ‘million passengers per annum’: a measure of an airport’s passenger capacity or 
actual passenger throughput 

NMT01 etc Fixed noise monitoring locations around the Airport, 6.5km from start of takeoff roll 

noise 
contour 

An outline on a map enclosing an area in which the 8-hour or 16-hour logarithmic 
average of aircraft noise for an average day in a defined 92-day summer period 
equals or exceeds a given value, expressed in terms of LAeq for an 8h or 16h period 

Project 
Curium 

Application 12/01400/FUL on the LBC Planning Portal – submitted by LLAOL to LBC 
in 2012 for development works to increase LLA capacity to 18mppa by 2028 
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Section 2: LADACAN’s concerns regarding noise contour modelling 
(comments apply to Applicant’s REP6-063 response to NO.1.11 and to REP8-038 Table 2.14, ID 3, p58) 
 

Use of mobile noise monitoring data 

The Applicant has used mobile noise monitoring data supplied by LLAOL for part of the validation of its 
AEDT noise model, as reported in Tables 6.4-6.7 of REP7-013 where the SEL and LASmax noise readings 
derived from mobile monitors are included as well as from the fixed monitors NMT01-03. 
 
Our knowledge and experience of LLA mobile noise monitoring data through participation in NTSC over 
the past 10 years indicates that it is prone to error. Occasionally this is due to equipment deficiencies 
(monitors drifting out of calibration and this not being noticed or rectified for days or weeks), but more 
often due to configuration issues affecting thresholds, which if wrong can lead to very poor sample sizes.  
 
These thresholds define the start/end points of the transit waveform used to calculate SEL, and also the 
LASmax lower rejection threshold. Depending on noise levels at a given location, thresholds need to be 
set correctly to ensure accurate capture of SEL values (with at least a 10dB margin below the expected 
lower LASmax) and to avoid peaks below a given cutoff level being rejected. There are also rejections 
that attempt to avoid severe weather, but if not set correctly can significantly reduce usable data. 
 
The mobile noise monitoring programme involves monitors being installed at different locations by LLA 
staff for a few weeks or months. After processing by LLA staff the results are published in Community 
Noise Reports (CNRs). Historic CNRs (including those corresponding to the collection of mobile noise 
monitoring data used by the Applicant) can be found at this link: 
https://www.london-luton.co.uk/corporate/community/noise/community-noise-reports 
 

Standard of modelling required 

REP7-013 states in paragraph 6.7.2 on PDF page 86: 
“LLAOL’s noise monitors were installed in 2004, prior to the publication of ISO 20906 (Ref. 29F18). 
Guidance from the CAA (Ref. 30F19) notes that compliance with the ISO standard is only required for 
what they define as ‘Category A’ airports.  
 
There is no requirement for noise monitors in Category B to be compliant with noise monitoring 
principles set out in ISO 20906. As the validation process follows Category B requirements from the CAA 
Policy on Minimum Standards for Noise Modelling, the noise data is considered to be appropriate for the 
validation exercise.” 
 
Whilst it is true that LLA is Category C, it is also the case that the standard of modelling required at an 
airport must be no less than has historically been in place, as the CAA guidance on Noise Modelling 
CAP2091 makes clear on page 20: 
 
“No decrement criterion  
4.10 This policy defines minimum requirements for noise modelling. Some airports may already be 
providing noise modelling at a higher Category than the minimum required here. We would expect these 
arrangements to persist and so no airport (or other stakeholder) should do less in terms of its noise 
modelling than it did on or before January 2020, when we first consulted on this policy, or 8 February 
2021, when it comes into force.” 
 
It is of concern that the mobile noise monitoring setup, configuration and analysis does not occur under 
the supervision of the Airport’s external noise adviser, since errors have occurred which do not meet the 
high standards historically applied by Bickerdike Allen to INM model validation (REP8-075 Annexes A-C). 
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Whilst the majority of aircraft type / location noise values are in close agreement whether calculated as 
50th percentiles or as arithmetic averages of noise measurements, those highlighted (16%) are not. 
Disagreement between a 50th percentile and an arithmetic average can be caused by a “tail” to the 
histogram of data points – either to the left or to the right. This in turn could be indicative of whether 
there was a greater range of less noisy or more noisy flights, or of an incorrect threshold setting. 
 
