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1 Background and Context 

 

1.1 Introduction 

European Union and Scottish Government regulations require airports with over 50,000 
movements a year to produce noise action plans.  The noise action plans for Aberdeen, 
Edinburgh and Glasgow Airports will aim to manage and, where possible reduce, the impact 
of noise from aircraft at each of BAA’s Scottish airports over the five-year period 2008-2013.   

Each airport published a draft noise action plan in May 2008 and carried out a public 
consultation in order to obtain views on key areas of the plan.  Each airport was responsible 
for publicising the consultation and an online consultation survey could be accessed through 
each airport’s website.  Responses were collected and analysed by GfK NOP, an independent 
research company. 

It is hoped that the publication of the draft noise action plans and the public consultation 
exercise will allow the airports to better engage with local communities and other key 
stakeholders, to enable them to better understand residents’ concerns and priorities, ensuring 
effective action is taken in response.  The responses received to the consultation are to be 
used to influence the detail of the final plan, which is due to be issued by the end of 2008. 

Following publication of the finalised noise action plans, BAA has recognised that it will be 
important to keep communities and other stakeholders informed as to the progress made.  
Each airport is committed to reporting publicly on their performance and the effectiveness of 
their actions to address community concerns.  Therefore, they plan to report on their 
progress against the action plan in their respective annual Corporate Responsibility Reports.   
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1.2 The Consultation Process 

1.2.1 Scottish Airport Consultation  

The Scottish public consultation took place between 12th May 2008 and 26th July 20081 (with 
a further two weeks allowed  as a mopping up period during which postal returns could still 
be accepted).  The consultation was administered via each of the Scottish airports’ individual 
websites, where the public were able to download and view the draft Noise Action Plan 
consultation document and respond via an online consultation survey.  In addition, the public 
were also able to download and print a paper version of the consultation survey to return by 
post. 

The consultation survey topics were developed by BAA, with questionnaire design advice 
provided by GfK NOP, an independent research company.  The online survey was developed 
and hosted by GfK NOP, who were responsible for the collection of both the online and postal 
responses, as well as the analysis and reporting.   

The consultation also offered the public the opportunity to send in any written views they 
wished to make regarding the draft noise action plans.  Whilst this report does not discuss 
the content of this received mail, all letters have been passed to BAA for consideration 
alongside the contents of this report. 

 

1.2.2 Consultation publicity  

Each individual airport was responsible for publicising the public consultation to their draft 
noise action plans and the following channels were used: 

Aberdeen Airport  

- Key stakeholders were written to in order to inform them of the consultation process. 

 

Edinburgh Airport 

- Key stakeholders were written to in order to inform them of the consultation process. 

- Details of the consultation were included in a community newsletter sent to local residents. 

 

Glasgow Airport 

- Key stakeholders were written to in order to inform them of the consultation process. 

- Details of the consultation were included in a community newsletter sent to local residents. 
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1 The Scottish consultation was initially due to run from 8th May 2008 to 11th July 2008.  However, due to a 

lower than expected initial response to the consultation, it was decided to extend the consultation 

period by two weeks. 
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1.2.3 Consultation areas 

The draft noise action plans set out how BAA’s Scottish airports aim to manage and, where 
possible reduce, the impact of noise from aircraft over the five-year period 2008-2013.  The 
consultation survey sought public opinion on the following key areas: 

Q1: BAA’s long-term goal is to be in the top fifth of airport companies for best 
practice in international airport noise management on comparable sites.  To what 
extent do you think that this goal is sufficiently challenging? 

Q2:  To what extent do you think that BAA’s noise strategies outlined in the draft 
noise action plan are targeting the most important problems in relation to aircraft 
noise? 

Q3: To what extent do you think that the draft noise action plan provides a 
suitable framework to manage aircraft noise? 

Q4: The draft noise action plan proposes a number of performance indicators to 
measure progress in implementing the action plan.  To what extent do you think 
that these performance indicators are sufficient? 

Q5: Do you have any other comments on Aberdeen/Edinburgh/Glasgow airport’s 
draft Noise Action Plan? 

For questions 1-4, respondents were given a list of answer categories from which to select 
their answer (at all questions they were able to select a ‘don’t know’ option as well as choose 
not to answer the question).  Following each question, they were asked “Why is that?” and 
they were able to type in an explanation to accompany their answer.  

