Communications Department
External Information Services

Civil Aviation
Authority

15 June 2016
EIR Reference: E0002788

Dear I

I am writing in respect of your recent request of 19 May 2016, for the release of information
held by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA).

Having considered your request in line with the provisions of the Environmental Information
Regulations 2004, we are able to provide the information below.

1. Can you please explain the 1,000 foot rule relating to aircraft climb rates from
Heathrow, in particular what does 'start of role' mean? And how is the
departure track measured?

Aircraft are required to reach a height of 1,000ft at 6.5km from the start of their
takeoff roll, i.e. measured from the position on the runway when the aircraft begins
its take-off run. The distance of 6.5km is measured along the ground track flown by
each departure, as measured from the position on the runway where the departure
started (start of take-off roll).

2. After take-off the aircraft shall not be at a height less than 1000 feet (above
aerodrome level) at 6.5km from the start of roll as measured along the
departure track of that aircraft.

¢ When was this rule introduced?

A height requirement has been set by the Government for noise purposes
since 1966. The current requirement, for aircraft to be at a height of 1,000ft
at 6.5km from start of roll, was introduced following the Government’s
decision of 18 December 2000 on the noise limits and related noise
monitoring arrangements to apply at the London airports. Prior to that
decision, the requirement was that aircraft should be at a height of 1,000ft
when passing the nearest noise monitor (some of which were not located
close to 6.5km from start of roll).

¢ Who monitors and enforces the rule?

Although a height requirement has been set for noise purposes since 1966, it
has never been enforced. In his December 2000 decision, the Secretary of
State confirmed that he accepted that occasional and exceptional breaches
of the height requirement would not be expected to lead to use of his power
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under Section 78(2) of the Civil Aviation Act 1982 (to direct that the aircraft
operator should be refused facilities for using the aerodrome). However, the
airport operator monitors aircraft against this requirement and works with
airlines with regards to their compliance.

¢ What are the penalties for aircraft/ airlines that fail to comply with the
rule?

See previous comments above.

e Can you please provide me with data for the number of aircraft that
failed to comply with the rule, by year, for 2016, 2015 and 2014 and
2013, broken down by airline, for Heathrow.

The CAA do not hold this information. Information on the numbers of aircraft
that fail to comply with the requirement can be found in Heathrow Airport’s
guarterly Flight Performance Data Reports, which are available to download
at http://www.heathrow.com/noise/facts,-stats-and-reports/reports

e Can you please provide me with details of what fines or other penalties
were applied to the airlines breaking this rule in these years.

See previous comments above.

e Who is responsible for reviewing the rule, given changes to technology
etc?

The rule is imposed by the Department for Transport. Any review, would be
initiated by the Department for Transport.

e Can you please provide me with a copy of the last review of this rule
and any recommendations that followed.

Please find attached a copy of the Government’s decision of 18 December
2000.

3. Can you please provide me with information showing the possible climb rates
(technically possible) of different types of modern aircraft, as typically used
by Heathrow.

The CAA do not hold this information. Procedures are designed specifying
minimum rates of climb. However, for your information we have attached departure
profile graphs for a sample of common aircraft types at Heathrow.

4. Can you please provide me with information about how the decibel level on
the ground of typical aircraft changes with the height from take off or at least
illustrate with one common plane currently in use e.g. every 500ft up to
7,000ft.

Please find attached a set of ‘noise-power-distance’ (NPD) curves which show the
noise level received on the ground as a function of distance from the sound source
and engine power setting, in this case for the Airbus A320 on departure (the A320 is
the most common type in operation at Heathrow). NPD curves account for both
noise emissions as well as atmospheric sound propagation effects. Care needs to
be used when interpreting such data. The height that an aircraft can achieve at a
given point after departure will be dependent on the performance capability of the
aircraft, how heavily it is loaded and prevailing atmospheric conditions. Secondly, to
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achieve a greater altitude may require an aircraft to use more engine power emitting
more noise, and/or fly more slowly, increasing the duration of the noise event.

5. Can you please provide information for a typical type of plane using Heathrow
about how fuel usage varies according to the rate of climb.

It is not possible to provide such information, since there is no direction association
between fuel usage and rate of climb, since many factors affect rate of climb that are
independent of fuel usage.

6. Can you please provide me with information about rules for rates of climb for
comparable airports in other countries, where the CAA has this information.

We do not hold information regarding rules for rates of climb for airports outside the
UK.

7. What oversight does the CAA or any other body have for the commercial
contracts between airlines and airline lease companies that dictate rates of
climb?

The CAA has safety oversight for UK airline operators. Minimum rates of climb and
minimum altitudes are specified at specific locations and for specific flight
procedures in order to ensure safety with respect to obstacles on the ground.
Beyond that, how an aircraft is operated is a matter for the airline concerned
provided it is in accordance with the aircraft manufacturer's limitations.

If you are not satisfied with how we have dealt with your request in the first instance you
should approach the CAA in writing at:-

Caroline Chalk

Head of External Information Services
Civil Aviation Authority

Aviation House

Gatwick Airport South

Gatwick

RH6 OYR

caroline.chalk@caa.co.uk

The CAA has a formal internal review process for dealing with appeals or complaints in
connection with requests under the Environmental Information Regulations. The key steps
in this process are set in the attachment.

Should you remain dissatisfied with the outcome you have a right to appeal against the
decision by contacting the Information Commissioner at:-

Information Commissioner’s Office
FOI/EIR Complaints Resolution
Wycliffe House

Water Lane

Wilmslow

SK9 5AF
https://ico.org.uk/concerns/


mailto:caroline.chalk@caa.co.uk
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If you wish to request further information from the CAA, please use the form on the CAA
website at http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/modalapplication.aspx?appid=24.

Yours sincerely

Q-Lﬂ’-mm C%ﬁﬁ L-ﬂm._

Rihanne Stephen
Information Rights Officer


http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/modalapplication.aspx?appid=24
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CAA INTERNAL REVIEW & COMPLAINTS PROCEDURE

. The original case to which the appeal or complaint relates is identified and the case

file is made available;

. The appeal or complaint is allocated to an Appeal Manager, the appeal is

acknowledged and the details of the Appeal Manager are provided to the applicant;

. The Appeal Manager reviews the case to understand the nature of the appeal or
complaint, reviews the actions and decisions taken in connection with the original
case and takes account of any new information that may have been received. This
will typically require contact with those persons involved in the original case and

consultation with the CAA Legal Department;

. The Appeal Manager concludes the review and, after consultation with those involved
with the case, and with the CAA Legal Department, agrees on the course of action to
be taken;

. The Appeal Manager prepares the necessary response and collates any information
to be provided to the applicant;

" The response and any necessary information is sent to the applicant, together with
information about further rights of appeal to the Information Commissioners Office,

including full contact details.
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/ News Release

779 » | 18 December 2000

CHRIS MULLIN ANNOUNCES NEW DEPARTURE NOISE LIMITS
- FOR THE LONDON AIRPORTS
Lower noise limits for aircraft departing from Heathrow, Gatwick and Stahsted and
m’ore'e‘fﬁt:ient noise monitor.ing arrangements were announced today, by Chris : Mullin,

_Parliamentary Under Secretary of State.

This should lead to small but. WorthWhile reductions in noise for many of those
overflown by aircraft that have taken off from: these airpoxts,v and - to substantial
improVements in monitoring;efticiency -eoxnpai'ed with the arrangements thatfapp.li-ed

before 1997.

| In response toa Parhamentary Questlon from Fiona Mactaggart MP (Slough) Chris

. Mullin sa1d

“On 24 November 1997 the Department of the Env1ronment Transport and the

| ' Reglons pubhshed a new consultatlon paper proposmg lower - noise hm1ts and
‘ | 1mproved momtonng arrangements. This consultation follow.ed the Court Order of 16
April 1997, made after challenges by the Intemationel Air Trans,port Association
._(IATA) to the 1996 decision on thts subject. The Order, made with the consent of the
patties, enabled inte;jim arrangements to 'b:erput m ntace until theoutcome of the‘ new

consultation.
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The November 1997 paper was also chaﬂenged hy IATA but the association wi'thdrew‘ :
its apphcatron for leave to apply for JUdlClal revrew When the Department undertook '

to pubhsh a supplementary consultation paper. That was done on 26 March 1999 '

~All the .propo_sals were unchanged. They Were:
a) to'rela‘re"the. noiseli‘imits to a ﬁxed :-reference distance, 6.5 kmfrom start of

roll;

o 'b) to continue to monitor noise levels at the ﬁxed: mon_ifor_é inLyax dBA and to

. apply the noise limitsto all departi‘ng'vaircraft -except Concorde and a number

of specified ex‘emptions_(seeh below);

- c) to reduce the noise hmlts by 3 dBA (daytrme) and 2 dBA (mght-ume) to 94 L

dBA and 87 dBA respectlvely, .

d to retain-the ‘ﬁve monitors at GatWick and ‘eight -monitors at-'.Stanéted ‘:eurrfenﬂ'y
operatmg under the interim. arrangement but to resite a. Stansted momtor to a

better posmon At Heathrow to keep the elght srtes in the 1nter1m .

arrangements and to add two further mionitors as. prevrously proposed

- to ealculate the pos_itional adjus‘_cments on a revised basis;

allow a reduction of not more than 2 dB of the noise recorded in specified
tail wmd eond_i'rions;‘
g) torequire aircraft to be.at a height of 1000t aal at 65 km from start of roll;

h) to exempt from the new daytime noise limits certain aircraft given exemptions

from the Chapter 2 phase out requirements in accordance with the provisions |

 ofthe EC Direerive; |



i) to begin a further review of both monitoring efﬁciency. and rioise limits in -

2000.

“Comments were 1nv1ted on any aspect of the proposals and on. the detaﬂs covered m. _

‘the supplementary paper The closrng date for responses was’ 4 June 1999 Takmg '

accou_nt of the 1nformat10nand comments we. recerved,_ we have decided to nnplement

the proposals, with two modifications::

a) to reduce the ni’g:ht-t-ime'noise'lirnit hy 2 dB to 87 'dBAx as ;proposed- hut to apply; '

1t only dur1ng the mght quota penod ( 2330 0600), retatmng the present mght-tlme o

- hmxt (89 dBA) for the rest of the nlght penod 2300 2330 and 0600 0700

b) to 1mp1ement the new. dayt1me noise limit of 94 dBA from 25 February 2001 but i
‘o 1mp1ement the new mght-ttme noise limit ﬁom the start of the next summer"
| ,mght restrrctrons season (1e from 25 March 2001), rather than between 27t 3

- months from the date: of the decrston announcement as was 1nd1cated in the' '

consultatlon paper:

““Also; fot'teChnical reasons, for the purpose of the t'ailwind: allowance I have decided

to use wind data from an alternative source to that described in the consultation paper.
I am satisfied that it is appropriate to use data from the on-airfield -anem‘orneters and
~ wind vanes in the formula for the tailwind allowance proposed in the consultation

' paper (ie withotit making it necessary to adjust the forrnula).



“The reductlon of 3 dB in the dayttme 11m1t represents a halvmg of noise energy but
) only a small reductron in loudness This is a long accepted sc1ent1ﬁc fact it is not
_drsputed in the responses The cumulauve effect of even small 1mprovements should
be of benefit to many local re51dents partlcularly those hvmg under the departure
'routes_ from about 6..5, km from start of roll out to about:_ 15 km. These’ sm_all. :
'irn_prdve_ments, v'vill' ;occurvvhenever: an aircraft ﬂ'les"voverheadv .:thatv-haslchange'd its_

- procedures (or adopted other mea_sur;es) to meet the new noise limits. . =

' “Some maJor alrlmes cons1der they will i incur drsproportlonate costs to achreve these C

small beneﬁts conversely, many of the local authontles and other groups representmg' B "

- those 11v1ng around the a1rports consrder there should there should be greater noise
o Ireductrons to grve greater beneﬁts I am satlsﬁed that the requlrements announced |
- today are reasonable having regard to what is. operatronally achlevable (as explarned 1
v m.the consultatlon paper) to the costs that may be. 1ncurred by some aurlmes the A» ‘_

-beneﬁts that Wlll accrue to many local re51dents as | have already 1nd1cated and the

- drsbeneﬁts that wﬂl be caused to others partlcularly the far smaller nurnber of people

l1v1ng very close to the end of a runway Operators of heavrly laden serv1ces bound

, ‘for 'As1a-.Pac1ﬁc dest1nat10ns that are‘scheduled to take off in the late evemng, which |

Woul i have partlcular dlfﬁculty in meetlng the new mght-tlme norse hmrt if delayed

'beyond _ _OO hours, should be able to plan their operatlons w1th greater certainty in -
. the light of our dec1s1on not to apply the toughest hm1t untll 2330 I should emphasrse |
that I do not want to encourage late depar-_tures; On the contrary, I trust operators of |
. these s.ervicesi will continue to-do their best to minitnise delay‘s_: that Wlll be of benefit

'_ b‘Othvto their customers andto local people.



“rhe_ full decision, and the reasons for it, are set out in the documer'lt ‘Noise limits for

- aircraft departing from Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted airports:- decision of

ljece‘m'ber'Z‘OOO’ copies of which have been placed in theHouse Library.

“Cop1es of all the responses exceptmg detarls for which the. author has requested

| ’conﬁdentlahty, are avarlable for 1nspect1on by pnor appomtment at the DETR L1brary '.

and Informat1_on Centre, Ashdown House, 123 Vrctona Stree_t, London SWlE’6DE." ’

} NOTES TO EDITORS

- 1. There are further details in Press Notlces 282/97 and 303/99. After the November |

1997 paper was issued the International Air Transport Association. submitted an
application for leave to apply for Jud1c1al review of the: consultation paper, see Press
Notice 100/98. The undertakmg to issue a supplementary paper and for the
consultation to remain open until eight Weeks after its issue was. announced in Press B
Notice 143/98.- = :

- 2. Coples of the. November 1997 consultanon paper and of the supplementary paper

are available from DETR, - Aviation -Environmental - D1v1s1on ‘Zone 1/33 Great
Minster House 76 Marsham Street London SWIP 4DR telephone 020 7944 5796.

