
 

 

TO MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL 
 

 Notice is hereby given that a meeting of the Council of the London Borough of 
Bromley is to be held in the Council Chamber at Bromley Civic Centre on Wednesday 
25 March 2015 at 7.00 pm which meeting the Members of the Council are hereby 
summoned to attend. 

 
Prayers 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 

1  
  

Apologies for absence  

2  
  

Declarations of Interest  

3   Questions from Members of the Public where notice has been given. (Pages 25 - 30) 

 Questions must be received by 5pm on Thursday 19th March 2015. 
  

4  
  

Oral questions from Members of the Council where notice has been given. (Pages 31 - 34) 

5  
  

Written questions from Members of the Council (Pages 35 - 36) 

6  
  

Biggin Hill Airport Proposal to vary the Operating Hours (Pages 37 - 248) 

  
  

  
BROMLEY CIVIC CENTRE 
BROMLEY BR1 3UH  
Tuesday 17 March 2015 
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3A 
COUNCIL MEETING 

 
25TH MARCH 2015 

 
(A) QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC FOR ORAL REPLY 

 
 
 
1. From Annick Tuesley  
 
Why does the Council allow the Airport to state that it operates from 6.30 to 
22.00, when those are the very hours that were overwhelmingly rejected (twice) prior 
to the Olympics, and what justification would there be for the Council to grant 
those hours now, and even more?  
 
2. From David Hook 
 
Will the proposed (by BHAL) limited number of Air Traffic Movements of 50,000 per 
year, be incorporated into the new Lease, and/or temporary adjustment to the 
existing Lease? 
  
3.  From Peter Birdsall 

(i)      Regardless of the outcome of tonight’s meeting, what steps are the Council 
planning to take which will increase the income from this relatively poorly 
performing investment property?  

  
(ii)    Why did the Council refuse to give residents any detail about income to the 

Council when the Airport has been keen to mention large amounts in 
newspaper articles?  How believable are those figures?  

  
(iii)    How do you explain the most recent figure that the council stands to make 

£11million a year? Is that before or after all the infrastructure and service 
costs?  

 
4.      From Mike Overall 

(i)     Irrespective of the result of tonight’s debate, will the Council now ask the Airport 
to prepare a fully detailed Report on use of Alternative Flight  Paths over open 
countryside on the East, accompanied by a Noise Action Plan that considers 
overflying of residential areas rather than airport contours?  

 
(ii)    Since this seriously affects tens of thousands of Keston Village and Bromley 

residents, will the Council make publicly available detailed results of these 
studies and, if enforceable, impose sanctions for non-compliance by the 
Airport?  
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(5)    From Michael Latham 
 
(i)     Why are Members asked to consider this application given that the officer’s 

report for Members states at Finance 1;  ‘It has not been possible to gauge how 
realistic these projections are at this stage as no detailed submissions were 
provided to support these proposals’  ? 

(ii)   Why does the officer’s report at 6.4 (d) not mention the environmental damage 
inflicted on the non air conditioned Princess Royal University Hospital by planes 
flying low overhead to land at Biggin Hill – as this can affect all Bromley 
residents – at particularly stressful times? 

  
(iii)  Will Councillor Carr confirm the Chief Executive wrote to him on 22.9.04 and 

3.3.05 about the; ‘detrimental effect on the PRUH and its patient environment’ 
since when planes have become lower and larger - and that Councillor Arthur, 
non-Executive Hospital Trust Board Member, was party to those letters ? 

 
(6)    From Tony Trinick  
 
(i)     Why did the Council not reveal that the supposed increase in jobs is not only 

linked to an increase in operating hours but to a raft of other major concessions 
to the Airport, including sacrificing Green Belt for hangars and building better 
access to the airport?  
 

(ii)     Why did the Council not reveal (I quote from Appendix 1 of the NLP report) that 
there is an underlying request to de-link the "roles of the Airport from 
environmental factors including green belt, noise, access and amenity”? 

  
(7)    From Susan Radford, Petts Wood & District Residents’ Association 

 
Does the Council accept that the aircraft approach heights proposed in the 
trial announced in BHAL's press release will remain unchanged over Petts Wood and 
therefore the promised reduction in noise is likely to be minimal in our area? 
 
(8)   From Giuliana Voisey 
 
(i)      Does the Council accept that the busiest and noisiest flight path is the one 

running below 2500 feet from Sidcup/Chislehurst to runway 21, as clearly 
demonstrated by the red corridor of NO votes on Map 2, Appendix 8, which 
gives a very good indication of where the main problem is? 

(ii)     Does the Council realise that the estimated increase in revenue of £626,000 in 
15 years’ time equates to just £90 per household under this flight path alone, in 
15 years' time, and the proposed Community Fund equates to £20 (£110 in 
total) based on a very conservative estimate of 7000 affected households?   

(iii)   How do 2300 jobs in 15 years’ time in a borough that only has 1.4% 
unemployment (which is as low as it can realistically get), mainly created by 
attracting non-Bromley employees, compare with the sacrifices you are asking 
more than 100,000 of your residents to make from now?  
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9.     From Hugh Bunce 

(i)      Why has no mention been made of the PRU hospital, one of the largest in 
South England, 1.5 miles from the end of the runway, with aircraft only 700 feet 
directly above creating a serious safety risk, and what can be done to restrict jet 
movements over this sensitive site?  

(ii)    The flight path crosses from Locksbottom, to Bexley, covering 200,000 
residents, two major hospitals, and 8 schools, (one of the most densely 
populated areas of the UK). Is the safety, quality of life, and environment of 
these people more important than developing an airport with severe 
infrastructure limitations?   

(iii)    There are over 100,000 voters in four constituencies who are subjected to the 
effects of the flight path to Biggin Hill Airport. If you make a decision against 
their wishes are you happy to lose these constituencies on May 7th? 

 

10.    From Barrie Mayer  
 
(i)      Isn’t a decision on this Application seriously premature as most all the 

mitigating factors offered by BHAL or suggested by Cole Jarman are untested, 
best-efforts or insignificant? 

 
(ii)     Does the Council accept that the Noise Action Plan presented by the Airport is 

only limited to “assessing progress every 5 years towards noise reduction within 
the Airport contours” (page 10) and, if so, how is this going to help residents? 

 
11.   From Jason Polis 
 
(i)     What would be the contractual and other legal provisions to revert the lease 

back to its current terms should the promises made, including those about noise 
reduction, fail to materialise or meet expectations? 

 
(ii)     What budgetary, legal and contractual provisions would be made to defend 

council and councillors from legal actions in relation to the consequences of any 
decision made in relation to this matter? 

 
(iii)    What are all the expected consequences for residents and council of earlier and 

later flights on every day and night of the week? 

12.    From Will Curtis 

In the light of the overwhelming support for the proposals made for the future use of 
Biggin Hill Airport, does the Leader agree that, provided that environmental concerns 
can be satisfactorily addressed, the proposals made by the Airport will secure the 
future of the airport in the quietest and lowest density sector of commercial aviation 
whilst at the same time providing both social and economic benefits and 
safeguarding the heritage of Biggin Hill airport? 
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13.   From Robert Walters  
 
Can the Leader say what alternatives there may be to business and general aviation 
if the airport continues to lose market share due to its unfavourable operating hours 
and what other sectors of commercial aviation exist that could fill any revenue 
shortfall resulting from further loss of market share? 
  
14. From Barry Sergeant   
  
With 31,500 residents supporting Biggin Hill’s proposals, does the Council feel that it 
has received a clear instruction from residents to support BHAL’s proposals? 
  
15. From John Willis  
  
Does the Leader believe that the planned Aviation Technical College will fit well with 
the recently announced and very commendable boost in the government 
apprenticeship scheme such that it will create jobs for Bromley residents and align 
with current Conservative economic policies? 
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3B 
 

COUNCIL MEETING 
 

25TH MARCH 2015 
 

(B) QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC FOR WRITTEN REPLY 
 
1.  From Andrew Cairns  
 
What alternative uses for the airport site has the Council considered, more 
appropriate to the residential nature of the surrounding areas, given that the 
management of BHAL feel unable to operate a viable business without increasing 
their weekly operating hours by an overall 14.5% (42% increase at the weekend)? 
 
2.  From Matthew Coates  
 
(i) As job and Gross Added Value estimates are linked by NLP to more than just the 
increase in operating hours, has the Council received a satisfactory Business Plan 
from the Airport related exclusively to the increase in operating hours? 
  

(ii) Why does the Council keep referring to the overall support for the Airport’s 
proposals during its October survey when the Populus survey actually showed that 
only 35% unreservedly supported the only question that matters: Operating Hours, 
thus perpetuating BHAL’s misrepresentation of it? 

 
(iii) Why does the Council believe that taxpayers have to continue to provide funds 
and concessions to a private business serving an elite clientele AND already 
profitable, when that money would be better spent supporting other types of 
industries and enterprises?  
 

3.    From Zoe Chambers 
 
(i)    What forecasts have been run to ensure that there are enough students from the 
borough of Bromley to justify Bromley taxpayers paying £3.5m towards it and why 
was it not made clear that we taxpayers, not the airport, are paying for it?  
 
(ii)   Has the Council analysed alternative sources of income for that large area which 
do not involve aeroplanes overflying people's homes and why would this not be a 
reasonable opportunity to ask the Airport (which is profitable and does not need extra 
support) whether they might want to rescind the lease if they do not like it as it is? 
 
(iii)  How much profit has the Council made in real terms from BHAL over the past 20 
years after deducting the £1.5m to resurface the runway, additional money to install 
the ILS, £400k granted in 2007 (taken from BHAL’s accounts) and other general 
infrastructure/services expenditure? Why do you think they are not taking you for a 
ride again? 
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4.    From Nicholas Voisey 
 
(i) Now that I have read the report circulated yesterday, how can a decision be taken 
with so many imponderables, suggested 'best efforts' amendments, unsubstantiated 
projections, undeliverable pledges etc?  
  
(ii)  How can the council even consider such a divisive decision based on putting two 
thirds unaffected residents of the borough against the third which is affected? 
  
(iii) How can a Council, any council, support a party that has based its canvassing on 
market manipulation rather than market research and run a campaign by calling 
the opposition liars instead of using arguments as well as writing 
personal intimidating letters?  All of this can be proven. 
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COUNCIL MEETING 

 
25th MARCH 2015 

 
 

QUESTIONS FOR ORAL REPLY FROM MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL 
 
 
 
1.  From Cllr Ian Dunn to the Portfolio Holder for Environment      
 

Can the Portfolio Holder tell me how many residents have been written to demanding 
a fee of £80 per annum for the disabled space outside their home? How many of 
them are old age pensioners? Does he think that it is fair that some of the most 
vulnerable in society are being charged £80 per annum for a parking space which is 
available to any blue badge holder. 
 
2.      From Cllr Nicholas Bennett to the Leader of the Council 
 
What information he has as to the improvement of the local economy since May 

2010? 

 

3. From Cllr Nicholas Bennett to the Portfolio Holder for Resources 

What was the Council tax money terms and percentage increase in the three years 
1999-2002 and in the 13 years since 2002? 
 
4.  From Cllr Nicholas Bennett to the Portfolio Holder for Education 
 
If he will make a statement on how the expected increase in pupil numbers in the 
coming years will be met by the provision of new places at both primary and 
secondary level? 
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Ward Breakdown of Disabled Person Parking Bays in the Borough

19/06/2015

Ward 
No of Bays

 in Ward 
Percentage 
in Borough 

Beckenham 2 0.7%
Bickley 10 3.3%
Biggin Hill 3 1.0%
Bromley 2 0.7%
Bromley Common & Keston 32 10.4%
Bromley Town 13 4.2%
Chelsfield & Pratts Bottom 10 3.3%
Chislehurst 6 2.0%
Clock House 33 10.7%
Copers Cope 5 1.6%
Cray Valley East 8 2.6%
Cray Valley West 28 9.1%
Crystal Palace 11 3.6%
Darwin 1 0.3%
Farnborough & Crofton 12 3.9%
Hayes & Coney Hall 5 1.6%
Kelsey & Eden Park 29 9.4%
Mottingham & Chislehurst 16 5.2%
Orpington 9 2.9%
Penge & Cator 36 11.7%
Plaistow & Sundridge 22 7.2%
Shortlands 3 1.0%
St Mary Cray 1 0.3%
West Wickham 10 3.3%
Total 307 100.0%
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5 
COUNCIL MEETING 

 
25TH MARCH 2015   

 
QUESTIONS FOR WRITTEN REPLY FROM MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL 

 
 
 
1.  From Cllr Ian Dunn to the Portfolio Holder for Environment  

Can the portfolio holder provide the number of disabled residents who have been 
written to demanding a fee of £80 per annum for the disabled space outside their 
home broken down by ward. 
 
2.  From Cllr Nicholas Bennett to the Portfolio Holder for Renewal and 

Recreation 
 
Further to my question at the last meeting If he will update the list by Plans sub-
committee the number of applications since May 2014 which have been 
recommended for; 

i. approval 

ii. refusal  

iii. and the number in each case where the committee took a contrary 

view and the number of appeals registered as a result and where 

available the outcome of the appeal? 

 

3.          From Cllr Nicholas Bennett to the Portfolio Holder for Renewal and 
Recreation 

 

What information he has as to the current operating conditions for flights into and out 

of the following airports: 

Southend 
Luton 
Northolt 
London City? 

 
4. From Cllr Nicholas Bennett to the Portfolio Holder for Renewal and 

Recreation 

 

Further to Cllr Ruth Bennett’s question at the last meeting if he will list by library the 

cost of issuing a book at each one? 
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Report No. 
DRR15/035 

London Borough of Bromley 
 

PART ONE - PUBLIC 
 
 

 

   

Decision Maker: Executive 

Date:  25th March 2015 

Decision Type: Non-Urgent 
 

Executive  
 

Non-Key 
 

Title: Biggin Hill Airport Proposal to Vary the Operating Hours 
 

Contact Officer: Marc Hume, Director of Regeneration and Transformation 
Tel:  020 8461 7987   E-mail:  marc.hume@bromley.gov.uk 
Mark Bowen, Director of Corporate Services 
Tel: 020 8313 4355 
Andrew Rogers, Communications Executive 
Tel: 020 8461 7670 

Chief Officer: Marc Hume, Director of Regeneration and Transformation  

Ward: All Wards 

 
1. Reason for report 

This report seeks Members’ views on Biggin Hill Airport Limited’s proposals to vary the 
operating hours at Biggin Hill Airport. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. RECOMMENDATION(S) 

2.1 Members are asked to consider Biggin Hill Airport Limited’s proposals to vary the 
operating hours at Biggin Hill Airport and to decide whether to: 

 Support the proposals as proposed. 

 Reject the proposals as proposed. 

 Support some/all the proposals subject to conditions including those in paragraph 
3.46–3.76 that Members deem appropriate. 
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Corporate Policy 
 

1. Policy Status: Existing Policy:   
 

2. BBB Priority: Excellent Council Quality Environment Vibrant, Thriving Town Centres:  
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Financial 
 

1. Cost of proposal:  Potential additional income could be generated should the hours be 
approved.  It has not been possible to gauge how realistic these projections are at this stage as 
no detailed submission was provided to support these projections. 

 

2. Ongoing costs:  As above 
 

3. Budget head/performance centre: Biggin Hill Airport 
 

4. Total current budget for this head: Cr £206k 
 

5. Source of funding: Existing Revenue Budget 2015/16. 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Staff 
 

1. Number of staff (current and additional): No additional staff required    
 

2. If from existing staff resources, number of staff hours: In the event that Members approve 
some/all the proposals, it will be necessary for officers to have detailed discussions with the 
Airport on any conditions/requirements imposed by the Council.    

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Legal 
 

1. Legal Requirement: Statutory Requirement Non-Statutory - Government Guidance None: 
Further Details 

 

2. Call-in: Applicable:   
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Customer Impact 
 

1. Estimated number of users/beneficiaries (current and projected): Residents borough-wide could 
benefit from new employment opportunities created at the Airport linked to any changes in 
hours.  However, residents who live close to the Airport/flight paths are likely to experience 
increased noise.  

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Ward Councillor Views 
 

1. Have Ward Councillors been asked for comments? Yes  
 

2. Summary of Ward Councillors comments:   Comments from Cllr Benington and Cllr Mrs 
Stevens attached as Appendix 6.  Cllr Richard Scoates has commented that he will provide any 
views at the relevant meetings. 
 

3. All Councillors will have an opportunity to comment on the proposals at the Full Council Meeting 
to be held on the 25th March. 
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3. COMMENTARY 

Background 

3.1 On 5th November 2014 lawyers acting on behalf of Biggin Hill Airport Ltd. (BHAL) wrote to the 
Council (Appendix 1) proposing to vary the operating hours of the Airport pursuant to the terms 
of the Lease.  Included with their letter was a document summarising the proposal entitled 
“Biggin Hill’s Future” (Appendix 2), a “Noise Action Plan” (Appendix 3) and a report on their 
Public Consultation (Appendix 4).  Subsequently on 10th November BHAL’s lawyers wrote to the 
Council explaining how the proposed operating hours would increase the funding the Council 
receives from BHAL (Appendix 5).  Members are asked to note that originally BHAL asked that 
the proposed funding implications as shown in Appendix 5, be treated as private and 
confidential.  However, in the interests of openness and transparency, BHAL has agreed that 
this information should be incorporated into this report. 

3.2   Biggin Hill Airport is owned by Bromley Council and leased to BHAL for a term of 125 years from  
7th May 1994. The Council has a direct financial interest in the performance of the Airport.  It 
receives an Index-linked base rent (£89,444 in 2014/15) and an additional rent at the higher of 
the amount by which (a) 3% of gross turnover or (b) 12.5% of net profits exceeds the base rent 
(£119,084 in 2014/15). The lease permits 125,000 movements per year (a movement being a 
landing or take-off).  In 2013 there were 41,500 movements and the Airport does not expect to 
increase above 50,000 movements in the foreseeable future.  The Airport is one of the largest 
employers in the Borough and accommodates 65 businesses, providing over 1,000 jobs.  The 
Airport has been identified as a Strategic Growth Area by the GLA and BHAL plans indicate that 
the Airport could create up to 2,300 jobs over the next 20 years.  BHAL’s economic growth plan 
produced in April 2014 calculated the wider economic benefits arising from the implementation 
of their plan as providing an annual business turnover of £468m, up from £225m, and a gross 
value added (value of goods and services produced) of £230m, up from £69m.  The Airport’s 
management see its future as a business and general aviation airport and are proposing to 
extend business activity whilst staying within the current Airport’s boundaries.   

3.3 The application is being made because the Airport believes it needs more flexible operating 
hours in order to achieve its growth potential and be competitive as a business and general 
aviation airport.  If granted, the Airport believe they will attract more business aircraft owners to 
base themselves at Biggin Hill, providing trade to new and existing businesses at Biggin Hill 
leading to a significant increase in employment.  The current operating hours were set 20 years 
ago and the Airport believes they are no longer fit for purpose and have hindered the realisation 
of the Airport’s true potential. 

3.4 Subject to the Council agreeing to extend the operating hours, the Airport is proposing to 
introduce a Noise Action Plan “to reduce the Airport’s noise footprint with the aim to ensure that 
the Airport operates as quietly as possible, has minimum effect on neighbours, and has a 
process of regular reviews and improvements in place”. 

Operating Criteria/Current Approved Hours 

3.5 Paragraph (c) of the Operating Criteria in the lease provides as follows: 

“Limit the operating hours of the Airport (including ground running of aircraft ) from between 
07.30 am and 21.00 pm on weekdays, and 09.00 am and 20.00 pm on Saturdays, Sundays and 
Public Holidays, provided that: 

 In respect of aircraft that are normally based at the Airport 

(a) Departures from the Airport may take place additionally from between 06.30 am and 
07.30 am on weekdays only, and  
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(b) Landings at the Airport may take place additionally up until 22.00 pm on week days only. 

 Up to a maximum of 3 flight movements shall be permitted on Saturdays and Sundays 
between 08.15 am and 09.00 am to permit an operator based at the Airport to operate a 
scheduled service to France.” 

 This limitation shall not apply to any emergency movements, that is when an aircraft has to 
land for reasons of safety of the aircraft or its passengers. 

3.6 Since the lease is for a period of 125 years, and the nature of the business is clearly likely to 
change over such a long period, the lease includes provisions allowing the tenant to seek 
variations to the terms of the lease and imposes some conditions on how the landlord can deal 
with such requests. Consideration of requests to amend the Operating Criteria is subject to a 
specific provision in the lease.  Clause 2(11) provides that the landlord cannot unreasonably 
withhold consent to requests for variation or amendment to the operating criteria, but goes on to 
include the following proviso which applies only while the landlord is the Council: 

“Provided that should the tenant consider the Landlord is unreasonably withholding its 
agreement the tenant may refer the matter to arbitration and the arbitrator shall in reaching 
his decision consider whether the Landlord has taken into account matters which it ought not 
to have taken into account or conversely has refused to take into account or neglected to 
take account of matters which it ought to have taken account and shall consider whether the 
decision of the Landlord to refuse its approval is so unreasonable that no reasonable Local 
Authority would have refused its approval”. 

BHAL Proposed Operating Hours 

3.7 Included in BHAL’s proposal letter dated 5th November 2014 (Appendix 1) was a table (see 
below) stating their proposed operating hours/restrictions. 

 Current Operating Hours 1 Proposed Operating Hours 

Days Hours Restrictions Hours Restrictions 

Monday to Friday 6.30 am to 10.00 pm No landings allowed before 
7.30 am and no departures 
after 9.00 pm 

6.30 am to 11.00 pm 1. Cap of 8 movements 
between 6.30 am and 7.00 
am 

2. Cap of 8 movements 
between 10.00 pm and 11.00 
pm 

3. Piston engine light aircraft 
(except military/medical 
flights) not permitted between 
6.30 am and 7.00 am and 
between 10.00 pm and 11.00 
pm 

Saturday 9.00 am to 8.00 pm 
plus a maximum of 3 
flight movements 
between 8.15 am 
and 9.00 am for a 
scheduled service to 
France 

 As above 1. As per Monday to Friday 

2. No flying training before 
9.00 am or after 5.00 pm 

Sunday As above  8.00 am to 11.00 pm 1. Cap of 8 movements 
between 10.00 pm and 11.00 
pm 

2. Piston engine light aircraft 
(except military/medical 
flights) not permitted between 
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10.00 pm and 11.00 pm 

3. No flying training before 
9.00 am or after 5.00 pm 

Public Holidays 9.00 am to 8.00 pm  As above As per Sunday 

 

1  It should be noted that the Airport’s “operating hours” are specified in the Operating Criteria as stated in paragraph 3.5 

 

BHAL Proposed Noise Action Plan 

3.8 Subject to BHAL’s proposed hours being approved, the Airport is proposing to use all 
reasonable endeavours to implement a ‘Noise Action Plan’ (Appendix 3) which seeks to follow 
best industry practice ensuring that the Airport operates as quietly as possible and with minimal 
effect on the locality. 

3.9 In summary, the Noise Action Plan proposes the following noise reduction measures: 

a. Regular monitoring and reporting of aircraft noise. 

b. Phasing out of noisier aircraft currently permitted under the Operating Criteria. 

c. Working with the operators of training aircraft to install noise suppression equipment or 
replace aircraft with quieter models, as well as restrictions on training flights in the 
proposed operating hours. 

d. Working with other operators to ensure adherence to noise control measures and review 
operational procedures (including formalising “no fly zones” where possible). 

e. Investing in new GPS based runway guidance system for northern runway 03. 

f. Working with National Air Traffic Services (NATS) to raise the height of aircraft arriving and 
departing from the Airport. 

g. Working with NATS to introduce a new “instrument approach” procedure for runway 03 to 
replace the existing visual approach.  BHAL state this would result in aircraft arriving at 
runway 03 being at a higher level over Farnborough Hospital and a reduction in the area 
overflown to the west of the Airport. 

h. Capping the number of flights before 7.00 a.m. and after 10.00 p.m. as detailed above in 
the proposed operating hours table. 

I. Discouraging residential/noise sensitive development close to the Airport. 

j. Introducing a system of fines and controls for aircraft not complying with the Airport’s noise 
abatement regulations. 

3.10 BHAL propose that the Noise Action Plan will be reviewed in five years’ time and thereafter 
revised at five-yearly intervals or in the event that the annual number of movements does at any 
time approach 50,000 per year. 
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 BHAL Financial Proposals 

3.11 On 10th November 2014 BHAL submitted “Private and Confidential” financial proposals to the 
Council (Appendix 5).  As noted above, BHAL subsequently agreed to allow these proposals to 
be included in this report in the interests of openness and transparency. 

3.12 BHAL’s financial proposals set out three potential streams of new funding to the Council, 
namely; 

1. Additional rent payable by the Airport to the Council. 

 BHAL estimates that £35,000 would be payable to the Council in 2016 rising to 
£626,000 in 2030. 

2. Supplementary Community Payments for flights between 22.00 hours – 23.00 hours 

 BHAL estimate that £29,000 would be payable to the Council in 2016 rising to 
£146,000 in 2030.* 

* BHAL has recently written to the Council on 26
th
 February 2015 indicating that they would be 

willing to also levy this charge in the period 06.30 hours to 07.00 hours.  BHAL estimate that 
this would yield 50% more in revenues p.a., i.e. in 2016 it would yield £29,000 + £14,500 = 

£43,500 and so on as the years progress. 

3. New rates generated by attracting more companies to the Airport under the Government’s 
6-Year Incentive Scheme. 

 BHAL estimate that £236,000 would be payable to the Council in 2017 rising 
to £718,000 in 2022. 

3.13 The Airport has stressed that none of these additional sources of income would be deliverable 
in the absence of the hours proposal being approved. 

 BHAL Public Consultation on its Proposals 

3.14 Prior to submitting its proposals to the Council on 5th November, the Airport undertook an 
extensive engagement and consultation exercise regarding its proposals.  In summary, the 
Airport reported that over 15,000 responses were received, 66% of respondents supported the 
proposed operating hours, 17% gave qualified support, and 17% opposed them.  As could be 
expected, the analysis by Ward shows varying degrees of support or concern, and 
understandably residents living under or close to the flight path expressing most concern.  In 
addition to the consultation, BHAL also engaged a polling and market research company, 
Populus, to conduct a telephone survey of Bromley residents.  Populus interviewed 1001 adult 
residents, with results weighted to be demographically representative of all adults in in the 
Borough.  The Populus poll showed that a total of 79% supported the proposals, with 43% 
showing strong support and 36% supporting the proposals with some reservations.   

 Council Public Consultation 

3.15 Following receipt of BHAL’s proposals, the Council issued a news release which confirmed that 
the Council had received a proposal from the Airport.  Consultation did not commence at this 
stage as further details about the proposal were required.  In anticipation that the Council would 
receive comments, the news release advised that anyone who wanted to respond could e-mail 
the Council.  A small number of responses, both e-mails and letters, were received in this pre-
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consultation phase, with all but one from respondents who stated their opposition to BHAL 
proposals. 

 
3.16 Consultation started once additional information from BHAL had been received and after the 

Christmas period which is not an ideal time to start a consultation exercise.  The Council’s 
consultation period started on 16th January, with the 8 week period formally closing on 13th 
March.   

 
3.17 The overriding objective of the consultation was to enable individuals to express their views 

quickly and easily, in an accessible way, with a deliberate intention not to exclude comments. 
The consultation encouraged respondents to consider both the context and detail of the 
proposal.  To aid understanding and for context, the consultation sought to outline why the 
Council needed to consider the proposal and what BHAL had already done before submitting 
their application.   

 
3.18 Some respondents have questioned this approach and commented that the survey and 

introductory text was biased and encouraged positive responses.  For instance, some have 
commented that the introductory text did not list reasons to reject the application.  It is important 
to note that the commentary merely sought to broadly summarise the proposals as they had 
been presented to the Council, inviting respondents to read the full details of the proposal on 
the Council’s website and to form their views as they deemed appropriate.  

 
3.19 It should also be noted that some respondents confused Biggin Hill Airport’s website 

(www.bigginhillfuture.co.uk) with the Council’s website, which also led some to raise questions 
of ‘bias’.  

  
3.20 The questions were designed to encourage respondents to consider all of the various aspects 

of BHAL’s proposal before either stating a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’.  The second question invited 
people to consider any factors which could change or affect their opinion, in recognition that 
some people may wish to change their view in certain circumstances.  The comments box 
allowed respondents to both comment generally and list factors which individuals felt should be 
considered if they were to change their mind. 

 
3.21 To ensure that all residents could comment, the survey and an accompanying letter were 

distributed to all residential properties within the borough.  The same survey was also published 
online along with extensive documentation supplied by BHAL, including the results of their own 
consultation.  It was recognised that not all respondents would read this documentation but it 
was an important principle that it was available and the accompanying letter specifically drew 
attention to the information that was available on the Council’s website, easily accessed by 
going to www.bromley.gov.uk/bigginhillairport. 

