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APPENDIX C – STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK RECEIVED 

BRITISH HELICOPTER ASSOCIATION 

From:   

Sent: 22 July 2019 12:53 

To:  

Subject: RE: Heathrow - Compton 09L/R Standard Instrument Departure - Airspace Change 

 

Thank you for sight of the Design Principles and the BHA has no comments at the stage besides saying 

that we support the No1 principle being safety. 

Yours 

 

 

Chief Executive 

British Helicopter Association 

Graham Suite 

Fairoaks Airport 

Chobham 

Surrey.  GU24 8HU 

SURREY COUNTY COUNCIL 

From:   

Sent: 25 July 2019 08:54 

To:  

Cc:  

Subject: RE: Compton departure route Workshop 1 – request for feedback 

Hi  

Please find feedback from Surrey County Council below. 

Kind regards 

 

As a stakeholder in all airspace change consultation processes, Surrey County Council’s 
primary interest is the wellbeing of local communities and the minimisation of the impacts on 
residents of airport operations – particularly with regard to noise and air pollution.  

Set out below are high level principles that the Council advocates through all airspace 
change processes: 

• Surrey County Council supports a multiple pathways approach if it would
provide more opportunity for meaningful respite for those communities
overflown.
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• Concentrated flightpaths with no respite are not acceptable. Respite must be 
provided for both existing overflown residents as well as any newly overflown 
residents, 

 
• New flight paths should provide for long-term predictability for those finding 

themselves overflown and include the provision of respite 
 

• In combination effects for residents must be considered for all airspace 
change processes. This means that proposals must be assessed in the 
context of noise impacts of existing flight paths to/from Heathrow as well as 
other airports.   
 

• Options to route flight paths over less sensitive land uses should be explored 
to reduce impacts on residents.  

 
• In accordance with national advice, noise should be the environmental priority 

up to 7,000 feet.  
 

• New operating procedures such as steeper take-offs as well as steeper 
landings and their impact on noise distribution should be explored  

 
We continue to stress that every effort must be made to ensure that Surrey communities 
likely to be affected are kept informed of airspace change proposals and that a reasonable 
period of time is provided for response to consultation.  
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Response by: ROYAL BOROUGH OF WINDSOR & MAIDENHEAD 
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must x       
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

x      For there to be valued 
respite there should be a 
9dB difference between 
the rotes 

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

 x      

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

 x      

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  x    The plan should focus on 
causing annoyance to the 
fewest number of people 
as possible by dispersion 
and not concentration. In 
the past we hardly noticed 
Compton and that should 
be the aim with this 
change. 

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

  x    There is a tension here 
between community 
annoyance and work for 
NATs. A balance must be 
reached 

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

x       

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

  x     
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Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

      The NPR should not 
compromise what might be 
the best solution. 

Enable Continuous Climb         
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft x       
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft       With PBN noise should 

remain the priority to 
10,000ft 

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible x       
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

x       

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight x       
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas x       
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

 x      

Route alternation should be predictable  x      
Do not degrade current air quality x       
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

x       
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WOKING BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

 
Community Stakeholder Manager – Airspace 
Heathrow 
The Compass Centre 
Nelson Road 
Hounslow, Middlesex 
TW6 2GW 

 
Civic Offices 
Gloucester Square 
Woking 
Surrey  GU21 6YL 
 
Telephone  
Facsimile  
DX  
Email  
Website 
www.woking.gov.uk 

 

22 July 2019 

Dear Mr  

Heathrow – Compton design principle engagement 
Thank you for giving Woking Borough Council the opportunity to comment on the above. You 
will recall that earlier this year Heathrow Airport Limited consulted on its airspace and future 
operations. I have attached a copy of the Council’s response to the consultation. There was a 
parallel consultation at that time on how to make better use of the existing runways using the 
Independent Parallel Approaches. This is likely to have a bearing on the use of the airspace. 
You will notice that the principles set out in this earlier consultation, which the Council 
commented on are broadly similar to the ones highlighted in the Compton design principle 
engagement. The Council’s response should therefore be read in conjunction with this letter. 
Generally, the Council would be concerned to ensure that the potential noise effects of the 
proposed new Compton departure routes on local residents and business are reduced to an 
absolute minimum level that is practically and technically feasible to achieve. Woking falls 
within the ‘potential impacted area’. Whilst this consultation is part of the initial stages to help 
determine the principles that will guide the development of the final routes, there is no doubt 
that the outcome will result in the concentration of departures below 7,000 feet. The Council 
would find it unacceptable if this exacerbates the current aircraft noise in the area. 
The Council would also wish to ensure that there is maximum respite period for local residents 
and businesses, especially during the night.  
Overall, I would question the immediate need for the changes to the Compton departure route 
given that there is going to be a complete redesign of Heathrow’s airspace and flight paths 
when the third runway becomes operational in 2026 and changes to the Compton route is not 
due for approval until 2022. Residents and businesses need certainty and as such the number 
of changes proposed in such a short time would not be helpful. 
I would like to confirm that Woking did attend the workshop on 23 May 2019 at the Holiday 
Inn, and will be aiming to attend the future workshops. 
I hope you find this helpful. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Planning Policy Manager
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Response by:  – HCNF Member representing Surrey County Council 
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must y       
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

 y      

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

y      Residents in Elmbridge, 
particularly Molesey, 
Dittons and Esher already 
suffer from departures on 
Easterlies not from 
Compton Route. They 
should not get additional 
overflights from this 
change 