3. Copies. of all the TeSponses,. exceptmg detalls for wh1ch the author has requested ’
conﬁdenuahty, are-available for inspection by prior appointment at the DETR Library

"and Informa’uon Centre, Ashdown House; 123 Victoria Street, London . SWlE 6DE

Appomtments can be made by callmg the L1brar1an on 020 7944 2002.

4. Ther are no noise limits for-arriving aircraft snmlar to those for departing aircraft.

blhty of setting noise limits for arriving. aircraft was considered recently by
raft Noise Monitoring Advisory Committee but they concluded that it would

be nnpractlcal Their report, published on 10.2.00, set out a range of options to

reduce noise and recommended there should be a new code of practice to promote the
use of continuous descent approaches. The Mlmster for Aviation has invited the
aviation industry to develop such a code. - There are further detaxls in Press Notice
92/00 :

Press Enquiries: 020 7944 31(.)8_'; out of hours: 020 7944 5_925/5945_
~ Public Enquiries Unit: 020 7944 3000; E-mail: press@detr.gov.uk
Press Notices available on the DETR website: http://Www.detr.gov.uk




* NOISE LIMITS FOR AIRCRAFT DEPARTING FROM HEATHROW GATWICK'

AND STAN STED AIRPORTS: DECISION OF DECEMBER 2000

1. Chris Mullm MP, Parhamentary Under Secretary of State at the Department of the
Environment, Transport and the Regions today announced the Secretary of State’s
decision on the noise limits and. related noise monitoring arrangements to apply at
. London’s three major airports. In his answer to a Parliamentary Question from Fiona

Mactaggart-MP, Chris Mullin referred to. th1s document His answer and this

: -document together set out the dec1s1on

‘ Introductlon

2. On 24 November 1997 the- Department of the Env1ronment Transport and-the
'Regions pubhshed a new consultation paper proposing . lower  noise limits and”

improved monitoring arrangements.. This consultation followed the Court Order of 16

- April 1997, made ‘after challenges: by the International Air Transport. Assocratron L
- (IATA) to the 1996 decision on this subject. The Court Order, made with the consent -
of the parties, enabled interim arrangements to be put in place until the outcome of the
new consultation. The November 1997 paper was also challenged by IATA but the
-association w1thdrew its apphcatlon for leave to apply for judicial review ‘when the:

Department undertook to publish a supplementary consultation: paper. ‘We published
that supplementary- paper -on 26 March 1999. All the proposals were unchanged
They were: -

a) to relate the norse hmrts toa ﬁxed reference drstance 6 5 km ﬁom start of
roll; ‘ -

b) to continue to monitor noise levels at the fixed monitors in Lmax dBA and to
apply the noise limits to all departing aircraft except Concorde and a number
of spec1ﬁed exemptlons (see h below); :

¢) to reduce the: noise: hmrts by 3 dBA (daytime) and: 2 dBA (mght-tlme) to 94 .

dBA and:87 dBA respectively,

‘d) toretain the five monitors at Gatwick and eight monitors at- Stansted cmrently

S operatlng under. the interim arrangement, but to resite a ‘Stansted monitor to a
- 'better ‘position. - At Heathrow to keep the eight sites in the interim
. arrangements and to add two further monitors as previously proposed;

e) ':'to calculate the positional adjustments on a revised basis;

) to allow a reduction of not more than 2 dB of the noise recorded in specified
- tail wind conditions; '

g) to require aircraft tobe at a helght of 1000ft aal at 6.5 km from start of roll;

h) to exempt from the new daytlme noise hrmts certain aircraft given exemptlons'

from the Chapter 2 phase out requu'ements in accordance with the provrsrons
of the EC D1rect1ve : :

i) to begm a ﬁlrther review of both momtorlng efficiency and noise hnuts in
2000. : :



3. Heathrow Gatwrck and Stansted arrports are desrgnated for the purposes of sectron
78 of the Civil Aviation A¢t 1982. This enables the Secretary of State to 1mpose
requirements. on departing or landing aircraft for the purpose of hmmng or of
mitigating - the effect' of noise. These powers (and similar powers under earlier
legislation) have been used to set noise limits for departing aircraft. The noise limits,
the: sites of the noise monitors and other related details, are set out in notices’
‘ pubhshed in the United ngdom Aeronautlcal Informatlon Pubhcatlon

4 Noise limits. were set for Heathrow in 1959 at 110 PNdB (day) and 102 PNdB |

. (night). They were ‘applied-at- Gatwick. in 1968 and ‘at Stansted in 1993. Noise:.

g monitors were installed specifically for recording noise against the hmlts ‘The noise
" limits have never been changed except that when the airports’ new noise and track
keeping- system (NTK) was installed in 1992-93 the peak noise: event levels ‘were

- defined.i in Lmax dBA, the- equxvalents of the old limits ‘being 97 dBA’ (day): and 89° _
dBA (night). The number of noise monitors, and their locatrons ‘have .varied over the. -
- years. The NTK system installed in 1992-93 compnsed 7 fixed: noise momtors at

Heathrow 2 at Gatwick: and 3 at Stanstedl :

-} The noise monitors are operated by the anport compames Whlch levy ﬁnancral‘- L

| _penalties on operators of offending - aircraft under their chargmg-
penalties were  introduced : for ‘breaches of the mght norse Jlimit in " 1993,
Penalties for breaches of the day time. limit were introduced-in Apnl 1994 for the ﬁrst :

E “two and last two hours (7 am - 9am and 9pm -llpm) and they were subsequently BN

‘extended to the whole of the day period:at all three alrports The current. -penalties are
£500 for exceedmg the relevant limit (elther day or mght) by 3 dBA or less .£1000 for -
: breaches of more than 3 dBA. -

The Revnew .

6. In the 1985 Alrports Pohcy White. Paper2 the then Government undertook to
review policy on noise limits and monitoring.  They took account of the
recommendation of Mr Graham Eyre QC, Inspector at the 1981-83 Airport. Inqumes
that the noise limits and noise monitoring procedures should be reviewed with a view
to mtroducmg lower limits by 1 January. 1986. The then Government noted that as
quieter aircraft had come into operation the rate of comphance with the noise limits at
Heathrow had unproved s1gmﬁcantly However, they considered the suggestion that
changes hould be made to the noise limits to coincide with the 1 January 1986 ban on

' UK registered-non noise-certificated subsonic jet aeroplanes was unrealistic “because
of the néed to consider all optrons fully and consuit the relevant interests”. The
Government undertook to review its policy on noise limits and momtormg and to
consider what improvements might be 'made: This led to the review which was
initiated in 1993, as explained in paragraph 8 of the November 1997 consuitation
. paper. The subsequent course of events was summarised at paragraphs 9-to 16 of that

- paper and ‘paragraphs 1 and 2 of the supplementary paper.

! Under the interim arrangemems set out in the Court Order, there are 8 momtors at Heathrow 5 at
Gatwick and 8 at Stansted. .
?Cmnd. 9542.



were posrtroned accordlngly - Another monitoring strategy was to. Tocate rnomtors as

' Pollcy and Objectlves

7 The pohcy on the control abatement and mrtlgatlon of arrcraﬁ noise: set out in the :
1985 A:rports Policy White Paper continued the broad strategy followed by.
successive Governments since the 1960s. In 1997 the present Government indicated

.its intention to continue that broad strategy. Among the objectives ‘which the

Government is setting for UK airports policy, within a framework for the sustainable

~ development of an integrated transport infrastructure, is the need to-minimise the
~impact of -airports on the environment while ensurlng that land use planning and -

_ conservation policies take account of the economic benefits of development from
e maintaining a strong and competrtrve British airline industry and provrdmg suﬁicrent
' airport - capacity - where it “is economically. and environmentally justified.” - This

" necessarily involves striking a balance between the needs of an efficient aviation

industry, provrdmg jobs and serving the local, regional and national economy, and the

S need to minimise the impact-on the envrronment and the- commumttes around anports

8. The Department s general aim in noise rnomtonng is to. help reduce the nnpact of
- aircraft noise around airports. ' As- noted in the November 1997 consultatlon paper

specrﬁc objectives and measures include :

e. encouraging the use of qureter an'craﬁ and: best operatlng practlce
° 'deternng excessively. noisy. movements by detectmg and penahsmg them;

e measuring the effectrveness of norse abatement measures by analysmg el

R mfnngement rates

‘An nnportant objectrve in the early days of noise momtonng was protectmg burlt up o

areas - usually the first ‘such area under a departure route - and: the fixe

“gateway pairs” either.side of a departure route on the assumptlon that aircraft would °

fly between them. - Nowadays, neither of these approaches is necessanly consistent -
~ with the specrﬁc objectives detailed ‘above, nor would they ensure umfomnty of
~ protection at the three airports or between the various departure routes at each airport. -

Locating noise monitors to. “protect” individual communities is; at ﬁrst s1ght an

~ attractive proposmon but has been found not to work well in practlce

'Responses;: to the consultatlon

9. The: noise. lnmts consultatlon attracted 97 responses - before the supplementary
- paper was- issued, 60 -further responses before the 4 June. 1999 deadline and 8
. responses after that. In total, 128 individuals, local authorities, environmental and

residents’ groups, consumer and business user interests, airports, airlines and related
aviation interests. There were: very few responses from individuals and few from

“individual airlines but there was a good level of response from representative

organisations - local authorities and environmental groups, the airport consultative -
committees, and airline organisations. The responses were polarised, as is often the
case on aircraft noise issues, and several were strongly worded. In general, local

" authorities and environmental groups thought the proposed reductions to the noise

limits were too little and long overdue, whereas the airlines considered the proposals

' too stririgent. Concerns on some international aspects and on. ermssmns feature more
» prommently in some of the responses than in the consultatron paper.



10. The. reductlon .in both 11m1ts is . supported by 63 local authontles .and
, env1ronmental groups and others although many expressed reservations about. what
* were felt to be very modest reductions. Some linked the limits to the night restrictions . -

and called for a complete ban of flights at night. (These responses predated the night |

restrictions-decision announcement of 10 June 1999.) The airline industry consider
the daytime noise limit is not achievable by older 747s (some, such. as 747—2005'
certificated to Chapter 2 standards, cannot operate after 31.3.2002 but others, such as -
747-200s certificated. to Chapter 3 standards, can continue in service) and that the

" Department has greatly underestimated the welght reductions needed to enable -

aircraft' to meet the new limit, and the -economic- impact. this would have on the

- airlines. They say the problem is greater for the night-time noise limit, which could:

also affect the B747-400s (the current model) and A340s (the: largest Airbuses), with a.

major impact on their operations. Probably for this reason, in most of the industry. = o
responses, .neither. the arguments nor the economic and financial” information. are -

neatly broken down into “day” and “night”: in practice, the night-time limit: poses the
- greatest difficulty for flights that are scheduled to take off in the late evening (about
9.30-10 pm, when the daytime limit apphes) but are susceptlble to delays mto the
‘ mght period. . , _

11, Although the supplementary consultatlon paper was chlefly focused ‘on far out.

noise displacement, the whole subject of noise. dlsplacement (1nclud1ng the increased: -

noise around the airport boundary that is a.consequence of higher power. take-offs. by'
heavy aircraft) was of very little concern to respondents. However airlines- supported
their arguments’ for moving the monitors further out by saying- this: would avoid -
creating far out noise dlsplacement Local ‘authorities and envn'onmental groups
inclined to the Govemment s v1ew as expressed in paragraph 22 of the supplementary

‘ paper.
Declsmns taken after consnderatron of all the responses

12. Under the terms of the Court Ordex3 the Govemment is requlred to take account of -
the followmg (but not only the followmg) relevant consnieratlons

“(a) The extent to. whxch the. requu'ements are operatlonally achnevable
(b) The effects of the. requirements upon : ' .
(1) the capacity and use of aircraft and- the aerodromes for the transport of
passengers and/or cargo h - '
~ (ii)- the econiomic operation of. aircraft and the aerodromes; '
(iii) the international competitiveness. of the aerodromes;
(©) The compatibility of the requu'ements with the government policies concermng ;
(). the phase-out regime for Chapter 2 aircraft and _
(i) the Night Restrictions operating at the aerodromes as contained in the )
London Heathrow, London Gatwick and London Stansted Airports Noise
Restrictions (No 1) Notice 1997,
(d) Any dlsplacement eﬁ‘ect of noise or v1brat10n to the detmnent of any re51dent1al
_community.”

. ® There is a copy of the Court Order at Annex 1 of the November 1997 consultation paper.