 
3.22 The survey letter both alerted residents to the consultation and encouraged a response either 

by visiting the Council’s website or by posting the postage paid survey form.  The survey and 
letter were delivered in an envelope.  To encourage an awareness that the envelope contained 
important information, the envelope, which included the Bromley Council logo, was overprinted 
with a message which invited residents to “Please open and respond to the important 
consultation about Biggin Hill Airport”. 

 
3.23 Although it was recognised that some residents may be more interested in responding to the 

consultation than others, the survey envelopes were delivered to all households in the borough. 
This gave all residents an opportunity to respond to the consultation without the Council 
excluding any stated opinion, with the intention that subsequent analysis could allow different 
views to be appropriately considered.   

 

http://www.bigginhillfuture.co.uk/
http://www.bromley.gov.uk/bigginhillairport


  

8 

3.24 It was recognised that some residents could effectively respond twice by choosing, for instance, 
to complete both the ‘paper’ and ‘online’ survey.  There are many reasons that duplicate 
responses may be received and although duplicate responses can potentially be identified, 
individual property response may be deemed a more reliable indicator of ‘intent’ as this will not 
contain multiple ‘duplicate’ responses.     

 
3.25 Whist the survey was specifically targeted at residents of the borough, any individual could 

respond to the survey, provided that they were sufficiently identified by supplying personal 
details, including address.  In addition, neighbouring boroughs, district councils, parishes and 
county councils have also been contacted along with the borough’s MPs. Some councils, 
including London Borough of Greenwich and Tandridge District Council, subsequently 
publicised the consultation within their Borough.   

 
3.26 At the close of consultation, in total, 42,127 survey responses were received by the Council, 

making the response the largest single response to any Council consultation.  When only one 
response from each property is used, there are 14,754 survey responses. The levels of 
response would be considered very good when compared generally with other consultation or 
feedback gathering exercises.   

 
3.27 Whilst there is clearly significant public interest in BHAL’s proposals, the response rates have 

been influenced by ‘canvassing’, with supporters ‘for’ and ‘against’ actively encouraging others 
to respond.  Whilst some canvassing has been highly organised, some canvassing has been 
more informal, with neighbours talking to neighbours for instance.  Canvassing may have 
effectively encouraged some residents to respond twice, with an initial response already given 
and then a subsequent response given at a later stage.  It is also not possible to quantify how 
much influence ‘canvassing’ has had on generating responses or how this may have altered 
initial individual views. 
 

3.28 Considerable attention has been focussed on ensuring that the data being analysed is robust 
and accurate, with 416 responses excluded from analysis because names and/or addresses 
were omitted and or because a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ preference was not indicated.  Further information 
about the measures taken to ensure reliability of the data are outlined in Appendix 8.  The 
possibility that there are ‘duplicate responses’ remaining in the existing data from some 
households, both ‘yes’ and ‘no’, means that the overall household or property response is a 
more reliable indicator of overall views.  

 
3.29 In addition to the survey responses, the Council has also received a large number of additional 

correspondence, both in letter and e-mail format.  This additional correspondence has ranged 
from pro-forma style letters to letters and e-mails from individuals, resident groups, companies 
and other organisations.  It also includes a number of factsheets which have been published by 
BRAAD.  Further detail about this correspondence is contained within Appendix 8 of this report. 
 

3.30 In total, out of the 41,711 responses received, 31,500 or 76% indicated that they support 
BHAL’s proposals, with 10,211 or 24% indicating that they were against the proposals.  
 

3.31 The majority of responses, 39,202 or 94%, were received from residents across the Borough, 
with 2509 or 6% received from individuals not resident within the Borough or with unverifiable 
postcodes.  Whilst many of the ‘out of Borough’ responses come from relatively local areas such 
as Tatsfield and Sidcup, some have come from overseas.  Of the ‘out of borough’ responses, 
the ratio of respondents saying ‘yes’ and ‘no’ is similar to the general ratio of yes and no 
responses .   

 
3.32 In total, there have been 39,202 yes or no responses from residents across the borough, with 

the attached map (Appendix 8) graphically showing the responses.  When overall household 
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responses are considered, eliminating concerns about ‘duplicate household responses’, 14,754 
yes or no responses were recorded. Households responses from across the borough have 
largely responded to the consultation by saying ‘yes’, with 11,196 or 76% responding ‘yes’ and 
the remaining 3,558 or 24% saying ‘no’.  Relatively few respondents chose to answer question 
two and therefore, these responses have not been quantified but the various comments are 
summarised in Appendix 8. 

 
3.33 The responses rates and responses show considerable variation in different wards.  Appendix 8 

shows both individual responses by ward and household response by ward. 
 
3.34 Just four wards (Biggin Hill, Chelsfield and Pratts Bottom, Farnborough and Crofton and Petts 

Wood and Knoll) account for 30% of all Bromley Borough resident responses, with these 4 
wards being the highest responding wards too.  Perhaps unsurprisingly, these four wards are all 
geographically near to Biggin Hill Airport or could be considered to be part of the flightpath.  As 
a percentage of population, using the 2011 census data, depending on the specific ward, these 
response rates represent almost a quarter of all population in the ward.    

 
3.35  In terms of absolute numbers, the Darwin response is one of the lowest individual ward 

responses, the response rate compared to the percentage of ward population is the highest of 
anywhere in the Borough, with just over a quarter of all residents responding.  Again, this is 
perhaps not surprising given the proximity of the ward to Biggin Hill Airport.  Although there are 
more ‘yes’ responses than ‘no’ responses in Darwin, the data shows that Darwin ward is most 
evenly split between ‘yes’ and ‘no’, with 745 (55%) ‘yes’ responses compared to 607 (45%) ‘no’ 
responses.    

 
3.36 All but two wards in the borough have said ‘yes’, with Farnborough and Crofton and Petts Wood 

and Knoll wards saying ‘no’.  
 

Comments for: 
 
3.37 Respondents have listed a range of reasons in support of the proposal with many respondents 

in favour of showing support for business in the borough.  Respondents also cited the 
importance of the creation of jobs and support for local businesses during the currently difficult 
economic conditions.  Many respondents would also welcome the prestige an aviation college 
would bring to the area. 

 
3.38 Some of the respondents supporting the proposal highlighted the historical significance of the 

airport and felt the airport should be fully utilised, while safeguarding the airport’s future.   
 

Comments against: 
 
3.39 Many respondents have listed a range of reasons against BHAL’s proposals with many 

respondents citing increased noise pollution levels and disturbance, particularly for those under 
the flight path, which would affect their quality of life.   

 
3.40 Other reasons against the proposals include concerns about an increase in pollution and 

emissions from planes and additional traffic.  Further concerns were noted about an increase in 
traffic in an area and cited already poor transport links, including no railway station and only one 
road to the airport.   

 
3.41 Although BHAL’s proposals included a noise action plan, some respondents doubted that the 

noise reduction objectives could be achieved or they did not understand how the noise would be 
reduced. 
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3.42 Comments were also received citing scepticism about the creation of a significant number of 
jobs for local people.  Many respondents also feel that there are already too many flights and 
would like to see a reduction in numbers.   

 
 Respondents also express concerns that if this proposed change was accepted, further 

changes would be requested in the future, with the airport changing further in ‘character’. 
 
3.43 Bromley being a clean, green and residential borough has also been listed, with others saying 

that the disadvantages for residents under the flight path outweigh any financial gain.  
References were made by some about safety and the potential for accidents, with previous 
aircraft accidents used as examples. It was also noted that the Princess Royal University 
Hospital (PRUH) is situated under the flight path, with patients likely to be disturbed. 

     
Consultation conclusions 
 

3.44 Although a degree of caution should be exercised, there has clearly been significant interest 
shown in the consultation, which is evidenced by the response rates.  The feedback shows 
higher response rates in areas nearest the airport, indicating understandable higher levels of 
interest in the proposals in those areas. 

 
3.45 Whilst there is general support for BHAL’s proposals, including the Borough as a whole, there is 

much less support in areas associated with being under the flightpath, with some of these 
areas, notably Petts Wood and Knoll and Farnborough and Crofton wards being ‘against’ the 
proposals.   

 
 Council Assessment of BHAL’s Proposals 

3.46 Cole Jarman, Acoustic Consultants with expertise in the field of aviation, have been 
commissioned by the Council to advise on the adequacy of BHAL’s proposals.  Resulting from 
this assessment the Consultant’s report (Appendix 7) sets out a series of conditions, controls 
and obligations which it is recommended are imposed on the Airport in return for any changes 
to the lease in order to satisfactorily control noise emissions.  In summary, the consultants are 
recommending the following: 

Noise Levels 

Current (2014) Noise Levels 

3.47 Noise levels generated by current operations have been submitted by Bickerdike Allen Partners 
(BAP) based on operational information supplied by BHAL.  

3.48 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to quantify and agree with the Council existing noise levels, as 
they are a baseline measures of conditions experienced by people in the community around the 
Airport, and to produce and agree with the Council a set of noise contours that reflect these 
conditions. See paragraph 4.1. 

Future (2030) Noise Levels  

3.49 Noise levels generated by operations in the future have been submitted by BAP based on 
forecast operational information supplied by BHAL. These predicted noise levels for 2030 are 
very important as they are a ‘statement of intent’ by BHAL in terms of the noise levels it expects 
to generate if the variation in operating hours is permitted. 
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3.50 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to establish and agree with the Council the limits on noise within 
which the Airport must operate and reasonable mitigation measures it shall be bound to 
implement. See paragraph 4.2. 

Recommended Limits and Mitigation 

Operating hours 

3.51 BHAL are applying to extend the hours of operation to allow for aircraft movement earlier in the 
morning and later in the evening on all days. The requested variations to the hours of operation 
are set out in paragraph 5.2. 

3.52 RECOMMENDATION: agree to a slightly modified variation to operating hours as follows: 

 Weekday (as requested): 06h30 to 23h00 

 Saturday (1 hour shorter than requested): 07h30 to 23h00. 

 Sundays and Bank Holidays (1 hour shorter than requested): 08h00 to 22h00 

3.53 Any changes to the hours to be conditioned on the Airport 

Noise Envelopes 

3.54 RECOMMENDATION: operations at the Airport are controlled such that the 57dB LAeq contours 
submitted by Bickerdike Allen Partners (BAP) for the daytime, early morning and evening 
periods are treated as noise envelopes and the total areas they encompass shall not be 
exceeded at any time between grant of the Lease variation and the end of 2030. 

3.55 During 2030, each contour will be revised based on projected operations for the following 15 
year period. The revised contours will then act as the applicable noise envelopes and the total 
area they encompass shall not be exceeded at any time during that 15 year period. A downward 
only revision to the contours shall be permitted. See paragraphs 5.1.2 to 5.1.7. 

Early Morning Departures and Arrivals 

3.56 RECOMMENDATION: No aircraft departing the Airport between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00 
shall generate higher noise levels or give rise to a larger 90dBA SEL footprint than those 
submitted by BAP for the relevant departure and arrival modes. See paragraph 5.1.8. 

3.57 A grant for sound insulation enhancement to bedroom windows shall be made to those 
residences at which a noise level in excess of 90 dB SEL occurs at an annual average 
frequency of once or greater during the early morning period of (06h30 to 07h00). The grant is 
to be wholly funded by BHAL. See paragraph 5.1.10. 

Limit on Annual Movements 

3.58 RECOMMENDATION: a cap of 50,000 annual movements to be applied. See paragraph 5.1.11. 

Means of Control 

Control on types of aircraft permitted to use the Airport 

3.59 RECOMMENDATION: noise limits to be agreed with LBB that reflect the maximum noise levels 
likely to be generated by the aircraft mix forecast to operate in 2030. All aircraft will be 
monitored against these limits and appropriate sanctions employed in the event of the limits 
being exceeded. See paragraph 5.2.3. 
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Controls on flying training 

3.60 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB details of the scheme that will incentivise 
operators of light and training aircraft to install noise suppression equipment or to replace noisy 
aircraft. They will also submit details of the new permitted operating hours for flying training 
flights on circuits. See paragraph 5.2.4. 

Working with existing operators to reduce noise levels 

3.61 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB the proposed code of practice to minimise noise 
impacts from all operations and to formalise no fly zones. See paragraph 5.2.6. 

Introduction of Global Positioning System (GPS) based runway guidance system 

3.62 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale 
for, implementation of the scheme to improve the accuracy with which aircraft can be tracked 
and routed into and out of the Airport. Any amendment to the current hours is to be conditional 
on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve a successful implementation of the GPS system 
and agreeing a timetable for its implementation with the Council. See paragraph 5.2.7. 

Changing the height of arriving and departing aircraft 

3.63 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale 
for, implementation of the scheme to adopt operating procedures that raise the height of all 
aircraft arriving at and departing from the Airport. Any amendment to the current hours is to be 
conditional on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve a successful implementation of the 
altered operating heights and agreeing a timetable for their implementation with the Council. 
See paragraph 5.2.8. 

Changing the “03-Instrument Approach” 

3.64 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, 
implementation of the scheme that confines aircraft to much more tightly defined routes at 
specified heights when arriving from the north and routing onto a runway 03 landing. Any 
amendment to the current hours to be conditional on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve a 
successful implementation of the altered approach procedures and agreeing a timetable for that 
implementation with the Council. See paragraph 5.2.9. 

Controls during the new shoulder hour periods 

3.65 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB details of the measures that will be 
implemented to ensure that the numbers and type of aircraft operating during the early morning 
period between 06h30 and 07h00 and also during the late evening period between 21h00 and 
23h00 on weekdays and 20h00 and 23h00 on weekends and bank holidays give rise to noise 
levels that do not breach the limits set out in Section 5.1 of this report. See paragraph 5.2.10. 

Sanctions for non-compliance with noise abatement measures 

3.66 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB detailed procedures for the setting of 
appropriate noise limits for all aircraft, how they are to be monitored and reported and the form 
of sanction that will apply. The agreed procedures will need to define how sanctions imposed on 
noisy operators can benefit the local community, who suffer the effects of the excess noise. See 
paragraph 5.2.11. 



  

13 

Relocating the VOR beacon 

3.67 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to report to LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, 
implementation of the scheme to relocate the Biggin Hill VOR. See paragraph 5.2.12. 

 Noise Monitoring 

3.68 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to take responsibility for installing and running a suitable noise 
monitoring system. The system shall be suitable for accurately recording the individual flyover 
noise levels associated to each aircraft operation and for deriving the long term average aircraft 
noise levels for the purpose of validating the noise contours. 

3.69 The following procedure to be adopted: 

 Maximum departure noise levels that would apply to operations during the daytime and 

during the early morning shoulder period. 

 These would typically be defined as Noise Violation Limits and built into a transparent 

system of monitoring and control. 

 Fines are paid into a ‘community fund’ for the benefit of those suffering the consequences 

of excessive noise. 

3.70 The system to be installed and operated in a manner that meets LBB’s noise monitoring 
requirements and gives LBB officers direct access to real time data and simple summary reports 
on a defined or an ad hoc basis. 

3.71 BHAL are to operate a suitable noise inquiry and complaints handling system. 

3.72 BHAL will also be required to develop proposals for incorporating track keeping into the 
monitoring system. The system shall provide access to a real time display of aircraft movements 
with information on aircraft location and height being clearly displayed. The access shall be via 
the BHAL website or an extension to the LBB website. 

See paragraph 5.3. 

Ground Noise 

3.73 RECOMMENDATION: BHAL and BAP shall be requested to quantify the levels of ground noise 
currently generated by present day operations at the Airport. The exercise can then be repeated 
for the future operating conditions, and the results considered in both absolute and comparative 
terms. BHAL will be required to submit specific measures for limiting ground noise. See 
paragraph 5.4. 

Aircraft Charging Schedule 

3.74 RECOMMENDATION: any variation of hours are conditional on LBB seeking an increase in the 
amount payable by BHAL to reflect the increased level of business activity at the Airport 
including an element to reflect the increased level of noise generated during unsocial hours and 
to take into account any public purse expenditure required as a result of the increased business 
at the Airport. The ‘unsocial hours’ additional charges shall be consistent with those that are 
levied at other, comparable airports in order not to place an unreasonable burden on BHAL. 

3.75 It is proposed that a unit of surcharge be set which attracts a scaling factor according to the time 
of day at which an aircraft actually operates. It shall be applied to both departures and arrivals. 
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The scale charges would mean that higher fees are paid at times when individuals are most 
sensitive to aircraft noise. 

3.76 Full details of the forecast out of hours operations are not yet available, but once they are the 
total out of hours revenue likely to be generated can be determined based on the monetary 
value of the unit of surcharge that is considered most appropriate. 

Conclusion 

3.77 For reasons stated in this report, it is important that the Council carefully weighs up the 
strengths and weaknesses of the proposals to vary the operational hours at the Airport.  In so 
doing it must act reasonably and consider the application on its own facts and merits. 

3.78  It is the case that residents living in or close to the flight path have expressed concern that any 
extension to the existing hours will have a negative impact on their quality of life.  These and 
other concerns have been expressed in the public consultation initiatives undertaken by both 
the Airport and the Council. 

3.79 The Airport’s managers have described in their proposals their ambitious plan to expand 
business activity at the Airport potentially creating circa 2,300 jobs over the next 20 years.  
These aims are consistent with the Council’s own plans and strategies which recognise the 
Airport as one of the Borough’s key employment growth areas.  In order to achieve this potential 
growth the Airport has made it clear that in its opinion the current operational hours will need to 
change. 

3.80 It is recognised that this growth would increase the funding the Council currently receives 
through increased rent and Business Rates, which is to be welcomed.  However, BHAL’s 
proposed “Supplementary Community Payments” are not considered to be commensurate with 
the increased level of business activity that the additional hours will facilitate, or the increased 
noise generated at antisocial hours.  BHAL’s additional payments also need to take into account 
any public purse expenditure required as a result of the increased business at the Airport. 

3.81 Cole Jarman consultants have identified that by 2030 the Council could expect to receive 
through a schedule of charges and payments and Aircraft Movement Surcharge during the 
extended hours between £450,000 per annum and £1.5 million per annum to reflect the 
increased level of noise generated in unsocial hours. The actual figure will depend on the 
individual out-of-hours charges that are deemed most appropriate at Biggin Hill. 

3.82 In addition to the above, and prior to any variation in the hours being agreed, the Council needs 
to be satisfied that the Airport’s funding to the Council fully reflects the level of business activity 
at the Airport that additional hours will facilitate.  It is necessary therefore for the Council to 
obtain further specialist advice on the overall level of funding it can reasonably expect to receive 
in return for any variation to the hours. 

3.83 Having considered the arguments for and against BHAL’s proposals, together with the 
consultant’s assessments and recommendations, Members are asked to consider whether they 
would be willing to approve BHAL’s proposals, subject to BHAL agreeing to the conditions, 
controls and obligations as specified in the consultant’s report and summarised in paragraph 
3.46-3.76 including an agreement on a schedule of charges and payments which better reflects 
both the increased business activity that the additional hours will facilitate, and the increased 
noise generated during antisocial hours, as outlined in the Consultant’s report. 

3.84 Members will be aware of previous concerns about the general terms of the lease, for example 
the need to take in the Court of Appeal judgment when considering the user, and matters such 
as the provisions for the repayment of the runway resurfacing costs.  While it would not be 
appropriate to make this a condition of consenting to the present request, Members may wish to 
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request officers to raise the issue of renegotiating the terms of the lease generally with BHAL 
once this matter has concluded. 

4. POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

4.1 Consideration of requests to alter the operating hours is subject to the requirements of clause 
2(11) of the lease as detailed in the report. 

5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 Biggin Hill Airport Ltd have provided forecast income projections shown in Appendix 5. These 
figures do represent a financial forecast and not a contractual commitment that the additional 
income will be received. It is not possible to gauge how realistic these projections are no 
detailed submission was provided to support these projections.  

 
5.2 The key assumptions supporting the projections are that:  
 

(a)  turnover will increase; 
(b)  the introduction of a supplementary community payment; 
(c)  more business will be attracted to the airport  

 
5.3 Any income projections to the Council must be treated with caution. For example Appendix 5 

refers to, for example, increase in rates from business but in such circumstances the council 
only receives a 30% share of any increase in business rates with the GLA and central 
government receiving the balance of 70%. However, increasing business in the borough does 
provide wider economic benefits.  

 
5.4 However, the income identified, although a projection,  remains significant and the Airport has 

stressed that none of these additional sources of income would be deliverable in the absence of 
the hours being approved.  

 
5.5 The 2015/16 Budget assumes estimated income of £206k from Biggin Hill Airport. The financial 

projections provided by Biggin Hill Airport assume that this will increase by £772k per annum by 
2030 if the hours are approved (increase to £845k after allowing for charge between 6.30am 
 and 7.00am), however, these figures will have to be verified by officers. 

 
5.6 The Noise Action Plan review identifies opportunities to introduce a surcharge for ‘out of hours’ 

with ranges identified from income of £450k per annum to £1.5m per annum. These are 
indicative values and will depend on the extent to which the airport is operating at full forecast 
capacity. As indicated in the report the supplementary community payments are not considered 
to be commensurate with the increase level of business activity that the additional hours will 
facilitate, or the increased noise generated at anti-social hours  (see 3.80). Therefore the ‘out of 
hours’ surcharge reflects an alternative to the Biggin Hill Airport’s suggested supplementary 
community payments.  More work will be required to consider an appropriate level of charging, if 
this route was pursued.          

 
5.7 On the 11th February  2015 Executive allocated a sum of £55k from the underspend within the 

Central Contingency to meet the cost of works for the Biggin Hill development.  These works 
included a borough wide consultation with residents and a technical review of the airport’s Noise 
Action Plan. 
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6. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 As explained in paragraph 3.6 above, consideration of requests to alter the operating criteria is 
subject to the requirements of clause 2(11) of the lease which alters the level of obligation on 
the Council when considering such a request. The obligation on a landlord not to unreasonably 
withhold consent would normally have to be considered as a private law matter and in the light 
of guidance issued by the courts, since the meaning of reasonableness in the landlord and 
tenant relationship has been regularly and extensively litigated over the years. The courts have 
held that limitations on a tenant’s ability to alter the use/alter the premises/assign their interest 
are there to protect a landlord’s property interests so that a landlord could, generally speaking, 
only withhold consent to the relevant request where it can reasonably maintain that the proposal 
would be detrimental to its property interests or in conflict with the proper management of its 
land. This is relatively difficult to establish, particularly in the case of a long lease where the 
landlord’s reversion is quite distant and therefore of limited value. 

6.2 The effect of clause 2(11) is to widen the considerations that the Council can take into account 
in reaching a decision by importing public law concepts into the definition of reasonableness 
because any refusal would have to be considered by an arbitrator on the basis of whether the 
decision to refuse was so unreasonable that no reasonable local authority would have refused.  
This is the Wednesbury test of reasonableness, which derives from and applies to public law 
cases, as opposed to private law and sets a lower standard of reasonableness making it harder 
for a challenger to succeed in claiming that a decision is not reasonable.  It means that the 
Council’s decision would be judged on the considerations that it has (or has not) taken into 
account in its capacity as a local authority as well as its capacity as landlord, and a successful 
challenger would have to be able to show that the decision was so unreasonable that no 
reasonable local authority in that position would have been likely to reach the same decision. 
This approach was accepted by Lady Justice Arden in the Court of Appeal in the case of Biggin 
Hill Airport v London Borough of Bromley.  

6.3 Members should be aware that BHAL now appear to broadly accept this interpretation of clause 
2(11) unlike the approach taken on the Olympic proposals.  It is still possible that a refusal may 
lead to a legal challenge to determine the interpretation of clause 2(11) so that the situation is 
then clear in case they wish to seek any future alteration to the terms of the lease. The Director 
of Corporate Services considers that the Council’s interpretation is correct. The Council had 
concerns about the future use of the airport and used the lease to restrict it and avoid possible 
future problems. This is the only clause in the lease with such a provision added to it; it was 
clearly deliberately included when the lease was negotiated and for the provision to have any 
meaning the intention must have been that it should mean precisely what it says.   

6.4 The provision allows the Council to take into account other considerations and not just the likely 
effect of the proposed changes on the Council’s interest as landlord in the airport.  The Council 
can therefore validly consider the effect of the proposed changes on both local residents and 
businesses and, given the location of the airport, the same effects in relation to the 
neighbouring boroughs.  Considerations members might validly take into account would include, 
for example:- 

a. the likelihood and benefit of increased employment prospects for local residents; 

b. the likelihood and benefit of increased business prospects for both the airport itself and 
airport based  and other local businesses; 

c. the possible effects on the local transport infrastructure of additional air traffic;  
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d. the possibility of increased aircraft noise over an extended opening period and the 
implications of this on areas under the flight paths – for businesses as well as residents; 

e. the benefits of increased income accruing to the Council from the higher level of 
turnover rent likely as a result of extended hours and increased business at the airport; 

f. benefits likely to flow from the use of the proposed Community Levy   

g. other benefits or concerns arising out of responses to the public consultation 

 Considerations that might, on the other hand indicate an unreasonable and unjustifiable 
decision might include: 

 any personal interest in the outcome of the application (such as owning shares in a rival 
airport)  

 consideration of any electoral advantage or disadvantage  

 a decision based purely on the number of comments received as part of the 
consultation for one particular course of action  

 placing weight on representations for either course of action which are not supported by 
an evidence base 

 refusing the request on the basis that it might create a precedent 

6.5 Members should however be aware that the private law consideration of what is or is not 
unreasonable will still carry weight in any legal consideration of the Council’s decision making 
under clause 2(11).  In particular, the courts have held that it will not normally be reasonable for 
a landlord to seek to impose a condition which is designed to increase or enhance the rights 
that it enjoys under the lease.  Furthermore, s19(3) of the Landlord and Tenant Act 1927 
provides that a landlord cannot charge a fine or sum of money in the nature of a fine, whether 
by way of increase of rent or otherwise, for or in respect of a licence or consent for a change of 
use, except in so far as it compensates for damage to the value of the landlord’s reversion.  
While BHAL are not seeking a change of use as such, they are seeking a change in the 
conditions of the use of the Airport so that Council does need to be careful not to overstep the 
mark on what might be considered to fall within this statutory restriction.  BHAL have specifically 
offered the Community Levy, and it is not something that will specifically benefit the 
Council/landlord, but rather will be a means of benefitting the local community to make up to 
some extent for any inconvenience caused by the longer opening hours proposed. 

6.6 However, if, for example, the Council were to demand a higher level of rent as a consideration 
for agreeing to the alteration, it would almost certainly be considered unreasonable.  Seeking a 
financial sum to mitigate the impact on the community and to prevent the public purse incurring 
costs as a consequence of the changes (if any) permitted would be a more reasonable position. 
Partly there is the risk of it falling within the prohibition in s19(3) of the 1927 Act, but also there 
is the general consideration of unreasonableness against seeking to increase or enhance rights 
under the lease.  Bearing in mind that the rent provisions in the lease were negotiated by two 
parties of equal commercial standing, and also the fact that if the alteration in hours has the 
effect of increasing business as anticipated by BHAL, the rent payable will increase anyway 
because the main part of it is turnover based, there is a high risk that making any such demand 
as a condition of granting consent could be held to be unreasonable.  BHAL’s lawyers have also 
made clear in correspondence with the Director of Corporate Services that their client does not 
consider it would be reasonable for the Council to seek an improved financial offer either as a 
condition of consent or by delaying its decision in order to negotiate. 
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6.7  The issue of whether agreeing to any part of BHAL’s request would set a precedent was raised 
as an issue in considering a previous request.  As advised at that time, any application must be 
considered on its own merits and whatever decision is made will be a decision on this specific 
request and will not bind the Council to reach a similar decision in determining any future 
requests to vary the terms of the lease.  If a future request were made to extend the hours at 
the airport, members would be able to consider and determine that request on its own merits at 
that time without having to make the same decision as they make in this case. However, those 
arguing both for and against any such future request would be entitled to refer to the outcome of 
this application and (if consent were granted to all or any part of this request) to the effects, 
good and bad, of that decision.  Provided that the Council acted reasonably in considering such 
a request it would not have to reach an identical decision. 

6.8 As a part of the process then the Council has carried out an extensive consultation process. 
Members are reminded that this is precisely that – a consultation. It is not a ballot or 
referendum. The fact that there is on the face of it a majority of views one way or the other 
should not drive any decision taken and Members may choose to place different weight on the 
varying aspects of the responses received, depending on their relevance or evidence base. 

6.9 Whilst regard needs to be given to the responses as a part of the decision making process, 
members of the Executive need to exercise independent judgement having regard to the factors 
outlined above. 