For question 5, respondents were able to record a written response only, if they wished. 

A full copy of the questionnaire is included in the appendices to this report.   

 

1.3 Format of the report 

The number of complete responses to the consultation survey was 27.  When this was broken 
down by each individual airport, the number of responses received was as follows: 

Aberdeen – 7 responses 

Edinburgh - 11 responses 

Glasgow – 9 responses 

 

Due to the low number of responses to the consultation, individual responses to each 
question are given in actual numbers rather than percentages.  It should be noted that due 
to the low number of responses received, no statistical significance can or should be attached 
to the results and no firm conclusions may be drawn from the data.  This report, therefore is 
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not a representative measure of public opinion, rather it forms a summary of response to 
provide a flavour of public and stakeholder opinion (albeit on a very small scale). 

The report is structured so that the responses to each airport’s consultation are contained in 
individual chapters.  The key themes that are present across all three airport consultations 
are summarised in section 3. 

For each airport the five consultation questions are covered in order.  For each of questions 
1-4 the report discusses the individual written comments received by respondents to the 
follow-up question “why is that?”  Where appropriate, in order to fully convey the reactions to 
the noise action plans, the full written response is included.  Comments have been classified 
by respondent type to provide context. 

 

1.3.1 Respondent sub-groups 

The consultation survey collected information on the respondent type, with regards to 
whether they represented a public or private sector or other organisation, or whether they 
were responding as a local resident/individual.  Respondents could select from the following 
categories.  These are used throughout the report when attributing comments: 

• A private sector organisation (up to 250 employees) 

• A private sector organisation (250 or more employees) 

• Representative Organisation (e.g. Chamber of Commerce) 

• Trade Union 

• Interest or Pressure Group 

• Local Government 

• Central Government 

• A school, college or university 

• A GP surgery, health centre or hospital 

• Other public sector organisation 

• Voluntary sector or Charity 

• Local resident / individual 

• Other 
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1.4 Drawing conclusions from the consultation 

It is important that the limitations of a public consultation exercise are recognised when 
attempting to draw any conclusions from the results presented in this report.  The following 
points outline the main limitations of the exercise and provide guidance for using the 
consultation results.  

• Unlike a representative survey which seeks a representative sample of 
respondents, respondents to a consultation are self-selecting, meaning that some 
respondent types or viewpoints may be over or under represented.   

• Due to the difficulties faced in publicising a public consultation, some people who 
would wish to respond to the consultation may not become aware that one is 
being carried out.  

• Whilst those who respond are self-selecting, non-response to the consultation can 
in itself indicate a number of attitudes towards the subject matter, from high 
satisfaction, through to indifference, through to feeling that responding will not 
make a difference. 

• It should be recognised that where individuals respond that they are generally 
satisfied with an issue (for example, that the noise action plan proposes sufficient 
performance indicators to manage aircraft noise), they are less likely to provide an 
accompanying comment.  Where a respondent has a particular issue of concern or 
holds a negative opinion, they are much more likely to enter a full explanatory 
comment to accompany their answer.  Therefore comments generally highlight the 
areas of concern. 
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2 Key themes 

Whilst there were a number of issues raised that related directly to the circumstances of 
individual airports (and are discussed in the subsequent sections), there were also a number 
of key themes which were raised by respondents to the consultation survey across all 
participating airports, which are summarised below. 

 

• Where respondents considered that the airports should set targets as high as 
possible for best practice in international airport noise management on comparable 
site, a goal of being in the top 10% (as opposed to the top fifth) was mentioned a 
number of times. 

• There were a number of comments (made with reference to the local context) that 
suggested that the take-off and landing flight paths should be altered to minimise 
noise impacts on densely populated areas.  The subsequent chapters discuss these 
comments in more detail. 

• A number of respondents referred to the issue of fining noisy aircraft, although 
this was mentioned in a number of different contexts including the effectiveness of 
issuing fines, as well as the need for a regular review of fine levels. 

• There were a number of comments that suggested that the draft noise action plan 
failed to specify any ‘real’ targets or goals and questioned the airports’ abilities to 
actually effect any reductions in noise from aircraft. 