Guidance from ISO 20906:2009(E) on ‘Air-to-ground sound propagation’ indicates that arithmetic 
averaging is appropriate, and this is the method historically used by Bickerdike Allen at LLA: 
 
“Similar sound events may be averaged to reduce the uncertainty of the mean value. For example, the 
resulting expanded uncertainty of sound monitor levels averaged over 100 similar aircraft events was 
reduced by a factor of 10 to some 0,3 dB to 0,5 dB.” (ISO20906 section B.5.2.2) 
 

Data sourced from fixed monitors 

Annual noise measurements for 2019 from the fixed monitors were disclosed by LLAOL to the 2022 
Inquiry and are in the public domain in raw (uncleaned) form at this link: 
https://gateleyhamer-pi.com/filer/sharing/1661416387/13789/ 
 
LADACAN has analysed this data, applying the Bickerdike Allen data-cleaning guidance, and calculated 
the average and the 50th percentile values for SEL and LAmax values for comparison with the data 
provided by the Applicant in Tables 6.4-6.7 of REP7-013. We then performed a similar comparison to 
that described above to identify differences. Comparison between both the 50th percentiles and the 
averaged results showed differences of more than 0.3dB in various instances as shown below: 
 
Departures – comparing 50th percentiles for SEL 

 
 
Departures – comparing 50th percentiles to averages for SEL and LASmax 

 
 

 
 
Arrivals – comparing 50th percentiles to averages for SEL 

 
 
The differences were unexpected, but the Applicant’s noise advisers indicated that it has only used the 
fixed-monitoring data for the 92-day summer period, rather than the whole year. This again is not as per 
the established standard set by Bickerdike Allen, which validates based on annual noise measurements. 

ES 50th percentile SEL dB - LLAOL 2019 annual 50th percentile SEL dB

A20N A21N A319 A320 A321 B738

NMT01 0.1 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1

NMT02 -0.2 -0.6 0 -0.3 -0.3 0

ES 50th percentile SEL dB - LLAOL 2019 annual average SEL dB

A20N A21N A319 A320 A321 B738

NMT01 0.2 0.2 0.6 0 0.1 0.1

NMT02 -0.1 -0.5 0 -0.2 -0.2 0.2

ES 50th percentile LASmax dB - LLAOL 2019 annual average LASmax dB

A20N A21N A319 A320 A321 B738

NMT01 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0

NMT02 -0.2 -0.3 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 0

ES 50th percentile SEL dB - LLAOL 2019 annual average SEL dB

A20N A21N A319 A320 A321 B738

NMT01 -0.3 -0.2 -0.4 -0.3 -0.4 -0.4
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Conclusions 

Both the data which the Applicant has used to validate its noise model, and the way it has been 
processed for use, appears to be questionable as evidenced above for the following reasons: 
 

a) Mobile noise monitoring data shows instances of more-than-normal disparity between 

arithmetic average and 50th percentile values for some datasets: the Applicant has advised 

LADACAN that its averages agree with the averages in the CNRs but it has nevertheless used 50th 

percentile values. 

 

b) Known instances of errors in mobile noise monitoring, including during 2019, suggest that the 

data may be less than fully reliable for noise modelling unless properly sense-checked, and in any 

case only reflects sometimes short periods of time when weather effects may not be adequately 

normalised. 

 

c) Only a 92-day subset of the annual fixed noise monitoring data from 2019 was used for noise 

model calibration, rather than using the full year data which is custom-and-practice at LLA. 

 

d) ISO20906 describes use of arithmetic averaging to combine noise measurements for given 

aircraft types to reduce error, and does not mention 50th percentiles, and arithmetic averaging is 

custom and practice at LLA. 