13, Other matters that we con51dered relevant when drawmg up the consultanon
~ paper andthe supplementary paper were:

(¢) Government policy on the control abatement and mitigation of aircraft noise;

(f) the sustainable development of integrated transport 1nﬁ'astructure

(2) the objectives of noise momtonng,

(h) the noise improvements; ‘ o
- (i) the balance between envnonmental concerns and those of 1ndustry

14 The Court Order recogmsed that “the welght to be attached to any consrderatlon

+ i, subject to the relevant pnncrples of public law, a matter for the Secretary of State

" to determine i 1n ‘the exercise of his dtscretlon ”

15. The consultatxon paper set out the reasoning supportmg each of the proposals and
further information was prov1ded in the supplementary paper.-- We have decided-to -
‘implement all the proposals as-set-out in paragraph 2 (a) to (1) above, but. with two

: modlﬁcatlons

"a) to reduce the night-time noise llmlt by 2.dB, to 87 dBA as proposed, but to apply 1t
only during the night quota period ( 2330-0600), retaining the present. mght-tlrne llmlt
(89-dBA) for the rest.of the mght penod 2300-2330 and 0600-0700

~b)to 1mplement the new daytlme noise. 11m1t of 94 dBA ﬁ'om 25 February 2001 but to

implement the new night-time noise limit from the start of the next summer night -
restrictions season (ie‘from 25 March 2001) rather than between 2 to 3 months from

the date of the decrsron announcement as’ was 1nd1catecl m the consultatlon paper

16 Our reasons for these modlﬁcatlons are, in summary, that applymg the new 87
dBA limit from 2330-0600; with the present . mght-tnne limit: of 89 dB being retained
for the balance of the night period, will ensure ‘greater consrstency ‘with: the night
 restrictions regime. ' They will also reduce the problem (and potentlal costs) that
would otherwise arise for- operators of the heavily laden services bound: for Asia-
Pacific destinations that are scheduled to take off in the late evemng, ‘which would
have particular difficulty in meeting the proposed new night-time noise limit if they
are delayed beyond 2300. Giving an extra half hour leeway before the new limit
apphes should provide considerable assurance to these operators in planning their .
operatx ns and reduce the costs that they might. otherwise incur. The night restrictions
seasonal basis and -airlines take this into account when planning their
operanons; mcludlng daytime ‘operations susceptible to being delayed into the night
period. It might cause additional scheduling problems and disproportionate costs for
these alrlmes if we implemented the new night-time limit ‘part way through a season. -

17. For the purpose of the tmlw1nd allowance, for technical reasons relatlng to the ’
NTK system, we have decided to use wind data from an alternative source, the on-
airfield anemometers and wind vanes, to that described in the consultation paper. We
-~ are satisfied that it is approprlate to use this data in the formula for the tailwind
allowance - proposed  in the consultatlon paper (w1thout any adjustments or
modrﬁcatlons to the formula)



The ‘overa‘lli efféct ..of the decisions |

18 The overall effect of these decxslons isto put in place new noise limits and noise

“momtormg arrangements at Heathrow, Gatwick and- Stansted that will apply to'all
* aircraft other than Concorde (and with exemption from the new daytime noise limit
for certain specified aircraft until 31.3. 2002) This will contribute to the achievement

of the Government’s' objectives set out in the consultatlon paper and conﬁrmed at

.paragraphs 7 and 8 above o

19 In reachlng our; decrslons we took account of all the matters set out in paragraphs :

12 and 13 above and all the responses that we received to the consultation; "The extent
to which we have decided to modify the proposals that we. put to consultation reflects -
the weight that we have attached to the economic and financial mformatlon provrded_-
by alrllnes and thelr representative orgamsatlons in their : responses

-20.- We believe that our decisions, in total, stnke an appropriate balance between the -
needs of the aviation mdustry and the need to minimise the effects on'the envxronment- o

and the communities around the three airports. We recognise that both the costs and-
the benefits of our decisions will not be shared evenly between, on- the one hand, all
the airlines operating from: those - airports - and, on the other hand, between: all

 communities around the airports. Nevertheless, we- ‘believe that the overall effects of
our decision will be far more equitable - than the earlier non-standardised
.an'angements Alrcraﬁ operators will be sub]ect to consistent requirements at the:
three airports, and on all the departure routes at those: arrports and local people hvmg_ L
~ under the usual tracks of aircraft departmg ﬁ'om the. three alrports will ‘have -

comparable protectlon from: md1v1dua1 aircraft noise events. In terms of aircraft
making less noise than they. otherwrse might; the benefits will’ accrue chlefly to those
living at distances from 6.5 km to about 15 km from start of roll, but dummshmg with
distance. Closer in towards the alrports there are far fewer people while communities
substantrally further out already expenence lower noise levels and should continue to |

'do so

21 Our decisions. on the 1nd1v1dual proposals. are cons1dered further below
However our mne proposals were closely interrelated.. The mterrelatronshrp between
“stringency”, and the effectiveness of the monitoring posmons
_ was explamed in paragraphs 23, 28 and 31 of the November 1997 paper
ph 23 of the supplementary paper. Many pomts made in the responses are

and par

agra
'srmrlarly interrelated, as' are our decisions on the nine proposals. - To avoid undue

repetition, points are generally covered only under the heading to which they ‘most
obviously relate but this does not mean they were not taken into account in our
declslons on the other proposals '

To relate the norse lmnts to.a fixed reference dlstance, 6.5 km from start of roll

22. The proposal that the noise lumts should be related to a ﬁxed reference distance
in relation to the runway and aircraft departure tracks, and that this distance should be
6.5 km from start of roll, was explained in paragraphs 19 to 22 of the November 1997
consultation paper. ' Further mformatron was provided at paragraphs 5 to 24 of the
supplementary paper.



23 A substantlal proportton of local authontres and enwronmental groups expressed
positive support for this proposal and many others supported it implicitly. A few
wanted more account to be taken of specific community locatlons

24. None of the airlines or atrhne orgamsattons that commented was against a
‘standard reference distance, although several were strongly against the 6.5 km
distance proposed. IATA suggested a standard distance of 7.5 km (and the possibility
of a lower daytime limit at that point) to enable large four-engined aircraft which
could not reach 1000 ft at 6.5 km, to cut-back [without altering other aspects of their

R - operatlons] and to allow some other aircraft to cut-back at- 1500 ft, rather than 1000 f, -

resulting in a noise benefit for residents who live further out: from the airport.
However, this would reduce, if not entirely eliminate, the benefits that ‘the -
Government’s proposals were intended to bring to people hvmg closer to the atrports
~ who already suffer hlgher noise levels than those further out

; - 25, There are two points, acknowledged in the consultatlon paper on whlch a1r11nes.. :
-have raised very specific questlons These are: . :

(i) thatin the UK, for safety- reasons alrcraﬁ cannot cutback power until they reach a

o height of 1000 ft above the. ground (paragraph 22 of the November 1997 paper refers);

(ii) that, largely for safety reasons, airlines usually use e the same operatmg procedures
for alt departure routes from a particular. airport and that some aim to-use the-same’

operating procedures at every airport ﬁom whtch they operate (see paragraph 18. of o B

the November 1997 paper)

26. Nothmg relating to the proposals that we put to consultatton 1s unsafe In respect '
of (i), the Secretary of State expects airlines to take this into. account when
considering what operatmg procedures and other measures. (see- para 48 of the 1997
paper) they will adopt :in order to meet the proposed new noise limits. This was -
explained in paragraph 48 of the November 1997 paper : and paragraphs 39 to 42 of the
supplementary paper. He accepts. this will impose some costs and’ scheduhng
dlfﬁcultres on some arrhnes and has taken this into-account.

27. In respect of (11) BA ‘have commented that “arrcraﬁ operators have very little
' scope to-alter departure procedures as they are mandated to apply the requlrements of
’ JAR—OP = :.,235 which states: " :

(a) An operator shall establish operating procedures for noise abatement during
instrument flight operations in comphance with ICAO PAN S OPS Volume 1 (Doc ‘
. 8168- OPS/611) .

(b) Take-off climb procedures for noise abatement specxﬁed by an operator for any
one aeroplane type should be the same for all aerodromes ,

28. The Secretary of State is satisfied that there is nothlng in the proposals that we
have decided to confirm that could conflict with the requirements of PANS OPS.

* Joint Aviation Requirement — Commercial Air Transportation




a1rcraﬁ The effect of the 1992 change was 1ot analysed in any way comparable. wrth _
our 1997 proposals It-is not relevant in the context of the November 1997 proposals

‘as the startmg point was DORA’s analysis of actual noise performance of aircraft
operatmg in normal day to  day conditions in 1994, published in CS Report 9539.

35. There were no objectlons to the continued use of Lmax for the purposes of the noise
limits. The local authorities and environmental groups that commented on this
proposal all expressed support or agreement. The Secretary of State has decided to

. 1mp1ement the proposal _

. Te reduce the norse limits by 3 dBA daytlme, to 94 dBA to reduce the mght—tlme -
- - - noise limit by 2 dB to 87 dBA as proposed, but to apply. it only during the night:
_ quota period (2330-0600), retaining the present night-time limit (89 dBA) for the _'
rest of the mght penod 2300—2330 and 0600-0700 _

- 36. Our proposals to reduce the day and mght-trme norse limits by 3dBA and 2dBA‘
v respectrvely are explained at paragraphs 25 to 27 of the November 1997 paper, with
- supporting information at paragraphs 48 to 58; and at 35 to 38 and 47 to 48 of the
supplementary paper. ,

37. 86 orgamsatrons and individuals responded on the proposed new limits. 19
 airlines and industry organisations. opposed the proposed limits as too: stnngent 63
“(alt local/envrronmental) accepted. them although some. would “have’ ‘preferred the-

limits to be considerably more stringent; a few local and envrronmental respondents AR

opposed the. proposals outnght as 1nsufﬁc1ently stnngent These views are _cl_early
1rreconc11able : oo s

38. The: London Boroughs of Eahng, Hounslow and Hlllmgdon suggested that__
differential noise limits would be more appropriate. Ealing and I-hllmgdon proposed. _
that newer, quieter aircraft should be required to be 3 dBA ‘quieter than the limits set
for Chapter 2 aircraft whereas Hounslow wanted the noise limits to be based on the
QC ratings of aircraft. These points are matters for the next review, as the
.Government has already mdlcated : S :

39. Industry responses contest our view as to the extent to whrch the UK’s
mternatronal obhgatrons rmpmge on our proposals :

40 In paragraph 59 of the November 1997 paper we confirmed that, in formulatmg
~our proposals we had “taken account of the aircraft which are most likely to have
difficulties:in meetlng the new requirements. In particular, ... the large long haul -
aircraft. certificated to Chapter 2 standards.” We: stated that “Having regard to
_ international commitments, the Government ‘does not wish to impose requirements
~ which those aircraft could not comply with however they were operated, on whatever
route and however maintained. But this does not mean that the Government considers
that limits should be set so as to permit every such aircraft to fly on any route
however heavily loaded. It is therefore recognized that operators may have to
’reschedule aircraft within their exrstmg ﬂeets or deploy. qureter aircraft”. :

-8 All the respondents except one were consrstent in their opinions on both the proposed day and night-
time limits although some differed in emphasis. One airline agreed with the proposed night-time noise
* limit but not the daytime limit aithough they indicated their aircraft would not be affected by it.



41 The Supplernentary paper - addressed the related questlons of operat1onal

achievability and international obligations in the followmg terms: “IATA has called
attention to what it considers to be previously announced policies that noise restriction
measures should be (a) operatlonally achievable and (b) compatible with the
mternatlonally negotiated phase-out regime for Chapter 2 aircraft by 2002.

Statements to this effect i in the October 1995 consultation paper were not intended as
policy statements, but the present Government accepts, as did the previous

B -Government, that a daytime noise limit which. most of the large long haul aircraft

certificated to ICAQO Chapter 2 standards could not meet in any circumstances would

~ not be compatible with the UK’s international obhgatlons As explained in paragraph
" 59 of the November 1997 consultation paper, this does not mean that the Government
~ considers that limits should be set so as to pertmt every: such arrcraﬁ to ﬂy on any
' route however heavily loaded ?

42, Measures 10 reduce aircraft rioise in the v1c1n1ty of airports. have been’ apphed at
: “major airports since ‘the late 1950s, their introduction roughly comcrdmg with
" commercial jet aircraft coming into general use.. Major work in the 1960s, under the
" auspices of ICAO; led to the establishment of an international noise certification - -
- scheme, to the development of criteria to 'assist. States in estabhshmg operating

procedures for effective noise abatement without compromise to ‘safety-and to the
publication, for guldance purposes, of local material on land use planning. around
aerodromes. These measures, recommended at the ICAO special meeting on aircraft. :
noise in the wcrmty of aerodromes, held: at Montreal November—December 1969 and

~approved by the ICAO Council in’ 1970, were and remam major components of a
range of measures to amehorate noise around alrports They were, and updated i

remam, complementary measures not mcompatlble or mutually exclusrve

43, The ICAO special meetlng of 1969 dlscussed the pnnclples that should be :
followed in the -development. of ‘an international scheme. for noise. certification. of
aircraft and the status that should be glven to its speclﬁcatlon Ttwas. agreed that the.
noise certification scheme should be in the form of ICAO: Standards “It was-also

‘stressed that the ICAO Standards on noise certification would, as in the case of other

Standards be considered as the minimum international standards and that States could
apply more stringent requirements to the- aircraft on their natlonal registers, if they so
desued....Forelgn aircraft complying with the ICAO noise certification: Standards,
would; " noisewise, be- allowed to operate subject only to such additional - noise
restrictions that might be spec1ﬁed by the responsible authority (ies) in relation to an. -

aerodrome (s) due to local consrderatlons apphed on 2 non-drscnmmatory basis as
- between forelgn and domestrc aircraft. 7

44. Successwe UK Governments have upheld these pnncrples We beheve that there
is no inconsistency between our international commitments in respect of aircraft

_ certificated to ICAO Chapter 2 standards and the proposals published for consultation

in November 1997, as explamed in. paragraph 48 of that paper.

45 There has been no change of Govermnent pohcy on this subject. Noise. limits
* were set at both Heathrow and Gatwick before noise certification standards were
S 1ntroduced After noise certxﬁcatron standards became effectrve in August 1971, UK

" Report of the Special Meenng on Aircraft Noise in the Vzczmty of Aerodromes (para 3:1.3), ICAO
Doc 8857. NOISE (1969)



reg1stered non. n01se ceruﬁcated jet alrcraﬁ were perrmtted to- contmue in operatlon-' -
until 1 January 1986 (subject to a non addition rule) and foreign registered ones until
December 1988. These non noise certificated aircraft continued to be subject to our-
_ local departure noise limits, even though they could not comply with those limits in
 all circumstances. Requiring Chapter 2 aircraft to comply with the new local noise
Mlimits for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted is no’ dlfferent in terms of policy or-
principle. ‘ ‘

46. In both the November 1997 consultation paper and the March 1999 supplement
we invited any-airline which considered its economic or financial position might be

- adversely affected by the proposals to supply information.. Some individual airlines
. and the Scheduhng Committees have provided ‘data, some of which they said was:

_commercially sensitive. No a1rlme has submitted all the mformatlon we suggested in
- paragraph 62 of the November 1997 paper. : _

47 As already noted our nihe proposals are closely mterrelated SO too are the effects L

" on the airlines.  Because of this, the economic and financial information provided by

the airlines does not generally distinguish’ between the cost of complylng ‘with the =

proposed. new’ noise limits and and the cost of complylng with the ‘proposed '
‘monitoring arrangements. What they do attempt to separate is the effects of meetlng .
the proposed new day and mght noxse hmlts a

. 48, The mdustry say that the daytlme noise limit is not achlevable by older 747s andJ '

- that the’ Department - has greatly underesttmated the weight. reductions- needed to.