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

y       

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

y      Including those already 
overflown by other routes 

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

y       

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

y      A must 

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

y       

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

 y      

Enable Continuous Climb  y       
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Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft y       
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft   y     

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible  y      
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

y       

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight y      Include impact of other 
routes on same operations 

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas y       
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

y      Also exclude overflying 
those overflown on other 
routes in the same 
configuration 

Route alternation should be predictable  y      
Do not degrade current air quality   y     
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

Y       

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Should factor in ambient/background noise (using the BS4142 
methodology) 

   y    

Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark   

 y      
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Please add any additional Design Principles to consider 
 

Comments 

 
Do not overfly world heritage sites such as Hampton Court Palace. 

 

 
Do not route new Compton PBN routes over those communities which are already overflown by departures on other 
routes on Easterlies from Southern runway (in Elmbridge, eg Molesey, Thames/Long Ditton and Esher) 

 

Route over non built-up areas (such as reservoirs) where possle  
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HPSG CORE TEAM  

From:   
Sent: 29 July 2019 09:03 
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: Compton Route consultation 

Dear Sir/Madam 

No further comments to add at this stage to those made at the first round workshop 

Kind Regards 

 

 
 
Lead Advisor Spatial Planning  
Heathrow Strategic Planning Group 
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Response by:  (Elmbridge Borough Council) 
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data.  

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 
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Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Enable Continuous Climb    X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 
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Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Route alternation should be predictable   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Do not degrade current air quality   X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 

Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

  X    We would like to see a 
greater level of detail on 
the ground level impacts 
and more data. 
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Response by: UKFSC (NATMAC) 
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must   X     
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

 X      

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

X       

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

 X      

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  X     

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

X       

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

   X    

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

   X    

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

 X      

Enable Continuous Climb  X       
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft   X     
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft  X      

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 
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Climb as fast as possible  X      
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

       

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight X       
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas X       
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

   X    

Route alternation should be predictable   X     
Do not degrade current air quality X       
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

 X      

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Should factor in ambient/background noise (using the BS4142 
methodology) 

  X     

Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark   

 X      
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Response by: London Luton Airport Operations Limited 
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must  X     Respite routes should be 
considered as per CAP 
1616.  

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

  X    Routes should be 
adequately separated to 
provide respite, but should 
also be mindful of the 
current airspace and other 
airspace users and if this 
will require additional 
airspace. 

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

 X     Cumulative effects should 
be analysed as part of CAP 
1616, although not sure 
this is a robust DP as the 
meaning of ‘suffer’ is 
subjective.  

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

  X    Similar to previously, by 
providing respite this may 
increase the airspace 
required and Heathrow 
should be mindful of other 
airspace users.  

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  X    This should be considered 
locally.  

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

X      This provides predictability 
to communities, ATC, other 
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airspace users and 
operators.  

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

 X     Cumulative effects should 
be considered, as well as 
those from other airports.  

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

 X     Cumulative effects should 
be considered, as well as 
those from other airports.  

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  X    By designing routes 
outside of current NPR this 
may have noise benefits, 
but may also effect other 
airspace users. These 
should be considered 
together.  

Enable Continuous Climb  X      This is beneficial to all.   
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft   X    This should be considered 

locally 
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft   X    This should be considered 

locally.  
 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible X      This has benefits for other 
airspace users as it free’s 
up lower level airspace and 
doesn’t constrain others 
routes.  

Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

  X    Routes should be 
adequately separated to 
provide respite, but should 
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also be mindful of the 
current airspace and other 
airspace users and if this 
will require additional 
airspace. 

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight   X    Should be considered 
locally. 

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas   X    Should be considered 
locally.  

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

 X     Cumulative effects should 
be considered, as well as 
those from other airports. 

Route alternation should be predictable  X     Any form of 
respite/alternation should 
be predictable for 
communities, other 
airspace users and 
operators.  

Do not degrade current air quality  X      
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

  X    Should be considered 
locally, also ‘significantly 
affected’ should be defined 
to ensure a robust DP.  

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Should factor in ambient/background noise (using the BS4142 
methodology) 

  X    Should be considered 
locally.  
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Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark   

 X     Respite should be defined 
as there are multiple 
options, but not sure the 
wording is considered a DP 
and is more of a process.  

 

Please add any additional Design Principles to consider 
 

Comments 

Keep CAS requirements to a minimum. 
 

Any change to the CAS will affect other airspace 
users.  

Should avoid overflying communities with multiple routes, including those from other airports, below 7,000ft.  
 

Cumulative effects of routes from other airports 
should be considered too.  
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 – ENGLEFIED GREEN ACTION GROUP 

From:   
Sent: 01 August 2019 11:33 
To:  
Cc:  

 
 

 
Subject: re: Compton departure route Workshop 1 – request for feedback 

There is strong opposition to this ACP on the grounds of concentrated flight paths, given the debacle 
in 2014 of the aborted trials; as before, it can only end in civil unrest and huge political fallout.   

To determine the community reaction to this ACP a trial, similar to 2014, is imperative. 