 

Non-Applicable Sections: Personnel 

Background Documents: 
(Access via Contact 
Officer) 

Appendices as attached to the report 
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Public consultation report
November 2014



Background

• Biggin Hill is London's best Business and General Aviation airport

• One of the biggest employers in Bromley with 65 companies supporting 
over 1000 jobs

• Biggin Hill creates jobs by providing a gateway to London, a home base for 
aircraft and service centres 

• Every business aircraft based at Biggin creates 8 jobs.



Proposed changes

• 2,300 new jobs by 2030

• Development of estate

• Noise action plan

• Longer opening hours



The proposals – Residents benefits

Noise reduction benefits
No increase in flights over 2010 levels
No new runways – we don’t need them
No scheduled and holiday charter airline services –
we want to stick to Business and General Aviation
No expansion beyond the existing airport boundary
New noise monitoring equipment with full public 
access to the data, and new noise limits enforced by 
the Council
New approach procedures keeping planes higher for 
longer
Preventing light aircraft flying over residential areas 

Economic benefits 
Securing the future of the airport as a small business 
airport
2,300 new jobs
A new aviation training college
Residents benefits 
Annual Festival of Flight protected – the next show is 
planned on 13th June 2015
Develop the Heritage Centre in partnership with the 
Council



Consultation brief

• Forty Shillings were appointed by 
London Biggin Hill Airport to 
undertake an extensive 
consultation designed to engage 
with all of the airport’s 
neighbours and all residents of 
the London Borough of Bromley



Consultation strategy

1. Test materials to maximise public engagement

2. Extensive consultation programme 

3. Benchmark consultation - Populus opinion poll



Consultation activity 

• 180,000 newsletters
• 32,000 letters to local residents 
• 60,000 flyers
• 3,000 posters
• 371 letters to local groups/stakeholders
• Full page adverts in local media
• Widespread media coverage
• 1 consultation website
• 6 day public exhibition
• 1 film
• 24 door-to-door canvassers
• Extensive social media activity
• 30,000 e-bulletins



Consultation feedback 

2034

3234

176

9886

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

Website Freepost Exhibition Canvass

Total number of responses – 15,330



YES 
11,655
(77%)

YES WITH 
RESERVATIONS 

2,045 (14%)

NO 
1,303 
(9%)

Would you like to see an aviation college at 
Biggin Hill airport?

SUPPORT
83%

NEITHER 
10%

OPPOSE 
7%

interviewed 1,001 adult residents of the London 
Borough of Bromley between 15 and 23 October 
2014.  Results were weighted to be demographically 
representative of all adults in the borough.

Where results do not sum to 100%, this may be due to rounding or the 
exclusion of unanswered responses



Do you support our plans to bring 2,300 new 
jobs to Biggin?

YES 11,800 
(78%)

YES WITH 
RESERVATIONS 

1,969 (13%)

NO 1,229 
(9%)

SUPPORT
81%

NEITHER 
8%

OPPOSE 
11%

interviewed 1,001 adult residents of the London 
Borough of Bromley between 15 and 23 October 
2014.  Results were weighted to be demographically 
representative of all adults in the borough.



Do you support our plans to reduce the agreed 
noise footprint at the airport by 50%?

YES 12,984 
(86%)

YES WITH 
RESERVATIONS 

1,436 (10%)

NO 
580 
(4%)

SUPPORT
84%

NEITHER 
10%

OPPOSE 
6%

interviewed 1,001 adult residents of the London 
Borough of Bromley between 15 and 23 October 
2014.  Results were weighted to be demographically 
representative of all adults in the borough.



Do you support our proposed new opening 
hours?

YES 9,884 
(66%)

YES WITH 
RESERVATIONS 

2,589 (17%)

NO 2,525 
(17%)

SUPPORT
65%NEITHER 

16%

OPPOSE 
18%

interviewed 1,001 adult residents of the London 
Borough of Bromley between 15 and 23 October 
2014.  Results were weighted to be demographically 
representative of all adults in the borough.



Taking everything you know about the changes into account, would you say 
that overall you support or oppose the proposals for Biggin Hill Airport?

SUPPORT 
79%

NEITHER 8%

OPPOSE 
12%

interviewed 1,001 adult residents of the London 
Borough of Bromley between 15 and 23 October 
2014.  Results were weighted to be demographically 
representative of all adults in the borough.



Consultation summary

• Over 15,000 responses

• Strong support for jobs and noise action plan

• 66% support for new opening hours – just 17% against

• Feedback verified by independent Populus poll – 79% support overall 
proposals



LONDON BOROUGH OF BROMLEY
WARD BY WARD ANALYSIS

Annex 1



Consultation feedback – Ward by ward analysis
Ward

All usual 
residents

Adult 
population

Consultation 
response

Percentage 
of adult 

population 
response

Biggin Hill 9,951 7,776 1328 17.1%
Darwin 5,110 4,061 449 11.1%
Chelsfield and Pratts Bottom 14,507 11,301 764 6.8%
Petts Wood and Knoll 13,651 10,791 730 6.8%
Kelsey and Eden Park 15,892 12,255 814 6.6%
Farnborough and Crofton 14,632 11,438 746 6.5%
Bromley Town 16,826 13,235 788 6.0%
West Wickham 14,884 11,457 650 5.7%
Hayes and Coney Hall 15,906 12,256 692 5.7%
Shortlands 9,824 7,755 396 5.1%
Cray Valley West 16,769 12,287 608 5.0%
Bromley Common and 
Keston

15,113 11,554 556 4.8%

Orpington 15,311 11,987 550 4.6%
Plaistow and Sundridge 15,122 11,824 510 4.3%
Copers Cope 15,392 13,115 537 4.1%
Cray Valley East 15,445 11,587 459 3.8%
Penge and Cator 17,326 13,278 439 3.3%
Clock House 15,560 12,128 355 2.9%
Bickley 15,098 11,812 307 2.6%
Chislehurst 14,831 11,810 278 2.4%
Mottingham and Chislehurst 
North

9,987 7,491 82 1.1%

Crystal Palace 12,255 9,696 99 1.0%

+10%  
+8%
+6%
+4%
+2%
+0%

Response rate 
(as a % of adult 
population)



Consultation feedback – Bickley

70%

19%

11%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

9%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

82%

12%

6%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

79%

13%

8%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 2.6%



Consultation feedback – Biggin Hill

60%18%

22%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

87%

10%
4%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

74%

17%

9%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

76%

16%

8%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 17.1%



Consultation feedback – Bromley Common & Keston

68%

15%

17%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

88%

8%
4%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

80%

12%

9%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

79%

10%
10%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 4.8%



Consultation feedback – Bromley Town

78%

15%

7%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

92%

7%2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

87%

9%
3%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

87%

10%
3%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 6.0%



Consultation feedback – Chelsfield & Pratts Bottom

58%
16%

25%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

85%

9%
6%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

73%

14%

13%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

72%

15%

13%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 6.8%



Consultation feedback – Chislehurst

61%14%

25%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

82%

10%

8%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

70%

17%

13%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

73%

12%

15%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 2.4%



Consultation feedback – Clock House

76%

14%

11%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

91%

7% 2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

85%

12%

3%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

83%

12%
6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 2.9%



Consultation feedback – Copers Cope

75%

17%

8%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

91%

7% 2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

87%

9%
3%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

85%

11%
5%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 4.1%



Consultation feedback – Cray Valley East

74%

16%

11%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

91%

7% 3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

89%

8%
4%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

85%

10%
5%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 3.8%



Consultation feedback – Cray Valley West

72%

16%

12%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

86%

10%
4%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

85%

9%
5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

79%

15%

6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 5.0%



Consultation feedback – Crystal Palace

74%

16%

8%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

96%

3% 1%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

87%

7% 4%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

79%

14%

6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 1.0%



Consultation feedback – Darwin Ward

45%

20%

35%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

82%

12%

7%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

60%
25%

15%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

62%
23%

15%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 11.1%



Consultation feedback – Farnborough & Crofton

36%

18%

47%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

75%

15%

11%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

51%

20%

29%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

53%
20%

27%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 6.5%



Consultation feedback – Hayes & Coney Hall

66%

19%

16%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

9% 2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

76%

14%

10%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

75%

17%

8%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 5.7%



Consultation feedback – Kelsey & Eden Park

70%

18%

12%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

9% 2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

86%

10%
3%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

85%

12%
3%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 6.6%



Consultation feedback – Mottingham and Chislehurst 
North

78%

13%

9%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

88%

11% 1%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

89%

6% 5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

87%

7%
6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 1.1%



Consultation feedback – Orpington

64%

23%

13%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

8%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

79%

12%

9%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

77%

15%

8%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 4.6%



Consultation feedback – Penge & Cator

67%

16%

17%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

7%
4%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

86%

11%
4%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

81%

13%

7%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 3.3%



Consultation feedback – Petts Wood & Knoll

50%

21%

30%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

79%

14%

7%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

62%
20%

18%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

62%
20%

19%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 6.8%



Consultation feedback – Plaistow & Sundridge

71%

20%

9%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

8%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

86%

10%
4%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

83%

11%
6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 4.3%



Consultation feedback – Shortlands

71%

17%

12%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

90%

8%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

83%

12%
5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

81%

14%

5%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 5.1%



Consultation feedback – West Wickham

63%

22%

15%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

8%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

78%

13%

9%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

78%

15%

8%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?

% of adult population 
response: 5.7%



RESPONSE BY BOROUGH
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Consultation feedback – Bromley

64%

18%

18%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

87%

9%
4%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

77%

9%

14%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

76%

14%

9%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Croydon

72%

19%

9%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

88%

10%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

83%

14%

3%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

84%

11%
5%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Lewisham

90%

7%
3%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

91%

7%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

92%

6%
2%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

90%

7% 3%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Sevenoaks

71%

19%

11%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

85%

13%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

77%

18%

5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

79%

15%

6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Tandridge

56%
25%

20%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

86%

12%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

71%

21%

8%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

77%

15%

9%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



RESPONSE BY CONSTITUENCY

Annex 3



Consultation feedback – Beckenham

68%

18%

13%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

89%

9%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

82%

12%

7%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

80%

13%

7%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Bromley and Chislehurst

72%

17%

11%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

88%

9%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

84%

11%
5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

82%

12%

6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Croydon Central

73%

19%

8%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

88%

11%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

84%

13%
3%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

84%

12%

4%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Croydon South

65%

23%

12%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

88%

10%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

78%

18%

5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

83%

9%
9%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – East Surrey

56%
25%

19%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

86%

12%
2%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

71%

21%

8%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

77%

14%

9%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Lewisham West and Penge

72%

15%

13%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

91%

7%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

86%

10%
4%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

81%

13%

6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Orpington

55%
26%

19%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

84%

11%
6%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

69%

17%

14%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

70%

17%

14%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?



Consultation feedback – Sevenoaks

71%

19%

11%

Do you support our proposed new 
opening hours?

Yes Yes, with reservations No

84%

13%
3%

Do you support our plans to reduce 
the agreed noise footprint at the 

airport by 50%

77%

18%

5%

Do you support our plans to bring 
2,300 new jobs to Biggin Hill by 2030?

79%

15%

6%

Would you like to see an aviation college at Biggin 
Hill Airport?
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Biggin Hill Airport development survey  1            

   

_ 

Methodology 

Populus interviewed 1,001 adult residents (aged 18+) of the London Borough of Bromley 
by telephone between 15 and 23 October 2014. Results were weighted to be 
demographically representative of all adults in the borough. Where results do not sum to 
100%, this may be due to rounding or the exclusion of don’t knows. 

The questionnaire used for this survey is included as an appendix to this summary report. 

Populus is a founding member of the British Polling Council and abides by its rules. For 
more information see www.populus.co.uk. 

 

_ 

Executive summary 

On balance, there is significant support for the proposed development at Biggin Hill Airport 
among Bromley residents. Each aspect of the proposed development is much more likely 
to be supported than opposed, and 79% support the proposals overall while just 12% 
oppose them. 

— Reducing the agreed noise footprint for the airport by 50% is overwhelmingly 
supported: 69% strongly support this and another 15% support this with some 
reservations 

— Developing an aviation college at Biggin Hill Airport is also popular: 62% strongly 
support this and another 21% support it with some reservations 

— 54% strongly support the provision of more commercial space, with the creation of 
2,300 new jobs. Just 11% oppose this. 

— 65% support the new opening times (including 35% who strongly support them), 
compared with 18% who oppose 

— Overall, 79% support the proposals (including 36% who strongly support them), and 
just 12% oppose them. 

 

  

http://www.populus.co.uk/
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Summary tables 

Demographics 

Gender 

 

Male 47% 

Female 53% 

Age 

 

18-34 26% 

35-44 19% 

45-54 19% 

55-64 15% 

65 or older 21% 

Refused 1% 

Socio-economic group A 11% 

B 17% 

C1 33% 

C2 16% 

D 6% 

E 8% 

Refused 8% 
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Q.1. From what you know, can you please tell me whether you support or oppose each 
of the following aspects of the proposed development at Biggin Hill airport?  

— [Strongly support, support with reservations, neither support nor oppose, somewhat 
oppose, strongly oppose, don’t know (don’t read out)] 

Figure 1: Q.1. summary table 

Base: All 
Strongly 
support 

Support 
with 

reserva-
tions Neither 

Don't 
know 

Some-
what 

oppose 
Strongly 
oppose 

Reducing the agreed 
noise footprint for 
the airport by 50% 69% 15% 10% 1% 1% 5% 

Developing an 
aviation college at 
Biggin Hill airport 62% 21% 10% <1% 2% 5% 

Providing more 
commercial space 
so more companies 
can be based at 
Biggin Hill, creating 
an estimated 2,300 
new jobs 54% 26% 8% 1% 2% 9% 

The proposed new 
opening hours 35% 30% 16% 1% 7% 11% 

 

The majority of Bromley residents interviewed support each of the proposed aspects of the 
Biggin Hill Airport development. Support is strongest for the reduction of the agreed noise 
footprint for the airport, which 69% of Bromley residents strongly support and another 
15% support with reservations. Just 6% oppose this. 

Nearly two-thirds (62%) strongly support the development of an aviation college at the 
airport and another 21% support this with some reservations, while only 7% oppose. 

More than half (54%) strongly support the provision of more commercial space – with the 
accompanied provision of 2,300 new jobs – and 26% support this with some reservations. 
11% oppose this. 

Support is lowest for the proposed new opening times, but many more residents support 
these times than oppose them. 35% strongly support the new times and another 30% 
support them with some reservations. Just 18% oppose the new times.  

The new opening times are most likely to be strongly supported by 18-34 year olds (figure 
3), of whom 45% strongly support the new times. Support for these new times is less 
common among 55-64 year olds, but 22% of this least positive group strongly support the 
new times and another 36% support them with some reservations. 
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Figure 2: support and opposition of proposed aspects of Biggin Hill Airport development  

 

Figure 3: strong support for proposed aspects of Biggin Hill Airport development, by age 
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Total (strongly support) 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 or older 
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Q.2. And taking everything you know about the changes into account, would you say that 
overall you support or oppose the proposals from Biggin Hill Airport?  

— [Strongly support, support with reservations, neither support nor oppose, somewhat 
oppose, strongly oppose, don’t know (don’t read out)] 

Figure 4: Q.2. summary table 

Base: All Total 

Strongly support 43% 

Support with reservations 36% 

Neither support nor oppose 8% 

Somewhat oppose 3% 

Strongly oppose 9% 

Total support 79% 

Total oppose 12% 

NET: Support - oppose 67% 

Don't know 1% 

 

Overall, four-fifths of Bromley residents interviewed (79%) support the proposals from 
Biggin Hill Airport. 43% strongly support the proposals and another 36% support them with 
some reservations. Just 12% oppose the proposals (including just 9% who strongly oppose 
them). 

Younger people are generally more likely to support the proposals. 48% of 18-34 year olds 
and 48% of 35-44 year olds strongly support the proposals (figure 5), compared with 30% 
of 55-64s and 41% of those aged 65 or over. 17% of 55-64s oppose the proposals, 
compared with 12% of all interviewees, 6% of 35-44 year olds, and 10% of 18-34s. 
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Figure 5: strong support for the proposals from Biggin Hill Airport, by gender and age 

 

 

 

  

43% 
45% 

41% 

48% 48% 
45% 

30% 

41% 

Total Male Female 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 or older 
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Appendix: questionnaire 

Demographics 

Gender 

a. Male 

b. Female 

  

Age 

a. 18-24 

b. 25-34 

c. 35-44 

d. 45-54 

e. 55-64 

f. 65+ 

 

Socio-economic grade 

a. AB 

b. C1 

c. C2 

d. DE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Main survey 

Biggin Hill airport acts as a service centre and destination for business and general aviation 
aircraft. It is one of the largest employers in the Bromley area and provides jobs for large 
numbers of local people.  

Biggin Hill airport does not currently operate at its full capacity, and it has been identified 
by the Government as a strategic growth area for airport capacity in the South East. 

The people that run Biggin Hill airport are keen that the airport continues to serve only 
business aircraft, rather than scheduled passenger airline services of the type that people 
might use to go on holiday. 

They are therefore proposing to expand business activity at the airport whilst staying 
within the current airport boundaries. 

They will do this by building more hangers and office space for new business users at  the 
airport. They estimate that this will create 2,300 new jobs for the local area. 

There will also be a new training college for local people to develop key skills, and a new 
hotel for flight crews, engineers and the public. 

In order to offer business users a better service and therefore compete with other airports 
in the London area and the near Continent, Biggin Hill are proposing to stay open a bit 
longer. 
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Current opening hours are:  

— 6:30am – 10pm, Mon – Fri 

— 9am – 8pm, Sat & Sun 

Biggin Hill’s preferred new opening hours are: 

— 6:30am – 11pm, Mon – Sat  

— 8am – 11pm, Sun 

However there will be a strict limit of 8 take-offs or landings during these extended hours, 
there will be no additional flights overall, and the airport intends to reduce the agreed 
noise footprint for the airport by 50% by banning the noisiest jet aircraft, raising the 
current jet flight paths higher to reduce noise on the ground, preventing light aircraft from 
flying over built up areas and incentivising light aircraft owners to fit engine silencers. 

 

1. From what you know, can you please tell me whether you support or oppose each of the 
following aspects of the proposed development at Biggin Hill airport?  

— [Strongly support, support with reservations, neither support nor oppose, somewhat 
oppose, strongly oppose, don’t know (don’t read out)] 

(Rotate points) 

a. Providing more commercial space so more companies can be based at Biggin Hill, 
creating an estimated 2,300 new jobs 

b. The proposed new opening hours 

c. Developing an aviation college at Biggin Hill airport 

d. Reducing the agreed noise footprint for the airport by 50% 

 

2. And taking everything you know about the changes into account, would you say that 
overall you support or oppose the proposals from Biggin Hill airport?  

— [Strongly support, support with reservations, neither support nor oppose, somewhat 
oppose, strongly oppose, don’t know (don’t read out)] 

 

 

  



Biggin Hill Airport development survey  9            

   

  



STRICTLY PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL - Forecast of additional income to the Council arising from extending the airport opening hours

BH Monthly File

£’000 Fin
Yr to 31.3

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Total
Years
1 - 5

Total
Years
6 - 10

Total
Years
11-15

Total

1. Additional rent payable by the
Airport to the Council, generated
under the terms of the existing
Lease, above the rent of £207,124
payable in 2014

35 76 121 183 249 296 327 360 395 432 471 489 533 578 626 664 1810 2697 5171

2. Supplementary Community payment
For flights between 2200hrs –
2300hrs 29 60 94 98 102 106 110 115 119 124 129 134 139 145 146 383 574 693 1650

3. Sub- total 1 + 2 64 136 215 281 351 402 437 475 514 556 600 623 672 723 772 1047 2384 3390 6821

4. New rates generated by attracting
more companies to the airport, under
the Government incentive scheme
for 6 years:
Stage 1
Stage 2
Stage 3

--
--
--

236
--
--

236
429
--

236
429

53

236
429

53

236
429

53

236
429

53

429
53 53

Sub-total new rates -- 236 665 718 718 718 718 482 53 2337 1971 0 4308

5. Total additional income available
to the Council

64 372 880 999 1069 1120 1155 957 567 556 600 623 672 723 772 3384 4355 3390 11120
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Summary Recommendations 

This report reviews the content of the proposed Noise Action Plan prepared by London Biggin 
Hill Airport (BHAL) as part of their application to vary the hours of operation permitted under 
the terms of the existing Lease. It also sets out a series of conditions, controls and obligations 
which it is recommended should be included in the revised operating schedule in the event 
that the application is granted. 

In summary we recommend the following: 

Noise Levels 

Current (2014) Noise Levels 

Noise levels generated by current operations have been submitted by Bickerdike Allen Partners 
(BAP) based on operational information supplied by BHAL.  

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to quantify and agree with the Council existing noise levels, as 
they are a baseline measures of conditions experienced by people in the community around 
the Airport, and to produce and agree with the Council a set of noise contours that reflect 
these conditions. See paragraph 4.1. 

Future (2030) Noise Levels  

Noise levels generated by operations in the future have been submitted by BAP based on 
forecast operational information supplied by BHAL. These predicted noise levels for 2030 are 
very important as they are a „statement of intent‟ by BHAL in terms of the noise levels it 
expects to generate if the variation in operating hours is permitted. 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to establish and agree with the Council the limits on noise within 
which the Airport must operate and reasonable mitigation measures it shall be bound to 
implement. See paragraph 4.2. 

Recommended Limits and Mitigation 

Operating hours 

BHAL are applying to extend the hours of operation to allow for aircraft movement earlier in 
the morning and later in the evening on all days. The requested variations to the hours of 
operation are set out in paragraph 5.2. 

RECOMMENDATION: agree to a slightly modified variation to operating hours as follows: 

 Weekday (as requested): 06h30 to 23h00 
 Saturday (1 hour shorter than requested): 07h30 to 23h00. 
 Sundays and Bank Holidays (1 hour shorter than requested): 08h00 to 22h00 
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Any changes to the hours to be conditioned on the Airport 

Noise Envelopes 

RECOMMENDATION: operations at the Airport are controlled such that the 57dB LAeq 
contours submitted by Bickerdike Allen Partners (BAP) for the daytime, early morning and 
evening periods are treated as noise envelopes and the total areas they encompass shall not be 
exceeded at any time between grant of the Lease variation and the end of 2030. 

During 2030, each contour will be revised based on projected operations for the following 15 
year period. The revised contours will then act as the applicable noise envelopes and the total 
area they encompass shall not be exceeded at any time during that 15 year period. A 
downward only revision to the contours shall be permitted. See paragraphs 5.1.2 to 5.1.7. 

Early Morning Departures and Arrivals 

RECOMMENDATION: No aircraft departing the Airport between the hours of 06h30 and 
07h00 shall generate higher noise levels or give rise to a larger 90dBA SEL footprint than those 
submitted by BAP for the relevant departure and arrival modes. See paragraph 5.1.8. 

A grant for sound insulation enhancement to bedroom windows shall be made to those 
residences at which a noise level in excess of 90 dB SEL occurs at an annual average frequency 
of once or greater during the early morning period of (06h30 to 07h00). The grant is to be 
wholly funded by BHAL. See paragraph 5.1.10. 

Limit on Annual Movements 

RECOMMENDATION: a cap of 50,000 annual movements to be applied. See paragraph 
5.1.11. 

Means of Control 

Control on types of aircraft permitted to use the Airport 

RECOMMENDATION: noise limits to be agreed with LBB that reflect the maximum noise 
levels likely to be generated by the aircraft mix forecast to operate in 2030. All aircraft will be 
monitored against these limits and appropriate sanctions employed in the event of the limits 
being exceeded. See paragraph 5.2.3. 

Controls on flying training 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB details of the scheme that will incentivise 
operators of light and training aircraft to install noise suppression equipment or to replace noisy 
aircraft. They will also submit details of the new permitted operating hours for flying training 
flights on circuits. See paragraph 5.2.4. 
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Working with existing operators to reduce noise levels 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB the proposed code of practice to minimise 
noise impacts from all operations and to formalise no fly zones. See paragraph 5.2.6. 

Introduction of Global Positioning System (GPS) based runway guidance system 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale 
for, implementation of the scheme to improve the accuracy with which aircraft can be tracked 
and routed into and out of the Airport. Any amendment to the current hours is to be 
conditional on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve a successful implementation of the GPS 
system and agreeing a timetable for its implementation with the Council. See paragraph 5.2.7. 

Changing the height of arriving and departing aircraft 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale 
for, implementation of the scheme to adopt operating procedures that raise the height of all 
aircraft arriving at and departing from the Airport. Any amendment to the current hours is to be 
conditional on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve a successful implementation of the 
altered operating heights and agreeing a timetable for their implementation with the Council. 
See paragraph 5.2.8. 

Changing the “03-Instrument Approach” 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, 
implementation of the scheme that confines aircraft to much more tightly defined routes at 
specified heights when arriving from the north and routing onto a runway 03 landing. Any 
amendment to the current hours to be conditional on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve 
a successful implementation of the altered approach procedures and agreeing a timetable for 
that implementation with the Council. See paragraph 5.2.9. 

Controls during the new shoulder hour periods 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB details of the measures that will be 
implemented to ensure that the numbers and type of aircraft operating during the early 
morning period between 06h30 and 07h00 and also during the late evening period between 
21h00 and 23h00 on weekdays and 20h00 and 23h00 on weekends and bank holidays give 
rise to noise levels that do not breach the limits set out in Section 5.1 of this report. See 
paragraph 5.2.10. 

Sanctions for non-compliance with noise abatement measures 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to agree with LBB detailed procedures for the setting of 
appropriate noise limits for all aircraft, how they are to be monitored and reported and the 
form of sanction that will apply. The agreed procedures will need to define how sanctions 
imposed on noisy operators can benefit the local community, who suffer the effects of the 
excess noise. See paragraph 5.2.11. 
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Relocating the VOR beacon 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to report to LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, 
implementation of the scheme to relocate the Biggin Hill VOR. See paragraph 5.2.12. 

Noise Monitoring 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL to take responsibility for installing and running a suitable noise 
monitoring system. The system shall be suitable for accurately recording the individual flyover 
noise levels associated to each aircraft operation and for deriving the long term average aircraft 
noise levels for the purpose of validating the noise contours. 

The following procedure to be adopted: 

 Maximum departure noise levels that would apply to operations during the daytime and during 
the early morning shoulder period. 

 These would typically be defined as Noise Violation Limits and built into a transparent system 
of monitoring and control. 

 Fines are paid into a „community fund‟ for the benefit of those suffering the consequences of 
excessive noise. 

The system to be installed and operated in a manner that meets LBB‟s noise monitoring 
requirements and gives LBB officers direct access to real time data and simple summary reports 
on a defined or an ad hoc basis. 

BHAL are to operate a suitable noise inquiry and complaints handling system. 

BHAL will also be required to develop proposals for incorporating track keeping into the 
monitoring system. The system shall provide access to a real time display of aircraft movements 
with information on aircraft location and height being clearly displayed. The access shall be via 
the BHAL website or an extension to the LBB website. 

See paragraph 5.3. 

Ground Noise 

RECOMMENDATION: BHAL and BAP shall be requested to quantify the levels of ground 
noise currently generated by present day operations at the Airport. The exercise can then be 
repeated for the future operating conditions, and the results considered in both absolute and 
comparative terms. BHAL will be required to submit specific measures for limiting ground 
noise. See paragraph 5.4. 

Aircraft Charging Schedule 

RECOMMENDATION: any variation of hours are conditional on LBB seeking an increase in 
the amount payable by BHAL to reflect the increased level of business activity at the Airport 
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including an element to reflect the increased level of noise generated during unsocial hours 
and to take into account any public purse expenditure required as a result of the increased 
business at the Airport. The „unsocial hours‟ additional charges shall be consistent with those 
that are levied at other, comparable airports in order not to place an unreasonable burden on 
BHAL. 

It is proposed that a unit of surcharge be set which attracts a scaling factor according to the 
time of day at which an aircraft actually operates. It shall be applied to both departures and 
arrivals. The scale charges would mean that higher fees are paid at times when individuals are 
most sensitive to aircraft noise. 

Full details of the forecast out of hours operations are not yet available, but once they are the 
total out of hours revenue likely to be generated can be determined based on the monetary 
value of the unit of surcharge that is considered most appropriate.   
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Biggin Hill Airport Ltd. (BHAL) are seeking to alter the permitted hours of operation allowable 
under the terms of the 1991 lease with the London Borough of Bromley (LBB). They wish to be 
able to accommodate flights earlier in the morning and later in the evening on all days of the 
week. 

1.2 The reason for seeking the change is to develop the Airport in a manner that makes it more 
attractive to business aviation users, including companies who may wish to base themselves at 
the Airport. Fewer restrictions on when aircraft may land or depart are seen as being an 
intrinsic part of an attractive offer to such users. 

