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We are responding as an organisation.
We wish to keep up to date by email: john.kelly@llbcc.org.uk
Before addressing the specific flight paths we wish to re-visit the issues from the first
consultation that have a bearing on this consultation:
1. We addressed three non-discretionary factors which have to be satisfied before
subjecting a flightpath option to examination:
(a) Is it safe for all aircraft to use the flightpath now and in the future?
(b) Is it technically feasible for all aircraft to use the flightpath now and in the
future?
(c) Can the current runway, taxiways, stands, gates, etc. accommodate the
increase in traffic consequent on the new flightpaths?
a. and b. have been addressed through the compliance criteria described in the
consultation document but factor c. remains unanswered. Edinburgh Airport
acknowledges that a spend of £40million is required to upgrade taxiways, stands,
gates, etc before a significant expansion of air traffic can take place and further
expenditure on local infrastructure, notably the M8 upgrading, before a significant
increase in passenger numbers can take place. Why then increase airspace capacity
at this point?
2. We addressed a number of general factors.
(a) The cost of public consultation and independent technical scrutiny should be
factored in as a cost to the process. We recommended that a scheme be
established which allows those properly constituted organisations representing

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

the community, such as Local Authorities and Community Councils, to share
data, its processing and results without bearing unreasonable cost. This was not
done.
The management of aircraft on the ground to smooth departures. The
smoothing of departures will allow maximum use of the particular flightpath
which affects the least number of people. The smoothing of departures appears
technically feasible but has not been investigated or has not been reported in the
consultation documentation. Maximising the use of particular flightpaths has
also not been addressed.
Noise contour maps to 50dBa max should be provided for the existing flightpaths
and for the proposed flightpaths. It is important to have a noise contour map of
the existing flightpaths to act as a baseline when assessing proposed new
flightpaths. The Lmax footprints only scale down to 70 dB.
Assuming a weighted and scored decision model is used then the scores for
existing flightpaths should be made available. It is important to have these
scores/assessments as a baseline. There is no scaling in the consultation
document only phrases such as “similar, less, more, closer, etc”. No data is
available from the first consultation.
Ambient noise contour maps should be made available for all areas to be
consulted. This is important as a baseline for judging the impact of the proposed
new flightpaths. No ambient noise maps were produced in the consultation.
Indeed “Not overflown” means being more than 2 nautical miles from the
centreline of the flightpath but the 70 dB contour can be more than 1 mile wide
so taking into account vectoring areas “not overflown” could still experience 70
dB of noise.
The impact on house prices of property affected by the flightpath. A reduction of
house values attributable to a change in flightpaths is an explicit cost of the
decision to change. This has been a major concern of those surveyed by LLBCC.
This factor has not been addressed in the second consultation.
The number of houses and schools proposed in the current Local Development
Plan which will be affected by noise above 50dBa actual. A change in flightpaths
will affect future developments as well as communities presently existing. The
life of a flightpath must have a direct relationship with communities established
by Strategic and Local Development Plans. Ideally, flightpath planning should be
a part of the Strategic Development Plan process. This factor highlighted in the
first consultation has not been addressed in the second consultation.
Whether the proposed flightpath could be subject to a curfew. There is
considerable opposition to night flights (between 22.00 and 07.00). Impact of
certain flightpaths might be mitigated by a curfew on those flightpaths. This
factor has not been addressed in the second consultation.

In summary, out of 21 factors which Linlithgow and Linlithgow Bridge Community Council
identified in the first consultation 9 of those factors have not been addressed.
After the consultation we asked for details of the data processing methods and specifically
which of the many content analysis programs was used. We did not receive a reply. After
the second consultation is submitted we will ask the same question.

In the current second consultation there are the following additional factors which
Linlithgow and Linlithgow Bridge Community Council has identified.
1. The problems which Edinburgh Airport is addressing are described on page 12 as:
a. Reduce those overflown.
b. Increase capacity of the runway and allow flights to leave with fewer delays.
c. Create a newly positioned hold pattern
d. Fly routes more accurately
The answer to these problems has to be multi-faceted. There is no argument
which convincingly states that the proposed new routes are the only way to
satisfy these aims. The consultation is flawed by not giving options other than
changes to flight paths.
2. We are currently in a period of enormous change, we will have a new
government in June and thereafter BREXIT. This does not seem the correct time
to be undertaking far reaching changes to flight paths when the basis for the
underlying assumptions are subject to high levels of risk. Indeed all the guidance
on consultation mentions avoiding periods running up to local and national
elections. We have local elections on 4th May and a national election on 8th June.
3. We understand a new and much improved CAA CAP 725 which addresses a
number of the above issues is likely in August 2017 or shortly thereafter. We
suggest putting this consultation on hold and re-running on the new procedures
thereafter.
4. We have received emails asking which pages of the document should be studied;
the document is not clear and certainly not concise. We have done our best in
Linlithgow to make it accessible by putting it in the library but we took this
initiative not the Airport.
5. The survey response form does not address the quality of life issues that most
people in Linlithgow wish to speak about. It is too narrowly focused on flight
paths and configured to collect quantitative data on a subject that is by nature
qualitative.
6. There is no balanced economic argument in favour of the proposed changes.
Finally, and most importantly, NO consultation document should include the statement on
page 20 “comments and responses not directly related to this consultation will be
recorded and coded as “out of scope” of consultation”.
We are seriously concerned that after putting in considerable effort and expense in
undertaking this consultation most of our comments will be ignored.
There follows our continuing response on the consultation response forms.

Although not impacting Linlithgow directly we would support the
views of those in East Calder that this will have a significant
impact on their quality of life especially as aircraft will be low at
this point. We support the existing TALLA flightpath which we
believe to be A3 on the basis that it has been in existence for a
considerable number of years.

We support B5 over the other choices as it has less impact on
Linlithgow and replicates the existing GOSAM flightpath

We assume that flight path C is existing flight path GRICE. As such we
would prefer C! to any other options as aircraft should have attained
significant height before they pass over Falkirk and Grangemouth. All
other options will cause more noise particularly to Linlithgow

We oppose D as an option. It replicates the previous TUTUR trial
which was unbearable to Linlithgow and its neighbouring
communities.. It is a lengthy route for aircraft taking off on
runway 24 and heading east or south. It should not be considered
at all.

This is the existing GOSAM route which was used for fly arounds
before its use was changed recently after the unconsulted
Runway06 trial. We strongly opposed the Runway06 trial and
oppose flight path E. If it must be flown then E5 extended
eastwards before the turn would allow height to be gained before
crossing the Fife coast. It is however, highly inefficient in terms of
miles flown particularly for aircraft going south..

We have no opinions on flight path F

This is the existing TALLA flightpath that has been
flown for many years. It takes aircraft well out into the
estuary before the turn so they past the East Lothian
coast at considerable height. It is the most efficient
route for aircraft leaving Runway 06 heading south and
should be the most used route.

Although not impacting Linlithgow this route seems
illogical, Why overfly Musselburgh when there is the whole
of the estuary to gain height before heading south .

We agree that aircraft need to arrive on runway 24
as proposed

We agree that aircraft need to arrive on runway 06
as proposed.

We have not attempted to input this response via the website. This response has been
submitted by email and by post and represents the considered view of Linlithgow and
Linlithgow Bridge Community Council and a significant number of residents.

Yours faithfully

John Kelly

John R Kelly
Secretary
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West Lothian
EH49 7LN
Tel: 01506 843160
e-mail john.kelly@llbcc.org.uk