Key Points: 

• This will be the very first ever permanent PBN (Precision Based Navigation) route, out of 
Heathrow, on the easterly Compton departure route, affecting Englefield Green, Egham, 
Virginia Water, etc. 

• The existing Compton SID (Standard Instrument Departure), see Fig. 1, has not been flown for 
30 years1 

• Up to June 2014 the flown Compton SID, see Fig. 3, did not impinge on Englefield Green, 
Egham, Virginia Water, etc. instead flying to the east of the M25 and south of the M3, flying 
over Addlestone in Runnymede Borough. 

• In June 2014, without public consultation, the flown Compton SID was moved, see Fig. 4, to 
the west of the M25 and north of the M3, bringing flights over Englefield Green, Egham, 
Virginia Water and away from previously overflown Addlestone. 

• In December 2018 Heathrow’s proposed ACP (Airspace Change Proposal) SON (Statement of 
Need) was published2 on the CAA website, with revised SON and preliminary documents 
published in March 2019 and the potentially affected area, see Fig. 6.  

o Analysis of these documents shows that it is of great benefit to the aviation industry, 
being the first ever permanent PBN (Precision Based Navigation) out of Heathrow, 
since the aborted PBN trial flights in 2014. 

o However for communities it could not be more alarming, the 2014 PBN trials created 
public uproar wherever it was experienced, for up to 30 miles from Heathrow, and in 
this new proposal if a single flight path just 10’s of meters wide would be created, 
thus concentrating flights, which currently inhabit a swathe in excess of 10km, to 1000 
times those of today, creating a ‘Noise Sewer’ and blighting communities under 
it permanently, making it unfit for human habitation. 

Historical easterly operations Compton SIDs (Standard Instrument Departure) and 
NPR (Noise Preference Route) 

The diagram below shows the existing easterly operations Compton SIDs (Standard Instrument 
Departure) and NPR (Noise Preference Route). It covers the southern end of Englefield Green from 
roughly Bond Street southwards – see expanded diagram below, Fig. 2 – but hasn’t been flown for 30 
years, according to Heathrow’s ACP submission. 
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Fig. 1 Existing easterly operations departure Compton SIDs   

Expanding the above figure below to show the extent to which Englefield Green should be affected if 
the existing Compton SID was adhered to, extending from Bond Street at the southern end of 
Englefield Green to Virginia Water further south.   

 

Fig. 2 The expanded diagram shows the extent of the Compton SID on easterly operations within the 
context of Englefield Green. The swathe or width of an NPR is 3km and as seen above the width covers 
from Bond Street in Englefield Green to 3km southwards to Virginia Water.   

Compton SID prior to June 2014 

As established by an FOI (Freedom of Information) request, the aircraft tracks on the easterly Compton 
SID prior to June 2014, (which completely avoided Englefield Green, Virginia Water, in fact the majority 
of Runnymede Borough) where NATS (National Air Traffic Services), without public consultation, 
altered the flight path bringing it over Englefield Green, see Fig. 4. 
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Fig.3 The diagram above, obtained by an FOI request, shows the aircraft tracks on the easterly 
Compton SID prior to June 2014, (completely avoiding Englefield Green, Virginia Water, in fact the 
majority of Runnymede Borough).  

Compton SID post June 2014 

Without public consultation NATS altered the Compton SID flight path to directly fly over Englefield 
Green, Egham, Virginia Water, etc. 

 

Fig. 4 The diagram above shows the post June 2014 tracks that now cross Englefield Green, Egham, 
Virginia Water, etc. Prior to June 2014 these areas were not affected by the easterly Compton SID, see 
Fig. 3.   

New Compton SID ACP2 (Airspace Change Proposal) – ID ACP-2018-85 

Below is an extract from Heathrow’s ACP powerpoint submission on the CAA website in italics 

Step 1a : Assess Requirements 

The current Compton (CPT) Departure routes (SIDs) from both runways on easterlies have not been 
flown for over 30 years. As the number of flights using Heathrow Airport increased, the route became 
challenging to manage because of their proximity to the Ockham holding stack and the Heathrow 
Airport arrival flow to the south of the airport. 
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Fig. 5 The above diagram shows aircraft tracks using the defined easterly Compton SID (superimposed) 
and NPR for the August – September 2018 period. As can be seen aircraft tracks are not contained in 
the 3km NPR swathe. This is the norm for the Compton SID after the June 2014 unconsulted change.   

Potentially Affected Area 

This area entirely covers Englefield Green and indeed the whole of Runnymede Borough. Currently 
aircraft are dispersed along a corridor width of 10km or so, see Fig 4. and Fig. 5, providing natural 
dispersion and non-concentrated flights. As proposed by Heathrow’s ACP, if this corridor is replaced 
by a single concentrated PBN route 10’s of meters wide, thus concentrating aircraft by a 1000 times, 
those under this concentrated PBN route area will be living in, what the CAA CEO termed, ‘a Noise 
Sewer’, effectively unfit for human habitation. 