_enable aircraft to meet the new limit and the economic impact this would have on the

~ airlines. They say the problem is greater for the mght-tnne noise limit, which couldr :

~also affect the B747-400s (the current model) and A340s (the largest Arrbuses) wnh a
_ major impact on thetr operauons ~ :

49. The Secretary of State has taken into account all the mformatton prowded He
" has noted that some of the assumptions underlying some: of the calculations, such as E
~ the take-off weight at Whlch the aircraft would have been: hkely to operate if it were
not for the proposed: noise limits, may have tended to overstate the. costs to ‘particular -
airlines although he accepts they have: provided the information in good faith. He
accepts that the greatest difficulty is posed for flights that are scheduled to.take. off in
the late evening (from 2200 hours, as identified by the Scheduhng Committees, when
the dayt "me imit’ apphes) but are susceptible to delays into the night period. These
f ﬂlghts e mostly 747-400s and similar types bound for Asia-Pacific destinations and-
comprise'some of the most heavily laden and most proﬁtable services. The industry
also drew attention to the fact that the night restrictions regime recognises the need for
departures after 2300; noisier heavier types are allowed to take off between 2300 and
' 2330 (pnmanly to allow for delays) than in the night quota penod 2330-0600.-

50. The proposed mght-ttme noise limit is intended to be broadly compatlble with the
night  restrictions regime (although, as explained in paragraph 27 of the November
1997 paper and paragraph 35 of the supplement no exact equivalence is pos51ble
' between the night restrictions and the night noise limit). When we stated this in the
November 1997 consultation paper, the night restrictions were those that applied until
October 1998 (subsequently extended to October 1999). Under those restrictions, the
noisiest types of aircraft permitted to.operate in normal circumstances during the night



_ quota penod 2330-0600 are those cla551ﬁed as QC/4 under the new reglme (October

 1999-2004), this. remains so' until - summer 2002, although BAA s in process .of o
- extending a voluntary bari on scheduling QC/4s Airlines questloned the ability of

QC/4 aircraft (including some 747-400s) to meet the proposed night-time limit. We
have already- acknowledged that some QC/4s could have difficulty meeting the limit
at the very highest operating weight. In practice, these aircraft are the heavy late -
evemng departures . : -

51. The Secretary of State remains of the view that a reductlon of 3dB in the daytlme_
‘noise limit is the most that it seems reasonable to requlre airlines to achieve while
. Chapter 2 aircraft ' are still legally entitled to operate in the UK. He has therefore

e decided. that the new daytlme limit shall be 94 dBA. This should help fulfil the

' objectives of encouraging the use of qureter aircraft and best operating practice, and
of detectmg and deterrmg excessrvely norsy movements. . It wrll bnng small but

km reference dlstance

52.. The proposed reductlon of 2dB in the mght-tune noise hmlt was 1ntended to

ensure that the- night noise: limit would " be- ‘broadly compatible with the night

restrictions regnne which also applies at Heathrow Gatwick and Stansted, and to
reflect what is operatlonally achievable in-that context. Havmg regard to all the
responses, the Secretary of State has decj ded that the proposed new 87 dB night-time.

limit should apply only from 2330 to 0680, with the present night-time limit of 89 dB - - - .. SR
being retained for the balance of the mght penod (ie 2300-2330 and 0600-0700) This .

will ensure greater consistency with the night restrictions regime; it will ‘also reduce

- the problem (and potential costs) that would otherwise arise for “operators. of the . .

~* heavily laden services bound for Asia-Pacific destmatlons that are scheduled to take
~ offin the late evemng, which would have particular difficulty in meetmg the proposed
- new mght-tlme norse hmlt if they are delayed beyond 2300 ' _ '

53 Commencmg the new Iower mght-tlme limit later wﬂl be. of most benef t to the

1r11nes few are likely to be delayed long enough to benefit from the concession in
the early morning. Introducing the same distinction between the most protected night
‘quota period (2330-0600) and the “shoulder- penods” (2300-2330-and 0600-0700) as
'apphes in the mght restnctlons regimeis nnportant in terms of consrstency

54'.~ . Some: of the mdustry responses pomted out that we had not carned out a
' Impact Assessment or any form of cost benefit analysis. However,
v -published the noise limits proposals in November 1997, before the
- present RIA. requirements came into force (10.8.98), most of the relevant material was
provided i m the consultation paper and supplement and we = explained the difficulties

of assessmg beneﬁts and dlsbeneﬁts in the context of noise dlsplacement '

55. Having 1nv1ted and recelved some information from the _airlines on the costs to
them of our proposals we have considered how it might be used in a cost benefit
assessment. However, the difficulties already explained in the context of noise
displacement, also apply when considering the proposals as a whole. Any form of
- cost-beneﬁt calculation can be used ifatall, only with very substantlal quahﬁcatlon




- 56. However, the Govermnent’s 'feqi@ifeniénts. for Regulatory Impact Assessment now
catch long running:proposals when they reach a significant stage of development or* " .-

decision. “We have  therefore completed a full RIA, summarising the relevant
information under all the requisite headings. It is published at Appendix 1 to this
decision document: ' o y ’ }

57. In the RIA, some of the information provided by individual airlines is not shown
as they indicated it is commercially sensitive. The figure put forward by the
Scheduling Committees as a broad indication of the costs of the proposed new night-

-time nioise limit on B747-400 aircraft relates to the costs of all the airlines involved.in .
 that scenario and has been used in the cost benefit co the R
- ..8.7-8.8). These particular costs (and the associated benefits) will be reduced by our
- decision to apply the new nighttime limit only to the night quota period (2330-0600) - -

- ‘but the total costs and benefits of our decision will be higher; ‘because ‘of other night
.. flights that may be affected and because of the reduction in the daytime noise limts.: .

parison ‘in the RIA (paragraphs

58.. As alréadyfihdicated:-(parag'réph 49), we have'tékeﬁ»'a(:couht of all the informatidn'_‘ o

~ provided. . Airlines generally attempted to cost the proposals on the basis of assuming .
- a reduction ‘in take-off weight to. enable the most vulnerable aircraft to. meet the .
 proposed limits. ‘In terms of economic analysis, this is not an unreasonable approach
although operators would not necessarily react this way in practice. As indicated in- -
‘paragraph 47 of our November 1997 consultation: paper, -there -are-a range of .

operational measures- that " airlines could. apply, either: singly or in combination.
Obviously the scope for employing each or all of these measures will vary from: -
airline to airline, and from flight to flight, as some of the responses confirmed. - -

Similarly some of the data provided implied aircraft would be operating at maximum

~ capacity were it not for the noise limits, This is not necessarily so: average load
- factors. of about 70% are not-uncommon in the industry, although we accept they are
- usually much higher on the long haul late evening departures.

~ 59. In paragraph 8.6 of the RIA we indicate several airlines refer to having consulted -

- Boeing: and using their 90% probability of compliance -and'that this could lead to
payload reductions and costs being overestimated. The genesis of this is in IATA’s
 earlier (and continued) complaints on operational achievability and on the information’
~on achievability that we have provided (see paragraph 8.2 (i)-(iii) of the RIA). Our

technical-evidence on achievability is explained in paragraphs 49-58 of the November

1997 consultation: paper. We provided further explanation of the data, and of the -

underlying: statistical concepts, in paragraphs 25-33 and Appendix 4 of the

~ Supplementary consultation paper. That shows the general achievability of our

proposals. However, we advised aircraft operators to make their own calculations of
the possibility of their own operations (and of any changes in operating procedures or
in take-off weight that they might be considering) exceeding the proposed new noise
limits. ‘We indicated these factors were likely to be of greater relevance to individual

‘operators when considering the Government’s proposals - than ‘the “average”

performance achieved in actual operations and analysed by DORA, or the statistical
spread associated with those averages (para 26 of the Supplémentar,_y paper refers).

©60. We also explained why we had not published information that would enable

individual operators to determine whether or not their ‘particular aircraft would be
likely to-comply with the proposed new noise limits — because we did not have all the.



o requlsrte data and we stated Dr Ollerhead was avallable to advise on his method of
- calculation, if requ1red ‘We also publrshed advrce on that methodology in Appendlx 3 -

of the supplementary consultation | paper -

61. That. adv1ce on how to do such calculations. included a suggested way of-

. calculating the different statistical probablhtres of exceeding a given noise level at a
~ particular take off weight. The worked example published there at Figure 1 shows

that a Chapter 3 B747-200, operated in a particular way and in: specific atmosphenc
conditions, would have a 50% probablhty of meetmg the proposed new daytime noise
limit at 98.5% of MTOW. This is the “average” noise critical TOW for. the ‘same

. aircraft in the same conditions shown in ‘paragraph 21 of the supplementary paper. It .
‘also shows that there would be a 90% probability of meeting the proposed new noise
- limit at about 93% of MTOW.. . This probability -has been calculated by different
- means (as described in Appendix 3 of the supplementary paper). ‘It also explains there
- why 1nd1v1dual alrcraﬁ operators are best placed to do such calculatrons :

: 62 In normal operatlons flight-to-flight' variations w111 occur in departure noise levels

which means some departures will ‘exceed a norse critical welght (derived from on .
calculations using. the Integrated Noise Model) and" some" above will not. No .
mformatron or advice on the variability is provrded with INM. It. produces only ‘

“average” data. It is for the operators, with advice from alrcraﬁ manufacturers to

'carry out calculations for specific a1rcraft models

' .' 63 The more ‘specific the operators are as to the operatronal procedures and other

conditions, the more confident they can be that the actua_l noise levels wrll be close to.
their predlctlons (because the vanabrhty will be less)’. - » S

. 64 We accept that individual operators. domg detarled calculatlons relatmg to thelr

own very specific operatlons may wish to use a 90% probab'_hty criterion. Indeed; -
observance of the noise limits at the London airports is a statutory requirement and we
expect a high standard of complrance ‘However, we do not believe that the 90%
probability should be estimated on a basis which allows for uncertainty in: each and all.
operating conditions such as the weather - wind speed and direction; air temperature ,
and pressure - and the aircraft operating procedure., Ifnone of these: condttlons ‘were.

* known, that would be appropnate and would require ‘the assumptlon of a large

standard deviation about the mean noise: level. It would also result ina low estimated
T OW In_ practice, operators should have enough reliable information on many of the
ons to assume a rather lower standard deviation and thus determme a more

2 rehable-v‘;and hrgher permrssrble TOW:  *

65. Whrlst recogmzmg that individual operators will need to account for this
varxablhty when perforrmng detailed calculatlons to estlmate noise comphant TOWs

8 The US Federal Admimstratlon s ofﬁcxal noise model. The noise and performance indata in its data
base depicts representative long-term average operations. (See also Supplementary consultation paper,

" note 16.) _
- The standard deviation assumed in the calculatJons for ﬁgrnel of Appendix 3 of the supplementary

paper was 1.64dB. This was considered appropriate for any single TOW. This is smaller than the
standard deviation of 2.2 dB shown for the same aircraft type in Appendix 4 because the latter covers a

- wide range of TOWs and other operating conditions. As noted in Appendix 3, a standard deviation

even smaller than 1.64 dB could have been assumed there as those calculattons also- relate to a specrﬁc
operatmg procedure



in specific crrcumstances we contmue to beheve that “average” ﬁgures derived from.
data obtained from aircraft (of types most. likely to breach the noise limits) operating
in normal circumstances at the London airports are an appropriate ba51s for indicating
the general achlevablhty or practrcablhty of our proposals. ‘

To retain the f’ ive monitors at Gatwick and elght momtors at’ Stansted currently
operating under the interim arrangement, but to resite a Stansted monitor to a
better position. ‘At Heathrow to keep the eight sites in the interim arrangements
and to add two further momtors o '

66. The proposal was desxgned to 1mprove daytime momtonng eﬁiclency (compared '
* to what applied before the interim arrangements) to at least 50%. The efficiency of
the monitoring - system depends of the number ‘of monitors .and where they are

;-posmoned in relation to the departure routes and the ‘actual tracks flown, and on the - - L

noise limits, themselves. - This is explained in paragraphs 28 16-31 .of the November -

1997 paper. ‘Reasons for the choice of specific’ sites were given in paragraphs 32to -

35. Practicalities (land use, topography, exposure to vandahsm) llmlt the. possrbxlmes

67. Many responses stressed ‘the 1mportance of momtonng efﬁclency Local, I

authorities and environmental groups were: generally content with the monitoring sites
. proposed (including the new Broxted s1te at Stansted), although cntlcal of momtonng ‘
: eﬁic1ency of ¢ only 50% - ,

68. In contrast, the a1rhne mdustry commented that better trackkeepmg, brmgmgf
aircraft closer to the ‘departure routes, and hence the momtors wrll already have'
1mproved the theoretlcal efﬁcrency S : : '

- 69.  The Secretary of State welcomes 1mprovements in trackkeepmg and in ,v
monitoring efficiency. However, the original technical. study “which underlies our

proposals discarded tracks beyond a defined- envelope and 'so will ‘have discounted =

- some earlier instances of poor trackkeepmg For present purposes, we do not: cons1der
it necessary to analyse more recent noise and trackkeeeping data; as explained in
- paragraph 50 of the supplementary paper We confirm that up-to-date trackkeepmg_

: performance should be taken mto account in the further review of momtormg

o alternatlvesﬁrto those that he proposed Takmg account of Ius decrslon to confirm the
6.5 km reference distance, the Secretary of State considers that the sites he proposed
are the best avarlable and should be 1mplemented accordingly.