1.3 Additional aircraft noise during periods when residents around the Airport currently experience 
little is perceived as a significant drawback of the requested change. As a consequence, BHAL 
have employed Bickerdike Allen Partners (BAP) to draft a Noise Action Plan which sets out a 
number of measures that will be implemented at the Airport in order to control and contain 
noise. Adoption of a suitable NAP is expected to be a material benefit to noise sensitive 
receptors around the Airport, as existing formal controls are relatively few in number and 
limited in scope. 

1.4 This report reviews the content of the draft NAP and comments on the benefits, adequacy and 
potential shortcomings of what is being proposed. It then goes on to consider the results of a 
more detailed quantitative assessment of current and future noise levels that has been 
requested of the Airport, undertaken and reported by BAP. 

1.5 Resulting from this assessment, the report sets out a series of conditions, controls and 
obligations which it is recommended are imposed on the Airport in order to satisfactorily 
control noise emission if the lease modification is agreed. 

1.6 Recommendations are also given on potential modifications to the aircraft charging structure at 
BHAL such that the costs of operation reflect the degree of noise pollution generated. It is 
proposed that the noisiest aircraft operating during the least social hours are charged more 
than quieter aircraft operating during normal working hours. The additional revenue generated 
would be paid to LBB thereby redressing some of the noise disbenefits suffered by the local 
community. 

2 Lease Alteration 

2.1 1991 Lease: Third Schedule 

2.1.1 The third schedule of the 1991 lease contains various provisions that are intended to limit the 
noise effects in the local community. So far as the requested changes to the lease and the 
proposed NAP are concerned, the most significant of these are: 
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Hours of Operation 

2.1.2 The operating hours of the Airport (including ground running of aircraft) are limited to between 
07h30 and 21h00 on weekdays and from 09h00 to 20h00 on Saturdays, Sundays and Public 
Holidays. The following provisions apply: 

 For aircraft normally based at the Airport (a) departures from the Airport may additionally take 
place from between 06h30 and 07h30 on weekdays only and (b) landings at the Airport may 
take place additionally up until 22h00 on weekdays only. 

 Up to a maximum of three flight movements shall be permitted on Saturdays and Sundays 
between 08h15 and 09h00 to permit an operator based at the Airport to operate a scheduled 
service to France. 

 This limitation shall not apply to any emergency movements, that is when an aircraft has to 
land for reasons of safety of the aircraft or its passengers. 

Movements 

2.1.3 Flight movements (a movement being a landing or a take-off) are limited to 125,000 per year. 

Noise Limits 

2.1.4 Propeller driven aircraft under 5,700kg are not permitted to generate a noise level that exceeds 
80dBA for aircraft over 1,500kg when measured 300m below the aircraft in a level flyover, 
That level, at the same measurement location, reduces to 68dBA for aircraft over 600kg. If the 
weight of the aircraft is between these two values, the limit is derived by linear interpolation. 

2.1.5 Other subsonic aircraft shall not exceed the following noise levels at reference points defined 
by the CAA certification procedures: 

Sideline 94 EPNdB 
Take off 89 EPNdB 
Approach 98 EPNdB 

2.1.6 Movements into and out of the Airport will not be permitted by any aircraft which the 
Landlord (LBB) has prescribed as being excessively noisy. The definition of excessively noisy 
shall have regard to: 

 Measured noise tests undertaken by the LBB Chief EHO, 
 Operating experience, 
 Representations received from persons living in the area or surrounding the Airport, 
 Users of the Airport, 
 The views of the BHAL Consultative Committee. 

2.1.7 The above bullet point restrictions shall not apply to movements occurring in connection with 
the International Air Fair or any specific event or display approved by the Landlord. 
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2.2 Requested Change 

2.2.1 The table below sets out the currently permitted hours of operation, as defined in the Lease, 
together with the extended hours being sought by BHAL. 

    
 Period  Monday to Friday  Saturday  Sunday & Public Holiday 

 Currently Permitted  07h30 – 21h00 1  09h00 – 20h00 2  09h00 – 20h00 2 

 Full Duration Sought  06h30 – 23h00  06h30 – 23h00  08h00 – 23h00 

 Morning Extension  06h30 – 07h30  06h30 – 09h00  08h00 – 09h00 

 Evening Extension  21h00 – 23h00  20h00 – 23h00  20h00 – 23h00 

 Additional Time 3  3h  5h 30m  4h 

1 Aircraft normally based at the Airport can depart from 06h30 and arrive until 22h00. 

2 Up to a maximum of 3 flight movements shall be permitted on Saturdays and Sundays between 08h15 
and 09h00 to permit an operator based at the Airport to operate a scheduled service to France. 

3 This is the additional time for which non-based aircraft would be permitted to operate from the 
Airport: it amounts to 30h 30m over a full week, a slightly greater than 33% increase from 89h 30m to 
120h. 

2.3 Additional Restrictions 

2.3.1 In addition, BHAL are proposing a number of restrictions on movement during the extended 
hours being sought. 

Monday to Friday 

 A cap of 8 aircraft movements between 06h30 and 07h00 
 A cap of 8 aircraft movements between 22h00 and 23h00 
 Piston engine light aircraft (except military/medical flights) not permitted between 06h30 and 

09h00 and between 22h00 and 23h00 

Saturday 

 As per Monday to Friday 
 No flying training before 09h00 or after 17h00 

Sunday & Public Holiday 

 A cap of 8 aircraft movements between 22h00 and 23h00 
 Piston engine light aircraft (except military/medical flights) not permitted between 06h30 and 

09h00 and between 22h00 and 23h00 
 No flying training before 09h00 or after 17h00 
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2.4 Alternative Hours 

Weekdays 

2.4.1 The change in hours being requested for weekdays is considered reasonable. Although a one 
hour extension is being requested in the morning period for non-based aircraft, it is recognised 
that a small number movements by based aircraft already take place during this period. 

2.4.2 The two hour extension requested for evening time operation is longer, but as the cut off at 
23h00 coincides with the end of the daytime period normally employed for planning 
assessments, it is not considered unreasonable. 

Saturdays 

2.4.3 The 2.5 hour extension being requested during the morning significantly extends the period for 
which people in the vicinity will be exposed to morning aircraft noise. Allied to this is the 
request to operate during what is nominally defined as the night time for planning purposes, 
i.e. 06h30 to 07h00. A step change of this magnitude on a non-working day may be 
considered unacceptable by many living around the Airport, and we would recommend that 
the commencement of morning operations not be permitted until 07h00. 

2.4.4 The three hour extension requested for evening time operation is substantial, but as the cut off 
at 23h00 coincides with the end of the daytime period normally employed for planning 
assessments, it is not considered unreasonable on a Saturday. 

Sundays and Bank Holidays 

2.4.5 The one hour extension requested for the morning period is considered reasonable; an 08h00 
start is well into the nominally defined daytime period. 

2.4.6 The three hour extension requested for evening time operation is substantial, and although the 
cut off at 23h00 coincides with the end of the daytime period normally employed for planning 
assessments, it is may considered excessive on a Sunday or Bank Holiday evening. These are 
days that may be particularly earmarked for rest, relaxation or recreation and we would 
recommend an evening extension to 22h00 only. 

3 Provisions in the Noise Action Plan 

3.1 Draft NAP 

3.1.1 The current Noise Action Plan has been prepared by BAP as undated document 7597342v1. It 
is attached as Appendix A. 

3.1.2 The following sections comment on the key elements of the plan. 
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3.2 Current Noise Levels 

3.2.1 It is imperative that the NAP quantifies the noise levels experienced within the community for 
the current aircraft operations. Section 2 of the BAP document addresses this point, but does 
so in an approximate manner by adjusting contours prepared in 1998 (as part of the LBB UDP 
Review) to account typical changes in numbers of general and business aviation movements 
since that time. The current noise levels are indicated in the NAP by a set of airborne aircraft 
noise contours applicable for a typical summer‟s day operations over a 16 hour period from 
07h00 to 23h00. 

3.2.2 Our view is that these contours are not sufficient to properly quantify the existing noise climate 
because: 

 They are not generated using up to date information on the aircraft numbers, types and mode 
of operations that took place in 2014, 

 Insufficient account has been given to the timing of operations. There is no delineation 
between those taking place during daytime hours (07h00 to 23h00) and those occurring in the 
early morning shoulder hours (06h30 to 07h00) by based aircraft only. 

3.2.3 Since publication of the NAP, BAP have submitted technical noise contours that represent the 
current operational conditions. These are addressed in Section 4.1 of this report. 

3.3 Future Noise Levels 

3.3.1 It is equally imperative that the NAP quantifies the noise levels experienced within the 
community for the future aircraft operations allowing for projected growth as facilitated by any 
changes to the lease. Section 3 of the BAP document addresses this point, but again does so in 
an approximate manner again by reference to a set of airborne aircraft noise contours 
applicable for a typical summer‟s day operations over a 16 hour period from 07h00 to 23h00. 

3.3.2 The derivation of those typical future noise contours relies on a set of stated assumptions, 
which we repeat below and comment on if appropriate: 

 A slight increase in operating hours. Comment: it is not certain that a 30% increase can be 
characterised as slight. 

 Maintaining a cap on circuit flying at weekends. 

 An increase in business aviation that will operate more quietly as newer types are introduced 
and older noisier types are removed from our authorised list. Comment: business aircraft are 
inherently noisier than the smaller general aviation aircraft which they will, over time displace. It 
is valid to point out that newer business aircraft are quieter than older aircraft, but there are no 
provisions in the NAP that set out exactly what steps BHAL will take to ensure that these 
evolutionary benefits will actually occur. 
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 A progressive reduction in the noise of individual aircraft types. Comment: again there are no 
provisions in the NAP that set out exactly what steps BHAL will take to ensure that this will 
actually occur. 

 A specific hours requirement to apply to aircraft operated in the “new shoulder hours” in the 
early morning and late evening. Comment: there is a suggestion in a later paragraph that 
“marginally compliant” Chapter 3 aircraft will be excluded from operating in the shoulder hours. 
For reference, marginally compliant Chapter 3 aircraft are 5dB quieter overall than the limit 
permits taking account of the sum of the three measurement position values. However, there is 
no indication as to how many or which aircraft would be affected by such a restriction at Biggin 
Hill. Also, this commitment falls far short of the benefits that would be derived from incentivising 
operations by only the newer quieter aircraft. More recent noise limits have been defined for 
subsonic aircraft which, if applied at Biggin Hill would give rise to much greater reduction in 
noise level. Chapter 4 aircraft are 10dB quieter overall than the limit permits taking account of 
the sum of the three measurement position value, while Chapter 14 aircraft are 17 to 36dB 
quieter overall, assessed in the same way. With real commitment there is scope to control 
shoulder period noise emission much more stringently. 

 A significant reduction in the noise impacted area from that adopted in the Bromley UDP 
(Policy ER8) for land use planning. Comment: this contour, derived in 1998 was not produced 
as a statement of the noise generated by operations at BHAL, but rather an indication of what 
areas could potentially be affected if the Airport were to operate at its full permitted capacity. 

3.3.3 The future noise contours set out in the draft NAP are considered to be no more than notional 
and not adequate to identify potential effects outside the daytime period of 07h00 to 23h00, 
especially as no reference at all is made to aircraft numbers, types and operations projected to 
take place in the future if the lease modification is agreed. 

3.3.4 Since publication of the NAP, BAP have submitted technical noise contours that represent the 
current operational conditions. These are addressed in Section 4.2 of this report. 

3.4 Noise Reduction Measures 

3.4.1 The NAP sets out a number of measures that BHAL propose to implement in order manage 
and control noise at the Airport. A specific aim is stated as being to ensure that the area 
affected by aircraft noise, defined by the 57dB LAeq,16h contour, is much less than that set in the 
LBB UDP. This aim is, for reasons referred to in the last bullet point above, neither challenging 
nor particularly meaningful. A more appropriate outcome of the monitoring and control is 
recommended in Section 5 of this report. 

3.4.2 The specific measures referred to in the NAP are set out below, although not necessarily 
repeated verbatim, and commentary on their relevance, influence and potential effectiveness 
provided. 

Noise monitoring and reporting 

3.4.3 The general measures referred to under this category point to the Airport having good 
intentions with regard to monitoring and reporting and describe a framework that is generally 
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in line with what is adopted at other airports. However, while the tone is positive, the 
proposals lack detail and could go further. Specific issues are: 

 Regular analysis of aircraft activity and noise. Comment: it will be appropriate to agree a precise 
schedule of analysis and reviews and record the outcomes that are to be expected from them. 

 Radar tracking and monitoring of compliance with noise abatement procedures. Comment: 
discussion should be held on the precise procedures and outputs from this process and how it 
will tie into the noise monitoring system (referred to in a later bullet point). 

 Monitor noise characteristics of aircraft and check compliance with agreed noise limits. 
Comment: there is no detail on what form this monitoring will take and no recognition that the 
limits referred to (original Biggin Hill limits and marginally compliant Chapter 3 values) do not 
reflect the commitment that the Airport will be striving for future operations to be undertaken 
by newer, lower noise aircraft. 

 Produce noise contours every 5 years and assess progress toward reducing the noise impact to 
50% of the UDP contours. Comment: the basis on which contours shall be produced needs to 
be agreed and the status of the UDP contours as a noise control tool needs to be refuted. These 
contours are out of date and simply not relevant in the context of assessing and controlling noise 
from future activity at the Airport. 

 Monitor and report on the number of movements in the early morning and late evening 
periods (for which the lease variation is sought). Comment: this is an important control exercise, 
but applying only the Chapter 3 noise limits does not go far enough in terms of minimising the 
impact and taking advantage of future trends in aircraft noise reduction. 

 Work with LBB to install, monitor and report on noise generated by the Airport. Comment: this 
is far too loose a commitment to a vital part of the noise control process. In our view the Airport 
should identify exactly what form of monitoring system they will be installing, how it will operate 
and how information will be provided to LBB.  

Control on types of aircraft permitted to use the Airport 

3.4.4 There is a commitment to work with operators to phase out noisier aircraft, these being 
identified as aircraft that are marginally Chapter 3 compliant or their actual noise levels in the 
community are considered unacceptable. 

3.4.5 We would expect to see such a commitment in an NAP, but we would like to see specific 
actions and provisions described by the Airport as well as individual aircraft types requiring 
control being identified. 

Controls on flying training 

3.4.6 Incentivising operators of light and training aircraft to install noise suppression equipment or to 
replace noisy aircraft is an action we fully endorse. We also endorse the proposals to agree 
new permitted operating hours for flying training flights on circuits and minimising these at 
periods over the weekend. 
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3.4.7 In each case, however, some work is required to put „flesh on the bones‟ of the proposals 
including identifying what incentives will be used to encourage the required behaviour and 
exactly what the training hours restrictions are intended to be. 

Working with existing operators to reduce noise levels 

3.4.8 The proposals to work with operators to ensure adherence to existing procedures should not 
strictly form part of a new NAP, as we would expect the Airport to conduct business in this 
manner as a matter of course. The NAP should simply refer to this as being normal business 
and identify how innovation and better practice will be encouraged. 

3.4.9 The production of a code of practice to minimise noise impacts from all operations and to 
formalise no fly zones is to be encouraged and reference in the NAP is appropriate. In parallel 
to the development of the NAP, we would expect the code of practice to be published, so that 
the two documents can work together from the earliest opportunity. 

Introduction of Global Positioning System (GPS) based runway guidance system 

3.4.10 The proposal to improve the accuracy with which aircraft can be tracked and routed into and 
out of the Airport is to be welcomed, and reference to the RNAV (Area Navigation) system 
reflects the intention to adopt best practice currently employed at airports. 

3.4.11 It shall be recognised, however, that full implementation of improved procedures does require 
final approval from NATS, and BHAL cannot guarantee such changes will occur. BHAL can 
only commit to use best endeavours to achieve the goals, and evidence will need to be 
provided as to what processes are being followed to effect the changes. 

Changing the height of arriving and departing aircraft 

3.4.12 Again we endorse the proposal to adopt operating procedures that raise the height of all 
aircraft arriving at and departing from the Airport. Again, however, achieving this goal requires 
negotiation with, and final approval from, NATS. BHAL will need to use best endeavours to 
achieve the goals and provide evidence as to what those endeavours comprise. 

Changing the “03-Instrument Approach” 

3.4.13 Adoption of a procedure that confines aircraft to much more tightly defined routes at specified 
heights when arriving from the north and routing onto a runway 03 landing is expected to have 
benefits for a number of properties and communities currently located under the wide swath 
followed by aircraft currently using visual procedures. It is therefore to be welcomed in 
principle. 

3.4.14 Again, however, achieving this goal requires negotiation with, and final approval from, NATS. 
BHAL will need to use best endeavours to achieve the goals and provide evidence as to what 
those endeavours comprise. In addition, the expected benefits of the change in noise terms 
can be quantified by appropriate modelling, and we would encourage BHAL to commission 
and report on the results of such modelling. 
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Controls during the new shoulder hour periods 

3.4.15 There is a commitment to cap the number of movements taking place in the „new shoulder 
hours‟, which are defined as the periods between 06h30 and 07h00 and also after 22h00, and 
to restrict the operations to aircraft that are not noisier than marginally compliant Chapter 3. 

3.4.16 There are number of issues to be considered here, and that need to be developed with BHAL 
if the NAP is to address this matter in a rigorous and beneficial manner: 

 Although not specifically stated in the NAP, BHAL have indicated elsewhere1 that not more 
than 8 movements would take place on any day between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00 and 
22h00 and 23h00 respectively. BHAL have also indicated that this upper limit reflects a worst 
case level of activity and is not representative of the aggregate number of movements averaged 
over the long term (e.g. summer or annual period). The limits and expected level of activity 
need to be clearly articulated in the NAP. 

 The „new shoulder hours‟ defined in this particular control do not reflect the full extent of the 
changes to permitted operating hours that are being sought. We agree that 06h30 to 07h00 
can be considered a period of particular noise sensitivity, as it is part of the night time period 
normally adopted for planning purposes. However, operations before 09h00 and after 20h00 
on weekends will constitute new, and potentially disturbing, activity for receptors around the 
Airport. It may be reasonable to expect some controls during those periods as well as others 
that would come into effect on change of the lease but which are not include in the „new 
shoulder hours‟ defined above. 

 Limiting movements during the „new shoulder hours‟ to aircraft that do not generate noise 
above the marginally compliant Chapter 3 limits is, as noted in Section 3.3.2 above, a rather 
modest proposal in the context of the reference made elsewhere in the NAP to incentivise 
operations by only the newer quieter aircraft, the potential benefits of which are illustrated in 
paragraph 3.6 of the NAP. 

Sanctions for non-compliance with noise abatement measures 

3.4.17 We endorse the fact that BHAL will introduce a system of fines and controls for aircraft not 
complying with the Airport noise abatement regulations. It is an integral part of the noise 
control process adopted at any airport. We will want to agree detailed procedures for the 
setting of appropriate limits, how they are monitored and reported and the form of sanction 
that will apply. 

3.4.18 The agreed procedures will need to define how sanctions imposed on noisy operators can 
benefit the local community, who suffer the effects of the excess noise. 

 
 

 

1 Managing Director‟s Report: Airport Consultative Committee, October to December 2014 
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Relocating the VOR beacon 

3.4.19 The proposal to relocate the Biggin Hill VOR, which is used to position commercial aircraft in 
holding stacks in the airspace above Biggin Hill, will give rise to noise benefits. Fewer aircraft 
flying to other airports, Heathrow in particular, will be held circling above the area, removing, 
or significantly reducing, the noise they generate. This is to be welcomed and we endorse the 
initiative. 

3.4.20 Again, achieving this goal requires negotiation with, and final approval from, NATS. BHAL will 
need to use best endeavours to achieve the goals and provide evidence as to what those 
endeavours comprise. 

4 Current and Future Noise Levels 

4.1 Current (2014) Noise Levels 

4.1.1 It is important to establish the noise levels generated by existing operations at BHAL. This is a 
necessary starting point in any technical assessment of the noise issues arising from any 
operational changes being proposed.  

4.1.2 Appendix B contains a note received from BAP quantifying the 2014 noise levels based on 
computer modelling of the operations in line with the standard convention for assessing such 
matters. 

4.1.3 The note sets out: 

 The aircraft numbers, types and operations that took place in 2014. 

 A set of noise contours that reflect those operations. 

 Some account has been given to the timing of operations, with a delineation having been 
made between those expected to take place during the normal (planning) daytime hours of 
07h00 to 23h00 and those taking place in the requested extended hours that fall into the 
normal (planning) night time hours of 23h00 to 07h00. 

 LAeq,16h contours at 57, 63 and 66dB for the summer period operations: these assess the 31% of 
operations that took place during the 92 day period between mid-June and mid-September 
2014. 

 LAeq,30m values at 57, 63 and 66dB for operations taking place between 06h30 and 07h00: 
these have again been undertaken for mid-summer operations for comparative purposes. 

 90dB SEL footprints for departures of aircraft operating during the 06h30 and 07h00 period. 

 Lden contours at 55, 60 and 65dB for the full year operations. 
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4.1.4 The note is self-explanatory, but the following points are highlighted: 

 The daytime contours set out in Figure A9780-N02-01 indicate that the overall extent of the 
modelled daytime 57dB LAeq,16h noise contour is similar to what was estimated and include in 
the NAP. The changes in shape of the contour is attributed to the modal runway split used for 
the modelling being different to that allowed for in the estimated contour 

 The noise modelling takes into account the very small number of operations that took place in 
2014 between the hours of 06h00 and 07h00. On average, this amounts to less than 0.1 
movements per day. The limited extent of the contours indicated in Figure A9780-N02-02 
reflects this very small number. 

 The Lden contours indicated in Figure A9780-N02-03 allow for the operations during the period 
06h30 to 07h00 and incorporate a 10dB penalty for operations in that period to reflect the 
greater sensitivity to noise at that time. Lden also applies a 5dB penalty to operations taking 
place in the evening period between 19h00 and 23h00. However, the resulting contours are 
very similar to the LAeq,16h contours in terms of extent and shape principally due to the very 
small number of 2014 operations between 06h30 and 07h00. 

 The 90dBA SEL footprints set out in Figure A9780-N02-04 can be used to identify those 
properties exposed to aircraft noise levels taking place during the night time period (in this 
instance between 06h30 and 07h00) that give rise to a quantifiable risk of sleep disturbance2. 

4.1.5 The 2014 noise contours and noise footprints establish a baseline against which airborne 
aircraft noise levels expected to arise in the future can be compared.  

4.2 Future (2030) Noise Levels 

4.2.1 Appendix C contains a note from BAP setting out the airborne aircraft noise levels expected in 
2030 based on the numbers and types of aircraft projected to be operating during that year. A 
point in time 15 years hence is considered to be a reasonable reflection of future operations 
arising if the requested change in operating hours is permitted. 

4.2.2 The note is prepared on the same basis as that employed to quantify the current (2014) noise 
levels. BAP have confirmed that noise reduction measures referred to in the NAP, such as 
maintaining aircraft at higher altitude on arrival and revisions to the R03 approach, have not 
been incorporated into the 2030 noise model. The modelling does, however, incorporate a 
simple sensitivity study to assess the effects of uncertainty in the level and type of operations 
forecast to take place in the future 

4.2.3 The following points are highlighted: 

 
 

 

2 A 1992 UK Department of Transport study „Report of a Field Study of Aircraft Noise and Sleep Disturbance‟ found 
people exposed to single event levels above 90dBA SEL suffer a slight risk of sleep disturbance (a 1 in 75 chance of 
an awakening). It is therefore possible to examine the effects of people living within the footprints in terms of 
identifying the likelihood of the operations in question giving rise to sleep disturbance 
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 The total number of operations projected for the year 2030 is less than that indicated for 2014. 
However, this is primarily due to a significant reduction in the number of light aircraft General 
Aviation (GA) operations: the number of Business Aviation (BA) jet movements increases 
markedly (approximately doubles). 

 In particular, there is a very substantial increase in the number of movements projected to 
occur between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00: the figure increases from 31 in 2014 to 730 in 
2030. This reflects an average daily number of movements of 2 in 2030, although the actual 
number of movements on any single day will vary. 

 The daytime contours set out in Figure A9780-N03-01 indicate a relatively modest increase in 
the overall extent of the modelled daytime noise contours. The 57dB LAeq,16h contour is again 
similar to what was estimated and include in the NAP, the changes in shape of the contour 
being attributed to the modal runway split used for the modelling being different to that 
allowed for in the estimated contour. 

 The noise modelling clearly demonstrates the effect of the large increase in the number of 
operations expected to take place between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00. The contours 
indicated in Figure A9780-N03-02 cover a much wider area around the Airport than the 
equivalent contours for 2014. 

 As the Lden contours indicated in Figure A9780-N03-03 incorporate a 10dB penalty for 
operations between 06h30 and 07h00, they exhibit a larger increase in area than the daytime 
only LAeq,16h contours. 

 The 90dBA SEL footprints set out in Figure A9780-N03-06 are identical to those prepared for 
the 2014 case on the basis that it exactly the same types of aircraft that are expected to depart 
during the early morning (night time) hours. Additional footprints to reflect the potential effects 
of aircraft arriving during this period are set out in Figure A9780-N03-05, but are much more 
limited in area and do not encroach on any areas containing residential accommodation. 

 The „sensitivity‟ contours set out in Figure A9780-N03-04 identify that if in future aircraft are 
on aggregate 1dB quieter due to the progressive replacement of older aircraft by more 
modern, quieter aircraft up to 2030, then the overall extent of the contours reduces. On the 
other hand if no such fleet modernisation benefits are to be had and the growth in aircraft 
numbers is higher than modelled, then the overall extent of the contours increases. 

 These findings are expected: what is more worthy of consideration is whether either, or both, 
of these sensitivity adjustments is likely to reflect the actual conditions arising in 2030. 

4.2.4 In a subsequent note, A9780-N04-DC dated 10 March 2015, BAP presented the results of an 
alternative sensitivity test that reflect both higher growth in traffic and benefits arising from fleet 
modernisation. The results are set out in table 5 of that note: 
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4.2.5 If both fleet modernisation and greater growth occur together, the benefits arising from the 
lower noise levels generated by modern aircraft does not quite offset the disbenefits of the 
greater number of movements. Comparing the contour area figures in the table above to those 
set out Table 2 of Appendix C indicates that the 57dB contour for the combined sensitivity 
case is slightly more than 20% greater in area. The combined sensitivity contour has not been 
provided so its actual extent cannot be commented on. 

4.2.6 In general terms, the predicted noise levels for 2030 can be viewed as a „statement of intent‟ 
by BHAL in terms of the noise levels it expects to generate in the community around the 
Airport if the variation in operating hours is permitted. On balance, the base case future noise 
levels are not expected to be substantially higher during normal daytime operating hours, but 
significant changes are expected during the early morning period between 06h30 and 07h00. 

4.2.7 It should be noted that changes of a material nature are also expected after 21h00 on 
weekdays and 20h00 on weekends and public holidays. At present no movements are 
permitted after these hours, but a number of movements may occur after these hours and 
before 23h00 if the lease variation is permitted. The changes cannot currently be quantified as 
the noise implications of the number of flights expected during these extended evening periods 
have not been separately modelled. 

4.2.8 Subject to the late evening noise implications being properly quantified, our view is that the 
proposed changes should be considered acceptable in noise terms if suitable controls and 
relevant mitigation are applied. That is not to say that the noise changes are wholly desirable: 
there will be residents located in the vicinity the Airport, primarily to the south but also some 
to the north, who will experience a notable change in aircraft noise intrusion during the early 
morning and late evening periods. 

4.2.9 Taking a balanced view, however, the controls recommended in the next section can be 
applied to ensure that the harm caused by noise does not outweigh the economic benefits to 
be derived from the proposed changes.   
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5 Monitoring and Control 

5.1 Recommended Limits and Mitigation 

Operating hours 

5.1.1 Based on the discussion in Section 2.4 of this report, the following hours are recommended: 

 Weekday (as requested): 06h30 to 23h00 
 Saturday (1 hour shorter than requested): 07h00 to 23h00. 
 Sundays and Bank Holidays (1 hour shorter than requested): 08h00 to 22h00 

Daytime Noise Envelope 

5.1.2 Operations at the Airport will be controlled such that the LAeq,16h contour identified as 57dB 
2030 (blue) in Figure A9780-N03-01 is treated as a noise envelope and the total area it 
encompasses is not exceeded at any time between grant of the Lease variation and the end of 
2030. 

5.1.3 During 2030, the contour will be revised based on projected operations for the following 15 
year period. The revised contour will then act as the applicable noise envelope and the total 
area it encompasses shall not be exceeded at any time during that 15 year period. A 
downward only revision to the contour shall be permitted. 