 

Fig. 6 Easterly Compton ACP Proposal 

This is the area which may be affected by this airspace change depending on its development. This 
area may change as the proposal is developed. (from CAA ACP website) Below in italics is an extract 
from the ACP documentation 

ISSUES, OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSIDERATIONS ARISING FROM PROPOSED CHANGE1,2 

Issues 

• Will mean changes to aircraft noise for some communities 
• Possible consultation fatigue and confusion: similar communities for CPT, Expansion and IPA 

Opportunities 

• Will significantly reduce the need for controllers to manually direct aircraft 
• Will ensure aircraft fly this route in a more consistent, predictable way 
• Will allow aircraft to stay within the NPR 
• Potential opportunity to explore PBN respite options for SIDs (depending on design principles 

and technical possibilities) 

Considerations 

• Will likely require a new NPR 
• Limited life-span ~ 4 years. Expansion airspace design will replace this CPT SID in 2026 
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Response by: Honourable Company of Air Pilots – compiled by  Director of Aviation Affairs 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must   X     

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them  X      

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this   X    The principle should be to 

‘share’ where possible. 
The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

 X     
 

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft    X   

This would concentrate all 
impacts on those already 
impacted – it would be 
better to share where 
possible. 

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

X      

Reduced ATC intervention 
should also provide for 
lower flight deck workload 
when following the 
standard procedure 
without amendment 

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration   X     

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

 X     
 

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR X      

So new route options will 
not be constrained by old 
thinking 
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Enable Continuous Climb  X      THIS IS OUR MOST 
IMPORTANT PRINCIPLE 

Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft 
   X   

The principle should be to 
allow Climb as fast as 
possible 

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft 
   X   

The principle should be to 
allow Climb as fast as 
possible 

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible 

X      

Prioritizing continuous 
climb and best climb angle 
should maximise fuel 
efficiency  and reduce both 
surface noise and overall 
emissions 

Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference  X     

However, this should not 
be at the expense of 
additional complexity for 
ATC and flight deck crews 

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight  X      

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas 

X      

However, this must be 
balanced against (and does 
not over-ride) the need to 
keep the impact of 
emissions, etc. at an 
overall minimum 

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

  X    
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Route alternation should be predictable 
X      

This assists crews and ATC 
as well as the over-flown 
population 

Do not degrade current air quality        

Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

 X     
There should be a degree 
of spreading out additional 
aircraft noise, rather than 
simply overlaying existing 
levels 

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Should factor in ambient/background noise (using the BS4142 
methodology)      X 

Although noise levels are 
cumulative, each source 
should be assessed and 
mitigated as necessary. 

Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark     X     

 

Please add any additional Design Principles to consider 
 

Comments 

Should prioritize ‘continuous climb’ over ‘continuous descent’  
 

Continuous climb provides the greatest 
environmental benefit 

Should not introduce complexity to flight deck procedures during departure (or, for other routes that may be 
affected by any change, arrival)  

Procedural changes should not result in additional 
flight deck workload or uncertainty  
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Response by:   NATS commenting as an air traffic control technical specialist  
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not 
be 

considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must      X See additional DP commentary re equitable distribution of 
noise impacts (bottom of this response) 

Routes should be as far apart as 
possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts 
distributed evenly across them 

     X See additional DP commentary re equitable distribution of 
noise impacts (bottom of this response) 

Those that already suffer should 
not suffer any more than this; use 
N metrics or suite of metrics to 
measure this 

     X CAP1616 and DfT’s air navigation guidance to the CAA on 
its environmental objectives 2017 (known as “ANG”) 
already defines the process governing airspace change 
and appropriate metrics. 

The different routes should ‘split’ 
as soon as possible, but keep away 
from other routes and don’t get 
them any closer & minimise 
numbers of people significantly 
affected below 1000ft 

     X See additional DP commentary re equitable distribution of 
noise impacts (bottom of this response) 

Where possible, do not overfly 
communities who are not already 
within the existing CPT 09 
departure swathe below 6000ft 

 X     In line with DfT ANG,para 3.3(b). 

Routes should be designed so 
controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

X      This implies the need to use modern navigation 
technology to define the departure route(s), known as 
Performance Based Navigation or PBN.   
NATS agrees with the principle, but suggest the wording 
should be “The route should use the highest appropriate 
modern navigation standard”. 

Avoid overflying communities with 
multiple routes in the same runway 
configuration 

  X    Should be reworded “Minimise” rather than “Avoid”, 
allowing for future design options to be evaluated and 
ranked rather than immediately discarded if there is any 
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partial failure to comply.  See also additional DP 
commentary. 

Don’t overfly those communities 
who are currently overflown by 
Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 
4000ft, with a CPT09 SID below 
4000ft 

     X Essentially the same DP as above. 
See additional DP commentary. 

Don’t be constrained by existing 
NPR or the current definition of an 
NPR 

 X     The current NPRs and their definition are generally 
regarded as being out of date.   
This may contradict DPs re overflight of communities 
previously not/rarely overflown, thus different priorities 
should be assigned to mutually exclusive DPs. 

Enable Continuous Climb   X     Should be reworded “Maximise” instead of “Enable”, 
allowing for future design options to be evaluated and 
ranked rather than immediately discarded if there is any 
partial failure to comply. 

Noise should take the priority up to 
6000ft 

  X    Safety should be the highest priority, including ATC 
workload.  This could be a high priority, but always one 
rung below safety.   
Suggested wording “Minimise noise impacts below 
6000ft”.  See additional DP commentary. 