To calculate the posmon__al adjustments on the basis propesed

71. As it is not always possible to site monitors precisely at 6.5 km from start of roll
we proposed posmonal adjustments to take -account of the differences, to ensure
consistency in the noise monitoring arrangements. 'We explamed this and the details.
of our proposed new formula for calculating the adjustments in paragraphs 39-41 and
: Annex 5 of the November 1997 paper. A table comparing the present and proposed

ocs Report 9539



- néw a&just_mgnts ‘was published at Annex 6 of that paper zi_nd updzited at Appendix 6 .
. to the Supplementary paper. - : S B . R

72.. The great majority of local authorities and environm‘e'ntal'groups that commented
on this proposal accepted the adjustments in principle; some were against, largely

- - because they considered them too generous to aircraft operators. Probably to counter

this, some local responses suggested taking account also of lateral displacement of .
aircraft. We had considered this at an early stage. For technical reasons it was not -
possible to. build this into the adjustments we proposed, although it was taken into

-account in considerations of monitoring efficiency. (The next review could consider - \‘
- whether it would be both feasible and appropriate to utilise track data to this'end.) -

- 73. There wéré_ only 3 responses from industry but they, pai'ticulariy BA, que,stibn :
. our proposed formula for monitors closer in than 6.5 km. -This‘is'a detailed technical -

argument relating to the point at which'the pilot starts to cut back engine power and . .- |
the way it is effected. - | . ' : S

74, Our proposal was to calculate the‘adjustments és fo_lIoWs; -

¢ an increase in the noise limits of 1 dB for each 100 metres that the monitor is short
of'the 6.5 km reference distance; B o - N

e 2 d'e_creasé:in the noise limits of 1.dB for e'ac_'h.IOO_O metres. (1 km) that the monitor o

lies beyond the 6.5 reference distance; and

e an increase of 0.4 dB for each 10 m of.rr:ion_i,tc')r'»site._;e:levatidn-abpvé,{air.ﬁeld.-le\}el- .

(or & decrease of -0.4 dB for each 10 m below airfield level). .~

'BA have questioned the basis of the p'ropbéed increment for monitors closer in than

6.5 km; 'ie the first part of the formula. (They accept the other elements.)

75. As already noted, in the UK there is-a requirement, no related to the noise limits,
- that pilots cannot cut back engine power until they have reached a height of 1000 feet -
- above the ground. (In the US the height is 800 ft.) It is difficult for someaircraft to
rteach 1000 ft and' cut back before passing over the noise-monitor if the monitor is.
 significantly nearer to start of roll than 6.5 km. As cutting back engine power reduces

noise, sitional adjustments that we proposed take this into account as well as
nces due to distance and elevation of the actual monitor position compared with
the standard: This is why. the proposed positional adjustments are much greater for.
monitors before the 6.5 reference distance than for those beyond (ie they would give
more help to airlines to meet the noise limits at monitors nearer than 6.5 km than they
would take away from them at monitors further out). '

76. The adjustments relate to the mo'ni_to‘rs“. The adjustment at any particular

- monitor will be applied to every noise level recorded, day or night, at that monitor:

"'"The procedure for adjusting the nois¢ limits to télke,aécoﬁnt of distance is based on ground distances

- measured along a typical track which passes over the monitor. The fact that aircraft are climbing
- between the 6.5 km reference point and the monitor. (or. vice versa) is taken into account in the

procedure, by considering the expected aircraﬁ.heightskat both points. ‘It is the relationship between .
these two heights (adjusted for ground elevation) that forms the basis of the adjustment. -



(as explained in Annex 5 of the November 1997 paper) are:

e th_at cut back w‘o’uld‘be initi_atéd- 700 metres before the 6.5 km reference point;
° that the ensuing climb gradient would fall to 5% on average; and
e that noise emission would fall linearly with track distance.

. The cut back process, known as “spindown” or “spooldown” was assumed to finish at -
- the 6.5 km reference point, - IR o .

77 BA contest the first of thés_e assumptions. They.'c‘ons‘ider-'f cut. béck_ wouldi be

- initiated later, with spo’oldbw_n taking place over-a much shorter distance; 100-200 .
. Mmetres. o ' o - '

78, The Secretary of State has been advised’ by the Civil *Aviation Authpﬁt&fs .

Environmental Research and Consultancy Department (ERCD)"* that it is-technically *. .

feasible for some aircraft, including B747s, to be operated in this way and that our. .

proposed formula does not allow sufficient adjustment for a late, rapid cutback. -

Various formulae to allow for this could be devised: one, suggested by ERCD, would .

have the effect of increasing the adjustments for close in monitors (there are 4 of these -

. at Heathrow, 1 each at Gatwick and Stansted) by amounts varying from 0; 1-0.9 dB,
with the greatest increases on monitors just before 6.5 km. However, there is no -
'guarantee' that this would be sufficient fo’r.':allﬂlateu.cm!backs- Nor wotild:it be'possible.

_ to simplify the formula in the way envisaged in the.»consultatigin,paper-f(par_agra'phfm)',_ -

- making it much harder to apply if any of the monitors ever hadto bemoved. .~

79. More importantly, there seems to be no strong reason to assume that operators ‘

- will necessarily delay cutback until the l_ast=pdssib1e.moment‘(i_e,‘6.;376;4.’lqn:"ﬁ'om~ sor):
~ in the waiver that forms part. of the Court Order 800 metres is allowed for the

- .procedure. As indicated in‘paragra’p‘h 21 of the November 1997 consultation paper,

- relating the noise limits'to a reference distance of 6.5 km from start of roll should
encourage aircraft operators to gain height as quickly as possible and then then reduce
engine power and noise at the earliest opportunity. The adjustment formula we:
- proposed; calculated for a substantial but very gradual cutback starting well before 6.5
km, is consistent with this. Cutbacks initiated closer to the 6.5 km reference distance -

- will be more rapid and often less deep (ie involving a smaller power reduction, and o

therefore a smaller noise difference). Practical adjustments at the monitor positions
are not and cannot be aimed at any particular type of aircraft or operating procedure.
There is no particular reason to believe that, in practice, there will be many instances

of the adjustments being too small. ‘Altering the formula in any way could lead to
‘other distortions. - . .

~ 80. The Secretary of State’s decision to confirm the positional adjustments on the
basis put to consultation takes account of all these points. :

* Previously known as the Department of Operational Research and Analysis (DORA).



82. The'f-prdpolééli;ﬁfés ac'cébted'.byfsdm‘eb local

 To allow a reduction of not more than 24BA of the noise recorded in specified
tailwind conditions, in accordance with the details set out in paragraph 43 and
- Annex 7 of the November 1997 consultation paper - A

81 W_e-propose_:d, a tail wind allowance to avoid penalising'aircraﬁ-required' to take
. off in that condition for separate environmental reasons (eg westerly - preference. at
Heathrow). Details were given in paragraphs 42 to 43 and Annex 7 of the November
1997 paper. The 2dB maximum, for a tailwind exceeding 4 knots, should be adequate

for the purpose for which it is intended: westerly preference does not. normally apply
- if'the tailwind exceeds-5 knots. o S o T

The 1 _ | aut:horiticé:andeﬁvirdnm‘entalf’ groups’
responses but opposed by almost twice as many;, these mostly argued that airlines
- should take tailwind into account.as well as other conditions. Some airlines and BAA

- considered the’ allowance' should be’ augmented. in Variép's&_ways- to 't'ake"'é,l,ébduﬁtf(’f'

 temperature and other factors that also affect aircraft performance, .

'83.. We were aware of these factors previously. The present noise limits have never

B included adjustments for ‘such factors, ‘which' aircraft operators everywhere have to -
take into account on a normal day-to-day basis. Any such adjustments would be very

. complicated both to calculate and-to administer and would make the noise limits less: -

- stringent. . The Secretary of State does not consider this would be justified:

" 84. BAA also indicated there might be problems in the ‘ﬁigaairément._j' and :
management -of tail wind data using the NTK: system. ~Initially, we had:technical -

- advice that the problems could be resolved, with the wind data being obtained from

the relevant weather station equipped monitors in the: NTK system, as described in
Annex 7 of the November 1997 paper. However, with the change of NTK operating
system (referred to in the supplementary _paper, paragraph 51) the ‘technical -
difficulties — which relate to the way in which the wind data is recorded and processed
within the NTK system - have increased. BAA, in their role as providers of the NTK -
system, have suggested using wind data from an alternative source, the on-airfield
- anemometers and wind vanes. This equipment is owned by NATS and provides the
 data that air traffic controllers provide to the pilot of an aircraft when: clearing it for
take-off. BAA propose to feed this wind data directly into the NTK system, and to |
match it automatically with the relevant aircraft noise events. o

85. E pport this proposal. The NATS wind data can be used in the formula
for the tailwind allowance proposed in the consultation paper (je without any other
adjustments being necessary). It is hoped that the NTK system enhancement can be
can be delivered (fully functioning) within the timetable for implementation. If there
~ is any delay, BAA can use a manual matching procedure in the interim. ) ‘

~ To require aircraft to be at a height of 1000t aal at 6.5 km from start of roll

86, In paragraphs 44 and 45 of the November 1997 paper we explained our proposal
- 1o restate the height requirement that has applied for noise nﬁtigation purposes since




" 1966, so that aircraft will be_'re_quired‘ to reach 1000 ft aal® at'6.5 km from start of
roll, irrespective of where the noise monitors are sited. ' '

87. Airline's.andi’indus_t‘ry organisations that commented on this p'roﬁbsa_l are opp'osed' :

- environmeﬁtal groups that comment on this proposal were in fagreement_ with it-
- although several raised questions about its enforceability and about whether it would
lead to an increase in emissions. o ' o . S _ '

: 88 ‘The Secretary of State has considered the responses on this issue and has decided

areas around the three airports, where noise levels are greater than further out: The -
possible impact on emissions is considered at paragraphs ‘96 to 101: any absolute . .
impact would be very small and there is no reason ‘ot 'to confirmi this or the other
proposals as a result. S SRR SO

paragraphs 68-69 of the November 1997 paper, were that operators should -comply

- with' the requirement, changing their operations in necessary to- achieve this.
However, the Secretary of State accepted that occasional and exceptional breaches of

' -the height requirement would not be expected to lead to-use of his power under
. section 78(2) to direct that the aircraft operator should be _reﬁixjjsgd,facilities for using.
- the aerodrome. The Secretary of State confirms these intentions. Compliance with
the height requirement will be monitored throug -the NTK system, in the same way
~as' we and the airports currently monitor track-keeping -on the. noise preferential
departure routes, to see whether any further action would be necessary or practicable.

rom the new daytime noise lixi;its certain aircraft given exemptions

from the Chapter 2 phase out requirements in accordance with the provisions of

the EC directive-




- such as:night: fl
possible ne

 their op‘ef_r,atb‘r‘s-‘ may.;wish to continue to .Q,ﬂy_'té.LOnddn but who might find: the;;lir’niti

incompatible with the exemption given them in accordance with the provisions of the .
EC directive. A list of these aircraft, including their tail numbers, was given at Annex

8 of the paper and updated at Appendix 7 of the supplementary paper.

‘91. Several industry responses expressed the view that the ‘regulatibns 'Should be

designed such that exemptions were tiot necessary or that all aircraft which cannot
make the noise limits should be exempted as Concorde is. (Concorde has always
been exempt from the noise limits, and from ICAQ noise certification requirements.) -

: _32venvironmet_1ta_l responses questioned why there should be any exemptions, a few
accepted the proposal. T T e e

-92. The .Sécretary_ of State has considered al the fespbnsés" on this iSs”ue._ He has

decided to confirm the proposal to accord with the UK’s international obligations. A .

further updated list of ‘these aircraft, ‘which will be ’éxempted‘--'ﬁ"_()inﬁ_thé" new -daytime

noise limit, is at Appendix 2. of this decision. The list will be kept up-to-date. ‘(The

* -night restrictions will continue to apply as hitherto and the aircraft on-this list will not o
‘be given any exemption from the night noise limits of 89 'dBA 2300-2330 and 0600- . . -
0700, 87 dBA 2330-0600; if they take off during those hdu'rs._),. o o

To begin a further review of:b'ov'th_fl'noﬂ,itori__ng_Eefi'lcilgl.lcyaallj'dfj noise limits m2000 B

93 In ;;aragraph’ 65 of tﬁc November 1997 _ paper Weproposedto :5,be”g iﬁ a further

review of both monitoring efficiency and-the noise limits in 2000, with a view to

proposing any further improvements as and. when: practicable, and new, tougher

limits, possibly incorporating a differential or tiered effect, as's On_:a_s.:;poss__iblef after -

31:3.2002, the date when Chapter 2 aircraft must cease 'opéraﬁpns.., o

- 94: Of the 47 res'pégidents t’hat_j"reférf;edtdthis issue all except_oné"Wer‘e‘ in’fav,_qur,' .
~ ‘although not all for the same reasons. Many made suggestions' for-the -conduct,

content and timescale for the next review. Taking account of those points and of our
noise monitoring and noise abatement policies, the Secretary of State has decided to’

initiate the review ‘on the basis proposed. We are satisfied that there is no. need 10
delay the start of the review on account of the length of time we have taken with the

present proposals;- We are also satisfied that it would not be appropriate to widen the
scope of the:review to cover matters that are subject to separate processes for review,
s ying restrictions, or on which we have consulted separately, such as
reraft noise legislation™. | -

. 95. Thé"ﬁinﬂﬁ"dépme noise limits review will be overseen by the Aircraft Noise
Monitoring Advisory Committee (ANMAC), in accordance with their present terms

of reference. I have asked the Chairman to ensure that approporiate use is made of

noise and track monitoring data obtained from the airports’ NTK system at the
monitoring positions that have applied under the Court Order.