 

e) Only when these issues have been resolved and the model validated to meet current standards – 

including use of the most recent 2013 data in an annual revalidation update – can disputed 

matters such as the noise benefit to allow for the A321neo compared to the A321ceo in the LLA 

context be adequately resolved. 

 

f) The Applicant has already agreed to follow established custom and practice at LLA and to 

revalidate the noise model annually, therefore it is appropriate to do this now bearing in mind 

the evidence provided here and using carefully cleaned and checked data in order to ensure the 

Limits for the DCO and Green Controlled Growth are as accurate as possible. 

We respectfully ask the ExA for this sense-checking and revalidation to be considered necessary to give 
adequate confidence in the model and the contour Limits derived from it, which would be key aspects of 
noise control going forward should the Application be granted. 
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Annex A – LAmax values from LLAOL Community Noise Reports 
 

The Community Noise Report monitoring results published by LLAOL for the periods and locations 
referenced in the Table 6.8 of REP7-013 are shown below, using the location codes adopted by the 
Applicant. 
 
These averaged LAmax values have been transcribed into the analysis spreadsheet used to produce this 
submission. 
 
 
LTN_KNS 
 

 
 
 
LTN_CAD 
 

 
 
 
LTN_DGN 
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LTN_MRK 
 

 
 
LTN_FLM 
 

 
 
LTN_STV 
 

 
 
LTN_BG 
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LTN_SLTN 
 

 

 
 
LTN_PPR 
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Annex B – 2019 annual noise data analysis results 
 

 
 
(The highlighted values indicate a difference in performance between easyJet and Wizz A320s when on 
easterly departures – an issue which will affect noise performance as the fleet mix changes over time) 

Airline Aircraft RwyAD Monitor LMx (dB) LMx 50P SEL (dB) SEL 50P Alt (ft)

A320n 08D NMT01 69.6 69.8 80.7 80.8 2831

A320n 26D NMT02 69.5 69.6 81.2 81.3 2953

A321n 08D NMT01 74.1 74.3 84.0 84.3 2563

A321n 26D NMT02 73.0 73 83.5 83.6 2663

A319 08D NMT01 72.7 72.8 83.7 83.8 2669

A319 26D NMT02 72.6 72.7 83.9 83.9 2786

A320 08D NMT01 73.8 73.8 84.3 84.4 2524

A320 26D NMT02 73.3 73.4 84.1 84.2 2603

A321 08D NMT01 74.8 74.9 85.7 85.9 2566

A321 26D NMT02 74.0 74.1 85.3 85.4 2685

B738 08D NMT01 74.6 74.6 86.5 86.7 3077

B738 26D NMT02 74.3 74.5 86.6 86.8 3267

easyJet A320 08D NMT01 73.2 73.3 83.8 83.9 2580

easyJet A320 26D NMT02 73.4 73.5 84.1 84.2 2642

easyJet A320n 08D NMT01 69.6 69.8 80.7 80.8 2830

easyJet A320n 26D NMT02 69.5 69.6 81.2 81.3 2951

Wizz Air A320 08D NMT01 74.6 74.6 85.0 85.1 2454

Wizz Air A320 26D NMT02 73.3 73.3 84.2 84.2 2552

A320n 26A NMT01 73.6 73.5 84.1 84 1317

A321n 26A NMT01 74.9 74.8 84.8 84.7 1321

A319 26A NMT01 75.2 75.1 85.1 85 1306

A320 26A NMT01 74.8 74.8 84.8 84.8 1309

A321 26A NMT01 74.7 74.6 84.6 84.4 1291

B738 26A NMT01 76.2 76.1 86.0 85.9 1309

Analysis of 2019 annual LLAOL noise measurements disclosed to 2022 Inquiry

Key: 08D=runway 08, D=Depart A=Arrive; LMx/SEL(dB)=average; LMx/SEL 50P=50th percentile