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft  X     Generally in line with DfT ANG,para 3.3(c) and (d). 
 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not 
be 

considered 
Comments 

Climb as fast as possible   X    Exercise caution:  to maximise climb rate, aircraft may 
need to increase power settings on the runway and at low 
altitudes, which may contribute to low-altitude noise, local 
air quality and increased greenhouse gas emissions.   
Also may increase engine wear and servicing costs for 
aircraft operators.  See previous “continuous climb” DP. 
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Multiple (& enough) flight paths 
sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

      See additional DP commentary re equitable distribution of 
noise impacts (bottom of this response) 

Equitably share the noise and 
frequency of overflight 

      See additional DP commentary re equitable distribution of 
noise impacts (bottom of this response) 

Where possible, fly over open 
spaces not residential areas 

  X     

Take into account other routes, do 
not overfly the same communities 
below 4000ft on easterly vs 
westerly operations. Do this by 
imposing a minimum 4000ft point 
or a maximum noise threshold 

      Contains multiple prescriptive methods.  See additional DP 
commentary re equitable distribution of noise impacts 
(bottom of this response) 

Route alternation should be 
predictable 

     X This DP predetermines a multiple-route design solution 
which would be outside CAP1616. 
See additional DP commentary re equitable distribution of 
noise impacts (bottom of this response) 

Do not degrade current air quality      X The impact of an airspace design on air quality is generally 
negligible, see DfT ANG para 3.28 for details. 

Don’t increase noise more for 
those already significantly affected 

 X     In line with DfT ANG,para 3.3(b), see previous similar DP. 

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not 
be 

considered 
Comments 

Should factor in 
ambient/background noise (using 
the BS4142 methodology) 

     X The CAA’s CAP1616 is the process governing airspace 
changes such as this, associated with the DfT’s ANG 
which defines the environmental metrics.   
It would not be appropriate to include different metrics 
or processes outside these two documents.   

Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for 
this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark   

     X This is not a DP. 
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Please add any additional Design Principles to consider Comments 

There are 22 DPs listed, with some similar to others, and several addressing versions of the same primary concern.   
The intent of many DPs seems to be the equitable distribution of noise impacts.  Several suggested DPs attempt to prescribe methods of achieving that concept.   
These DPs should not go into detail on any particular prescriptive method, and the wording should focus on the outcome, along with a qualifier such as “maximise the 
equitable distribution of noise impacts” suffixed by a general concept if necessary.   
There should be fewer DPs, each dealing with a single general subject.  If a DP contains too many clauses, there will be design options which meet one part of a DP and 
not the other.  This would allow design options to be focussed, consistently worded, and more easily qualitatively evaluated under CAP1616 Step 2B. 
From an air traffic control / airspace technical design point of view, the focus on multiple routes may cause issues when design options are evaluated against DPs under 
CAP1616 Step 2B.  Existing airspace and traffic flows will constrain the region within which the route(s) could realistically be placed and it is not reasonable to expect to 
move other flows due to all the consequential impacts.  It may not be possible for one or more design options to meet DPs which demand multiple routes.  Likewise, a 
design option with only one route may be appropriate and meet the majority of DPs, and should not be discounted. 
Please add an appropriate DP of higher priority than all others concerning the maintaining or improving standards of aviation safety.   
This should be a “golden DP”, always the highest priority.   
 
It would encompass technical regulations concerning flight procedure design, and operational complexity with regard to air traffic control workload (not considering the 
new design in isolation, but in combination with adjacent flows and procedures).  However the simple general DP would not need to specify these subjects. 
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Response by: …  – Bracknell Forest Council 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must X       
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

X       

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

  X     

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

X       

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

X       

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

  X     

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

X       

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

  X     

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  X     

Enable Continuous Climb    X     
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft X       
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft   x     
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Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible   X     
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

X       

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight   X     
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas  X      
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

 X      

Route alternation should be predictable  X      
Do not degrade current air quality X       
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

X       
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Response by:  - HCEB 
Design Principles Proposed by  

Community Groups 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must   
 

    

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

 
 

     

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

 
 

     

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

 
 

     

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

 
 

     

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

 
 

     

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

 
 

     

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

 
 

     

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  
 

    

Enable Continuous Climb    
 

    

Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft 
 

      

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft 
 

      

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 
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Climb as fast as possible  
 

     

Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

 
 

     

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight        
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas        
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

 
 

     

Route alternation should be predictable        
Do not degrade current air quality 

 
      

Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected  
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MOD 

From:   

Sent: 05 August 2019 12:43 

To:  

Subject: RE: Heathrow - Compton 09L/R Standard Instrument Departure - Airspace Change 

Thanks for your email – PSA matrix on behalf of the MOD. The MOD has no specific comment at this time 

but welcomes further engagement on this ACP as it progresses. 