Night time Noise Envelope 

5.1.4 Operations between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00 at the Airport will be controlled such that 
the LAeq,30m contour identified as 57dB 2030 (blue) in Figure A9780-N03-02 is treated as a 
noise envelope and the total area it encompasses is not exceeded at any time between grant of 
the Lease variation and the end of 2030. 

5.1.5 During 2030, the contour will be revised based on projected operations for the following 15 
year period. The revised contour will then act as the applicable noise envelope and the total 
area it encompasses shall not be exceeded at any time during that 15 year period. A 
downward only revision to the contour shall be permitted. 

Evening Period Noise Envelope 

5.1.6 Operations between the hours of 21h00 and 23h00 on weekdays and between 20h00 and 
23h00 on weekends and bank holidays at the Airport will controlled such that the LAeq,30m 
contour identified as 57dB 2030 yet to be defined by BAP is treated as a noise envelope and 
the total area it encompasses is not exceeded at any time between grant of the Lease variation 
and the end of 2030. 

5.1.7 During 2030, the contour will be revised based on projected operations for the following 15 
year period. The revised contour will then act as the applicable noise envelope and the total 
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area it encompasses shall not be exceeded at any time during that 15 year period. A 
downward only revision to the contour shall be permitted. 

Early Morning Departures and Arrivals 

5.1.8 No aircraft departing the Airport between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00 shall generate higher 
noise levels or give rise to a larger 90dBA SEL footprint than those shown for each departure 
mode in BAP Figure 9780-N03-06. 

5.1.9 No aircraft arriving at the Airport between the hours of 06h30 and 07h00 shall generate higher 
noise levels or give rise to a larger 90dBA SEL footprint than those shown for R21 arrivals in 
BAP Figure 9780-N03-05. Although only a small percentage (6%) of arrivals are expected on 
R03, they shall only be permitted by aircraft that do not generate higher noise levels or give 
rise to a larger 90dBA SEL footprint than is indicated in this figure. 

5.1.10 A grant for sound insulation enhancement to bedroom windows shall be made to those 
residences at which a noise level in excess of 90 dB SEL occurs at an annual average frequency 
of once or greater during the early morning period of (06h30 to 07h00)3. 

Limit on Annual Movements 

5.1.11 The lease permits up to 125,000 aircraft movements annually at the Airport. The current 
application indicates a forecast number of total movements of 31,270 by 2030. Even allowing 
for a significantly greater growth in Business Aviation operations than are currently forecast, the 
currently permitted maximum appears to be too large. We suggest a cap of 50,000 annual 
movements be applied. 

5.2 Means of Control 

5.2.1 The Noise Action Plan sets out a number of measures that are proposed to be implemented in 
order to control noise emission at the Airport. Those controls will be essential if the limits set 
out in Section 5.1 of this report are not to be exceeded. 

5.2.2 Section 3 of this report comments on the controls proposed in the NAP and identifies where 
further information or clarification is considered appropriate. We set out below specific 
recommendations for development of the various controls proposed in NAP to ensure they can 
be properly implemented and monitored. 

Control on types of aircraft permitted to use the Airport 

5.2.3 Noise limits will need to be established that reflect the maximum noise levels likely to be 
generated by the aircraft mix forecast to operate in 2030. All aircraft will then be monitored 
against these limits and appropriate sanctions employed in the event of the limits being 
exceeded. 

 
 

 

3 Full provisions of a suitable Sound Insulation Grant Scheme to be developed and agreed. 
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Controls on flying training 

5.2.4 BHAL shall submit details of the scheme that will incentivise operators of light and training 
aircraft to install noise suppression equipment or to replace noisy aircraft. 

5.2.5 BHAL shall submit details of the new permitted operating hours for flying training flights on 
circuits. 

Working with existing operators to reduce noise levels 

5.2.6 BHAL shall submit the proposed code of practice to minimise noise impacts from all operations 
and to formalise no fly zones. 

Introduction of Global Positioning System (GPS) based runway guidance system 

5.2.7 BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, implementation of 
the scheme to improve the accuracy with which aircraft can be tracked and routed into and 
out of the Airport. Any amendment to the current hours to be conditional on BHAL using best 
endeavours to achieve a successful implementation of the GPS system and agreeing a timetable 
for its implementation with the Council. 

Changing the height of arriving and departing aircraft 

5.2.8 BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, implementation of 
the scheme to adopt operating procedures that raise the height of all aircraft arriving at and 
departing from the Airport. Any amendment to the current hours to be conditional on BHAL 
using best endeavours to achieve a successful implementation of the altered operating heights 
and agreeing a timetable for their implementation with the Council. 

Changing the “03-Instrument Approach” 

5.2.9 BHAL shall continue to update LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, implementation of 
the scheme that confines aircraft to much more tightly defined routes at specified heights when 
arriving from the north and routing onto a runway 03 landing. Any amendment to the current 
hours to be conditional on BHAL using best endeavours to achieve a successful 
implementation of the altered approach procedures and agreeing a timetable for that 
implementation with the Council. 

Controls during the new shoulder hour periods 

5.2.10 BHAL shall submit to LBB details of the measures that will be implemented to ensure that the 
numbers and type of aircraft operating during the early morning period between 06h30 and 
07h00 and also during the late evening period between 21h00 and 23h00 on weekdays and 
20h00 and 23h00 on weekends and bank holidays give rise to noise levels that do not breach 
the limits set out in Section 5.1 of this report. 
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Sanctions for non-compliance with noise abatement measures 

5.2.11 BHAL will submit to LBB detailed procedures for the setting of appropriate noise limits for all 
aircraft, how they are to be monitored and reported and the form of sanction that will apply. 
The agreed procedures will need to define how sanctions imposed on noisy operators can 
benefit the local community, who suffer the effects of the excess noise. 

Relocating the VOR beacon 

5.2.12 BHAL shall report to LBB on the progress of, and timescale for, implementation of the scheme 
to relocate the Biggin Hill VOR. 

5.3 Noise Monitoring 

5.3.1 We recommend that LBB make it a condition of any agreement to vary the Lease that BHAL 
take responsibility for installing and running a suitable noise monitoring system. The system 
shall be suitable for accurately recording the individual flyover noise levels associated each 
aircraft operation. These values can be used for assessing each operation against appropriate 
limits as described in Section 5.2 above as well as constructing the long term average aircraft 
noise levels for the purpose of validating the noise contours. 

5.3.2 So far as individual accountability of the various operators / aircraft using the Airport is 
concerned, the following procedure would be adopted: 

 Maximum departure noise levels that would apply to operations during the daytime and during 
the early morning shoulder period. 

 These would typically be defined as Noise Violation Limits and built into a transparent system 
of monitoring and control. For example, if a violation is recorded this triggers a fine being 
levied on the perpetrator. A 1st violation leads to a modest fine, a 2nd violation leads to a more 
substantial fine and a 3rd violation points to persistent bad behaviour and may lead to a more 
stringent penalty such as being banned from using the Airport. 

 Fines are paid into a „community fund‟ for the benefit of those suffering the consequences of 
excessive noise. 

5.3.3 BHAL have previously made reference to the adoption of a “3 strikes and you‟re out” system of 
dealing with noise and track keeping transgressors. This may well be a plausible approach, but 
it will be necessary for BHAL to provide more detail of the scheme and how it will be 
implemented. 

5.3.4 So far as the monitoring system itself is concerned, it may be that the equipment currently 
under the ownership of LBB can be used by BHAL, in which case a suitable protocol for 
handing it over will need to be agreed. Thereafter BHAL will install it, and any other 
equipment deemed necessary, at locations that would enable them to properly monitor 
activities to ensure that the agreed/imposed controls are not violated. 
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5.3.5 The system will be installed and operated in a manner that meets LBB‟s noise monitoring 
requirements and gives LBB officers direct access to real time data and simple summary reports 
on a defined or an ad hoc basis. Those requirements will be set out in an agreement that can 
be appended to the modified lease and will include, but not be limited to: 

 BHAL to operate a noise inquiry and complaints handling system. Members of the public will 
be advised of a suitable point of contact for articulating concerns and observations regarding 
aircraft noise, whether this be in relation to individual events or noise generally. The system 
will be organised such that a suitable response is made to all inquiries and complaints within 
24 hours. 

 Members of the public to have access to a real time display of aircraft movements with 
information on aircraft location and height being clearly displayed. The access shall be via the 
BHAL website or an extension to the LBB website. 

5.3.6 Time shall be allowed for the system to be acquired, installed and commissioned. Typically it 
would be expected to be fully functional and on line not more than 1 year after the modified 
lease agreement is in place. 

5.3.7 BHAL will also be required to develop proposals for incorporating track keeping into the 
monitoring system. This may be a longer term proposition but one we would expect BHAL to 
sign up to as part of the agreement to vary the lease 

5.4 Ground Noise 

5.4.1 Although a secondary issue, noise from aircraft on the ground has not to date been assessed. It 
should not be ignored and should be subject to controls and monitoring as necessary.  

5.4.2 BHAL and BAP shall be requested to quantify the levels of ground noise currently generated by 
present day operations at the Airport. The exercise can then be repeated for the future 
operating conditions, and the results considered in both absolute and comparative terms.  

5.4.3 BHAL should spell out provisions that will be considered for the future containment or 
betterment of ground noise. 

 They shall identify the proposed location for all future engine ground run ups as well as a 
description of the purpose built noise mitigation proposed (bunds or a ground running pen). 

 They shall identify where is it proposed to undertake compass swing tests in order to minimise 
their impact. 
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6 Aircraft Charging 

6.1 Current Regime 

6.1.1 The BHAL charging structure for aircraft movements is set out on the website at 
http://www.bigginhillairport.com/airport-information/fees-and-charges/ . 

6.1.2 Appendix D to this report summarises the principle elements of the charging regime at BHAL 
together with details of those used at Oxford (Kidlington) which is owned by the LPA and 
Northolt which is owned by the MOD. 

6.1.3 It can be noted: 

 Charges are levied according to the type of aircraft, with larger models paying higher fees. 

 Standard charges are scaled according to the weight, and therefore the size, of the aircraft. 

 Specific reference is not made to the scaling of charges according to the levels of noise 
generated by an aircraft type. Such a scale may apply indirectly, however, as larger aircraft 
tend to be noisier than smaller aircraft. 

6.1.4 The rent or fees payable by BHAL to LBB, the Landlord is made up of an index linked base 
rent payable under the Lease plus an additional amount payable at the higher of the amount 
by which 3% of turnover or 12.5% of net profits exceeds the base rent. 

6.1.5 The amount payable by BHAL to LBB is not linked to the levels of noise generated in the local 
community nor the hours over which that is generated. There is therefore no correlation 
between the degree of noise pollution imposed on inhabitants of the area around the Airport 
and the cost to BHAL. Furthermore, there is no direct link between the levels of noise 
generated by individual aircraft and the charges levied against them. 

6.2 Proposition 

6.2.1 If the lease variation is permitted, aircraft will be able to operate during hours when the local 
population can be expected to have heightened sensitivity noise. That will come about due to 
two factors: 

 Operations will be taking place during times when no, or very limited operations have 
previously occurred, 

 Those times are at the beginning and ends of the day when affected residents would be 
expected to be relaxing or even sleeping. 

6.2.2 In addition, the lease variation is expected to lead to a large increase in the number of 
movements by business aviation aircraft; that figure potentially doubling over a 15 year period. 
The number of movements by smaller, quieter general aviation aircraft is expected to remain 
constant or reduce. 

http://www.bigginhillairport.com/airport-information/fees-and-charges/
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6.2.3 It would be reasonable and appropriate in our view to revise the charging schedule to take due 
account of the levels of noise generated by individual aircraft and the times at which the noise 
is generated. By increasing the cost burden on noisier aircraft and weighting the charging 
system so that operations during the unsocial, extended operating hours are penalised the 
regime will effectively adopt a „polluter pays‟ approach to charging, with a focus on noise. 

6.2.4 By way of comparison, reference can be made the charging schedule adopted at Northolt and 
Oxford Airports. Although a specific link is not made between the scale of charges and the 
noise levels generated by an individual aircraft, there is a clear application of surcharges for 
aircraft operating out of hours. 

6.2.5 Due consideration shall also be given to the general charging regime applied at these airports 
to ensure that the system proposed at Biggin Hill is not clearly unrepresentative of that applied 
at similar or competing airports. 

6.2.6 It should be noted that BHAL have already identified a potential increase in the income to LBB 
from the Airport through a Supplementary Community payment which is made for flights 
between 22h00 and 23h00. The principle of charging on a „polluter pays‟ basis is therefore 
deemed to be accepted. 

6.3 Proposal 

6.3.1 If the lease variation is permitted, we would recommend that any variation of hours is 
conditional on LBB seeking an increase in the amount payable by BHAL to reflect the 
increased level of business activity at the Airport including an element to reflect the increased 
level of noise generated during unsocial hours. A possible framework for revised schedule of 
charges and payments to LBB that addresses these requirements is set out below. 

6.3.2 For aircraft operating during the extended hours permitted by the lease variation, a surcharge 
shall be applied to each movement. The scale of the surcharge will depend on exactly when an 
operation takes place, as the community sensitivity to noise can be considered more acute 
during some operating periods than others. 

6.3.3 It is proposed that a unit of surcharge be set: the monetary value for this is to be determined. 
The actual unit of surcharge that applies to each aircraft type will vary according to the size and 
level of noise it generates. 

6.3.4 The actual amount of surcharge that will be applied should vary by time period as follows and 
be applied to both departures and arrivals: 

 06h30 to 07h00 weekdays: 3 units  
 07h00 to 07h30 weekdays: 2 units  
 22h00 to 23h00 weekdays: 2 units  
 07h00 to 09h00 Saturdays:  2 units  
 20h00 to 23h00 Saturdays: 2 units  
 08h00 to 09h00 Sundays:  2 units  
 20h00 to 22h00 Sundays: 2 units  
 All other extended hours: 1 unit  
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 Currently permitted hours: 0 units  

6.3.5 Information provided by BAP and set out in Appendix C, dealing with 2030 noise levels, 
indicates, that there are expected to be 730 movements annually in the weekday time period 
06h30 to 07h00. Further information provided by them on movements during other extended 
hours periods is set out in the memo A9780-N04-DC dated 10 March 2015 as follows: 

 

6.3.6 Some extended hours periods are not included in this table, but values can be estimated or 
determined for the full range of alternative extended hours as we have set them out in Section 
2.4 above. With that information and an appropriate unit of surcharge monetary value 
selected, the total out of hours revenue can be determined. 

6.3.7 If the unit of surcharge is set at £75, the total revenue from this element of the charging 
structure would amount to in excess of £450k in 2030, while if the unit if surcharge is set out 
£250, the revenue would be slightly in excess of £1.5M.  

6.3.8 Clearly these indicative values apply only when the Airport is operating at its full forecast 
capacity, and revenue generated during intervening years will be less but growing to this value. 
An accurate forecast of revenue generated in any year will require an accurate forecast of the 
total number of operations in any given extended hours period. This is not currently available. 

Payments to LBB 

6.3.9 All aircraft unsocial hours charges shall be paid to LBB. They shall constitute a transfer payment 
to reflect the level of noise pollution experienced in the local community and to take into 
account any public purse expenditure required as a result of the increased business at the 
Airport. They shall be paid in additional to the annual rent payable under the terms of the 
lease. 

 End of Section 
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Glossary of Acoustic Terms 

LAeq: 

The notional steady sound level (in dB) which over a stated period of time, would have the 
same A-weighted acoustic energy as the A-weighted fluctuating noise measurement over that 
period. Values are sometimes written using the alternative expression dB(A) Leq. 

LAmax: 

The maximum A-weighted sound pressure level recorded over the period stated. LAmax is 
sometimes used in assessing environmental noise when occasional loud noises occur, which 
may have little effect on the LAeq noise level. Unless described otherwise, LAmax is measured 
using the “fast” sound level meter response. 

LA10 & LA90: 

If non-steady noise is to be described, it is necessary to know both its level and degree of 
fluctuation. The LAn indices are used for this purpose. The term refers to the A-weighted level 
(in dB) exceeded for n% of the time specified. LA10 is the level exceeded for 10% of the time 
and as such gives an indication of the upper limit of fluctuating noise. Similarly LA90 gives an 
indication of the lower levels of fluctuating noise. It is often used to define the background 
noise. 

LA10 is commonly used to describe traffic noise. Values of dB LAn are sometimes written using 
the alternative expression dB(A) Ln. 

LAX, LAE or SEL 

The single event noise exposure level which, when maintained for 1 second, contains the same 
quantity of sound energy as the actual time varying level of one noise event.  LAX values for 
contributing noise sources can be considered as individual building blocks in the construction 
of a calculated value of LAeq for the total noise. The LAX term can sometimes be referred to as 
Exposure Level (LAE) or Single Event Level (SEL). 

Perceived Noise Level 

Perceived Noise Level: this measure is used specifically for the evaluation of aircraft noise, 
taking account of the high pitched whine generated by jet engines. There is an approximate 
relationship between the PNL and the A-weighted noise level as follows: 

PNL = LA + 13dB 
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EPNdB 

Effective Perceived Noise Level: this is calculated by integrating the energy over the time 
period during which the tone corrected perceived noise level is within 10PN dB of the 
maximum value and normalising with respect to a reference time of 10s. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 In order to make best use of this long established aviation facility, London 

Biggin Hill Airport plans to develop in order to attract more companies and this 

will require changes in operations as the Airport moves towards undertaking a 

more modern corporate and general aviation role.  As part of this process the 

opportunity has been taken to update noise management measures at the 

airport. 

1.2 The current controls were put in place over 20 years ago and are contained in 

the Operating Criteria of the Lease between the London Borough of Bromley 

and the airport.  This requires that aircraft using the airport must comply with 

the Council’s approved noise criteria set in 1994 which followed the most 

stringent ICAO Chapter 3 industry standards for modern turbo jets and turbo 

fans and used industry noise measurement limits for Side line, Take off and 

Approach. They also included a list of older and specifically approved aircraft, 

some of which are still in service. These earlier noise controls will be updated 

and the Airport has drawn on best industry practice to produce this voluntary 

Noise Action Plan (NAP).  The aim is to ensure the Airport operates as quietly 

as possible and so has minimal effect on neighbours and has a process of 

regular reviews and improvements in place. 

1.3 The key elements of the Plan relate to clarifying existing and future noise levels 

combined with measures to manage and monitor noise levels.  Local 

stakeholders will be actively involved in the implementation of this NAP. 

1.4 The NAP has been prepared taking into account the requirements of section 

18 of the Environmental Noise (England) Regulations 2006 (as amended).  

These regulations transposed the EU Environmental Noise Directive 

(2002/49/EC), known as END, into UK legislation. Detailed guidance is 

available on the Defra website on preparation of a NAP.  Many UK airports 

have produced a NAP, and many have already been reviewed.  Such reviews 

are intended to occur on a five year basis. 

1.5 The NAP is designed to manage noise issues and effects arising from aircraft 

departing from and arriving at an Airport.  The NAP process involves airports 

considering the noise impact of their operations together with the current 

control measures they have in place. 
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2.0 Current Noise Levels 

2.1 The current noise levels can be quantified by both production of airport noise 

contours and consideration of community responses as delineated by the 

comments received by the Airport.  The latter are regularly evaluated by a 

specialist sub-committee of the Airport Consultative Committee.  After their 

evaluation of the comments and the actions taken by the Airport, a report is 

given by the Chairman of that Noise and Safety sub-committee to the Airport 

Consultative Committee.  The Biggin Hill Airport Consultative Committee meets 

four times each year and minutes of the meetings are published on the airport 

website. 

2.2 Past contouring has considered various future scenarios, and adopted as 

baselines noise contours for 1997, 2004, 2008 and 2009.  In the latter year 

there were about 58,000 movements, of which Aero Club and Private 

movements formed 80% of the total.  In 2013, the overall annual movements 

had reduced to about 41,500, and the Aero Club and Private constituted 70% 

of the total.  In that period the business aviation element increased from 10,081 

to 11,487 movements.  On a simple basis the noise contours at the airport 

now, specifically in 2014, would be expected to be similar to those in 2009.  

That simple basis takes into account a possible rise in noise of less than a 

decibel, due to increased business aviation traffic, and a theoretical reduction 

of 1.5 dB, due to the overall reduction in aircraft activity of 40%.  On the basis 

that the contours of 2014 are similar to 2009, the latter produced taking into 

account many more details of the actual traffic, the current noise impact area 

will approximate to that shown in Figure NAP 1. 
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2.3 Adopting the usual assessment criteria relating to aviation noise impact, the 

current noise impact at London Biggin Hill Airport shows that the contour 

representing high levels of annoyance, 69 dB LAeq,16h, is completely contained 

within the operational boundaries of the airport except at the southern end of 

the main runway where it extends to the A233 but does not impinge on any 

residential properties.  The contour representing moderate levels of 

annoyance, 63 dB LAeq,16h, is also largely contained within the airport site 

although it does extend to the south across the A233. Some properties on the 

A233 abut this contour. 

2.4 The contour representing the onset of low community annoyance, 57 dB 

LAeq,16h, extends to south of Holwood Farm to the north of the airport.  To the 

south-west of the airport it extends beyond Norheads Farm.  In doing so it 

includes a number of properties (approximately 92), most of which are in 

Biggin Hill Village. 

2.5 The relatively small size of the 2013 (based on 2009) contours and their 

location over largely uninhabited areas is compatible with the low level of 

public reaction to the airport’s activities.  In 2013 the airport received 30 

comments relating to its activities. Given that in that year there was about 

41,500 movements this rate of response is about 0.7 comments per thousand 

movements indicating an acceptable situation.  As shown in Table 1.0, by 

comparison at London Luton Airport in 2013 there were 1022 complaints from 

97,615 movements, approximately 10.5 complaints per thousand.  At London 

City Airport, over the five year period (2009-2013) typically 60 complaints were 

recorded annually; approximately 0.8 per thousand movements.  At 

Farnborough Airport, which specialises in business aviation, there were in 

2013, 220 complaints and annual movements of 22,754; 9.7 complaints per 

thousand movements. 

2.6 These other Airports would indicate that their noise emissions produce 

acceptable situations, acknowledging some impact. 

Table 1.0  Community Reaction near London Area Airports serving Business Aviation (B.A.) 

Airport 

(Annual 2013 Movements)

No. Of Complaints

(Annual 2013) 

Population exposed to Daytime

57 dB LAeq,16h and above 

 

London Luton 

(97,615) 

1,022 7,128 

Farnborough 

(22,754) 

220 0 

London City 

(74,006) 

90 13,600 

London Biggin Hill 

(41,500) 

30 245 

2.7 Table 1.0 also includes the populations within the contour representing the 

onset of low community annoyance at each airport.  This highlights the much 

higher exposed populations at London Luton and in particular London City 

Airport compared with London Biggin Hill. 
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2.8 Figure NAP 1 indicates the approximate extent of the noise impacted area.  

The contours shown include the 57 dB LAeq,16h contour which is used to 

represent the onset of significant community annoyance for major airports.  

This applies to busier airports unlike Biggin Hill where there is considerable 

activity during daytime and night-time.  Used at Biggin Hill, it may exaggerate 

the impacted area. 
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3.0 Future Predicted Levels 

3.1 Future noise will relate to the type of operations undertaken, the aircraft used, 

the activity levels, and the details of how aircraft are operated into and from the 

Airport. 

3.2 In order to better understand the future noise climate at the airport the following 

changes are assumed: 

 a slight increase in operating hours; 

 maintaining a cap on circuit flying at weekends; 

 an increase in business aviation that will operate more quietly  as newer 

types are introduced and older noisier types are removed from our 

authorised list. 

 a progressive reduction in the noise of individual aircraft types; 

 a specific noise requirement to apply to aircraft operated in the “new 
shoulder hours” in the early morning, and late evening; and 

 a significant reduction in the noise impacted area from that adopted in 

the Bromley UDP (policy ER8) for land use planning. 

3.3 The Airport acknowledges that as at any Airport some noise intrusion occurs.  

From consideration of the comments received it appears that the majority of 

the  intrusions relate to the Aero Club and Private movements, especially at the 

weekends and from occasional noise events with either an older business jet 

(now mainly replaced), or from the unusual arrival procedure that is currently 

necessary when the wind is from the north or east.  On these days, aircraft 

approach the airport from the north east, and using the airports guidance 

systems, and then depart from that system and carry out a visual circuit to the 

west of the airport, circling to the south west before turning north to land on 

Runway 03.  Pilots following that procedure are not following any set airfield or 

automatic guidance system and therefore height and track of aircraft will vary 

and be affected by the pilots experience of Biggin Hill and weather conditions.  

This procedure gives rise to occasional noise intrusion in Keston, Tatsfield and 

Warlingham in particular. 

3.4 To minimise the use of noisier aircraft it is proposed to incentivise operators to 

use quieter aircraft and to phase out previously approved noisier types from 

January 2015.  The airport already adopts the most stringent Chapter 3 noise 

standards.  For the “new shoulder hours” between 06:30 and 7:00 in the 

morning and 22:00 and 23:00 in the evening, the airport will only allow 

operations by aircraft that meet Chapter 3 standard.  It will exclude all aircraft 

during this period defined as “marginally compliant aircraft” i.e. those which 

cannot fully comply with the Chapter 3 standards.  These aircraft are defined 

under EU Directive 2002/30/EC dated 26 March 2002.  They are jet aircraft: 



  London Biggin Hill Airport : Noise Action Plan 
 

7597342v1  P7
 

“… that meet the certification limits laid down in Volume 1, Part II, Chapter 3 of 
Annex 16 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation by a cumulative 
margin of not more than 5EPNdB (Effective Perceived Noise in decibels), 
whereby the cumulative margin is the figure expressed in EPNdB obtained by 
adding the individual margins (i.e. the differences between the certificated 
noise level and the maximum permitted noise level) at each of the three 
reference noise measurement points as defined in Volume 1, Part II, Chapter 3 
of Annex 16 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation.” 

3.5 Aircraft have become much quieter and recently new business aviation aircraft 

using Biggin Hill, for instance the Bombardier Global 5000, have a cumulative 

margin of 23dB below the current aircraft noise limits (see Table 2.0). 

3.6 To illustrate the improvement in aircraft noise performance since 1994, the 

margin of cumulative noise from typical business jets using the airport today 

compared with the cumulative noise authorised in the Operating Criteria 

section of the Airport Lease is shown below. 

Table 2.0  Margin re Biggin Hill Noise Limit 

Aircraft Type Cumulative Margin v Biggin Hill 
Noise Limit 

Modern Aircraft  

Bombardier Global 5000 23 dB better 

Gulfstream V 20 dB better 

Falcon 7X 18 dB better 

Hawker 750 14 dB better 

Challenger 604 24 dB better 

Citation Excel 30 dB better 

Lear jet 60 39 dB better 

3.7 A preliminary assessment has been made of the future noise in 2025 and 

Figure NAP 2 compares the area and extent of that contour against the earlier 

UDP contour.  The future contour takes into account the growth in overall 

activity, and the specific increase sought in business aviation.  As shown by 

the Figure the future noise impact is considerably less than that forecast to 

arise for the UDP. 

3.8 The contour representing the onset of community annoyance extends to 

Holwood Farm and at the other end of the Airport to south of Norheads Farm.  

It includes a number of properties in Biggin Hill Village. 

3.9 The eventual contour for 2025 is likely to be smaller than that shown in Figure 

NAP 2, as no account has been taken of the expected benefits of the noise 

reduction measures proposed in the NAP, and later versions of the NAP.  It will 

also benefit from improved aircraft noise performance as manufacturers 

produce quieter aircraft. 

3.10 Responses to stated levels of noise, e.g. 57 LAeq,16h are sometimes difficult to 

understand in practice.  To assist Tables 3.0  and 3.1 rates common situations 

and the noise climate expressed using the same unit. 
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Table 3.0  Continuous average noise levels, Examples in terms of noise traffic. 

Road Traffic 

External Noise Levels 

Noise Level 

Description 

78 dB(A) Façade noise level in a very busy town street or a dwelling 
immediately next to a major road (Recently proposed Central 
Government criterion for retrospective soundproofing of 
housing near major unaltered highways). 

68 dB (A) Typical noise level at urban or rural property set back a little 
from the kerb on a busy street, or a property about 100m from 
a Motorway. 

63 dB(A) Level typical of many dwellings on fairly busy roads or with a 
clear view of a main road.  Also typical of dwellings about 
200m from a Motorway. 

58 dB(A) Typical of the back through streets of a town or dwellings 
fringing a main road or those on a quieter road. 

48 dB(A) Rural noise level or well screened suburban area away from 
heavily trafficked routes. 

38 dB(A) Unusually quiet. 