• A number of respondents felt that the local areas discussed specifically by the 
noise action plan were not always comprehensive (within the local context of each 
airport plan) and that some other areas, which they felt were significantly affected 
by noise, were not being identified as priorities by the plan. 

• In addition there were a number of comments which discussed the issues of night-
time flights or ground running, as well as the frequency of flights (including airport 
expansion), with respect to aircraft noise.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GfK NOP Social Research    7 

 



 BAA Scottish Airports Noise Action Plan Consultation  

3 Aberdeen Airport 

 

A total of seven responses were received to the Aberdeen Airport Noise Action Plan 
consultation. 

 

Q1: BAA’s long-term goal is to be in the top fifth of airport companies for best 
practice in international airport noise management on comparable sites.  To what 
extent do you think that this goal is sufficiently challenging? 

Out of seven responses overall, three respondents felt that the goal of being in the top fifth 
of airport companies for best practice was ‘sufficiently challenging’.  Three other respondents 
answered that it was ‘not very challenging’ and one considered that it was ‘not at all 
challenging’.  

A Central Government respondent who saw the goal as ‘sufficiently challenging’ commented 
that in the light of technical and other constraints, this represented a reasonable target.   

However, a local resident/individual who considered the goal to be ‘not very challenging’ 
explained that the top 20% did not constitute a challenge considering all the international 
airports in the world and felt that the top 10% would provide a more challenging target.  
Another local respondent/individual (who also considered the goal ‘not very challenging’) 
stated that they felt the target was not especially well defined in terms of ‘best practice’.   

One respondent was particularly explicit in their reasons for considering the goal to be ‘not at 
all challenging’: 

“The noise action relies on engineering benefits and aircraft operations to 
minimise noise.  I cannot see you stopping engine running/testing at night 

time as it will lose revenue.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all challenging’) 

 

However, they did consider that “active measures such as earth banks around taxiways could 
reduce the noise of taxiing aircraft” whilst “noise diffusers could prevent [or] could help 
reduce noise of aircraft at the start of the take off.” 

 

Q2:  To what extent do you think that BAA’s noise strategies outlined in the draft 
noise action plan are targeting the most important problems in relation to aircraft 
noise? 

Of the seven responses received, four felt that the noise strategies outlined in the Noise 
Action Plan targeted the most important problems in relation to airport noise (one 
‘completely’ and three ‘partially’), while three respondents felt it did not (one ‘not very’ and 
two ‘not at all’). 

GfK NOP Social Research    8 
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There was some feeling evident that the Noise Action Plan was not explicit enough in terms 
of what noise strategies were being proposed.  Whilst one respondent considered the 
strategies to be “rather vague”, another commented that: 

“You have taken the easiest way out, your report is a big snow storm of 
useless information made to fit your goals and aspirations of growth for 
the airport. You have not once said what you will do to reduce the noise 

only that you accept the airport makes noise” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

Another respondent who also considered that the plan did not target the most important 
problems at all gave their reason as:  

“BAA is not involved in reducing or prevention of noise only in minimising 
noise by operational procedures.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

There was also mention of the circumstances which are unique to Aberdeen Airport, 
specifically the levels of helicopter flights from the airport: 

“It [the Noise Action Plan] seems to be largely based on a generic BAA 
template that completely fails to recognise the noise problems that are 
unique to Aberdeen.  While fixed wing aircraft are undoubtedly getting 

quieter and the 57 db LAeq footprint is getting smaller, the issue of ground 
running helicopters and helicopter testing/training exercises is barely 

mentioned.” 

     Local Government respondent (answering ‘not very’) 

    

A second local government respondent displayed similar concerns that whilst the plan does 
indeed target the most important problems, it needs to be more explicit in terms of what 
actions are to be taken to keep disturbances from the ground movement of helicopters to a 
minimum (particularly in the Cordyce View area of Aberdeen). 

 

Q3: To what extent do you think that the draft noise action plan provides a 
suitable framework to manage aircraft noise? 

Three of the seven respondents to the consultation considered the Noise Action Plan to 
provide a suitable framework to manage aircraft noise (two ‘completely’ and one ‘partially’) 
while four respondents thought it did not provide a suitable framework (two ‘not very’ and 
two ‘not at all’). 