Many thanks, 

Regards 

 

 | Sqn Ldr | SO2 Airspace Plans | Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Management | CAA 

Aviation House | Gatwick, RH6 0YR | Civilian Telephone:  | MOD Net: 

| E-Mail: 
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 Response by: Ministry of Defence 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must   x     
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

  X     

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

  X     

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

  X     

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  X     

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

  X     

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

  x     

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

  x     

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  x     

Enable Continuous Climb    X     
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft   X     
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft   X     

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible   X     
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Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

  X     

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight   X     
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas   X     
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

  X     

Route alternation should be predictable   X     
Do not degrade current air quality   X     
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

  X     
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Response by: Officers Response:  – Runnymede Borough Council (RBC) 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must   X     
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

   
X 

   In the RBC expectations of 
the Heathrow Expansion, 
RBC is in favour of 
distributing the noise 
impacts as far as possible 
including new overflying of 
previously unaffected 
communities 

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

 X      

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

 X      

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

   
X 

    

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

   
X 

    

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

  
X 

     

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

   
X 

    

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  
X 

     

Enable Continuous Climb    X     
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft X       
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft   X     
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Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible  X      
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

  
X 

     

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight  X      
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas  X     With the provision to take 

account of recreational 
value of open spaces 

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

  
 

X 

     

Route alternation should be predictable  X      
Do not degrade current air quality  X      
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

  
X 

     

 

 

 
DISCLAIMER: The information contained within this document does not constitute a formal position of 
Runnymede Borough Council and does not necessarily reflect a final view. It is provided to you to facilitate 
discussions with Heathrow Airport and feedback on your developing proposals. The incomplete and 
preliminary nature of the information should be recognised when reviewing this material. Runnymede 
Borough Council will not accept or assume any responsibility or liability for the accuracy or correctness of 
the information or of any figures provided, or any assumptions that may be drawn from them. 
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Response by: ……VIRGIN ATLANTIC AIRWAYS………… 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must    X   Multiple routes add 
complexity to flight 
planning and aircraft FMS 
navigation databases. 

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

  X     

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

 X      

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

  X     

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  X     

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

X       

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

 X      

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

  X     

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  X     

Enable Continuous Climb  X       
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft   X     
Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft X       
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Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible   X     
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

  X     

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight   X     
Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas  X      
Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

  X     

Route alternation should be predictable  X      
Do not degrade current air quality  X      
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

 X      

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Should factor in ambient/background noise (using the BS4142 
methodology) 

 X      

Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark   

 X      

 

Please add any additional Design Principles to consider 
 

Comments 

All routes should be designed to achieve the best efficiency and the lowest noise impact - as a balance. 
All routes must be flyable by all the projected fleet of aircraft operating at LHR 
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Designs must take into account the range of aircraft weights, radius of turn and climb capabilities, for the flights that 
will use the proposed Compton SIDs. 
 
Designs should not impose undue limitations on other routes linked to LHR and adjacent airports, for example Arrival 
routes into LHR. 
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Response by:  Delta Airlines Technical Pilot Airspace and Design 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must EM       
Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

  EM     

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

  EM     

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

   EM    

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

  EM     

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

EM       

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

  EM     

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

  EM     

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

  EM     

Enable Continuous Climb  EM       
Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft    EM   Efficient climb has the 

lowest MACRO noise 
impact. 

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft EM       
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Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible EM      Quietest MACRO profile 
Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

 EM      

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight   EM    Let the community decide 
this, then design. 

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas   EM    Look for environmental 
dangers…Water has birds! 
The environment is 
sensitive to noise as well as 
humans are.  

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

   EM   Best routes should be 
considered.  

Route alternation should be predictable EM       
Do not degrade current air quality  EM      
Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

  EM     

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
HSPG 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Should factor in ambient/background noise (using the BS4142 
methodology) 

EM       

Should aim to define ‘Respite’ for this ACP so we can assess our 
options against that benchmark   

  EM     
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       ANNEX 2 

 

1 
 

Classification: Public 

HEATHROW’S COMPTON 09L/R AIRSPACE CHANGE PROPOSAL 

Design Principle Matrix 

Response by: TAG 

Design Principles Proposed by  
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must x      As present noise footprint 
is dispersed 

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

x      This is several statements; 
routes should be designed 
to reproduce existing 
spread of noise 

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

x      Again, several statements - 
generally yes – unless 
proven mitigation options 
are available  

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

x      Again, several statements - 
generally yes – unless 
proven mitigation options 
are available. Planes 
should rise to 1000ft by 
the airport boundary or 
close to this point so very 
few people are affected 

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

x       

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

      Not seemingly a 
community concern? 

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

x       
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       ANNEX 2 

 

2 
 

Classification: Public 

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

x       

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

x       

Enable Continuous Climb  x       

Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft x       

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft x       

 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible x       

Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

x       

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight x       

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas   x    Unfair if people next to 
parks/open spaces then 
get the noise 

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

x       

Route alternation should be predictable   x    Depends on what route 
options exist? 