Table 3.1  Quasi-continuous sound internal examples 

Experience within Buildings Level, dB(A) Leq, T 

Nightclub Dance Floor 105 

Nightclub Bar 95 

Noisy Pub Bar 85 

Theme Restaurant 75 

Posh Restaurant 65 

Open plan office (busy) 55 

Open plan office (night shift) 45 

Cinema (before showing) 35 
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4.0 Noise Reduction Measures 

4.1 As part of this NAP, LBHA will continue with certain noise control measures 

and introduce a number of new measures to manage  noise levels generally at 

the airport and more specifically to ensure the area affected by aircraft noise 

(defined by the area within the 57dB(A) LAeq,16h contour) is much less than that 

set in the UDP contour.  Overall these measures will represent a significant 

improvement on the noise control regime contained in the existing lease 

between the London Borough of Bromley and the airport. 

4.2 The proposed measures will include regular monitoring and reporting of 

operations as well as active management of the types of aircraft able to use 

the airport and procedures associated with take-off and landing. 

4.3 A large number of the new measures can be introduced in the short-term while 

others will require further investigation and the support of external stakeholders 

such as NATs.  The airport is currently engaged in various background studies 

and is working closely with these external parties and is committed to the 

introduction of the measures set out below. 

• Noise monitoring and reporting 

 The airport will undertake regular analysis of aircraft activity and noise to 

identify where a review of procedures may help minimise disturbance.  

 Community visits to investigate complaints will be continued. 

 To continue to investigate, log, record on the radar tracking system and 

respond to all complaints, reporting quarterly to the Airport Consultative 

Committee. 

 To continue to provide radar recording of all arrivals and departures at 

Biggin Hill so as to provide evidence for the community. 

 Monitor compliance with procedures given in the UK Aeronautical 

Information Publication (AIP) to minimize noise, i.e. EGKB AD 2.21 Noise 

Abatement Procedures. 

 Monitor the noise characteristics of aircraft with regard to their ICAO 

noise certification levels, to ensure full compliance with the original Biggin 

Hill Noise Limits and the need to minimise operations by marginally 

compliant Chapter 3 aircraft. 

 Produce every five years Airport noise contours, and assess progress 

towards reducing the noise impacted area to 50% of that approved in the 

previously adopted contours included in the UDP.  

 Produce noise information for sites agreed with London Borough of 

Bromley.  

 Monitor and report progress against the NAP actions to the Airport 

Consultative Committee.  
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 Monitor and report on the number of movements in the early morning/late 

evening and obtain details of the aircraft used and their noise 

performance so ensuring any operations in those periods are only carried 

out by those aircraft rated as fully Chapter 3 compliant. 

 Work with the London Borough of Bromley to install, monitor and report 

on noise generated by the airport and submit reports to the Airport 

Consultative Committee when required. 

 Monitoring noise management at other comparable airports, and 

investigate whether any innovations used elsewhere could usefully be 

applied so ensuring industry best practice is applied at Biggin Hill.  

 Report, as now, the number of departures and arrivals on each runway 

per quarter, and annually so demonstrating compliance with annual 

limits. 

• Control on types of aircraft permitted to use the 
airport 

 New engine and airframe designs are delivering major reductions in 

noise.  To ensure the local community benefits from this it will work with 

operators to phase out noisier aircraft currently on the list approved as 

part of the lease.  The noisier aircraft will be identified by consideration of 

whether they are marginally compliant to Chapter 3 standards and where 

their actual noise affecting the local community is found unacceptable. 

• Controls on flying training 

 The airport will work with operators of light and training aircraft to 

incentivize installation of noise suppression equipment, such as silencers 

and/or improved propellers, or aircraft replacement, to ensure Biggin Hill 

aircraft fleet is as quiet as practicable. 

 The airport will work with operators to agree new permitted operating 

hours for flying training flights that involve repetitive circuits of the airport 

and to seek agreement to minimise these at periods over weekends. 

• Working with existing operators to reduce noise 
levels 

 The airport will continue its regular liaison with operators to ensure 

adherence to existing operational procedures and encourage innovation. 

 The airport will keep under review the Standard operating procedures for 

both aircraft and helicopter operations and whether new procedures 

would produce significant benefit.  

 The airport will produce with operators a code of practice to minimise 

noise impact from Business Aviation and General Aviation operations, in 

particular formalise "no fly zones" to protect local settlements where safe 

and practicable. 
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• Introduction of Global Positioning System (GPS) 
based runway guidance system  

 The airport will continue its investment and application for the installation 

of a new specific GPS based runway guidance system for all aircraft 

using the northern runway 03 in which both height and track guidance is 

provided to the pilot. 

 The airport will work with NATS to introduce as soon as practical 

improved aircraft guidance procedures for all arriving and departing 

aircraft, on both the 03 and 21 runways such as the highly accurate GPS 

based Area Navigation system (RNAV) that improve both track and 

height guidance for pilots. 

• Changing the height of arriving and departing 
aircraft 

 Wherever practicable and safe and allowed by NATS, the airport will 

adopt appropriate operational procedures to raise the height of all aircraft 

arriving and departing at Biggin Hill in order to secure a reduction in 

noise.  To ensure the local community benefits from this the airport will 

work with NATS and the Airport Consultative Committee, as part of the 

London Airspace Management Plan (LAMP) , for better airspace 

arrangements for Biggin Hill traffic and particularly raising the height of 

arriving and departing aircraft, whenever safe and practicable. 

• Changing the "03-Instrument Approach" 

 The airport will continue to seek the provision of a new approach 

procedure for runway 03.  It will work with NATS to introduce as soon as 

practicable the new procedure to replace the present visual procedure 

that gives rise to varied tracks and heights for arriving aircraft when the 

northern runway is in use.  Such a system would produce a number of 

benefits in relation to noise reduction including: 

(a) the arrivals for runway 03 over Farnborough Hospital would 

be at a higher level (almost 3,000 ft above sea level) with the 

related reduction in noise; and 

(b) the area overflown to the west of the airport would be 

markedly reduced during the easterly approaches and 

aircraft would be at a higher level (over 2,000 ft above sea 

level) and slowly descending as opposed to maintaining a 

lower height with the related reduction in noise. 

4.4 Figure NAP3 shows a schematic of the current arrival procedure and that 

sought by the airport. 
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• Controls during the new shoulder hours period 

 New engine and airframe designs are delivering major reductions in 

noise.  To ensure the local community benefits from this it will cap the 

number of flights in the 'new shoulder hours' and introduce a system of 

control over the allowable noise performance of aircraft in these new 

‘shoulder hours’ between 0630hrs and 0700hrs and after 2200hrs which 

will involve only allowing fully compliant Chapter 3 aircraft. 

• Restricting noise sensitive development close to 
the airport 

 There is evidence that residential and other noise sensitive 

developments are being developed close to airports throughout the 

Country.  This exposes such development and their populations to noise 

and can give rise to objections to airport operations.  The airport believes 

the best way to minimise noise exposure is to ensure it does not take 

place at locations identified as subject to current and predicted airport 

noise in the first place.  The airport will therefore discourage residential 

and other noise sensitive development close to the airport boundary or 

areas likely to be affected by aircraft noise, in liaison with Local 

Authorities. 

• Sanctions for non-compliance with noise 
abatement measures 

 The airport will introduce a system of fines and controls for aircraft not 

complying with its airport noise abatement regulations. 

• Relocating the VOR beacon 

 Biggin Hill Airport is the location of one of four holding areas or 'stacks' 
used by aircraft in busy periods seeking to land particularly at London 

Heathrow Airport and arriving from the south east.  Biggin Hill Airport has 

for the past 50 years had a beacon, known as a VOR located centrally 

within the airport.  It is this beacon which provides the location of the 

‘hold’ or stack.  Aircraft enter this area as high as 17,000 ft but then 

descend in circles to as low as 9,000 ft, sometimes lower.  Aircraft are 

held vertically above each other and as the lowest departs for landing 

then other aircraft reduce their height.  This means that at any one time 

many large passenger aircraft can be circling over the stack and 

therefore contribute to the ambient noise climate of the airport.  This has 

resulted in a situation where noise associated with this operational 

procedure is often wrongly attributed to aircraft using the airport. 
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 This beacon is due to be removed from the airport in the next 5 years as 

the system of ‘stacks’ is being replaced by Continuous Descent 

Procedures that will keep aircraft much higher and quieter avoiding 

circling as before.  Such a procedure requires less engine thrust than 

level flight and provides noise attenuation by keeping aircraft higher for 

longer thereby offering noise reduction benefits.  To ensure this happens 

the airport will continue to work with NATs and others to secure the early 

removal of the VOR beacon at Biggin Hill in order to remove such 

overflying.  Such relocation will make an important contribution to 

reducing noise at the airport. 

 An extract from a consultation on London Airspace by Gatwick Airport 

and NATs visually expresses the scale of the issue. 
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Project:  London Biggin Hill Airport – Noise Action Plan 

File Ref:  A9780‐N02‐NW 

Date:  05 March 2015 

Subject:  2014 Contouring 

From:  N Williams 

To:  Name  Company 

Vernon Cole  Cole Jarman 

Will Curtis  London Biggin Hill Airport 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Further to the request by Vernon Cole, Bickerdike Allen Partners (BAP) have prepared various 

2014  noise  contours  for  London  Biggin  Hill  Airport,  in  addition  to  providing  information 

regarding aircraft types and 90 dB(A) SEL footprints of typical aircraft. 

2.0 AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 

The basis  for  the 2014 noise contours are  the actual aircraft movements as provided by  the 

airport. This movement data  contained details of aircraft  type, operation,  runway and  time 

and has been processed for  input  into the noise computation software, the FAA’s  Integrated 

Noise Model (INM). A summary of the aircraft movements over the calendar year of 2014 are 

summarised  in  Table  1  below  by  INM  type.  For  the  summer  contours,  the  actual  summer 

traffic was  used.  This  comprised  31%  of  the  annual  traffic, with  no  significant  changes  in 

aircraft mix. 

In common with noise contouring elsewhere we have excluded military movements from the 

contouring. 
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INM Aircraft 
Type 

Typical Aircraft Description 

2014 Movements 

Daytime 
(07:00‐23:00) 

Early Morning 
(06:30‐07:00) 

A109  Agusta A109 (Helicopter)  1251  7 

BEC58P  Piper PA34  1348  0 

CL600  Canadair CL600, Dassault Falcon 2000  845  0 

CNA172  Cessna 152, 172  8767  0 

CNA208  Pilatus PC12  581  0 

CNA441  Beechcraft 200  873  1 

CNA500  Cessna 550  494  4 

CNA510  Cessna 510  1096  2 

CNA525C  Cessna Citation Jet (CJ2, CJ3, CJ4)  1164  2 

CNA560XL  Cessna 560 Excel  1494  0 

CNA680  Cessna 680  191  1 

F10062  Falcon 7X, Falcon 900  637  1 

GASEPF  Grumman AA‐5B  4222  0 

GASEPV  Cirrus SR22  2781  0 

GIV  Gulfstream IV  167  2 

GV  Gulfstream V, Global Express  518  0 

LEAR35  Hawker 700/800/900, Learjet 45  1927  11 

PA28  Piper PA28  14864  0 

Other[1] 
Various business jets, helicopters, 

propeller aircraft 
3384  0 

Overall Total  46604  31 

[1] “Other” covers 46 INM types which individually all comprised less than 1% of the total movements and did not 

operate in the early morning period. 

Table 1: Aircraft Movements in 2014 
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3.0 NOISE CONTOURS 

The following noise contours were requested: 

 Summer Daytime LAeq,16h contours, based on 07:00 to 23:00, at 57, 63 and 66 dB 

 Summer Early Morning LAeq,30m contours, based on 06:30 to 07:00, at 57, 63 and 66 dB 

 Annual Lden contours, at 55, 60 and 65 dB 

These contours have been produced using  the current version of  the  INM software  (version 

7.0d), with  the effects of  local  terrain  included  in  the model. The areas of  the contours are 

given in Table 2 and are plotted on Figures A9780‐N02‐01 to 03. 

Contour Level 

Area of Air Noise Contours (km2) 

Summer Daytime 
(07:00‐23:00) LAeq,16h 

Summer Early Morning 
(06:30‐07:00) LAeq,30m 

Annual Lden 

>57 dB LAeq,T  2.1  0.6  ‐ 

>63 dB LAeq,T  0.8  0.3  ‐ 

>66 dB LAeq,T  0.5  0.2  ‐ 

>55 dB Lden  ‐  ‐  2.1 

>60 dB Lden  ‐  ‐  0.9 

>65 dB Lden  ‐  ‐  0.4 

Table 2: Noise Contour Areas 

Also  shown on  Figure A9780‐N02‐01  is  the  current  (2009) daytime noise  contour  (at 57 dB 

LAeq,16h) given  in the recent Noise Action Plan. This differs  in shape to that now produced for 

2014, extending further south but not as far to the north, due to a runway usage with more of 

the departures on runway 21. However it has an almost identical area, 2.2 km2 as opposed to 

2.1 km2 for 2014. 
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4.0 SEL FOOTPRINTS 

90  dB(A)  SEL  footprints  have  been  produced  for  departures  on  each  runway  by  the  INM 

aircraft type LEAR35, which represents both the loudest and the most common aircraft types 

currently operating  in  the  early morning period.  The  areas of  these  footprints  are  given  in 

Table 3 below, and they are shown in Figure A9780‐N02‐04. 

Aircraft Type and Operation  Area of 90 dB(A) SEL Footprint (km2) 

LEAR35 Departure, Runway 03  4.0 

LEAR35 Departure, Runway 21  4.3 

Table 3: 90 dB(A) SEL Footprint Areas 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nick Williams  David Charles  Peter Henson 

for Bickerdike Allen Partners  Associate  Partner 
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Project:  London Biggin Hill Airport – Noise Action Plan 

File Ref:  A9780‐N03‐NW 

Date:  05 March 2015 

Subject:  2030 Contouring 

From:  N Williams 

To:  Name  Company 

Vernon Cole  Cole Jarman 

Will Curtis  London Biggin Hill Airport 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Further to the request by Vernon Cole, Bickerdike Allen Partners (BAP) have prepared various 

2030  noise  contours  for  London  Biggin  Hill  Airport,  in  addition  to  providing  information 

regarding aircraft types and 90 dB(A) SEL footprints of typical aircraft. 

2.0 AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 

The  basis  for  the  2030  noise  contours  is  a  forecast  provided  by  the  airport.  This  has  been 

supplemented with data for 2014, for example the same runway split has been used and the 

same  operational  procedures.  With  regard  to  aircraft  type  the  forecast  assumes  the 

movements are split amongst the common types currently in operation. 

The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) has been used to produce the contours. A summary 

of the forecast aircraft movements over the calendar year of 2030 are summarised in Table 1 

below by  INM  type.  For  the  summer  contours 31% of  the annual  traffic was used with  the 

same aircraft mix. 

In common with noise contouring elsewhere we have excluded military movements from the 

contouring. 
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INM Aircraft 
Type 

Typical Aircraft Description 

2030 Movements 

Daytime 
(07:00‐23:00) 

Early Morning 
(06:30‐07:00) 

Business Aircraft 

CL600  Canadair CL600, Dassault Falcon 2000  2427  73 

CNA441  Beechcraft 200  2427  73 

CNA510  Cessna 510  3640.5  109.5 

CNA525C  Cessna Citation Jet (CJ2, CJ3, CJ4)  3640.5  109.5 

CNA560XL  Cessna 560 Excel  3640.5  109.5 

F10062  Falcon 7X, Falcon 900  2427  73 

LEAR35  Hawker 700/800/900, Learjet 45  6067.5  182.5 

Other Aircraft 

A109  Agusta A109 (Helicopter)  700  0 

BEC58P  Piper PA34  350  0 

CNA172  Cessna 152, 172  1750  0 

GASEPF  Grumman AA‐5B  700  0 

GASEPV  Cirrus SR22  700  0 

PA28  Piper PA28  2800  0 

Combined Total  31,270  730 

Table 1: Forecast Aircraft Movements in 2030 
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3.0 NOISE CONTOURS 

The following noise contours were requested: 

 Summer Daytime LAeq,16h contours, based on 07:00 to 23:00, at 57, 63 and 66 dB 

 Summer Early Morning LAeq,30m contours, based on 06:30 to 07:00, at 57, 63 and 66 dB 

 Annual Lden contours, at 55, 60 and 65 dB 

These contours have been produced using  the current version of  the  INM software  (version 

7.0d), with  the effects of  local  terrain  included  in  the model. The areas of  the contours are 

given in Table 2 and are plotted on Figures A9780‐N03‐01 to 03. 

Contour Level 

Area of Air Noise Contours (km2) 

Summer Daytime 
(07:00‐23:00) LAeq,16h 

Summer Early Morning 
(06:30‐07:00) LAeq,30m 

Annual Lden 

57 dB LAeq,T  2.9  2.6  ‐ 

63 dB LAeq,T  1.0  0.9  ‐ 

66 dB LAeq,T  0.7  0.6  ‐ 

55 dB Lden  ‐  ‐  3.6 

60 dB Lden  ‐  ‐  1.4 

65 dB Lden  ‐  ‐  0.7 

Table 2: Noise Contour Areas 

Also  shown  on  Figure A9780‐N03‐01  is  the  2025  forecast  daytime  noise  contour  (at  57  dB 

LAeq,16h) given  in  the recent Noise Action Plan. This  is similar  to  that now produced  for 2030, 

albeit using a different runway usage, and has the same area. 

As with any forecast there is some uncertainty over the future situation. The effect of this has 

been  initially  explored  by  undertaking  two  sensitivity  tests.  One  assumes  that  the  fleet  is 

modernised  leading  to  an  average  reduction  of  1  dB(A).  This  does  not  seem  unreasonable 

given the growth in aircraft meeting the new Chapter 14 standard over the next 15 years. The 

second  sensitivity assumes  that  instead of  the business movements  increasing  to 25,000 by 

2030  they  increase  to 40,000 but without any modernisation of  the  fleet. The areas of  the 

resulting summer daytime contours are given in Table 3. 

In  Figure  A9780‐N03‐04  the  summer  daytime  sensitivity  contours  at  57  dB  LAeq,16h  are 

compared with the central forecast. Also included is the contour from the UDP. In all cases the 

future contours are less than 50% of the area of the UDP contour which is 8.7 km2. 

 



 

A9780‐N03‐NW
5
th
 March 2015 

Page 4 of 4 

 

Contour Level 

Area of Summer Daytime Air Noise Sensitivity Contours 
(07:00‐23:00) LAeq,16h (km

2) 

Fleet Modernisation  Greater Growth 

57 dB LAeq,T  2.4  4.3 

63 dB LAeq,T  0.8  1.3 

66 dB LAeq,T  0.6  0.8 

Table 3: Noise Contour Areas Sensitivity 

4.0 SEL FOOTPRINTS 

90  dB(A)  SEL  footprints  have  been  produced  for  departures  on  each  runway  by  the  INM 

aircraft type LEAR35, which represents both the  loudest and the most common aircraft type 

forecast  to  depart  in  the  early  morning  period.  90  dB(A)  SEL  footprints  have  also  been 

produced for arrivals using runway 21 by the INM aircraft types CNA560XL and LEAR35, which 

represent  the  loudest  and  the most  common  aircraft  types  forecast  to  arrive  in  the  early 

morning period. No arrival footprints have been prepared for runway 03 as in 2014 only 6% of 

business jets arrivals used this runway. 

The areas of these footprints are given in Table 4 below, and they are shown in Figure A9780‐

N03‐05 to 06. 

Aircraft Type and Operation  Area of 90 dB(A) SEL Footprint (km2) 

LEAR35 Departure, Runway 03  4.0 

LEAR35 Departure, Runway 21  4.3 

CNA560XL Arrival, Runway 21  0.3 

LEAR35 Arrival, Runway 21  0.2 

Table 4: 90 dB(A) SEL Footprint Areas 

 

 

 

 

Nick Williams  David Charles  Peter Henson 

for Bickerdike Allen Partners  Associate  Partner 
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Appendix D 

  
  
Subject: Aircraft Fees and Charges at Biggin Hill, Oxford and Northolt Airports 

Project: Biggin Hill Airport 

Date: 10 March 2015 
  
  
 
BIGGIN HILL: Standard Schedule of Fees and Charges 

 
Domestic Landing 

International 
Landing Handling Parking per day 

AIRBUS     

ACJ 2015.00 2333.50 363.00 520.00 

BOEING     

BBJ 2015.00 2333.50 363.00 520.00 

BOMBARDIER     

LJ40/45/55 310.00 359.00 121.00 80.00 

LJ60 341.00 394.90 121.00 88.00 

CL300 558.00 646.20 180.00 144.00 

CL601 620.00 718.00 180.00 160.00 

CL604/605 682.00 789.80 231.00 176.00 

GL5000 930.00 1077.00 295.00 328.00 

GLEX 930.00 1077.00 295.00 328.00 

CITATION     

MUSTANG 98.00 115.70 66.00 35.20 

500/525/CJ1/CJ2 142.00 166.10 95.00 48.00 

550/CII/CJ3 186.10 216.30 95.00 56.00 

560 219.00 253.80 95.00 64.00 

560XL/650 310.00 359.00 121.00 80.00 

680 434.00 502.60 151.00 112.00 

750 527.00 610.30 180.00 136.00 
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Aircraft Fees and Charges at Biggin Hill, Oxford and Northolt Airports 

 
Domestic Landing 

International 
Landing Handling Parking per day 

TURBOPROP     

DORNIER 328 434.00 502.60 151.00 112.00 

PILATUS PC 12 98.00 115.70 66.00 35.20 

TBM 700/850 65.10 77.40 66.00 25.60 

BEECH 200/350 142.00 166.10 95.00 48.00 

ECLIPSE     

ECLIPSE 500/550 65.10 77.40 66.00 25.60 

EMBRAER     

Phenom 100 142.00 166.10 95.00 48.00 

Phenom 300 219.00 253.80 95.00 64.00 

LEGACY 600/650 682.00 789.80 231.00 176.00 

FALCON     

50 558.00 646.20 180.00 144.00 

2000 527.00 610.30 180.00 136.00 

2000 EX/LX 589.00 682.10 180.00 152.00 

900 651.00 753.90 231.00 168.00 

900 EX/LX 682.00 789.80 231.00 176.00 

7X 930.00 1077.00 261.00 256.00 

GULFSTREAM     

200/280 496.00 574.40 151.00 128.00 

G 3 930.00 1077.00 261.00 256.00 

G 350/4/450 930.00 1077.00 261.00 272.00 

G 5/500/550/650 930.00 1077.00 295.00 328.00 

HAWKER     

PREMIER 1 142.00 166.10 95.00 48.00 

BE400 219.00 253.80 95.00 64.00 

HS125/800XP 403.00 466.70 151.00 104.00 

4000 558.00 646.20 180.00 144.00 
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Page 3 of 3 Biggin Hill Airport 
Aircraft Fees and Charges at Biggin Hill, Oxford and Northolt Airports 

Weight Charges on Landing 

Aircraft Weight Category (tonnes) Landing Fee 

0.0 - 0.8 £21.90 

0.8 - 1.7 £26.20 

1.7 - 2.5 £45.20 

2.5 - 3.5 £65.10 

3.5 - 4.5 £98.00 

4.5 - 6.0 £142.00 

6.0 - 7.0 £186.10 

7.0 - 8.0 £219.00 

8.0 - 9.0 £255.10 

Thereafter, Per tonne or part thereof £31.00  

 

An International levy is applicable to all arrivals from outside the United Kingdom, Channel 
Islands or Isle of Man and is charged at a separate rate of approx. £ 4.90 / tonne. 

Helicopter Landings shall be subject to a minimum landing fee of £45.20. 

All prices quoted in pounds sterling and are subject to VAT where applicable. 



London Oxford Airport Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking and Hangarage Fees - Basic Rates Summary - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

VISITOR (NON-RESIDENT ) FEES/ RATES                            RESIDENCY  FEES/ RATES

   OXF 'INCLUSIVE' DEAL    OXF 'INCLUSIVE' DEAL

  Landing   Nav. Fee
(5)(11)    Handling Monthly Monthly   Monthly Parking   Monthly Hangarage

(13)

  Fees
(2)(4)(5)   (ILS/NDB & radar    Fee

(8)(9)
  Parking

(3)
  Hangarage

(3)(10) Parking Hangarage   incl. 10 x Landings 
(12)

  incl. 10 x Landings
(12)

  approach slots only)
  (Executive & 

VIP)
 (any duration to 24 hrs. ) Only Only (on residency agreement) (on residency agreement)

Flat Rate / Flat Rate/ Flat Rate/ Month Rate Month Rate Grass Hard Flat Rate

Rate Tonne Flat Rate Visitor Rate Tonne Rate Tonne / sq.ft.
(13)

/ sq.ft.
(13) (Paved) Rate / sq.ft.

(13)

 Not levied for VFR App. (excl. NAV fee) (excl. NAV fee) (excl. NAV fee) (excl. NAV fee) (excl. NAV fee) (excl. NAV fee)

A
Light Piston Singles & Helis

(Low / Normal Utilisation)
< 2.73 < 6,000 £16.50 £169 (incl. 8 x 

landings / ILS)

£225 (incl. 8 x 

landings / ILS)
min £375 £0.59

(13)

B
Light Piston Singles & Helis

(High / Unlimited Utilisation)
< 2.73 < 6,000 £16.50

As per 

inclusive deal

As per 

inclusive deal
£252   (incl. all 

landings/no ILS)

£335 (incl. all 

landings/no ILS)

C
Light Twin Piston & Single F/W Turbines + 

Single Turbine Helis
< 2.73 < 6,000 £40.00 £30.00  (min charge)  (min charge) £252.00 £335.00 min £375 £0.59

(13)

D Light Twin Helicopters < 2.73 < 6,000 £50.00 £40.00 £420.00 £530.00 min £820 £0.95
(13)

E Larger Twin Helis > 2.73 > 6,000 £74.00 £26.00 £58.00 £0.45 £0.75 min £1420

F
Larger Piston & Turbine Singles                                               
(G-Eagle, Navajo, TBM700, PC12 )

2.73 - 5.69
6,000 - 

12,499
£66.00 £29.00 £68.00 £0.40 £0.70

G
Light Jet (VLJs)/Turboprop
(Mustang, CJ1, Phenom 100, KA90 )

2.73 - 4.855
6,000 - 

10,700
£89.00 £32.00 £74.00 £0.40 £0.70

H
Light Jet/Turboprop
(Piaggio Avanti, KA200, CJ2, Prem 1     < 12,500lbs)

4.856 - 5.69
10,701 - 

12,500
£110.00 £37.00 £84.00 £0.40 £0.70

I
Turboprop / Jet
(BE400, Cit. 550, 560, CJ3, Phenom 300  >12,500 lbs.)

5.7 - 7.99
12,501 - 

17,635
£135.00 £46.00 £95.00 £0.40 £0.70

J TurboProp / Jet 
(1)(6)(13)

(8 tonnes and above)
8.0+

17,636 - 

88,185
min £192 £24.00 £40.00 £136

(8)(9) min £52 £6.50 min £130 £16.30 £0.45 £0.75
Make

Enquiry

Make

Enquiry

K
Jet

(40 tonnes and above)
40+ 88,185+ min £192 £24.00 £45.00 £263 min £52 £6.50 min £130 £16.30 £0.45 £0.75

Make

Enquiry

Make

Enquiry

OXF

Class

Aircraft

Group/Category

MTOW

Weight

Tonnes

MTOW

Weight

lbs. (app.)

 (any duration to 24 hrs. )

 (First 4 hrs. free)

£30.00 £47.00

N/A
Make

Enquiry

Make

Enquiry

£25.00

Make

Enquiry

Make

Enquiry

£30.00 £22.00

£15.00
(11)

N/A 
(8)

£16.00

  A separate comprehensive sheet is available for OASL Reserve the right to change fees &  Annual Up-front Payment:  Handling for Residents:  Additional Landings for Residents (+10/month):

 Where more than 10 landings a month are

£35.00

£53.00

£79.00

N/A

  different individual aircraft types on request charges at any time.   Fees and charges are  

correct at the time of printing.  Residents paying  When required, handling

  Alternative fees apply to airline operations - scheduled or  annually in advance will  for residents is charged 

 the normal monthly rate

 required, aircraft on inclusive residency

  seasonal charter - available to airlines on request  Class A, B, C Weekend Discount:  receive a 5% discount over  at 65% of the visitor rate  agreements enjoy a 35% reduction in landing 

 fees for any additional landings above the free

  Other sundry fees and surcharges are shown  Landings £12 incl. VAT  or free with uplift of  allowance

Important!  -  Please read notes overleaf/below where identified - variations to certain weight/categories above are applied under certain circumstances

  on a separate Miscellaneous/Sundry Surcharges sheet  45 Litres of Avgas (Class C light twins - £24)



London Oxford Airport Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking and Hangarage Fees - Basic Rates Summary - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

           Notes & Policy:

                1)  Below 8 tonnes, where an aircraft class category is in dispute, the landing fee is @ £24/tonne or part thereof whilst daily parking fee is @ £6.5/tonne or part thereof.  

