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Dear Mr. Roberts, 
 
Re: London Biggin Hill - Airspace Change Proposal.  Sponsor Consultation 
Document (16th November 2015). 
 
We are in receipt of the above consultation and whilst we have responded direct to Biggin 
Hill, as we have a number of significant concerns with the document and its failure to meet 
CAA guidance we feel it appropriate to make representations directly to you. 
 
The following comments and observations on the consultation document are informed by 
recent events at Gatwick, that have given this authority considerable practical experience 
of the impact that the introduction of precision based navigation and new aircraft routes 
(ADNID trial) has on residents and communities. 
 
In view of the disturbance that the introduction of a new route will cause to an area that has 
not previously been overflown, our main concerns with the approach taken by Biggin Hill 
are as follows. 
 

i) Lack of consideration of alternative routes. 
From the consultation document there does not appear to have been any consideration 
of alternative routes to the one considered. Whether there has or not, there is no 
information on these routes nor why they were discounted, nor is there a detailed 
quantified justification as to why only a single route was chosen. 
 
ii) Noise Impact - Lack of a quantified assessment of what it will be like for 
residents living under the proposed new flight path / misleading statements about 
the noise impact. 
The document makes much of the noise improvement to population centres that are 
currently overflown e.g. Woldingham, population c. 2,100, which is marked on the map 
with other population centres in Figure 7 of the consultation document.  However the 
map in Figure 7 is missing the village of Merstham (population  c.7,100) and Hooley (c. 
1,200), both of which will be overflown and affected by the new route. 
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One of the design criteria for the route is that it is1 'designed to over fly the mean line of 
the busy A/M23 to reduce further any potential noise impacts on local communities..'.  It 
is unclear why this approach has been chosen as the aircraft noise will still be clearly 
audible - it simply means that residents who had one noise problem will now have a 
second. 
 
The document states2 'some communities may notice a minor increase in over flights by 
aircraft....However, in reality, aircraft in this stage of flight will be indistinguishable from 
other LTMA traffic'.  However no measurements or calculations are supplied to support 
this statement.  
 
Our own calculations3 indicate noise levels as aircraft pass overhead of about 62 dBA in 
Hooley and 65 dBA in Merstham. Our work with Gatwick over the past two years 
suggests that annoyance that prompts complaints occurs at noise levels of 50 dBA 
where a new flight path is introduced. 
 
As a consequence of the new route an additional 6,750 aircraft per year will fly over this 
area - i.e. on average about one flight per 16 minutes4.  At this frequency and noise 
level Biggin Hill flights will be distinguishable from other air traffic in the area. 
 
Although not relevant to overflight of our borough, the sponsor video at: 
 
http://www.bigginhillairport.com/ACP/ 
 
which has been made publicly available as a part of this consultation, says, in relation to 
aircraft at 3000' that '... they are unlikely to be heard from the ground'.  It is our view that 
a jet aircraft of the type using the airfield will easily be audible from the ground at such a 
low altitude. We estimate it to be about 60 dBA. The sponsors provide no support for 
their claim.  Whilst this is only an example, and the aircraft at this altitude are not over 
this borough, such assertions, not backed up and seemingly contrary to our experience 
of noise disturbance, undermine our confidence in the sponsor’s impact assessment 
and casts serious doubt on the validity of the rest of the document.   

 
iii) Lack of Forecast data.  
The report appears to lack any kind of future forecast on aircraft movements even five 
years hence, despite an entire section5 headed 'Air Traffic Movements and Forecast'. 
This is critical in assessing the impact on residents into the future.  Such a forecast must 
exist given the forecast noise levels in the vicinity of the airport for 2020 (Figure 11).   
 
iv)  Lax assessment methodologies.  
The assessment of carbon dioxide emissions lacks any rigour. The airport should be 
more than capable of undertaking a representative survey of flights into the airport and 
making the necessary calculations based on this sample.  
 
The fact that the sponsor is unable or unwilling to complete this assessment is a 
significant cause for concern, which is further compounded by the impression in this 
section that the airport has no accurate understanding of how aircraft are using the 
current airspace.  

 
This last point is particularly concerning given that accurate record keeping will be essential 
for the post implementation review of any new arrival route. 
 
The consultation document states6 '... we are required to consider in detail both the 
operational and the environmental effects of all of the options available...' [our 
emphasis]. It is suggested in the strongest terms that this has not been done, that where 
statements have been made they are in many cases unsupported and simply incorrect, 
that the current consultation is not fit for purpose, and that the CAA should reject the 
submission in its current form.  Further, if additional submissions are allowed and made, 
they should be part of a totally new consultation allowing consultees to review all of the 

                                                 
1
 Page 31, para 4.25. 

2 
Page 50, para 5.7.2. 

3
 Based on the data in Table 2 p.41 in absence of in flight data, and taking account of atmospheric attenuation, and ground height. 

4
 On average assuming operational 06:00 to 23:00. In practice frequency is likely to vary throughout the day. 

5
 Page 18, para 2.6. 

6
 Page 25, para 3.4.2. 
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information afresh as a complete entity.  At the very least it is imperative that any new 
submissions should be fully consulted on with new, and complete, time-scales. 
 
Without prejudice to our request immediately above, in the event that a new route passing 
over Surrey residents is accepted, we request that you advise us: 

 
- what monitoring does the CAA expect to be undertaken as a minimum pre-
implementation (to establish a baseline) and post-implementation (to assess the 
impact of the scheme on residents)? 
 
- in the event that a route causes significant noise problems for residents post-
implementation, whether the airport will be made to consider alternative routes, and 
what will be the trigger to consider such alternatives? 
 
-  in respect of the above, what the CAA would deem to constitute 'significant noise 
problems for residents'? 
 
- given that residents in Hooley and Merstham have brought properties with no defined 
flight paths overhead, and given the potential disturbance suggested by the 
calculations in ii) above, will the airport be required to make compensation payments 
to residents? 
 

 
I look forward to your response.  
 
In the meantime if you wish to discuss any of the technical aspects of this letter please 
contact Leon Hibbs on 01737 276403. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 

 
 
 
Cllr. Allen Kay 
Deputy Leader 
 
01737 276021 
cllr.kay@reigate-banstead.gov.uk   
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