- Emissions -~ : o ' SR
-96..In paragraph 21-of the November 1997 consultation paper we acknowledged that

to meet the proposed new noise limits, some aircraft may have to climb more rapidly

e Consultatmn paper,v Control of noise from civil aircrafi, DETR, July 2000.



than théy othefwisg would and that use of higher power will produce more noise and
emissions in the area before the 6.5 km distance. - o '

97. This subject was. mentiongd by both industry and environmental respondenis who
stated that the need to use greater thrust on take-off would -cause more emissions,

BAA indicated that they understood that present use of reduced power settings on
departure had the effect of achieving a 40% reduction in NOx emissions from aircraft .
in the vicinity of the airport. o

- 98, Research findings have cdnsist_ently--demonétratedthat_'aircr_aﬁ take off emiséidnSﬂ
are not significant contributors in terms of air quality around airports. Road traffic _
has been found to be the dominant source of emissions and the problem, here and

elsewhere, is being addressed through technological improvements that will lead to a
progressively cleaner road vehicle fleet. ' '

99. There are: many types of airci‘aﬁ"currentiy -operatinga. _ét the London airports that

- should be able to meet the new noise limits without difficulty and there should be no -

. increase in emissions from these. It is possible that the NOy emissions for a’single . - -

take-off by one of the types of aircraft most likely to be at risk of breaching the new.

noise limits could rise by about 40%. For example, that is about the difference in NO, =

weight of about 340 tonnes, would produce if the pilot changed from using 15%-
~ derate to maximum thrust for take off in order to meet the new day time noise limit or

the refined height requirement. “40%” may seem large but the 'dbébluté é’iﬁbunf is

that a B747-200, certificated to Chapter 3 noise standards and- operating at a take off

very small' Where aircraft currently operate with less derate the ‘scope for increase is. =

less, and there are other measures that operators might take to reduce the possibility of
exceeding the noise. limits which would not-lead to any increase .in- emissions. -
Moreover, one of the objectives of the new noise limits is to -encourage the use of
quieter aircraft. If the new noise limits have this effect they will ~contribute to a
reduction in NOx as modern quieter aircraft are also more fuel efficient.

'100.  Standards have been agreed through the International  Civil Aviation

Organisation (ICAO) for the venting of fuel -and the" emissions - of smoke,
hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and NOx during the the landing and take-off (LTQ)
cycle, which is when the aircraft emissions that may affect local air quality occur.

. These ICAQ standards have been implemented in UK domestic legislation. The UK

has done: much: to introduce ‘tougher standards for NOx. As well ‘as the 20%

 tightening of the NOx standard agreed in 1993, which comes fully into effect at the

end of 2000, ICAO has agreed a further 16% increase in stringency from 2004.

101. These points Were-all taken into account in _reaching the decisions described
above. ' ' '



_ App.‘e:ndix 1

1 Tltle

NOISE LIMITS FOR AIRCRAFT DEPARTING FROM HEATHROW GATWICK
AND STANSTED AIRPORTS REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSSIVIENT

2 (i) The Issue and ije_ctnves
o "Issu‘e '

2.1 N01se hmlts Were set for Heathrow in 1959 at 110 PNdB (day) and 102 PNdB '
(night). They were. apphed at Gatwick in 1968 and- at Stansted in 1993.- Noise
monitors were' installed- speclﬁcally for recording noise ‘against the’ Inmts The noise.
limits have never been changed- except that when the airports’. new noise and track
-~ keeping system (NTK) ‘was installed in 1992-93. the peak noise event levels were -

- defined: in Limax  dBA; the equlvalents of the old limits being. 97 dBA (day) and 89

- dBA (night). The number of noise monitors; and their locations, have varied over the -

years. The NTK system installed in 1992-93 comprised 7 fixed noise monitors at

Heathrow 2 at Gatwick and 3 at Stansted. In. 1985, the then Government. undertook. <

to review pohcy on noise limits and monitoring. The: commitment t6 do this’ was set.
out in the 1985 Alrports Pohcy White: Paper. but work was deferred. untll BAA had.i :

- installed a new noise and track: keeping: (NTK) system. at all three an‘ports The -

"proposal to begm the rev1ew was conﬁrmed on 6 July 1993 ;
QObjectlves - .

22 The Depanment s general aim in noise momtonng isto help reduce alrcraﬁ: noise
around anports Spec1ﬁc ob]ectlves and measures mclude

® -encouragmg the use of qmeter axrcraﬁ and best operatmg practlce ,

® deternng excessxvely noisy movements by detecting and penalising them; :

e measuring the. effectiveness of n01se abatement measures by analysmg-
1nfr1ngement rates. :

fortant objectlve in the early days of noise monitoring - was protectmg” .
as.~-usually the first such areaunder a departure route - and the fixed =
- momtors'-were positioned accordingly. Another monitoring strategy was to locate
monitors as “gateway pairs” either side of a departure route on the assumption that
aircraft would fly between them. Nowadays, neither of these approaches is-
necessarily consistent with the specific objectives detailed above, nor would they
ensure uniformity of protectlon at the three airports or between the various departure
routes at each airport. Locating noise monitors to “protect” individual communities
1s, at first sight, an- attractive proposﬁlon but has been found not to work well in
practlce



2 (ii) Risk:'Assessment '
2.4 Nothing relating to the proposals is unsafe

25 There are two points, acknowledged in the consultatron paper on whrch alrhnes
have raised very specific questrons These are:: ,

- (1) that in the UK, for safety reasons, aircraft cannot cutback power. until they reach a -
" height of 1000-ft above the ground (paragraph 22 of the November 1997 paper refers);

(ii) that, largely for safety reasons, airlines usually use the same operatmg ‘procedures

for all departure routes from a partrcular airport and that some aim to. use the same

_operating procedures at every auport from whrch they operate (see paragraph 18 of-
‘the' November 1997 paper). _ . . _

26 In respect of (1) we expect airlines to take this mto account when consrdenng. -

what operatrng procedures and other measures (see para 48 of the 1997 paper) they - =

will adopt.in order to meet the proposed new noise: limits. - The requirement has
apphed for many years and applred when the data on whrch the proposals were. based :
were gathered : o . o

2.7 In respect of (ii), one UK alrline' commented that “arrr:raﬁ operators .have very'
little. scope. to alter  departure procedures, as they are mandated to apply the
: requrrernents of IAR-OPS 1 235 whrch states U 4 .

“(a)- An operator shall establrsh operating procedures for- norse abatement during
instrument flight. operatlons in. compllance with ICAO PANS OPS Volume I (Doc
8168-OPS/611) : Lo _

. (b) Take—oﬁ‘ chmb procedures for noise abatement specrﬁed by an operator for any
one aeroplane type should be the same for all aerodromes.”

2.8 PANS OPS perrmts specral procedures subject to. certain crrterra so (a) above _‘
should not -be a problem; (b) is. a potential area of drfﬁculty not just for the UK but™
for all: < signatories. However, JAR-OPS: is not yet mandatory and ‘we are
explonn ways to get the draftmg clanﬁed

'(Many UK perators have already voluntanly adopted JAR-OPS into  their
procedures. As:such, they are bound by the provisions but there is currently nothing

“to prevent them altering their procedures to meet the proposed noise limits and
associated requlrements at the London alrports )

3 (r) Optrons

3.1 Thereisa long standrng Government commitment to review policy on noise
limits. and monitoring (see 2(i) above). At the commencement of the review, the
Aircraft Noise Monitoring Advrsory Committee decided. that the review should be
' based on an emplrlcal study of noise and track data collected through the NTK system



at the three alrports The study was camed out by the then Department of Operatlonal_ '
- Research and Analysis (DORA)' of the Civil Aviation Authonty The results are

- published in CS Report 9539 and some further technical work was pubhshed inCS ~
9539 Supplement ‘The work showed the scope for reducmg the noise limits and-
lmprovmg momtonng efficiency. .

32 As explamed in the consultation paper, the review 1dent1ﬁed two central aspects
of the noise monitoring regxme the setting of the noise limits, * strlngency” and the.
effectiveness of the noise monitoring positions, eﬂicrency -To some extent,

~ stringency and efﬁcrency are interrelated. A reduction in:a noise limit will -+
" ‘automatically lead to. an increase in momtonng efficiency if the. monitoring

arrangements and aircraft operations remain unchanged. This is because there will be
. more noise events that exceed the new limit and are wrthm the lateral range of the,
noise monitors. - :

3.3 Thenine proposals put to. consultatlon are summartsed at paragraph 67 of the K .
November 1997 consultatlon paper as follows: o

“g) to relate the noise hmlts toa fixed reference dlstance 6 5km from sta.tt of "
o roll; :

b) to continue to monitor noise levels at'the ﬁxed momtors in Lmax dBA and to' o

apply the noise limits to all departing atrcraft except Concorde and a number
of specxﬁed exemptlons (see h below) :

o) to reduce the noise limits. by 3 dBA (daytlme) and 2dBA (mght-nme), to 94{:_ B
. dBA and 87 dBA respectlvely, o v - -

~d) _to retam the ﬁve momtors at Gatwwk and elght momtors at Stansted currently =
: '_operatmg under the interim arrangement, but to resite a: Stansted monitor to a
‘better position. At Heathrow to keep the eight. sités- in the - interim

'_ arrangements and to add two ﬁrrther momtors as: prevrously proposed

, e)" to calculate the posmonal adjustments ona rewsed b351s

f) . to allow a- reductlon of not more than 2 dB of. the notse recorded in specified
- taik ‘wind condltxons :

. g)_ _}_:torequlre alrcraﬁ to be at a herght of IOOOft aal at6.5 km from start of roll;

h) to - exempt ﬁ'om the daytlme noise limits certain alrcraﬁ g1ven exemptlons
- from the Chapter 2 phase out requirements in accordance with the prov1s1ons
of the EC D1rect1ve

i) to begin a further review of both momtonng eﬁicxency and noise limits in
- 2000.” - :

3.4 Proposals a) and c) to h) all relate to detalled changes to the existing regulatlons.
and proposal b) is not to change other aspects of those regulatlons proposal i)is fora

! Now the Enviromnental Resean:h and Cons‘ultanCy_’DepartrnemOf the CA_A_ -




further review of the arrangements ’ljhes'enine'proposds_- are closely interrelated.
They are not arange of optlons S A

3.5 The alternatlves to adoptmg the present set of proposals ‘would be (a) to revert to.-
the arrangements that applied prior to the Court Order of Apnl 19972 or (b) to-consult
_on new proposals

‘3 (ii) Issues of equlty or fairness

3.6, Aircraft noise problems are tackled in two ways by seekmg reductlons in noise at

" .source: (through developments in-aircraft and engine technology) and by arrangements

" to control or mitigate noise around airports.’ Reductions in noise at source are a matter
for international negotiation and agreement, ‘implemented by national regulations.
Measures to control or mitigate noise around mrports (whether in the UK, Europe or

.in’ other countries ‘that are signatories: of the 1944 Chrcago Conventlon on.Civil -

_ Av1atlon) apply locally, in.order. to reﬂect local circumstances. 4

3.7 To meet the present objectwes we proposed that the noise hmlts should be

related to a fixed reference distance in relation to the runway and a1rcraft departure_ T

tracks. The Government believes that this would ‘be more equitable than the earlier

~ non standardised arrangements. Aircraft operators will be subject to- consistent |
* requirements at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted and on all the departure routes at
those airports. People living around. the: three alrports wﬂl be ngen comparable-
protectlon from 1nd1v1dual an"craft norse events: '

3.8 To ensure cons15tency in the noise momtormg arraj gements the lmnts at
~ individual monitors will be- adjusted to account for the . effects of any dlsplacement‘
from. the standard point.- (In their response to the consultaiion, BA questloned one .
“element of our proposed formula. for calculating these adJustments That is'addressed
in the main demslon document at paragraphs 71-80.)

"3 9 In paragraphs 46 and 47 of the. November 1997 paper we explarned it would not -
be appropriate to reqmre aircraft that have been given specific exemptlons from the
phase out provisions in the EC Directive 92/ 14® to meet the proposed new daytime
(but not the night-time) noise limit. These are aircraft given exemption, on grounds of
“economic: hardship or because they. are reglstered in developing nations, from the
requirement:to phase. out certain Chapter 2 aircraft before the final date of 31 March
- 2002: of these aircraft should have no drfﬁculty in meeting the limit. We
proposed._to.:_‘exempt specifically from the day time noise limit those aircraft which
- their operators may wish to continue to fly to London but who might find the limit
incompatible with the exemption given them in accordance with the provisions of the
EC directive. ' The current list of these aircraft, including their tail numbers, is at
' Appendrx 2 of the decision announcement. T he- hst will be kept up-to—date

3. 10 Concorde has always been exempt from. the norse limits; and from ICAO noise
. _certrﬁcatlon requrrements :

2 See November 1997 consultation paper, paragraph:s'13-.16 and Annex 1,
3 Amended by Directives 98/20 and 99/28. -



311 Tatlwmd We proposed a tarl wmd allowance 10 avord penahsrng aircraft
requlred to take off in‘that condition for separate ‘environmental reasons (eg westerly
* preference at Heathrow). Details were grven in paragraphs 42 to 43 and Annex 7 of
the November 1997 paper. The 2dB maxxmum, for a tailwind exceeding 4 knots,
should be adequate. for the purpose for which it is intended: westerly preference does
not normally apply if the tailwind exceeds 5 knots. Some airlines and BAA_
considered the allowance should be augmented in various ways to take account of
temperature and other factors that also affect aircraft performance. We were aware of
‘these factors previously. The present noise limits have never included adjustments for

* - such factors, which aircraft- operators everywhere have to take into account on a

" normal day-to-day basis. Any such adjustments would be very complicated both to’

- calculate and to administer and would make the noise limits. less stnngent The .

Secretary of State does not con51der thls would be justified.