     Above 8 tonnes, our invoicing system will round up to the nearest whole tonne for the fees to be levied, so for instance a 9.2 metric tonne aircraft will be charged as a 10 tonne aircraft.

                2)  WEEKEND DISCOUNT: Any private  aircraft under 2,730Kg (piston single or helicopter) pay £12 incl. VAT  (Twins £24) or free with uplift of 45 litres or more of Avgas (singles only).  Commercial/training operators pay normal prices at weekends.

                3)  Parking free for the first four hours, thereafter charged per Overnight Fee in full (24 hrs.) .  Daily hangarage charge applies for any  duration up to 24 hrs. which accounts for towing and hangar re-arrangement requirements to accommodate aircraft

                4)  For all visitors & Class A or B residents, touch and go landings are charged at half the published landing fee (except for aircraft under 2,730Kg at the weekends when half the normal weekday fee applies anyway).  For all other Residents on landings 

     inclusive agreements only, a touch & go will count as one of their permitted/inclusive landings.   *OAGAG resident Class A members alone may undertake VFR Touch & Goes/practice low approach & go-arounds at no charge between 06:30-08:00, 

     and 17:30-22:30 (local times) weekdays and weekends.    VFR approaches without landing are charged as per a touch and go - i.e. half the landing fee.

                5)  Instrument (NDB) training approaches and overshoot without landing  are charged as per ILS approach slots (the NAV fee)  - see (13) below.  Class A aircraft note higher fee of £25 for training purposes.

                6)  All aircraft need to pay VAT for all services unless under the terms of HMRC Notice 744C, the operator claims to be an 'airline' operating chiefly on international routes and complete a VAT Certification form filed with OXF - available on request

                7)  MOD, POLICE, AIR AMBULANCE, UTILITY are charged normal rates.   CHARITY events, no charges subject to prior approval from airport management.  Emergency weather/tech diversions - no charges.

               8)  Mandatory handling fees will be levied for any aircraft rotation when carrying passengers (for A/C over 6,000 lbs. / 2.73 tonnes MTOW).   Aircraft over 40 tonnes MTOW will incur a higher handling fee of £263/rotation (from GlobalX/G550 upwards)

    Positioning flights will not be charged a handling fee (if both in-bound and outbound flights empty).  Aircraft on Residency Agreements will be charged 65% of the normal handling fee.

    For all other aircraft under 2.73 tonnes/ 6,000 lbs. MTOW (classes A to D), if airside/landside vehicle escort is requested (for passengers and/or bags), a handling fee of £20+VAT will be levied.

               9)  Handling includes aircraft marshalling, ops assistance with flight planning, crew briefing/NOTAM/weather packs, customs/immigration/special branch liaison, booking services, meet & greet of crew/pax, airside escorting of vehicles and permits free terminal 

    lounge usage, coffee, tea, Wi-Fi and free car parking for passengers by the FBO/Terminal.   For car parking arrangements for crews, vehicle registrations must be lodged with Customer Services on day of arrival.

               10)  Non-resident aircraft parked in third party hangars (non-airport controlled) on an ad-hoc/per diem basis will be charged 50% of the daily parking fee for the type concerned to the airport, on top of any charge made by the third party hangar lessee/lessor.

               11)  Requests/bookings for ILS/NDB procedural approach slots (whether or not for training)  on RWY 19 will attract NAV fees shown overleaf.  Block bookings for training cancelled with less than 3 hours 

      notice will be charged for unless weather-related.  Class A aircraft on residency agreements have a monthly allowance of a mix of 8 landings or ILS approaches included in the monthly fee.  Class A or B ILS usage for training purposes  will be charged at £25.

               12)  To benefit from the monthly rate, aircraft must be on a signed/dated residency agreement & have an account in place  with the airport.  Monthly fees must be paid in advance.  Over 10 landings/month, 65% of normal landing fees will apply.  Note (11) above 

      still applies to residents re ILS approach slots.  Class A aircraft on residency agreements have an allowance of a mix of 8 landings or ILS/month, whilst class B aircraft on residency agreements have unlimited landings but must pay for each ILS approach slot.

      For aircraft on residency agreements, unused monthly landings entitlement (or ILS for Class A aircraft) cannot be carried forward. 

               13)  Monthly hangarage charges are based on wingspan or rotor diameter times fuselage length (to tail rotor tip on helis).   

      All hangar/ramp positioning included, though high utilisation aircraft with over 10 rotations/month may attract a premium.   Some aircraft have fixed min or max charges highlighted in BLUE on the comprehensive price list (a separate file).  

      Aircraft maintained at OXF will generally have priority on available space.  

*Note:  Residents with light GA aircraft under 6,000 lbs. MTOW can opt to join the Oxford Airport General Aviation Group - OAGAG (www.oagag.org.uk) which affords members with unique 

            privileges and benefits including periods within which free VFR touch & goes are permitted, periods when practice ILS/NDB procedural approaches are permitted at no charge, 

            reduced costs for ILS training at other times, an opt-in for three months notice rather than one month's notice on price changes and residency.   Such benefits only apply for private 

            aircraft, not fleet operators or schools.    OAGAG is run by its members, not by the airport.

  A separate comprehensive fee sheet is available for 

  different common aircraft types

  Other fees and surcharges are shown

  on a separate Sundry Surcharges sheet



London Oxford Airport Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking and Hangarage Fees - By Aircraft Type (Comprehensive) - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

OXF Aircraft ICAO Size Weight Weight Landing NAV Handling Parking Hangarage  Resident's Handling  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly

Class Group / Category Aircraft ID Area MTOW MTOW Fee Fee Fee +4 - 24hrs 0 - 24hrs  Landing Fee Fee  Parking - hard  Hangarage  Parking - grass  Parking - hard  Hangarage

(Group) & Type / Model Sq. Ft. lbs. Tonnes (ILS use)  (+10/month) (Resident)   NO LANDINGS  NO LANDINGS  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings

A + B

Light Single Piston & Piston Helis       

(< 2,73 tonnes)

< 6,000 < 2.73

Schweizer 300 572 2,050 0.93 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £375

Piper Sport 655 1,320 0.60 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £386

Piper PA28  (Arrow/Warrior) 768 2,900 1.32 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £453

Boeing Stearman 805 2,810 1.27 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £475

Socata TB10/TB20 Trinidad 832 3,083 1.40 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £491

Slingsby T67 Firefly 833 2,250 1.02 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £491

Schweizer 333 848 2,050 0.93 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £500

de Havilland Chipmunk 877 1,930 0.88 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £517

Rockwell Commander (112/114) 896 3,140 1.42 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £529

Cessna 350 Corvalis 902 3,400 1.54 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £532

PA32 (Cherokee/Saratoga) 904 3,600 1.63 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £533

Lancair (Columbia) 400 907 3,600 1.63 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £535

Mooney M20 (all models) 918 3,368 1.53 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £542

Beech Bonanza A36 921 3,650 1.66 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £543

YAK 18 933 2,901 1.32 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £550

Cessna 172 (Skyhawk) 965 2,300 1.04 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £569

Cirrus SR20 995 3,050 1.38 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £587

Cirrus SR22 995 3,400 1.54 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £587

Cessna 182 (Skylane) 1,005 3,100 1.41 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £593

Diamond DA-40 1,035 2,535 1.15 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £611

Cessna 206 (Stationair) 1,050 3,600 1.63 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £620

Harvard T6 (North American) 1,150 5,249 2.38 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £679

Spitfire (MK XIV) 1,200 8,500 3.85 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £708

Gippsland Airvan 1,202 4,000 1.81 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £709

PA46 (Malibu - piston) 1,243 4,340 1.97 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £733

Piper Meridian (Malibu) 1,273 4,850 2.20 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £751

Hawker Hurricane - Mk I 1,280 8,470 3.84 £16.50 £15 N/A £16 £25 £10.73 N/A N/A N/A £169 £225 £755

C

Light Twin Piston & Single F/W 

Turbines + Single Turbine Helis
< 6,000 < 2.73

PA30 (Twin Comanche) 907 3,725 1.69 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £535

Cessna 340 967 5,990 2.72 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £571

PA34 (Seneca) 1,102 4,750 2.15 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £650

Beech Baron 58 (Private Only) 1,126 5,500 2.49 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £664

Cessna 303 (Crusader) 1,186 5,000 2.27 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £700

Diamond Twin Star DA-42 1,235 2,535 1.15 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £729

PA46-500T (Meridian) 1,269 5,092 2.31 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £749

Two Blade Heli (Jet Ranger etc.) 1,298 4,000 1.81 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £766

Partanavia/Vulcanair P68 1,481 4,594 2.08 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £874

Three+ Blade (Single Squirrel etc.) 1,491 4,960 2.25 £40.00 £30 N/A £22 £30 £26.00 N/A N/A N/A £252 £335 £880

D

Light Twin Helicopters                     

(<2.73 tonnes)
< 6,000 <2.73

Twin Squirrel 1,491 5,300 2.40 £50.00 £30 N/A £22 £40 £32.50 N/A N/A N/A £394 £525 £1,416

FOR GUIDENCE - RESIDENCY  FEES / RATES (BASED AIRCRAFT PAYING MONTHLY)FOR GUIDENCE - VISITOR ( NON-RESIDENT ) FEES/RATES

Option for Class A 

('Class B') £212 - 

unlimited landings 

(min 12 months 

residency)

Option for Class A 

('Class B') £321 - 

unlimited landings 

(min 12 months 

residency)

All prices exclude VAT Page 3 of 8 This sheet is best printed in colour and on A3 for ease of use



London Oxford Airport Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking and Hangarage Fees - By Aircraft Type (Comprehensive) - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

Size Weight Weight Landing NAV Handling Parking Hangarage  Resident's Handling  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly

Aircraft Area MTOW MTOW Fee Fee Fee +4 - 24hrs 0 - 24hrs  Landing Fee Fee  Parking  Hangarage  Parking - grass  Parking - hard  Hangarage

Class Group / Category Sq. Ft. lbs. Tonnes (ILS use)  (+10/month) (Resident)   NO LANDINGS  NO LANDINGS  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings

E

Larger Twin Helicopters                   

(>2.73 tonnes)
> 6,000 >2.73

Bel 429 1,499 7,000 3.17 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £675 £1,124 £722 £963 £1,420

EC135 1,122 6,250 2.83 £74.00 £30 £47 £22 £40 £48.10 £30.55 £505 £842 £595 £794 £1,420

Agusta 109 Grand 1,508 7,000 3.17 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £679 £1,131 £725 £967 £1,420

Agusta 109 Power 1,544 6,614 3.00 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £695 £1,158 £738 £983 £1,447

EC145 1,542 7,903 3.58 £74.00 £30 £47 £22 £40 £48.10 £30.55 £694 £1,157 £737 £983 £1,445

Agusta 109 1,549 6,284 2.85 £74.00 £30 £47 £22 £40 £48.10 £30.55 £697 £1,162 £739 £986 £1,450

Bell 430 1,852 9,000 4.08 £74.00 £30 £47 £22 £40 £48.10 £30.55 £833 £1,389 £842 £1,122 £1,678

EC155 / Dauphin 1,724 10,580 4.80 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £776 £1,293 £798 £1,064 £1,582

EC365 / Dauphin 1,765 9,480 4.30 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £794 £1,324 £812 £1,083 £1,612

Sikorsky S76 2,310 11,700 5.31 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £1,040 £1,733 £996 £1,328 £2,021

Agusta 139 2,311 14,110 6.40 £74.00 £30 £47 £26 £58 £48.10 £30.55 £1,040 £1,733 £996 £1,329 £2,022

F

Larger Piston & Turbine Singles                                      

(2.73 - 5.699 tonnes)
6,000 - 

12,499

2.73 - 

5.699

Beech Baron 58 (Air Taxi) 1,126 6,100 2.77 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £450 £788 N/A £708 £1,046

Aerostar PA-60 700 (Piper) 1,277 6,315 2.86 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £511 £894 N/A £768 £1,151

Piper Navajo Chieftain 1,411 7,000 3.17 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £564 £988 N/A £822 £1,245

TBM 700 1,452 6,578 2.98 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £581 £1,016 N/A £838 £1,274

TBM 850 1,452 7,394 3.35 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £581 £1,016 N/A £838 £1,274

Cessna 421 (Golden Eagle) 1,500 7,450 3.38 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £600 £1,050 N/A £857 £1,307

Dragon Rapide 1,655 5,259 2.39 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £662 £1,159 N/A £919 £1,416

Beech 18 1,758 9,900 4.49 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £703 £1,231 N/A £961 £1,488

Britten-Norman Islander (Piston) 1,765 6,600 2.99 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £706 £1,236 N/A £963 £1,493

Britten-Norman Islander (Turbine) 1,765 7,000 3.17 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £706 £1,236 N/A £963 £1,493

Britten-Norman Defender 2,122 8,500 3.85 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £849 £1,485 N/A £1,106 £1,743

Cessna 208 (Grand Caravan) 2,167 8,750 3.97 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £867 £1,517 N/A £1,124 £1,774

Pilatus PC-XII PC12 2,521 10,450 4.74 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £1,008 £1,765 N/A £1,266 £2,022

Douglas DC3 Dakota (commercial) 6,128 28,000 12.70 £66.00 £30 £47 £29 £68 £42.90 £30.55 £2,451 £4,290 N/A £2,709 £4,547

G

Light Jets/Turboprops                                    

(2.73 - 5.699 tonnes)

Eclipse 500 1,238 5,920 2.68 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £495 £867 N/A £842 £1,214

Diamond Jet (D-Jet) 1,320 4,750 2.15 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £528 £924 N/A £875 £1,271

Vulcanair SpA (A-Viator) 1,458 6,614 3.00 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £583 £1,021 N/A £930 £1,368

Cirrus Jet / Vision (SJ-50) 1,500 5,700 2.59 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £600 £1,050 N/A £947 £1,397

Piper Cheyenne IIXL PA42 1,575 9,474 4.30 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £630 £1,103 N/A £977 £1,450

Hondajet 1,663 9,963 4.52 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £665 £1,164 N/A £1,012 £1,511

Embraer Phenom 100 E500 1,701 10,472 4.75 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £680 £1,191 N/A £1,028 £1,538

Citation Mustang C510 1,754 8,000 3.63 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £702 £1,228 N/A £1,049 £1,575

King Air C90 1,785 10,100 4.58 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £714 £1,250 N/A £1,061 £1,597

Reims Caravan - F406 1,935 9,850 4.47 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £774 £1,355 N/A £1,121 £1,702

Citationjet (CJ1+) C525 1,994 10,700 4.85 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £798 £1,396 N/A £1,145 £1,743

Rockwell Turbo Commander 2,244 10,325 4.68 £89.00 £35 £53 £32 £74 £57.85 £34.45 £898 £1,571 N/A £1,245 £1,918

H

Light Twin Jet/Turboprop                         

(2.73 - 5.699 tonnes)

6,000 - 

12,499

2.73 - 

5.699

Premier 1A PRM1 2,047 12,500 5.67 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £819 £1,433 N/A £1,248 £1,862

Piper Cheyenne IIIA PA42 2,079 11,200 5.08 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £832 £1,455 N/A £1,261 £1,884

Piper Cheyenne 400 2,079 12,050 5.46 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £832 £1,455 N/A £1,261 £1,884

Piaggio Avanti I + II P180 2,176 12,100 5.49 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £870 £1,523 N/A £1,299 £1,952

Citationjet (CJ2+) C25A 2,375 12,500 5.67 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £950 £1,663 N/A £1,379 £2,092

King Air 200 2,387 12,500 5.67 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £955 £1,671 N/A £1,384 £2,100

de Havilland DHC-6 (Twin Otter) 3,373 12,500 5.67 £110.00 £35 £79 £37 £84 £71.50 £51.35 £1,349 £2,361 N/A £1,778 £2,790

Note: Handing levied per rotation (not movement) and not normally for positioning/empty flights

FOR GUIDENCE - VISITOR ( NON-RESIDENT ) FEES/RATES FOR GUIDENCE - RESIDENCY  FEES / RATES (BASED AIRCRAFT PAYING MONTHLY)
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London Oxford Airport Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking and Hangarage Fees - By Aircraft Type (Comprehensive) - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

Size Weight Weight Landing NAV Handling Parking Hangarage  Resident's Handling  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly

Aircraft Area MTOW MTOW Fee Fee Fee +4 - 24hrs 0 - 24hrs  Landing Fee Fee  Parking - hard  Hangarage  Parking - grass  Parking - hard  Hangarage

Class Group / Category Sq. Ft. lbs. Tonnes (ILS use)  (+10/month) (Resident)   NO LANDINGS  NO LANDINGS  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings

I

Turboprop / Jet                                      

(5.7 - 7.999 tonnes)
12,500 - 

17,635
5.7 - 7.99

Sweringen SJ-30 1,980 13,950 6.33 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £792 £1,386 N/A £1,319 £1,913

Premier II (390) 2,098 13,800 6.26 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £839 £1,469 N/A £1,366 £1,995

Beechjet/Hawker 400 BE40 2,105 16,300 7.39 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £842 £1,474 N/A £1,369 £2,000

Lear 31/35 LJ31/LJ35 2,133 17,000 7.71 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £853 £1,493 N/A £1,380 £2,020

Grob Spn G180 2,376 13,899 6.30 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £950 £1,663 N/A £1,477 £2,190

Citation II (550) C550 2,463 14,800 6.71 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £985 £1,724 N/A £1,512 £2,251

Citationjet (CJ3) CJ3 2,675 13,870 6.29 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,070 £1,873 N/A £1,597 £2,399

Citation Ultra/Encore+ (560) C560 2,679 16,830 7.63 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,072 £1,875 N/A £1,598 £2,402

King Air 350 BE350 2,704 15,000 6.80 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,082 £1,893 N/A £1,608 £2,419

King Air 350 iER BE350 2,704 16,500 7.48 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,082 £1,893 N/A £1,608 £2,419

Citationjet (CJ4) CJ4 2,708 16,950 7.69 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,083 £1,896 N/A £1,610 £2,422

Dornier 228 2,746 12,560 5.70 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,098 £1,922 N/A £1,625 £2,449

Embraer Phenom 300 E550 2,771 17,526 7.95 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,108 £1,940 N/A £1,635 £2,466

Raytheon/Beech 1900 C/D B190 3,311 17,120 7.76 £135.00 £35 £79 £46 £95 £87.75 £51.35 £1,324 £2,318 N/A £1,851 £2,844

J

Mid-Size Jet / Turboprop                                    

(8.0 - 15.999 tonnes)
>17,636 >8.00

Lear 35A LJ35 1,924 18,300 8.30 £216.00 £40 £136 £59 £147 £140.40 £88.40 £866 £1,443 N/A £1,708 £2,285

Lear 60 LJ60 2,571 23,500 10.66 £264.00 £40 £136 £72 £179 £171.60 £88.40 £1,157 £1,928 N/A £2,187 £2,958

Hawker 700/750 H25B 2,621 27,000 12.24 £312.00 £40 £136 £85 £212 £202.80 £88.40 £1,179 £1,966 N/A £2,396 £3,183

Hawker 800/950 H25B 2,631 27,400 12.43 £312.00 £40 £136 £85 £212 £202.80 £88.40 £1,184 £1,973 N/A £2,401 £3,190

Lear 40 (XR) LJ40 2,657 21,000 9.52 £240.00 £40 £136 £65 £163 £156.00 £88.40 £1,196 £1,993 N/A £2,132 £2,929

Hawker 1000 H25C 2,719 31,000 14.06 £360.00 £40 £136 £98 £245 £234.00 £88.40 £1,224 £2,039 N/A £2,628 £3,443

Hawker 900XP 2,774 28,000 12.70 £312.00 £40 £136 £85 £212 £202.80 £88.40 £1,248 £2,081 N/A £2,465 £3,297

Lear 45 (XR) LJ45 2,792 21,500 9.75 £240.00 £40 £136 £65 £163 £156.00 £88.40 £1,256 £2,094 N/A £2,192 £3,030

Gulfstream 100 (Astra) GLF100 2,930 23,500 10.66 £264.00 £40 £136 £72 £179 £171.60 £88.40 £1,319 £2,198 N/A £2,348 £3,227

Citation Excel (XLS+) C56X 2,955 20,200 9.16 £240.00 £40 £136 £65 £163 £156.00 £88.40 £1,330 £2,216 N/A £2,266 £3,152

Citation III/VI/VII (650) C650 2,969 22,450 10.18 £264.00 £40 £136 £72 £179 £171.60 £88.40 £1,336 £2,227 N/A £2,366 £3,256

Gulfstream 150 (Astra) GLF150 3,158 26,100 11.84 £288.00 £40 £136 £78 £196 £187.20 £88.40 £1,421 £2,369 N/A £2,544 £3,492

Gulfstream G200 GLF200 3,620 35,450 16.08 £408.00 £40 £136 £111 £277 £265.20 £88.40 £1,629 £2,715 N/A £3,220 £4,306

Falcon 50 FA50 3,750 38,800 17.60 £432.00 £40 £136 £117 £293 £280.80 £88.40 £1,688 £2,813 N/A £3,372 £4,497

Citation Sovereign (680) C680 4,020 30,300 13.74 £336.00 £40 £136 £91 £228 £218.40 £88.40 £1,809 £3,015 N/A £3,119 £4,325

Falcon 2000 (+DX) F2TH 4,203 35,800 16.24 £408.00 £40 £136 £111 £277 £265.20 £88.40 £1,891 £3,152 N/A £3,483 £4,743

Gulfstream G250 GLF250 4,208 39,600 17.96 £432.00 £40 £136 £117 £293 £280.80 £88.40 £1,894 £3,156 N/A £3,578 £4,841

Hawker 4000 (Horizon) HA4T 4,308 39,500 17.91 £432.00 £40 £136 £117 £293 £280.80 £88.40 £1,939 £3,231 N/A £3,623 £4,916

Challenger 300 CL300 4,377 38,850 17.62 £432.00 £40 £136 £117 £293 £280.80 £88.40 £1,970 £3,283 N/A £3,654 £4,968

Challenger 601 CL601 4,398 45,100 20.45 £504.00 £40 £136 £137 £342 £327.60 £88.40 £1,979 £3,299 N/A £3,945 £5,264

Challenger 604/605 CL604/5 4,411 48,200 21.86 £528.00 £40 £136 £143 £359 £343.20 £88.40 £1,985 £3,308 N/A £4,044 £5,367

Citation X C750 4,598 36,100 16.37 £408.00 £40 £136 £111 £277 £265.20 £88.40 £2,069 £3,449 N/A £3,660 £5,040

Falcon 900 D/C/B/EX F900 4,654 49,000 22.22 £552.00 £40 £136 £150 £375 £358.80 £88.40 £2,094 £3,491 N/A £4,247 £5,643

Falcon 2000EX/LX F2TH 4,654 42,200 19.14 £480.00 £40 £136 £130 £326 £312.00 £88.40 £2,094 £3,491 N/A £3,966 £5,363

Dornier 328 Jet D328 4,705 34,524 15.66 £384.00 £40 £136 £104 £261 £249.60 £88.40 £2,117 £3,529 N/A £3,615 £5,026

Gulfstream II GLF2 5,743 69,700 31.61 £768.00 £40 £136 £208 £522 £499.20 £88.40 £2,584 £4,307 N/A £5,580 £7,302

Embraer Legacy 600 E135 5,952 49,604 22.50 £552.00 £40 £136 £150 £375 £358.80 £88.40 £2,678 £4,464 N/A £4,831 £6,617

Embraer Legacy 650 E135 5,952 53,572 24.30 £600.00 £40 £136 £163 £408 £390.00 £88.40 £2,678 £4,464 N/A £5,018 £6,804

Challenger 850 (CRJ 200) CRJ2 6,111 53,000 24.04 £600.00 £40 £136 £163 £408 £390.00 £88.40 £2,750 £4,583 N/A £5,090 £6,923

Gulfstream III GLF3 6,407 69,700 31.61 £768.00 £40 £136 £208 £522 £499.20 £88.40 £2,883 £4,805 N/A £5,878 £7,800

Falcon 7X FA7X 6,545 69,000 31.29 £768.00 £40 £136 £208 £522 £499.20 £88.40 £2,945 £4,909 N/A £5,940 £7,904

Gulfstream 350 G350 6,947 70,900 32.15 £792.00 £40 £136 £215 £538 £514.80 £88.40 £3,126 £5,210 N/A £6,215 £8,299

Gulfstream IV/450 GLF4/G450 6,948 73,900 33.51 £816.00 £40 £136 £221 £554 £530.40 £88.40 £3,127 £5,211 N/A £6,309 £8,393

de Havilland DHC-7 7,514 34,500 15.65 £384.00 £40 £136 £104 £261 £249.60 £88.40 £3,381 £5,636 N/A £4,879 £7,133

Gulfstream V/500 GLF5/G500 9,013 85,100 38.59 £936.00 £40 £136 £254 £636 £608.40 £88.40 £4,056 £6,760 N/A £7,706 £10,410

Note: Handing levied per rotation (not movement) and not normally for positioning/empty flights

FOR GUIDENCE - VISITOR ( NON-RESIDENT ) FEES/RATES FOR GUIDENCE - RESIDENCY  FEES / RATES (BASED AIRCRAFT PAYING MONTHLY)
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London Oxford Airport Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking and Hangarage Fees - By Aircraft Type (Comprehensive) - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

Size Weight Weight Landing NAV Handling Parking Hangarage  Resident's Handling  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly  Monthly
(13)

Aircraft Area MTOW MTOW Fee Fee Fee +4 - 24hrs 0 - 24hrs  Landing Fee Fee  Parking - hard  Hangarage  Parking - grass  Parking - hard  Hangarage

Class Group / Category Sq. Ft. lbs. Tonnes (ILS use)  (+10/month) (Resident)   NO LANDINGS  NO LANDINGS  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings  incl. 10 x Landings

K Large Jets/Airliners (> 40 tonnes)
(13) 

>88,185
>40

Gulfstream V/550 GLF5/G550 9,013 91,000 41.27 £1,008.00 £45 £263 £268 £673 £655.20 £170.95 £4,056 £6,760 N/A £7,987 £10,691

Global 5000 GLEX 9,099 92,500 41.95 £1,008.00 £45 £263 £273 £684 £655.20 £170.95 £4,095 £6,824 N/A £8,026 £10,755

Global Express GLEX 9,343 95,000 43.08 £1,056.00 £45 £263 £280 £702 £686.40 £170.95 £4,204 £7,007 N/A £8,323 £11,126

Global 6000 (XRS IGW) 9,343 99,500 45.12 £1,104.00 £45 £263 £293 £736 £717.60 £170.95 £4,204 £7,007 N/A £8,510 £11,313

Gulfstream 650 9,933 99,600 45.17 £1,104.00 £45 £263 £294 £736 £717.60 £170.95 £4,470 £7,450 N/A £8,775 £11,755

Global 8000 10,597 104,800 47.53 £1,152.00 £45 £263 £309 £775 £748.80 £170.95 £4,769 £7,948 N/A £9,261 £12,441

Embraer Lineage 1000 (E190) 11,200 120,150 54.49 £1,320.00 £45 £263 £354 £888 £858.00 £170.95 £5,040 £8,400 N/A £10,188 £13,548

Global 7000 11,536 106,250 48.19 £1,176.00 £45 £263 £313 £785 £764.40 £170.95 £5,191 £8,652 N/A £9,778 £13,238

Airbus A318 Elite (A318-112) 11,537 145,500 65.99 £1,584.00 £45 £263 £429 £1,076 £1,029.60 £170.95 £5,192 £8,653 N/A £11,952 £17,415

Airbus A319 Corp. Jet (A319-133) 12,409 168,650 76.49 £1,848.00 £45 £263 £497 £1,247 £1,201.20 £170.95 £5,584 £9,307 N/A £13,853 £20,186

Boeing BBJ (737-700IGW) 12,949 171,000 77.55 £1,872.00 £45 £263 £504 £1,264 £1,216.80 £170.95 £5,827 £9,712 N/A £14,046 £20,468

Airbus A320 Prestige (A320-214) 13,785 171,950 77.98 £1,872.00 £45 £263 £507 £1,271 £1,216.80 £170.95 £6,203 £10,339 N/A £14,124 £20,581

Note: Handing levied per rotation (not movement) and not normally for positioning/empty flights

           Notes & Policy:

                1)  Below 8 tonnes, where an aircraft class category is in dispute, the landing fee is @ £24/tonne or part thereof whilst daily parking fee is @ £6.50/tonne or part thereof.  