One local government respondent felt that the noise action plan provided a ‘completely’ 
suitable framework, but added:    

GfK NOP Social Research    9 
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“It is important implementation is monitored and the plan regularly 
reviewed and updated to take account of performance, the local 

environment and aircraft activity.” 

    Local Government respondent (answering ‘completely’) 

 

Another respondent commented that:   

“The noise action plan states some methods of how noise can be reduced 
but there is no active method of monitoring the effectiveness of the plan 

except by complaints.  People get fed up of complaining especially when it 
is not effective.    

Noise reduction from aircraft will not be so effective in the future and the 
expansion of the airport will allow bigger and noisier planes to land.  

Permanent noise monitors are required and action when they show an 
increase.  Monitoring every 5 years is not effective.” 

     Local resident/individual, (answering ‘not very’) 

 

Once again, comments made mention of the fact that whilst there were strategies in place to 
manage noise from fixed-wing aircraft, helicopter movements were not explicitly mentioned 
by the plan: 

“Aberdeen's policies regarding fixed-wing aircraft represent sound practice 
and the noise action plan indicates that improvements are possible.    

However, there are apparently no policies and no plans to mitigate 
helicopter noise. As we presumably agree, the east-side operator could 

ground-run any number of helicopters from 6am until 10:30pn every day 
without breaking any rules.  This may not affect the 57 db contour, but it 

has a devastating effect on 100s of properties in Dyce.” 

     Local government respondent (answering ‘not very’) 

 

Another respondent who felt the Noise Action Plan did not provide a suitable framework to 
manage aircraft noise at all commented that:  

“The plan seems to have no teeth. I don't see mention of banning noisy 
aircraft types or carriers.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

Q4: The draft noise action plan proposes a number of performance indicators to 
measure progress in implementing the action plan.  To what extent do you think 
that these performance indicators are sufficient? 

Three of the seven respondents considered that the performance indicators proposed by the 
Noise Action Plan were ‘fairly sufficient’ to measure progress in implementing the action plan.  
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Two considered that they were ‘not very sufficient’ and two that they were ‘not at all 
sufficient’. 

One local government respondent who considered the performance indicators ‘fairly 
sufficient’ also added their suggestion of a useful performance indicator:  

“While appreciating noise from airborne aircraft and the noise contours are 
largely outwith BAA control, a useful performance indicator may be a 

numerical target to reduce the population or number of households within 
specific bands.” 

    Local Government respondent (answering ‘fairly sufficient’) 

 

In contrast, one respondent who considered the performance indicators to be ‘not at all’ 
sufficient gave the following explanation: 

“Key performance indicators do not take into account the extent of the full 
extent of the noise floor or the frequency of noise only the average noise.  
I believe that noise in the evening and noise during the day when people 
would like to use [their] gardens can be the most annoying.  Averaging 

noise / peak noise and when noise occurs should be noted (Noise must be 
measured not estimated).” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all sufficient’) 

 

A local resident/individual who answered that the performance indicators were ‘not very 
sufficient’ considered that this was because there was “no commitment as to what will be 
done if there are a large number of complaints.” 

An insufficient emphasis towards the noise from helicopter operations was once again cited 
as an area of concern, particularly noise generated from ground running (mentioned by a 
local government respondent who felt the performance indicators were ‘not very sufficient’) 
and test flights in the Kingswells area (mentioned by a local resident/individual who felt the 
indicators were ‘not at all sufficient’).  The same respondent also added that: 

“You keep talking about involving communities and giving dates [in] 2010, 
what about now?” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all sufficient’) 

 

Q5: Do you have any other comments on Aberdeen airport’s draft Noise Action 
Plan? 

One local resident/individual explicitly mentioned that it is a good idea to have an action plan, 
although considered that its effectiveness would be dependent on how easily the airport 
could be held to account.  Another (central government) respondent felt the plan offered a 
“reasonable balance between addressing the needs of business and leisure travel against 
environmental concerns”.  However, another felt that the plan lacked any real targets and 
therefore did not inspire them with confidence: 
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“Not a document which shows a caring company but a document that 
shows a company interested in making money without really actually 
placing any real targets to meet.   I would like to see real targets for 
reducing the average and peak levels of noise with the noise being 

monitored daily and the results available on the net.  The opt out phrase 
that the company reserve the right to change the parameters does not 

inspire confidence.” 