3. 12 ‘The proposals relate only to Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted as’ they are- the.‘“-_ e
_only airports designated for the purposes of section 78 of the. Civil Aviation Act 1982, -
~‘This enables the Secretary of State to impose requirements. on-departing or landlng-':'

aircraft for the purpose of hmmng or mitigating the effect of noise. At other airports’

in the. UK 'noise mitigation ' requirements may be. 1mposed by the local- arrport G

- management or may be the subject of planmng condltlons o

3 13 Herts CC cons1dered the proposed noise limits and momtormg reglme should

be extended to Luton and other airports to- avoid possrble 1mplrcatlons for: capacrty . S

and competition, although they recognised that Luton airport could impose-the same -
regime voluntarily. Luton.BC indicated they. would drscuss wrth the auport how to
- move towards estabhshmg best operatxng practrce there

3.14 At Manchester arrport the daytlme noise lnmt is already 2 dBA lower than the '
proposed new limit. for Heathrow Gatwrck and Stansted

3.15  Details of noise lnmts (of vanous sorts) at 83 arrports across the world are
avarlable on the Boemg web site: : . :

4 (1) Identrfy the benefits o

-4 _Th‘ Government proposed to measure the noise limits at a fixed reference .-
‘ ;5 km from start of roll4 Relatively few residential areas lie closer to

N -these‘au_fports than 6.5 km from start of roll and fixing on that distance will be of

benefit to the- much greater numbers of people living beyond this distance liable to be
affected by aircraft noise. Relating the noise limits to the 6.5 km distance will
encourage aircraft to leave the area immediately around the au'port as high as possrble
and with the least noise impact on the people affected beyond.

4.2 The proposed reduction of 3 dB in the daytime limit represents a halvmg of noise
energy but only a small reduction in loudness. Nevertheless, the cumulative effect of
even small 1mprovements should be of benefit to local residents. The reduction of 2

. dBin ‘the night-time noise lnmt is 1ntended to ensure that the limit will be broadly‘ ’

4 start of roll is where arrcraft (nsmg the full nimway length) typrcally begm their take-oﬁ‘ ran. It is
approxrmately 150 metres in from the “start” end of the runway.



E compatrble wrth the mght restrlctrons reglme which also’ apphes at Heathrow
Gatwick and. Stansted and reflects what is operatronally practlcable in that context.

- 4.3 The primary purposes of the height requirement are to encourage aircraft

operators to use sufficient take-off power and rate of climb to avoid breaching the:

“noise limits and to minimise noise at the 6.5 km. reference distance. Operators of
aircraft most likely to breach the noise limits (see paragraph 49) should consider
improving their initial rate of climb in order to be at a greater height when passing

- over the noise monitor and thus register less noise. The height requirement also helps

to ensure minimal noise from quieter types of aircraft, ie aircraft which can meet the"

" noise limits even if they are at less than 1000 feet when passing over the: noise_ :
_ “monitor. (or when at 6. 5 km from start of roll) but which by berng so low are noisier

than necessary. : :

(ii) Quantrfymg and Valumg the benefits -

44 As stated in paragraph 26 of the November 1997 paper “The proposed reductlon‘
of 3 dB'in the daytime-limit represents a halving of noise energy but only a smallr.‘ L

reduction _in loudness. - - Nevertheless, the cumulative ~effect: of even small

b2l

improvements should be of beneﬁt to local residents.” The ﬁrst sentence is a long.

accepted. scientific -fact; it is not drsputed in the responses. The point ‘that the - ‘
cumulative_effect of small improvements in 1nd1v1dua1 take-offs, . by some of the. "

noisiest aircraft, should be beneficial seems  incontrovertible.  The - small,i -
improvements - will benefit residents under the departure routes; a typrcal noise
- reduction being about 2.5 dB" at about 6.5 km from start of roll'to-0.9 dB at about 15 -
. km from start-of roll every- trme an aircraft that has changed its procedures (or adopted
other measures to-meet the new noise limits) flies overhead. A graph’ showing the
relative population densities was provided at Annex 3 of the November 1997 paper
- (and is reproduced as Appendlx X to this RIA). :

4.5 In the November 1997 consultatlon paper we explamed that the Government S

. -proposals would encourage. aircraft operators to gain helght as quickly as possible and
then reduce engine power and noise. at the earliest opportunity. Some aircraft would
have to climb. more rapidly than they would otherwise have. done and that use of
higher' power would produce more noise and emissions in the area ‘before the 6.5km:
- reference distance. This could be referred to as “very close-in” noise displacement. In
some: circumstances, requiring older B747s and some other types of aircraft to
produce less. noise at 6.5 km may lead. thiem to produce more noise than they did
prevxously at some drstances further from the alrport a “far out noise drsplacement
effect:

4.6 To consider these factors further, DORA produced a supplementary t_ech_nical
report: R&D report 9841 “Review of the Departure Noise Limits at Heathrow,
Gatwick and Stansted Airports: Effects of T ake-off Weight and Operating Procedure

> These are the night flying restrictions referred to in the Court Order: ie those announced on 16 August

1995. That announcement confirmed that the limits on the numbers of. night. movements. by aircraft at

Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted, the noise quotas, and all aspects of the night restrictions regime
- would remain as previously announced on 6 May 1994. A formal Notice is published under section 78

of the Civil Aviation Act 1982 to give effect to the mght restrictions each season. A copy of thie Notice

and a summary of the night restrictions regime may be obtamed ﬁom the contact point for this RIA,
~ See also paragraph 49 of the main decxsron document. ,



_ infers a'median value' of £5. However, we do not believe that it would be appropriate
to rely on this sort of analysis in an RIA for the departure limits. This is because the
counter-factual cases are too difficult to identify, and because it could place 100 much
- weight onthe valuatlon of small changes at the margln

4, 12 More 1mportantly, a major objective of the norse limits is to present an incentive -
to accelerate investment in quieter aircraft; or to redeploy quieter aircraft from other

* routes. The local noise benefit from this, if achieved, is likely to dwarf the beneﬁts,

~ from modified operating procedures (and/or .reduced payload) for continuing noisy

: v1s1tors (And the inevitable uncertainty attaching to this outcome would swamp the - :

range of uncertainty on the operational side. The combination of this with the range
of possible valuations would render the exercise too nebulous to be of real use for the
purposes of this RIA.). Operators of aircraft less likely to breach the new noise limits
~and/or the height requirement will ‘also .be encouraged by the-new arrangements to
" improve their operating procedures or accelerate investment.in even quieter. alrcraﬁ \
thus producing further noise beneﬁts for people hvmg around the: three alrports -

| _ Comphance costs for business, Charmes and Voluntarv Orgamsatlon

(l) Busmess sectors affected

51 (a) Arrhne mdustry (1) BA and Vrrgm Atlantlc are the only UK axrhnes dlrectly )
affected. -
' (i) Forelgn arrlmes those most hkely to be affected are
operators - -of heavily laden services bound for Asia-Pacific destinations that are
scheduled to take off in the late evemng They would have: particular: difficulty in
meetmg the proposed new mght-trme noise lumt if they were delayed beyond 2300
hours : : , _ .

52 (b) Aerodromes The Government s view, as. stated in pa.ragraph 62 of the

November 1997 paper, is that “Having regard to the already heavy demand for slots at
- Heathrow and Gatwick, and the build up of traffic at Stansted” it did not believe the
proposed arrangements would be likely “to damage the international - competltlveness‘
of these:airports.” BAA, who operate Heathrow Gatwick and Stansted, did not
: comment on this.’ N :
5. 3 The Assoclatlon of Asia-Pacific Airlines thought the proposals would requlre
such unacceptably low average loads, fares and freight rates that the position of the
UK as a world aviation hub would be threatened. In contrast, the Scheduling
committees considered that the status of London is such that if the proposals are
confirmed they would create a de facto international standard. '

. 4 Another counterbalancmg factor is that at the London a1rports landing charges
(which are subject to a separate regulatory regime) are very low, compared thh those
at other alrports such as Sch1phol Frankﬁ.lrt and Charles de Gaulle.)



5 (ii).?cmnpl_iai;c’e costs for a “typical” business

-. 5.5 | Not:aﬁplicable'

5 - (iii) _Tota] conilplian'cé' costs

Some of the figures provided by airlines and quoted in this section are said to be.
commercially sensitive and will be omitted on publication - ‘

5.6 As al.ready‘v noted, our nine proposals ér'e?cl'osély intergelated: 50 100 are the effects

. ‘on'the airlines. Because of this, the economic and financial information provided by

the airlines in response to consultation does not generally distinguish between the cost

of complying with the proposed new noise limits and the cost of -complying with the -
proposed monitoring arrangements. What theydid attempt to separate isthe'effects of

meeting the proposed new day and night noise limits.  This information is therefore
summarised under those headings. - : e S
Day

5.7 BA estimated, caICulaltéd»bji,referéncé to Boeing’s ‘statistical criteria®, that 93%
of all- Chapter 2 B747-100s and 29% of all Chapter 3 747-200s take off at weights

‘above those identified by Boeing. Whilst BA were planning the withdrawal of their

B747-100s when responding, they estimate the new proposed dimits. would ‘require

significant payload reductions on some of their B747-200 aircraft (£ e pa), they say "

 these additional costs would be passed on to customers, reducing the competitiveness

of the airline. Virgin Atlantic estimated an annual cost of £ 2 for its 4 JT9D -
powered B747-200s and that there would also be an operational and financial impact

on their RB 211 powered 747-200s; althougti this would be less: - Additionally, BA =

“estimate that the use of full power for take off (both day-time- and night-time) would:

- cost£ P pa. Virgin indicate the costs they have quoted do not cover this factor.

5.8 Air New .Zea'land stated that their B747-400 could not meet always the daytime

limits .at their maximum take off weights. They say that at the maximum structural
take=off weight of 396.9 tonnes, the B747-400 often encounter take-off conditions
that do not enable the aircraft to attain eithe 1,000 ft at 6.5 km or the 94 dBA limit.
They. ‘and: others: including Cathay Pacific, Malaysia Airlines, and Eva Air
considered: it unreasonable and unfair to expect longhaul carriers to reduce takeoff
weight (ie payload and revenue). Malaysia Airlines stated that they have already
changed their operating procedures (to use full rather than derated thrust and to cut
back at 1000 fi rather than 1500 ft) in order to meet the existing noise limits at the
proposed monitor positions (most of which currently apply under the terms of the
Court Order) and so would have to reduce weight to meet the new limits.

10 See paragraph 8.6 below.

! Not published on ground of commercial confidence claimed by airlines,
'2 See note 11. ' o
*? See note 11. :



Night

5.9 BA have calculated (using the Boeing figures) that, in order to achieve 90%
compliance, its B747-400 fleet would be restricted to a ‘maximum take-off weight
(MTOW) of 307.0 tonnes at Heathrow and 313.0 tonnes at Gatwick, as against 396.89
tonnes certified MTOW. These planes, they say, would not be able to-take-off at
. night on a viable operation .except for positioning between Heathrow and Gatwick.
- Their analysis suggests that the cost of the extra night ‘stops amount to a cost of nearly

£ "pa, and would affect about 75,000 passengers over the same period. .

5.10 Malaysian Airlines, Qantas, Singapore Airlines, Virgin Atlantic, IATA and
PA all raised the loss of payload/range jeopardising the economic operation of
services; - particularly to the Far East ‘which’ depart late in the evening. Singapore
~ Airlines say there is no scope to reschedule their flight or to use an A340 instead of a.
-B747-400 as the A340 does not have the range to fly non-stop from London to-

Singapore in the winter.. They also indicate the A340 would be unable to meet the

proposed night noise limit of 87 dBA at the reference distance of 6.5 km from start of
roll.  Virgin Atlantic and AAPA also suggested difficulties with the A340 but
- _provide no figures. S - ' o L T

5.11 'Co‘sﬁng on the basis. of 80%.Seat'ocmp'ancy,, the. Schedhliﬁg]écmmit'teeé (whlch

 Tepresent all the airlines) estimated the cost of night stops for aircraft scheduled to

- - depart after 2200 but delayed until past 2'300."as;£9,7_: million pa for passenger flights .
. Dlus further costs for delayed cargo. This includes the costs of airlines, such as BA, -
- which have submitted separate responses. SR

'5.12 The consultation closed on 4 June 1999. After that:date,;in.-Augu_s't 1999, BA .
wrote with some further information which has been taken into account above. - No -
- other airline or Tepresentative body has submitted additional or revised information.

* It should be noted that Virgin’s 747-200s with JT9D - engines -are - certificated ‘to
Chapter 2 and so cannot be operated in the UK after 31 March 2002. .

6. Consultation with Small business: “The Litmus Test”

7. Other Costs

7.1 Compared with the situation before the Court Order; our proposals require the
‘provision of 12 additional noise monitors and the resiting of 8 others. Of these, 10 of
the new monitors and the resiting of 7 of the others were required under the interim
arrangements that were confirmed by the Court Order and costs had already been
incurred in relation to the other 2 additional monitors before they were not confirmed
by the Order. ' : -

14 See.note-11.



7.2 Under the terms. of the Co‘urt:”f(j)fdver we -;irei-required to-take no aiccour_l"t’“of' the -

. mere fact that-a monitor has been sited at a particular place or-as part of the interim

arrangements or that expenditure has been incurred in connection with such siting.”

7.3 The intention was, preSumabiy, that if the Secfeté.fy of State wished: to resite all

; pur_posé, it is»éimply a 'bette;"*,po's\ition than the site previotxsly‘avaﬂabl‘e;; as explaihed 3

in paragraph 32 of the November 1997 '.vpap'er. ' The cost of this' is :appmximately

£1,000";

7:4- - The costs of providing and-running. the  noise monitors and- of - monitoring

compliance with the noise limits are borne by the airport companies. They have not

- made any representations to us on this ‘matter. - Some- administrative costs' will

inevitably be to involved in implementing the new_i-'arr'angémcnt_,‘s:‘;(including;’_t_he‘-fn':evi_r S

tailwind allowance) but these should be subsumed in their normal operating costs. ~ -

- 75 As stated in’ paragra'ph 5.1 above, BA and Vi;gin.7'.At1ant;i-¢,_a£e_-f 'ihef;dnly-,'ﬁ-UK

airlines directly’ affected. ~‘Some foreign airlines,  particularly Op'ér.atqr!sﬂ of héayily L
- laden services bound for Asia-Pacific destinations that are scheduled to take offin the -

late evening, would also be affected. Information on costs to foreign airlines is o |
included in section 5(iii), see paragraphs.5;6-5r.12abdve;_- : e R R

8 Res:ults»ofConSu'ltations,‘

8.1 Thereis an overv1ew of all the resp_ons_és’at_-paragraphs' 9-.-1f1' of the main decision

. document and points raised in respect of each__elem'ent_-the_ 'propqsé-_l‘sv afe-'¢onsidered
‘under the appropriate headings in that document. R

‘IATA’s Core Complaints.