     Above 8 tonnes, our invoicing system will round up to the nearest whole tonne for the fees to be levied, so for instance a 9.2 metric tonne aircraft will be charged as a 10 tonne aircraft.

                2)  WEEKEND DISCOUNT: Any private  aircraft under 2,730Kg (piston single or helicopter) pay £12 incl. VAT  (Twins £24) or free with uplift of 45 litres or more of Avgas (singles only).  Commercial/training operators pay normal prices at weekends.

                3)  Parking free for the first four hours, thereafter charged per Overnight Fee in full (24 hrs.) .  Daily hangarage charge applies for any  duration up to 24 hrs. which accounts for towing and hangar re-arrangement requirements to accommodate aircraft

                4)  For all visitors & Class A or B residents, touch and go landings are charged at half the published landing fee (except for aircraft under 2,730Kg at the weekends when half the normal weekday fee applies anyway).  For all other Residents on landings 

     inclusive agreements only, a touch & go will count as one of their permitted/inclusive landings.   *OAGAG resident Class A members alone may undertake VFR Touch & Goes/practice low approach & go-arounds at no charge between 06:30-08:00, 

     and 17:30-22:30 (local times) weekdays and weekends.    VFR approaches without landing are charged as per a touch and go - i.e. half the landing fee.

                5)  Instrument (NDB) training approaches and overshoot without landing  are charged as per ILS approach slots (the NAV fee)  - see (13) below.  Class A aircraft note higher fee of £25 for training purposes.

                6)  All aircraft need to pay VAT for all services unless under the terms of HMRC Notice 744C, the operator claims to be an 'airline' operating chiefly on international routes and complete a VAT Certification form filed with OXF - available on request

                7)  MOD, POLICE, AIR AMBULANCE, UTILITY are charged normal rates.   CHARITY events, no charges subject to prior approval from airport management.  Emergency weather/tech diversions - no charges.

               8)  Mandatory handling fees will be levied for any aircraft rotation when carrying passengers (for A/C over 6,000 lbs. / 2.73 tonnes MTOW).   Aircraft over 40 tonnes MTOW will incur a higher handling fee of £263/rotation (from GlobalX/G550 upwards)

    Positioning flights will not be charged a handling fee (if both in-bound and outbound flights empty).  Aircraft on Residency Agreements will be charged 65% of the normal handling fee.

    For all other aircraft under 2.73 tonnes/ 6,000 lbs. MTOW (classes A to D), if airside/landside vehicle escort is requested (for passengers and/or bags), a handling fee of £20+VAT will be levied.

               9)  Handling includes aircraft marshalling, ops assistance with flight planning, crew briefing/NOTAM/weather packs, customs/immigration/special branch liaison, booking services, meet & greet of crew/pax, airside escorting of vehicles and permits free terminal 

    lounge usage, coffee, tea, Wi-Fi and free car parking for passengers by the FBO/Terminal.   For car parking arrangements for crews, vehicle registrations must be lodged with Customer Services on day of arrival.

               10)  Non-resident aircraft parked in third party hangars (non-airport controlled) on an ad-hoc/per diem basis will be charged 50% of the daily parking fee for the type concerned to the airport, on top of any charge made by the third party hangar lessee/lessor.

               11)  Requests/bookings for ILS/NDB procedural approach slots (whether or not for training)  on RWY 19 will attract NAV fees shown overleaf. Block bookings for training cancelled with less than 3 hours 

      notice will be charged for unless weather-related.  Class A aircraft on residency agreements have a monthly allowance of a mix of 8 landings or ILS approaches included in the monthly fee.  Class A or B ILS usage for training purposes  will be charged at £25.

               12)  To benefit from the monthly rate, aircraft must be on a signed/dated residency agreement & have an account in place  with the airport.  Monthly fees must be paid in advance.  Over 10 landings/month, 65% of normal landing fees will apply.  Note (11) above 

      still applies to residents re ILS approach slots.  Class A aircraft on residency agreements have an allowance of a mix of 8 landings or ILS/month, whilst class B aircraft on residency agreements have unlimited landings but must pay for each ILS approach slot.

      For aircraft on residency agreements, unused monthly landings entitlement (or ILS for Class A aircraft) cannot be carried forward. 

               13)  Monthly hangarage charges are based on wingspan or rotor diameter times fuselage length (to tail rotor tip on helis).   

      All hangar/ramp positioning included, though high utilisation aircraft with over 10 rotations/month may attract a premium.   Some aircraft have fixed min or max charges highlighted in BLUE on the comprehensive price list (a separate file).  

      Aircraft maintained at OXF will generally have priority on available space.  

*Note:  Residents with light GA aircraft under 6,000 lbs. MTOW can opt to join the Oxford Airport General Aviation Group - OAGAG (www.oagag.org.uk) which affords members with unique 

            privileges and benefits including periods within which free VFR touch & goes are permitted, periods when practice ILS/NDB procedural approaches are permitted at no charge, 

            reduced costs for ILS training at other times, an opt-in for three months notice rather than one month's notice on price changes and residency.   Such benefits only apply for private 

            aircraft, not fleet operators or schools.    OAGAG is run by its members, not by the airport.

  on a separate Sundry Surcharges sheet

  A separate comprehensive fee sheet is available for 

  different common aircraft types

  Other fees and surcharges are shown

FOR GUIDENCE - VISITOR ( NON-RESIDENT ) FEES/RATES FOR GUIDENCE - RESIDENCY  FEES / RATES (BASED AIRCRAFT PAYING MONTHLY)

 Annual Up-front Payment:  Handling for Residents:  Additional Landings for Residents (+10/month):

OASL Reserve the right to change fees & charges

at any time.   Fees and charges are correct at the time  Residents paying Handling  Where more than 10 landings a month are

 the normal monthly rate  fees for any additional landings above the free

 allowance

of printing.  annually in advance will  for residents is charged  required, aircraft on inclusive residency

 receive a 5% discount over  at 65% of the visitor rate  agreements enjoy a 35% reduction in landing 

All prices exclude VAT Page 6 of 8 This sheet is best printed in colour and on A3 for ease of use



London Oxford Airport Surcharges - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT

MISCELLANEOUS SUNDRY CHARGES    ( Business Aviation & General Aviation only  - Commercial/Airline Fees on separate sheet - contact OXF Marketing for details - 01865 290 710 / 720):

FIRE CAT (RFF) UPGRADE:

Cat 5 RFFS CAT 6 RFFS CAT 4 FIRE COVER

+2 Addl. Fire Crew +3 Addl. Fire Crew + 1 Exec IS STANDARD

£150 £400         Note:  CAT 4 RFFS is standard all day, every day

OUT OF HOURS CHARGES:

Cat 1 RFF Cat 2 RFF Cat 3 or 4 RFF Cat 5 RFF Cat 6 RFF
* 2 x Fire Crew 

+ 1 ATC (+1 assistant) + 1 OPS

* 3 x Fire Crew

+ 1 ATC (+1 assistant) + 1 OPS

* 5 x Fire Crew

+ 1 ATC  (+1 assistant) + 1 OPS

* 7 x Fire Crew

+ 1 ATC (+1 assistant) + 1 OPS

* 8 x Fire Crew

+ 1 ATC (+1 assistant) + 1 OPS

Open Hours Extension

(up to 1 hrs. after normal  open hours) £175 £210 £270 £335 £370
Out of Hours Call-out

(cover any other time beyond above - 

min 4 hours overtime) £700 £840 £1,080 £1,340 £1,480

Lights Only Surcharge: £35 charged in addition to normal landing fee - SEE NOTE (6) - MEDEVAC BASE OPERATORS ONLY

OUT OF HOURS NOTES: 1)  *Cat 1 Fire requires min 2 x fire (RFF) personnel, Cat 2 requires 3 x fire personnel, 3/4 - 5 x personnel and 5 - 7 x fire personnel

2)  *Addl. 4th & 5th Fire personnel (for Cat 3/4 RFFS cover ) will attract a £60/hr. premium - as required under CAP 168, Chapter 8.

3)  Surcharges are made in addition to the normal landing fee  as applicable unless a resident on landings inclusive package
4)  Operations between midnight and 06:00 hrs. are not permitted unless for emergency services / medevac / organ transplant work etc.

5)  Licensed opening for flights with more than 10 POB will require a minimum of Cat 2 RFF cover even when 'private'

6)  'Lights Only' ops allowed for base operators resident aircraft (medevac) only with requisite experience/briefing/training at Airport Manager's discretion

7)  All  official daylight, unlicensed operations require resident operator to sign and submit indemnity form prior to flight (via fax or otherwise)
8)  Each separate operator/company is charged full rate but several of its aircraft may use the same extension period at no extra cost

9)  Firm  quotes for extensions or call-out will only be made after staff availability is checked - staff availability is on a voluntary basis only

10) If requesting an extension  that requires a staff member to be called in  to provide the requisite cover, they will be charged at 4 hrs. minimum

NOTICE & AVAILABILITY: Requests for an extension of airport hours or call-out outside of those hours published within the 

UK AIP are undertaken subject to Fire, Ops and ATC staff availability and therefore no assurance/guarantee can be given 

that a request can be met.  However, notice periods of at least 24 hrs. / 1 working (week)day or more AIRFIELD

for licensed cover are recommended to ensure chances of cover being available. OPENING HOURS

The earlier in the day an after-hours extension may be requested, the greater the likelihood of fulfilling the request. ARE 06:30-22:30 hrs.

SEVEN DAYS 

CANCELLATION: Any call-out or extension cover requested and then cancelled with less than 4 hours notice during published 

opening hours for that same day, or before the next day (for the morning), will incur the full call-out charge.

Extension requirements not used will be charged at the pro-rata rate but any part of this which was to include

call-out of any personnel will be charged at the full rate.

PER PASSENGER FEES  

Passenger Surcharge (PLS) £3.50 per passenger for departing flights with 10 or more passengers only , private or public (not levied when NASP EC300 Screening is required). 

Security Screening (NASP/EC300) £250 minimum fee plus 1-6 Passengers 7-20 passengers 21+ passengers

cost per passenger @: £15.50/pax £10/pax £5/pax 12 hrs. notice call-out req.

SYSTEMS REPLENISHMENT

Appx. Man Hrs.

Estimated Charge

(confirmed on date of order)

Shell Fluid 41 (Hydraulic Fluid) T.B.A Note: 3rd Party Supplied 

Shell Compound 07 (de-ice) £6.23 per litre Airport Supplied

180p Isopropyl Alcohol (06H) £12.00 per litre Note: 3rd Party Supplied (Hangar 8 or EBAS)

Freon Charge 3 Hr. £315.00 Day's notice Required 

Oxygen Charge 2 Hr. £145.00 Note: 3rd Party Supplied (Hangar 8 or EBAS)

Nitrogen Charge 1 Hr. £65.00 Note: 3rd Party Supplied (Hangar 8 or EBAS)

AIRCRAFT VALET/DETAILING & PREPARATION

Aircraft Valet/Detailing and Preparation:                                   Contact: Please contact Customer Services at London Oxford Airport customerservices@oxfordjet.com 

( Approximations only  - guide price
only - please ask for quote) Pist. Single Pist. Twin Turboprop Helicopter Light - Mid Size Jet

Full Cabin Valet £60 £85 £110 £85 £145

Aircraft Cleaning (external wash) £195 £150 £265 £160 £315

Full External Clean + Full Polish £160 £290 £420 £290 £630

DE-ICING               Aircraft Weight: Under 2.73 tonne 2.73-5.7 tonne 5.7-8.0 tonne over 8 tonne (Kilfrost fluid diluted
£42.50 + fluid used £79 + fluid used £158 + fluid used £262.50 + fluid used charged at £2.50/litre)

             Note: Kilfrost ABC Type II fluid used, typically diluted 50/50 above -3 degrees or 75/25 below -3 degrees (charge remains the same either way)

AIRSIDE SERVICES

Toilet Service per WC £65

Water Service £65

Ground Power Unit £65 per start up then £65 each hour

Forklift Truck £65 per hour or part thereof (min. charge £65) 

Cargo/Freight Throughput Charge £0.03 / Kg subject to a minimum charge of £65 per rotation

Tow Fee (in/out of 3
rd

 party hangars) £27 .50 per tow               Not levied for aircraft on individual residency (non-fleet) agreements, unless for third party access/support requests

International Catering Waste (ICW) £5 per bag EU / £80 for first bag non-EU disposal, £30 per bag thereafter

Compass Swing/Base use £30<5.69 tonne    £55>5.7 tonne to 9.99 tonne    £95 - 10-19.99 tonne     £125>20 tonne    (+£30 for each additional 30 mins) (incl. engine runs/testing)

Airside Vehicle Escort £20 (if not paying handling fee)

Ballast Load/Offload £30

Pet Handling Fee (import) £157.50 (1
st pet, £55 for each other - max 5 animals)

Delays incurred will be charged at £50/half hour or part thereof. 

A cancellation charge of 50% of the screening fee will be charged with less than 6 hours’ notice and 100% of the fee if less than 4 hours’ notice is given.
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London Oxford Airport Surcharges - valid from January 2015 - all prices excl. VAT
TERMINAL (FBO) SERVICES

Fax, Photocopy, PC, Wi-Fi, Pilot 

Briefs and Weather
No charges other than standard aircraft handling fees when applicable Within Reason!

Hotel & Travel Services Contact Customer Services Priced as applicable on confirmation

Taxis, Hire or Chauffeured Vehicles Contact Customer Services Priced as applicable on confirmation

Catering (ordered through OXF) Contact Customer Services Priced as applicable on confirmation

Catering Handling Fee £17.50 (£12.50 for Residents) When storing/handling 3rd party deliveries (not ordered by us)
Newspapers Contact Customer Services Priced as applicable on confirmation

Ice Packs £5 / 2Kg pack

Cabin, Galley, Toilet Supplies Contact Customer Services Priced as applicable on confirmation

Laundry Contact Customer Services Customer Services (24 hour turnaround)

Crockery Cleaning Contact Customer Services Customer Services

Courtesy Crew Car Currently Unavailable - check with Customer Services 12 hrs. notice recommended

OTHER MISC SERVICES

Filming & Photography   £110 min charge (half day) plus £65/hr./man for escorting airside or £550 min fee for commercial broadcasting/film exercise + £550/area/room/zone used

Meeting Room Hire   (Terminal Meeting Rooms - from £65/2 hrs. - incl. coffee etc.) On application/availability Call: Customer Services*

In-Terminal Bedroom day rates - Free of Charge Snooze room for two crew (with bunk-bed)

Office Rental (subject to standard):   Rent:  £12.50 / sq.ft. / annum Service Charge:  £1.44 / sq.ft. / annum Note: Typical benchmark only subject to availability
Oil/Fuel Spillage Contamination   £160 per incident requiring RFF attendance and remedial action

UHF Radio Hire   £40/month (minimum charge)

PERMITS & PASSES

Airport Identity Pass No Charge 1
st
 Issue (£8 for replacement pass)

Airside Access Pass 1st Issue - £55      (Damaged pass replacement - £35, lost, stolen or unreturned pass - £80)

Airside Driving Permit (ADP) Initial Training/Permit - £160    Revalidation 3 or 5 years - £80     Refresher/OXF familiarisation for pre-trained staff - £55 (with APD from other airfield)

Airside Vehicle Permit £55 - initial issue/vehicle

Aircraft Tug Airside Permit £55 - initial issue/tug

Annual Car Parking Space £800 - general car parks, £1100 - terminal car park

Annual Car Parking Pass £8 per pass

HELICOPTER TRAINING

Use of Heli Training Area 1 £55 per 30 mins session or part thereof (£110 per 30 mins if RFF attendance required) (Use of Helicopter 'T')

Notes:  All 3rd party-derived services are co-ordinated and invoiced by Oxfordjet Customer Services.   For Training School Services (OAA) Contact: 01865 844 216

           Damage to Airport Property - Where an airport user damages airport property (which for the avoidance of doubt includes but is not limited to; the runway, buildings, security barriers, fences) 

           the company shall have the right to recharge the user for any costs incurred by the company including but not limited to materials, vehicles, manpower, equipment, etc. deemed necessary 

           to make good the damage.

           Administration fee of £10 will be levied when issuing credit notes due to incorrect information having been provided to OASL by user.

           For all queries and further details on fees and charges, please call marketing / business development on +44 01865 290 710 / 720 or e-mail sales@londonoxfordairport.com

           Separate fee/charges sheets are available with:        (A)  Basic Rates Summary - Landing/Handling/NAV/Parking/Hangarage - for both GA/Biz Av visitors and residents

                                                                                       (B)  Comprehensive Fees - both visitor and residency costs by individual aircraft type - for both GA/Biz Av visitors and residents

                                                                                       (C)  Airline / Commercial Operator Fees & Charges
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Daily Rate

(Fixed Wing)

Daily Rate

(Rotary Wing)

Weekend 

Surcharge

Out Of Hours 

Surcharge

Per Hour 

(up to 72hrs)

Per 24 Hours or 

part thereof 

(over 72hrs)
UPTO 5 £209.96 £393.98 £157.47 £314.94 £12.17 £584.00

UPTO 6 £250.93 £393.98 £188.20 £376.39 £12.68 £608.48

UPTO 7 £291.90 £393.98 £218.93 £437.84 £13.19 £632.96

UPTO 8 £332.87 £393.98 £249.66 £499.29 £13.70 £657.44

UPTO 9 £373.84 £393.98 £280.39 £560.74 £14.21 £681.92

UPTO 10 £414.81 £393.98 £311.12 £622.19 £14.72 £706.40

UPTO 11 £455.78 £393.98 £341.85 £683.64 £15.23 £730.88

UPTO 12 £496.75 £393.98 £372.58 £745.09 £15.74 £755.36

UPTO 13 £537.72 £393.98 £403.31 £806.54 £16.25 £779.84

UPTO 14 £578.69 £393.98 £434.04 £867.99 £16.76 £804.32

UPTO 15 £619.66 £393.98 £464.77 £929.44 £17.27 £828.80

UPTO 16 £660.63 £393.98 £495.50 £990.89 £17.78 £853.28

UPTO 17 £701.60 £393.98 £526.23 £1,052.34 £18.29 £877.76

UPTO 18 £742.57 £393.98 £556.96 £1,113.79 £18.80 £902.24

UPTO 19 £783.54 £393.98 £587.69 £1,175.24 £19.31 £926.72

UPTO 20 £824.51 £393.98 £618.42 £1,236.69 £19.82 £951.20

UPTO 21 £865.48 £393.98 £649.15 £1,298.14 £20.33 £975.68

UPTO 22 £906.45 £393.98 £679.88 £1,359.59 £20.84 £1,000.16

UPTO 23 £947.42 £393.98 £710.61 £1,421.04 £21.35 £1,024.64

UPTO 24 £988.39 £393.98 £741.34 £1,482.49 £21.86 £1,049.12

UPTO 25 £1,029.36 £393.98 £772.07 £1,543.94 £22.37 £1,073.60

UPTO 26 £1,070.33 £393.98 £802.80 £1,605.39 £22.88 £1,098.08

UPTO 27 £1,111.30 £393.98 £833.53 £1,666.84 £23.39 £1,122.56

UPTO 28 £1,152.27 £393.98 £864.26 £1,728.29 £23.90 £1,147.04

UPTO 29 £1,193.24 £393.98 £894.99 £1,789.74 £24.41 £1,171.52

UPTO 30 £1,234.21 £393.98 £925.72 £1,851.19 £24.92 £1,196.00

UPTO 31 £1,275.18 £393.98 £956.45 £1,912.64 £25.43 £1,220.48

UPTO 32 £1,316.15 £393.98 £987.18 £1,974.09 £25.94 £1,244.96

UPTO 33 £1,357.12 £393.98 £1,017.91 £2,035.54 £26.45 £1,269.44

UPTO 34 £1,398.09 £393.98 £1,048.64 £2,096.99 £26.96 £1,293.92

UPTO 35 £1,439.06 £393.98 £1,079.37 £2,158.44 £27.47 £1,318.40

UPTO 36 £1,480.03 £393.98 £1,110.10 £2,219.89 £27.98 £1,342.88

UPTO 37 £1,521.00 £393.98 £1,140.83 £2,281.34 £28.49 £1,367.36

UPTO 38 £1,561.97 £393.98 £1,171.56 £2,342.79 £29.00 £1,391.84

UPTO 39 £1,602.94 £393.98 £1,202.29 £2,404.24 £29.51 £1,416.32

UPTO 40 £1,643.91 £393.98 £1,233.02 £2,465.69 £30.02 £1,440.80

UPTO 41 £1,684.88 £393.98 £1,263.75 £2,527.14 £30.53 £1,465.28

UPTO 42 £1,725.85 £393.98 £1,294.48 £2,588.59 £31.04 £1,489.76

UPTO 43 £1,766.82 £393.98 £1,325.21 £2,650.04 £31.55 £1,514.24

UPTO 44 £1,807.79 £393.98 £1,355.94 £2,711.49 £32.06 £1,538.72

UPTO 45 £1,848.76 £393.98 £1,386.67 £2,772.94 £32.57 £1,563.20

UPTO 46 £1,889.73 £393.98 £1,417.40 £2,834.39 £33.08 £1,587.68

UPTO 47 £1,930.70 £393.98 £1,448.13 £2,895.84 £33.59 £1,612.16

UPTO 48 £1,971.67 £393.98 £1,478.86 £2,957.29 £34.10 £1,636.64

UPTO 49 £2,012.64 £393.98 £1,509.59 £3,018.74 £34.61 £1,661.12

UPTO 50 £2,053.61 £393.98 £1,540.32 £3,080.19 £35.12 £1,685.60

MAX AUW – Kg 

000's
LANDING FEES PARKING FEE

LANDING AND PARKING FEES AS AT 1 APRIL 2014
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Appendix 8 
 
Map 1 – Total borough ‘Yes and No’ responses by ward 
Map 2 - Total borough responses ‘Yes and No’ by household 
or property 
 
 
Consultation commentary 
 
Results data cleansing and verifications 
 
It was important to enable as many individuals as possible to easily respond 
to the consultation.  A risk of this method is that verifying the data becomes 
more challenging, with conclusions drawn to be treated more cautiously.  
These are the same risks for any similar large scale consultation of this type 
but nevertheless, it does enable everyone to participate in the way they would 
want. 
 
Efforts have been made to cleanse the data received, including exclusion of 
duplicate responses and editing incorrectly inputted details.   
 
Data verification processes have also been carried out by checking data 
samples against Council Tax records and by “door knocking” to speak to 
householders and confirm responses at a limited sample of respondents 
around the borough.   
 
Responses to survey question 2 
 
Although relatively few respondents chose to answer this question, there were 
two distinct answers among those who did respond.  Some chose to use this 
question to outline support for the noise reduction plan and the plan to 
increase jobs but did not support the proposed increase in operating hours.  
Other respondents effectively were supportive of some change in operating 
hours but not the operating hours requested by BHAL, with some commenting 
about the need for less operating hours at the weekend for instance. 
 
Void responses 
 
A number of responses were received which were unable to be verified which 
have been clarified as void responses for a number of reasons, including lack 
information in answer to questions and name or address.  Of the 416 void 
responses received, 160 were against the BHAL proposals and 157 were in 
support of them.  There were also 99 ‘other’ void responses which had no 
“yes or no” answer indicated. 
 
  



Group and business responses 
 
23 responses were specifically received from Groups and Businesses, with 12 
in favour of the BHAL proposals, 10 against them and one providing 
comments.  These included 4 responses from neighbouring and nearby 
Councils, alongside responses from Business Groups, Residents 
Associations and other Businesses.  These responses are listed in the below 
tables. 
 

Group/Business Name 
Consultation 
response 

Biggin Hill Airport Consultative Committee  Yes   

RAS Completions Ltd Yes   

Arena Aviation  Yes   

Rizon Jet  Yes   

EBAA (European Business Aviation Association)  Yes   

London First  Yes   

Deputy Mayor of London for Policy and Planning  Yes   

BBGA (British Business and General Aviation 
Association)  Yes   

Kent County Council Yes   

Zenith Aviation Limited Yes 

Tatsfield Parish Council Yes 

Biggin Hill Business Association Yes 

Total number of Group/Business responses YES 12 

 

Group/Business Name 
Consultation 
response 

Leaves Green and Keston Vale Residents Association  No  

Aperfield Green Belt Action Group No  

Downe Residents Association  No  

Keston Village Residents Association  No  

Halstead Parish Council  No  

London Borough of Bromley Residents Federation  No  

Hayes Village Association No  

Cudham Residents Association No  

Petts Wood and District Residents Association 
(PWDRA) No  

North Cray Residents Association No  

Total number of Group/Business responses NO 10 

 

Group/Business Name 
Consultation 
response 

Tandridge District Council Comments 

Total number of Group/Business responses 
COMMENTS  1 



 
 
Pro-forma responses 
 
Two separate ‘pro-forma letters’ have been received in opposition to the 
BHAL proposals which in total represent 606 responses.  One of the ‘pro-
formas’ has been based on the Council consultation and includes the same 
questions asked, but without the same contextual information, therefore these 
have not been inputted into the Council consultation.  38% (229) of this 
number have responded to the Council consultation and 62% (377) only 
responded via the ‘pro-forma’ letter. 
 
Additional correspondence 
 
During the consultation, 6 letters and emails were received from individuals in 
support of the BHAL proposals, with 184 received against. 
 
A number of factsheets, supplied by Bromley Residents Against Airport 
Development (BRAAD) an unincorporated association of residents, were also 
received during the consultation, providing commentary and research on the 
BHAL proposals. 
 
25 pieces of correspondence in opposition to BHAL’s proposals, including 
letters and emails, were received before the Council consultation 
commenced, with one email received in support. 
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Ward statistics - responses

Total
138

442

907

1168

1352

1359

1418

1477

1545

1672

1779

1903

1966

1996

2144

2191

2329

2541

2830

2892

3608

WARD Yes No Total

MOTTINGHAM AND CHISLEHURST NORTH 394 48 442

CHISLEHURST 1117 555 1672

PLAISTOW AND SUNDRIDGE 1444 101 1545

COPERS COPE 1245 114 1359

CRYSTAL PALACE 109 29 138

PENGE AND CATOR 840 67 907

BROMLEY TOWN 1414 131 1545

CRAY VALLEY EAST 1794 109 1903

CRAY VALLEY WEST 1928 263 2191

BICKLEY 1184 234 1418

CLOCK HOUSE 1399 78 1477

KELSEY AND EDEN PARK 2032 112 2144

SHORTLANDS 1052 116 1168

PETTS WOOD AND KNOLL 982 1910 2892

BROMLEY COMMON AND KESTON 1295 701 1996

HAYES AND CONEY HALL 1317 462 1779

WEST WICKHAM 1708 258 1966

ORPINGTON 1954 375 2329

FARNBOROUGH AND CROFTON 1253 2355 3608

CHELSFIELD AND PRATTS BOTTOM 2273 557 2830

BIGGIN HILL 1938 603 2541

DARWIN 745 607 1352

Total response

Yes

No
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Appendix 8b 
 
 
Additional feedback received post consultation closure – 24.03.2015 
 
Following the closure of the official consultation period on Friday 13 March, 
the Council has received a further 116 additional pieces of correspondence, 
including Council survey forms, “pro-formas”, letters and emails.  In addition, 
various correspondence has also been received by Ward Councillors as it has 
been throughout the consultation process.   
 
15 of the 116 responses were received by email with 14 opposing BHAL’s 
proposals and 1 in support.  87 Council survey forms were received, with 58 
opposing the proposals, 27 in favour of them and 2 not expressing a view.  12 
“pro-forma” letters, details of which were outlined in Appendix 8, have been 
received, all opposing the proposals.  2 letters have also been received 
opposing the proposals. 
 
5 of the 15 email responses have been received from Groups, all opposing 
the BHAL proposals, which are listed in the table below. 
 

Group/Business Name 
Consultation 
response 

Crofton Residents Association No  

Farnborough Park Estate Ltd No  

Keston Park (1975) Limited No 

London Borough of Bexley No  

Sidcup Community Group No  

 
 
For clarity, whilst Woldingham Parish Council responded to the official online 
consultation, with their view opposing the BHAL proposals, this group 
response should be included alongside all the other group responses.  It 
should also be noted that Jo Johnson MP has responded to the official online 
consultation and has outlined his view opposing the BHAL proposals by email. 
 
Addendum to ‘red and blue dot map’ - To portray the information graphically 
and by household response, a complex process of ‘geo coding’ took place, to 
effectively place the responses onto the ‘red and blue dot map’.  This process 
did not successfully pick up each and every address but the map does show 
the overall trend for responses across the borough in a way that simple 
reporting by ward does not and this is why the map was published as it is. 
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