       Local resident/individual  

 

Some respondents felt that the language or layout could be simplified and some terms would 
benefit from explanation.  For example, it was felt by one local government respondent that 
the term “sustainable aviation” and references to “noise mitigation schemes like Heathrow 
and Gatwick” (both in section 10 of the plan) needed defining.  Another local 
resident/individual considered the plan should “use plain English and simple bulletin points, 
stop hiding behind bumph”. 

Once again, helicopter movements were also mentioned in the context of the Aberdeen Noise 
Action Plan.  One local government respondent expressed a number of concerns, particularly 
with respect to the third of five key themes for BAA’s noise action work contained within the 
noise action plan, that of “Influencing planning policy to minimise the number of noise 
sensitive properties around our airports.”2

“Does this mean that the airport will use its considerable influence with 
Aberdeen City Council to block residential developments or dictate planning 
policy in other ways?   Does this mean that the east-side is earmarked for 

further helicopter activities?  What does this mean for the future of the 
properties on Cordyce View? 

Our grave concerns re the possibility of 24-hour helicopter operations 
remain. 

Although airport management have given us off-the-record assurances 
(which we accept) that night-time helicopter operations will not be 

permitted, we remain very concerned that BAA refuses to publicly commit 
to this.  Why is this?” 

       Local Government respondent 

 

A local government respondent offered the following observations on the plan: 

“It is assumed 'aircraft' includes planes and helicopters.  This should be 
made clear and that the noise contours refer only to airborne aircraft  

Section 3 re aircraft taxiing and engine running on the airfield.  Does this 
include the east side of the airport during passenger loading to helicopters 

and helicopters awaiting air traffic control clearance?3
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Recommend the noise contours and noise survey information are put on 
the Airport/BAA website. 

As aircraft noise in Aberdeen is uniquely influenced by helicopters it would 
perhaps be beneficial if BAA considered further research into the noise 

profile/contours resulting from helicopter movements or if some weighting 
was included within the existing contours to account for helicopter 

movements” 

       Local Government respondent 
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4 Edinburgh Airport 

 

A total of eleven responses were received to the Edinburgh Airport Noise Action Plan 
consultation, all from local residents/individuals. 

 

Q1: BAA’s long-term goal is to be in the top fifth of airport companies for best 
practice in international airport noise management on comparable sites.  To what 
extent do you think that this goal is sufficiently challenging? 

Of the eleven responses received to the Edinburgh Airport consultation, three felt that BAA’s 
long-term goal to be in the top fifth of airport companies was ‘sufficiently challenging’, while 
five thought it ‘not very challenging’ and one ‘not at all challenging’ (two answered ‘don’t 
know’).  

One respondent who considered that the goal was ‘sufficiently challenging’ gave the 
explanation that:  

“I believe it is necessary for Edinburgh Airport to be meeting the standards 
and challenges of comparable / larger airports within the UK and the 

Action Plan sets out to achieve that” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘sufficiently challenging’) 

 

There was, however, some feeling that the target of being in the top fifth of airport 
companies was not challenging enough.  In particular, two respondents commented that the 
target should be the top 10%.   

“Targets should be more ambitious than that on the basis that they are 
usually just that.  Top 10% should be targeted” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very challenging’) 

 

“This is a meaningless goal. I believe BAA manages 7 airports in the UK, 
and it is not therefore possible to compare Edinburgh with any other UK 
airport managed by BAA. I would suggest the test should be with other 
airports which should all be identified at the beginning of the period. I 

would also suggest the goal should be to have Edinburgh in the top 10%” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all challenging’) 

 

 “The easier the target, the less likely a more positive result is achieved.  
To aim for a really tough target and narrowly miss delivers better results 

than aiming at an easier target and hitting it.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very challenging’) 
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“BAA do not dictate which type of aircraft use their airports.  They may 
encourage quieter planes but they accept all.  With newer aircraft 

automatically being quieter, what challenge is that for BAA, who will simply 
continue to accept all incoming and outgoing airlines/flights for the sake of 

expansion.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very challenging’) 

 

One respondent who felt that the goal was ‘not very challenging’ gave the reason that: 

“Most of the actions are already in place and the action plan is mainly 
monitoring of existing systems.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very challenging’) 

 

Q2:  To what extent do you think that BAA’s noise strategies outlined in the draft 
noise action plan are targeting the most important problems in relation to aircraft 
noise? 