Do not degrade current air quality   x    Noise should be the 
priority (as according to 
Heathrow ground 
transport creates the most 
pollution) 

Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

  x    What does’ significantly 
affected’ mean? Agree if 
statement is ‘Don’t 
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       ANNEX 2 

 

3 
 

Classification: Public 

increase noise for those 
affected unless proven 
mitigation is possible’ 

 

Please add any additional Design Principles to consider 
 

Comments 

Planes must use full take-off thrust to 1500ft to get as high as possible as quick as possible (i.e. NADP1) 
 

 

Planes must use reduced climb thrust (over populations) and keep flaps out to at least 3000ft (i.e. NADP1) 
 

 

Planes must use reduced climb thrust (over populations) and keep flaps out to at 4500ft or higher (i.e. NADP1 
extended) 
 

 

SID should design routes for different plane types – For Narrow bodied planes - set minimum heights of 1500ft at 
boundary fence (~4km from SoR) 
 

Each type of plane would only require 1 route so 
no issue with memory for on board computers  

SID should design routes for different plane types – For 2 engined wide bodied planes - set minimum heights of 
1500ft just beyond boundary fence (~4.5km from SoR) 
 

 

SID should design routes for different plane types – For 4 engined planes - set minimum heights of 1500ft at beyond 
boundary fence (~5km from SoR) but in principle close as possible to boundary fence 
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The reason for change

• From workshop documents

‘As a result of the poor tracking keeping compliance on the Compton departures, for example, 
around 44% compared with 97% on all of Heathrow’s other departure routes* - the DfT has 
instructed Heathrow to take measures to improve the track keeping, and the CAA has requested 
that Heathrow address the issue of a long-term trial’

To inform Decisions more analysis should be shared e.g.; 

• Have complaints been analysed by Heathrow or the DfT specifically for the 
Compton route? 

• What are the level of complaints – how many are about track keeping or just 
loudness, time etc? 

• Are they outside the NPR impact zone - note airplanes have a 2.5-3.5km 
‘sideways’ impact zone during departure

• Where are noise contours (LAeq/N65) for Compton?

TAG 2019
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Compton Proposal

• Heathrow want to introduce PBN

• Concentrating flights has met with universal problems (1) – this must be 
avoided at all costs 

From Workshop documents ‘The general direction of the new easterly Compton departure route will be 
broadly similar to today but if approved, this change will result in the concentration of these Compton 
departures below 7,000ft because this route will be using Performance Based Navigation(PBN)technology.’

• All evidence now points to making airspace changes increases 
annoyance by 6-9dB in LAeq terms or to have the same annoyance 
levels flights must be reduced by 400%-800% (2)

• According to Heathrow’s CEO it wants to avoid increased annoyance and 
therefore to maintain similar numbers of flights it must aim to 
reproduce the existing noise footprint

(1) See Appendix Section 1
(2) See Appendix Section 2 

TAG 2019
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One way to look at today’s Compton Route is that it 
shows excellent dispersion

To support decision making – the present noise footprint needs to be known
This should be modelled but consider an indicative approach on next slide

TAG 2019
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How can Heathrow avoid annoying more people and reduce existing annoyance?

• As a single PBN will not work, what are the alternatives?

• Reproducing a similar noise footprint is key

• Obvious option is to use 2-4 SID routes within existing footprint, the question then is how to use these?
- equally dispersed (how to manage, each plane will need all routes in onboard computer)
- used at different time periods (can be defined in SID but issues as above)
- one for each plane type (would need to reproduce existing footprint, advantage only 1 route per plane)
-….. 

• No extension of the existing noise footprint should be considered – a simple rule would be that ‘No 
community presently overflown should ever see any increase in any noise metric* from today’s position 
unless impacts can be mitigated (with proven measures)’
- This would mean communities can trust adverse changes will not take place.

• If aircraft are not causing major annoyance by being outside of the present NPR (from analysis of 
complaints) then consider widening NPR but with controls on numbers of aircraft down each new route 
to maintain dispersion and similar footprint

• ‘Question to consider is whether these routes should be in the existing NPR or need to be spreads wider 
and NPR extended to recreate todays footprint 

• To reduce annoyance modernisation of height profiles should be introduced to get as high as possible so 
that loudness is reduced as soon as possible (see next slides)

• All new flight path design should have increased heights (see next slides) 

* Noise metrics defined using DfT/Govt recommended metrics & WHO levels; sound energy levels (LAeq & 
Lden, LAeq night), and importantly noise events (N70, N65 & N60, event levels tbc) using average and single 
mode metrics

TAG 2019
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Balanced Approach
• Flying higher will benefit communities who cannot be offered mitigation 

by Heathrow but are significantly affected by aviation noise – in line 
with Heathrow CEO’s comments we must do everything to reduce noise

• There is a small cost in engine wear (figures have been requested but 
not provided by airlines – potentially £50/flight), this pales into 
insignificance compared to landing fees (~£1000) which could be 
reduced to encourage better noise performance

• Using higher thrust on take off will produce more emissions but these 
will be closer to the airport and reduce over local populations as planes 
are higher, according to Heathrow figures no legal limits will be broken 
at the airport boundary

TAG 2019
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Conclusions for Compton Redesign

• A single PBN route is proven to be unacceptable

• Footprint should not be extended beyond present 
footprint

• Multiple PBN routes within existing footprint offer a 
possible solution

• New SID should require planes to get higher as fast 
as possible

• Heights should be optimised and defined by plane 
type in the new SIDs

TAG 2019
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Appendices

Section 1

• 2014 abandoned PBN trials the most appropriate ‘local 
evidence’ that exists
- change brings about sensitivity by ~6dB
- noise changes over Easterly trial can only be detected by 
noise events (not LAeq changes)

Section 2

• Recent Research Evidence

Section 3

• Examples of failures of PBN

Section 4

• Real Heathrow evidence showing flying higher reduces 
noise levels

TAG 2019
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Key evidence not considered by SoNA