8.2 The principal points. of objection raised by IATA on prcyi_quspccas'iOns;and,in _
relation to the present cpnsultation are: : i o '

(i) the proposals are not opera_tional_ly.aChiev.able: a Signiﬁ'ca-nt proportion of Chapter

2 B747s would fail to meet the new noise limits unless passengers/cargo were off-

loaded. Airlines are entitled to fly these Chapter 2 aircraft until the end of the phase
~ out: 31 March 2002. Even Chapter 3 B747-400s could have difficulty in. complying

with the requirements, in particular with the night-time limit. The impact on night-
time take-off of QC/4 aircraft is. cited as the key example of the impact of the
proposed new . night-time limit and this brings into play the policy of broad

“compatibility with the night restrictions regime;

(ii) for simil'ar reasons, the height requirement is not operationally achievable;

!> Subsequently revised.tp about £15, 000,



(iii) " the Department’s own figures on achievability are misleading ~ Where the
Department has given weights below which a B747 could meet the new noise limits,
they are based on average figures such that 49.9% of aircraft taking off at that weight

“ but need to aim for take-off | ii/’éights ‘(TOWs)‘ which will eﬁSure that -they are

reasonably confident of meeting the noise limits. Therefore ‘the “safe” take-off
weights cited by the Department are overestimates; : ‘

(iv)'.far-OUt noise displacement (the suijéct of the Supp'lérﬂentary-consnltation_ paper); .

~ (v) 6.5 ki from start of roll is an unreasonableirrational r‘éferenc_e.'di‘sténcefgif/:en the
inability of certain aircraft to cut-back by that distance. =~~~ .

8.3 These have’ been' considered. in.detail in their immediate é@hieﬁcts; - For the
purposes of this RIA we are concerned here with” the economic and financial

 information provided in response to our‘c'onsmt'ation.'-‘_:In'j.b()th*th_e November 1997 -

-consultation paper and the March 1999 supplement we specifically invited any airline

‘which considers its economic or financial position may ,be'-adi{ersely?'aﬁ‘e¢ted~"byi- the "

proposals to supply information. Some individual airlines provided  data, but none -

submitted all the information we suggested in paragraph 62‘7of5th'e_"N°"’9m5;éf: 1997
paper. R R e e

‘84 The aitline schédulihg cpmm’i'_ttees- for ':vthef-__ three Iairp"qr'tsfhaf/e-: submltted a
combined response, both commenting on the proposals and providing economic and -

financial information on behalf of airlines likely to be affected. . -

8.5 Some of the industry responses pointed out that we have not. carried. out a.
Regulatory Impact Assessment or any form-of cost benefit analysis. However, we
 published the noise limits proposals in November 1997, before the RIA requirements
came ifito force (10.8.98).  Most of the relevant ‘material was. provided in the
consultation paper and supplement and we explained the difficulties of assessing
 benefits and disbenefits in the context of noise displacement. .~ - SR

8.6 In providing their information on costs and other effects on their operations,
several airlines refer to having gon'sultediBo‘ei\ng and‘usinfg their 9% -p_robabi‘l-_ity- of -
compliance.. We accept that individual operators doing detailed calciilations relating -

DY

to their own very specific operations may wish to use a 90% probability critetion.
However, they appear to have made use of the Boeing analysis which equated 50%
probability of complying with any limit (eg 94 dB), with 90% probability of
complying with a limit 3 dB lower (eg 91dB). That assumed a standard deviation of

2.33dB, a figure derived from a wide range of operating conditions, including TOW
itself. Application of Boeing’s standard deviation to the specific conditions which
operators are able to consider, when a rather lower deviation would normally be
- appropriate, would lead to the noise critical take-off weight being: underestimated.
This, in turn, would lead to_payload reductions ‘and costs_being overestimated.
‘However, having invited and received some information from the airlines on the costs
‘to them of our proposals we have considered how it might be used in a cost benefit
assessment. For the reasons explained above, which relate back to technical matters,




we consider that that information could only be-used, if at all, with very substantial
qualification. This is attempted at 8.7-8.8 below'®, o o

87 In their response, the' Scheduling Committees give “a broad indi_catioh. of the

costs” of the proposed new night time noise limit on B747-400 aircraft, as about £97

~million pa, with about 141107 people pa facing overnight - delays, if their flights-

cannot take-off. (This is calculated on the basis that there are 145 services per week:
currently scheduled to depart from the London airports after 2200 hours, of which 106

~ would require night stops if delayed beyond 2300 and assume an 8% chance of such

delay; 8.48 flight delays per week.):  In contrast; assuming one of these Alights per -
week is at Gatwick and the rest at Heathrow, ‘the number of people liable to be

overflown by these aircraft and who could benefit from our proposals each week is -

6153167, nearly 32 million per year. v

8.8 “The airline cdsts‘may be overestimated (see 8.6 'aboVé)‘ and the popuiaticn- figures.
overestimate the number of people that would actually be overflown as not everyone
within the swathe of a departure route would be overflown by (or hear the noise of)

. each aircraft; nevertheless,i' the ratio. of 1 passenger in the sky to 225 persons ‘on the -

ground who might benefit from a reduction in noise does not seem unrealistic.

9, ‘Sﬁmma ' and-..Re‘commén'dat_iohs_-

to achieve these small benefits while residents argue is that there ‘'should ‘be ‘greater
noise reductions, to give greater benefits L - B

. 9.1 Summéry-:' -Some major',eiirlinéslér”gue that they will incur- di_sp;_'bponiqnat'e._cds_'ts -

9.2 Recommendations: .To implement thé'.proposals_, with two modifications: B

a) to feduée' the nighfftii;ie noise limit by 2 dB, to 87 dBA as:-gprqpq_s__e’d;:billt;’_;to apply
it only during the night quota period ( 2330-0600), retaining-the Ppresent night-time
- limit (89 dBA) for the rest of the night perio__c_!,- 23’00-23’3’_0‘_and._0600-0700; N

b) to ixhpi‘emen_t the new 'dayti_me'néi‘se limit of 94 dBA from 25. February 2001 but

to implement the new night-time noise limit from the start of the next summer
~night restrictions season (ie from 25 March 2001), rather than between 2 to 3
months: from- the ‘date of the decision apnouncement, as was- indicated in the _‘

- consultation paper.

- 93 There are two reasons why we are now fecommending that the new 87 dB limit
should apply only from 2330 to 0600, with the present night-time limit of 89 dB being

: 'S An alternative basis of cbsting at least the short term effects, would be to consider the costs of paying

fines for breaches of the noise limits. In that context, it should be noted that with monitors deployed as
proposed only half the potential daytime breaches, but a higher percentage at night, will be detected,
This is the 50% monitoring efficiency explained in paragraph 31 of .tpe November 1997 consultation _-

P7aThis. is’ calculated from the population data in Annex 3 of the November 1997 [Appendix X to this




rather than between 2 to 3 months from the date of the decision announcement as
indicated in the consultation paper - (paragraph 72), - This is because the night -
restrictions apply on a seasonal basis and airlines take thi; ‘into account when planning
their operations, including daytime operations ‘susceptible to ‘being delayed'into the
night period. It might cause additional scheduling problems and disproportionate
-costs for these airlines if we implemented the new night-time limit part way through a
season: The new daytime limit can be implemented as proposed, within 2't0:3 months

of the aﬁnounceme’nt: of the decision announ¢ement. No airline asked for any. specific

derogation from this, ‘on the lines that we invited: them to in paragraph 72 of the
November 1997 paper.© =~ . S e e

9.5 The overall effect of these decisions is to put in place new ndééli'mits- and noise

. aircraft other than _COn’_corﬁde__(and'WIth‘ exemption from the.new. daytlmenmsehmlt |
for certain specified aircraft until 31.3.2002). This. will contribute to the achievement -

of the Government’s objectives set out in the consultation’ paper and confirmed at =

paragraphs 7 and 8 of the main decision document.

9:6 The full decision; and the reasons for it, are set out in thé,_:dbcumem “Noise limits
for aircraft departing from -Heathrow, ‘Gatwick and “Stansted airports: decision of .
December 20007, - - S e R

- 10. Enforcement, Sanctions. Monitoring and Review

10.1 The noise monitors are operated by the airport companies, which levy financial

penalties on operators of offending aircraft under their charging powers. The current

penalties are £500 for exceeding the relevant limit (either day or night) by 3 dBA or

less; £1000 for breaches of more than 3 dBA. (The money is normally used for local
good causes.) ' o : '

10.2  As stated in paragraph 69 of the November 1997 consultation paper, the
Government expects its proposals, if adopted, to be complied with and for appropriate
- steps to be taken by aircraft’ operators to .change their operations if necessary to
achieve this. The Secretary of State-has the power under Section 78(2) of the Civil
‘Aviation Act 1982 to direct that facilities. for using the aerodrome should be withheld
. from operators whose aircraft breach the requirements. However, the Secretary of
State accepts that occasional and exceptional breaches of the noise limits, or of the
height requirement, would not be expected to lead to-sanctions under section 78(2) -



= and- would not necessarily lea:d,ﬂ;_t_p -_éi'gfﬁi,ﬁ'cant».ﬂee't managemei;f ‘changes.  ‘Such

breaches would, however, run the risk of financial penalties as described above.

10.3 Proposal i), t’o' be" COnﬁfmed as part of the decision, is to begin a further re&ie_w

‘Regulatory Quality

Declaraﬁon. I'have read 'th;eRegulafor_y Impact Assessment andI am satisfied
that a correct balance has been struck. ' . o

‘Signed  CHRIS MULLIN

Minister for Aviation

Date 71200,

Contact Point: --Rdberté‘McWatt, Ayiétion Ehvironmentéljl:‘DiyiSioﬁ; Depértfnépt-qf Lo
the Environment, Transport and the Regions 020 7944:4855 ' e



. APPENDIXXTORIA '

" (Annex 3 to Noverber

- 1997 consultation paper). .

POPULATION AROUND HEATHROW, GATWICK AND STANSTED AIRPORTS

- The number of residents affected by the noise of a departing aircraft depends upon the density of.
poulation beneath its flight path. How this varies with distance along the aircraft departure routes
from the three London airports is illustrated in a simple way in Figure 1. For this purpose,
* departure routes are the mean flight tracks already determined from radar data by DORA for the.
production of noise exposure contours. The graphs show, for each airport, the variation of
population density with distance from start of roll, averaged over all departures, in people per
square kilometre'. To reflect the long term average pattern of runway use (modal split), the

averages are weighted: 75% for westerly departures, 25% for easterlies.

. For any individual route, the representative population density at any-point is. taken as the average -

~ within a circle centred on that point. Thus the graph depicts a running average within ‘corridors’
. that follow the curvatures of the mean departure tracks. At points within Skm from start of roll,.
- where aircraft are on the runway or close to the mean flight track, the population averaging radius

-is 1km. To make some allowance for the greater dispersions of flight' tracks further along the -
route, the averaging radius is increased to 1.5km at points greater than Skm from start of roll.
(Provisional flight track ‘swathes’ of £1.5km are used for track monitoring purposes in the NTK
. system.) : ' . ' o . T

2000 [T ey e s mas e SRR T T
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1000 F
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500F \.

Stansted Gatwick O

10 11
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! These calculations have been perfdrmed'by DORA using the same computer software developed to

determine the numbers of people lying within aircraft noise.exposure contours. The population densities are *
calculated from 1991 OPCS census data broken down into individual postcode cells. -



* Appendix 2

AEROPLANES EXEMPTED FROM CHAPTER 2 PHASE OUT PROVISIONS
WHICH WILL ALSO BE EXEMPTED FROM THE PROPOSED NEW DAY TIME
'NOISE LIMIT! ST S

‘v Aeroplanes Exempted By UK.CAA

QPLtO! I, Aircraft Type ‘__'eg;'str‘at-i(;)n”'_
_GHANA o | -

" MK Air Cargo DCSF55 | 9G-MKA
CE | C . 9G-MKC
. 9G-MKF

LEBANON

o .~ BU07323  OD-AHC
OD-AHE
. OD-AHF

OD-AGD" -
OD-AGO
‘B707-327 - OD-AGS

| - OD-AGX =

IMA- . B7o7323
o - B707-321

PAKISTAN

Pakistan International Airlines =~ B707-3490 AP-AXG

TAROM . Burskic YR-ABA

' SUDAN

Trans Arabian Air Transport o B707-"321' o ST-AMF

! These aircraft will be exempted from the "requif_em,ent to meet the new daytime rioise limit of 94dBA;

they will continug to be required to meet a daytime limit of 97 dBA and will also be required to meet
the night-time limits of 89dBA (2300-2330 and 0600-0700). ‘
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o AﬁicanFInternatibnal‘ Ajfways

| UGANDA

o DcsF-S4

. B707:379
" B707-351

. 3D-ADV
3D-AFR

SXJBE
SX-JET
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Base Maximum Sound Level (Lmax), dBA

Sample noise-power-distance (NPD) curves for A320 on departure

110
100 \\
90 \
80 N
70
: Thrust per engine, pounds force (1000s)
] Distance, ft 10 14 19 23
60 200 94.8 96.7 101.2 104.0 \
b 400 86.3 88.6 93.9 96.9
| 630 80.5 83.5 89.0 92.2
] 1,000 74.8 78.4 84.0 87.3
50 2,000 66.5 70.5 76.1 79.4
b 4,000 57.6 61.7 67.3 70.8
T 6,300 51.1 55.3 61.1 64.7
: 10,000 44.0 48.1 54.1 57.9
40 T
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