Of the eleven respondents to the Edinburgh consultation, five considered that BAA’s noise 
strategies were ‘partially’ targeting the most important problems in relation to aircraft noise, 
while five respondents felt that they were not (two ‘not very’ and three ‘not at all’).  One 
respondent answered ‘don’t know’. 

There were two respondents whose comments made reference to issuing fines for noisy 
aircraft.  One respondent considered that while the hotline to report noisy aircraft is a good 
idea, fining the operator does not actually give any benefit to those affected by the noise.  
The second felt that fining aircraft for noise is like taxing cars for speed in that it's irrelevant 
and would not alter behaviour. 

There were also detailed mentions of the current flight paths used at Edinburgh airport made 
by three respondents.   

“As a lay person, in studying the noise pattern contour illustrations 
contained in the consultation document, I have great difficulty in 

understanding why no consideration is able to be given within the action 
plan to a detailed examination of the flight entry path from the east to 

mitigate the considerable impact both in noise and pollution terms over the 
highly (and increasingly) populated area of Cramond. I do understand that 

the planes have to 'lock on' some 8 miles out but that is to an existing 
flight path - why can that flight path not be marginally adjusted north to 

avoid the population density?” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘partially’) 

 

“BAA is not interested in curbing noise… [The landing flight path should be 
moved] away from Edinburgh where the people are to fly over the Forth 
Estuary - where there are no people. This is a simple solution which is 

* cheap - it would cost nothing to move the landing flight paths a few 
hundred metres  
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* effective 

* and long term.  

…The simplest and quickest solution would be to JUST MOVE THE FLIGHT 
PATH over the FORTH.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

“The problem is inappropriate usage of runway running north/south. This 
aligns aircraft landing and taking off over heavily populated areas of the 
City and the Gyle centre. The consequences of a crash on landing or take 

off will be devastating. 

The runway should be closed permanently. 

The main runway is aligned mainly over the Firth of Forth or thinly 
populated moorland in West Lothian and does not carry the same threat.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

Three respondents made reference to the number of flights being the biggest issue in terms 
of aircraft noise.  One respondent commented that the plan made no reference to limiting the 
number of flights, which they saw as making the biggest difference to reducing noise.  
Another considered that an increase in the air traffic passing their house would be more of an 
annoyance than the occasional loud passing aircraft.  This view was repeated by another 
respondent who stated that:   

“…while mention is made of increasing numbers of flights, the impact is 
not given higher priority in terms of the dBLAeq measures - ie if only 5 

flights a day created 69 dBLAeq each surely 50 flights a day (and 
increasing) must have a much greater environmental and noise impact - I 

believe insufficient weight is being given to this important issue in the 
action plan.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘partially’) 

 

One respondent who considered that the noise strategies outlined were ‘not at all’ targeting 
the most important problems in relation to aircraft noise offered the following explanation: 

“I have read the Action Plan and it appears to me to be in the main, just 
talk.  ‘We will continue to engage...’, ’We will continue to lobby...’, ‘We will 

consult....’.  There is no goal that will actually reduce the noise level for 
those people living directly under the flight path.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 
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Q3: To what extent do you think that the draft noise action plan provides a 
suitable framework to manage aircraft noise? 

Of the eleven responses to the consultation, six considered the draft noise action plan to 
provide a ‘partially’ suitable framework to manage aircraft noise, whilst four stated that it did 
not provide a suitable framework (three ‘not very’ and one ‘not at all’).  One responded ‘don’t 
know’. 

 “The noise action plan has taken into account the contour lines and other 
properties if outwith these countours are not considered as valid 

complainers however I think that all complaints should be investigated 
even if the property lies outwith the current contour lines.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘partially’) 

 

 “The noise strategies make no reference to limiting the number of flights, 
which clearly would make the biggest difference to reducing noise. This 

also relates to the reduction of CO² emissions.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very’) 

 

A third respondent also commented at this question, explaining why they felt the noise action 
plan provided a ‘not at all’ suitable framework for managing aircraft noise as follows: 

 

“'Noise reduction' is simply a corporate fig-leaf (aka 'corporate social 
responsibility') 

You fly the noisiest planes at night (the old twin-prop turbo jets from the 
Highlands) and monopolise slots and opportunities against other airports 

which would reduce noise and prices. 