Anderson’s report contains crucial evidence for identifying 
realistic noise level thresholds, what metrics to use and the 
impact of the introduction of PBN over highly populated areas

Report available on Heathrow Website. Graphics on the following slides come from this report.CNG Mar 2019
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This is what Heathrow said about the introduction of 
PBN in 2016 – nothing has changed
https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/CRD%202015-01_0.pdf

CNG Mar 2019
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‘Gelderblom et al. [20] have applied this “high-rate/low-rate” classification to 62 aircraft noise annoyance 
studies conducted over the past half century. They show that there is a difference in the annoyance response 
between the two types amounting to about 9 dB. To express a certain degree of annoyance people at a high-
rate change (HRC) airport on average “tolerate” 9 dB less noise than people at a low-rate change (LRC) 
airport. Guski et al. [2] report a similar but somewhat smaller, 6 dB, difference. Any attempt to develop an 
average dose–response curve from at set of studies will therefore be highly dependent on the types of 
airports that are included.‘
Ref 2 Guski, R.; Schreckenberg, D.; Schuemer, R. ‘WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region. A systematic review on environmental noise and annoyance’ Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 
14(12), 1539
Ref 20 Gelderblom, Femke B.; Gjestland, Truls; Fidell, Sanford; Berry, Bernard ‘On the Stability of Community Tolerance for Aircraft Noise’ Acta Acustica united with Acustica, Volume 103, Number 1, January/February 
2017, pp. 17-27(11)

Quote from International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health ‘A Systematic Review of the 
Basis for WHO’s New Recommendation for Limiting Aircraft Noise Annoyance’ December 2018 Truls Gjestland
SINTEF DIGITAL, N-7465 Trondheim, Norway;  Tel.:   

A 6dB difference is equivalent to 4x more flights of the same loudness, a 9dB difference 8x more

A key factor is that change increases noise sensitivity not assessed by SoNA
– leading oise experts are arguing about the level (not the effect)

TAG 2019
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Experts Now Agree that Airspace Change increases Noise Annoyance

• Europe’s top noise experts – debating whether it is a 6 or 9dB difference

• Public Health England (PHE) in its submission to the Heathrow Expansion DCO scoping 
documents notes;

“There is a growing evidence base on a “change effect” with respect to annoyance reactions to aviation noise. In order to more 
accurately predict impacts on health and quality of life, PHE suggests that the population affected by aviation noise is split into four 
categories: 

x Number of people experiencing noticeable aviation noise/overflights for the first time;

x Number of people experiencing a noticeable increase in aviation noise/number of flight movements; 

x Number of people experiencing no noticeable change in aviation noise/number of flight movements; 

x Number of people experiencing a noticeable decrease in aviation noise/number of flight movements;

and the best available evidence with respect to the change effect used to quantify the associated health impacts…”

• Leading UK consultancies are arguing that SoNA was based on those ‘habituated’ to 
noise and therefore incorrect to apply to a change situation (see Manston DCO 
documents)

• It is also COMMON SENSE that airspace change brings about increased noise sensitivity

• The 2014 IGCBN guidance noted this uncertainty since then the evidence base is now 
clear – Government departments are now accepting this position

TAG 2019
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The introduction of PBN will make Heathrow’s impacts so much 
worse

There are no successful precedents over densely populated areas 
such as Heathrow anywhere in the world

CNG Mar 2019
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1 

Response by:   - HCEB

Design Principles Proposed by 
Community Groups 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Multiple routes are a must √ 

Routes should be as far apart as possible & stay apart as long as 
practicable & the noise impacts distributed evenly across them 

√ 

Those that already suffer should not suffer any more than this; 
use N metrics or suite of metrics to measure this 

√ 

The different routes should ‘split’ as soon as possible, but keep 
away from other routes and don’t get them any closer & 
minimise numbers of people significantly affected below 1000ft 

√ 

Where possible, do not overfly communities who are not 
already within the existing CPT 09 departure swathe below 
6000ft 

√ 

Routes should be designed so controllers don’t have to routinely 
intervene below 6000ft 

√ 

Avoid overflying communities with multiple routes in the same 
runway configuration 

√ 

Don’t overfly those communities who are currently overflown 
by Heathrow’s westerly SIDs below 4000ft, with a CPT09 SID 
below 4000ft 

√ 

Don’t be constrained by existing NPR or the current definition of 
an NPR 

√ 

Enable Continuous Climb √ 

Noise should take the priority up to 6000ft √ 

Minimise fuel/CO2 above 6000ft √
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2 

Classification: Public 

Design Principles Proposed by 
Local Authorities 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Should not be 
considered 

Comments 

Climb as fast as possible √ 

Multiple (& enough) flight paths sufficiently spaced to make a 
difference 

√ 

Equitably share the noise and frequency of overflight √ 

Where possible, fly over open spaces not residential areas √ 

Take into account other routes, do not overfly the same 
communities below 4000ft on easterly vs westerly operations. 
Do this by imposing a minimum 4000ft point or a maximum 
noise threshold 

√ 

Route alternation should be predictable √ 

Do not degrade current air quality √ 

Don’t increase noise more for those already significantly 
affected 

√ 
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