'Fining' noisy planes is like taxing speeding cars - ineffective, irrelevant and 
futile.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

Q4: The draft noise action plan proposes a number of performance indicators to 
measure progress in implementing the action plan.  To what extent do you think 
that these performance indicators are sufficient? 

Of the eleven respondents to the consultation, two felt that the performance indicators 
proposed by the action plan were ‘fairly sufficient’, six considered that they were ‘not very 
sufficient’ and one responded that they were ‘not at all sufficient’ (two responded ‘don’t 
know’).  

From those who considered that the performance indicators were insufficient, the 
accompanying comments were: 
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“There are no clearly stated goals and the performance indicators are a 
meaningless wish list” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very sufficient’) 

 

 “'Noise' tax is irrelevant, specious and sleekit.  It is not possible to make 
jet engines sufficiently quiet to prevent disturbance.  The only solution is 

to NOT fly at night (at or least not land at night) and - where possible and 
practical - to alter landing flight paths and descent/ ascent gradients.  

Everything else is simply corporate fig-leafery.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all sufficient’) 

 

Q5: Do you have any other comments on Edinburgh airport’s draft Noise Action 
Plan? 

Three respondents to the consultation made further comments on Edinburgh airport’s draft 
noise action plan.  One local resident/individual raised specific concerns about receiving 
notification when ground engine testing takes place, as follows: 

“[I] appreciate airport doing best to reduce noise but as an immediate 
neighbour I would like notification when ground engine testing takes place. 
Once every few weeks is fine but when it is continuous one after the other 
then I feel we should be notified.  This is very noisy and often have fuel 

smells in the house.  Prior notification would be helpful and noise detection 
results could be emailed to immediate neighbours too. Must say have 
phoned noise line from this house and previous house in Cramond and 

have NEVER had a phone call back from them with an explanation.  Kevin 
Lang from BAA Edinburgh is very good at emailing me when I write to him 

but notification of engine testing would be appreciated.” 

       Local resident/individual  

 

Comments made by two other respondents were more critical of the Noise Action Plan 
overall: 

“This all appears to be some sort of PR exercise on the part of BAA when 
in fact it does nothing to actually reduce aircraft noise for local residents.  

With the airport expanding, how is BAA going to reduce or manage aircraft 
noise when its ultimate goal is to increase the number of flights in and out 

of the airport over a longer period of time?” 

       Local resident/individual 

 

“The whole context of the draft noise action plan is inappropriate. The 
foreword by the airport MD attests 'every day, our local community sees 

the benefits of a successful Edinburgh Airport'. This statement is not 
justified by independent evidence. (refer to Scottish Planning of 

Environmental Law, October 2007 Transport Noise Possible Solutions) I 
understand the noise disturbance is less when aircraft land from the west 
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and with modern aircraft I think it may be possible to route a higher 
proportion of aircraft landing from the west. Finally there is no reference to 

the effect of the proposed second runway.” 

       Local resident/individual 
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5 Glasgow Airport 

 

A total of nine responses were received in response to the Glasgow Airport Noise Action Plan 
consultation. 

In addition, 702 letters were received which were identical in content and which outlined the 
concerns of local residents with respect to the Draft Noise Action Plan.  These were 
accompanied by a covering letter from a Member of Scottish Parliament with each letter 
having been signed by one of their constituents. 

 

Q1: BAA’s long-term goal is to be in the top fifth of airport companies for best 
practice in international airport noise management on comparable sites.  To what 
extent do you think that this goal is sufficiently challenging? 

Of the nine responses received to the Glasgow Airport consultation, two respondents felt that 
BAA’s long-term goal was ‘too challenging’, two that it was ‘not very challenging’ and another 
two that it was ‘not at all challenging’ (two responded ‘don’t know’ and one gave no answer). 

Comments were received at this question by two respondents who felt that this represented 
the wrong goal and that the goal should instead be related directly to the impact on local 
communities (such as whether local communities are satisfied with the airport-related noise) 
rather than comparing against other airports.    

“It's the wrong goal!  The goal should be related to the impact of noise on 
communities living near to the airport, not whether you're doing best 

practice.  Best practice is just a means to an end - it is irrelevant as a goal.   

The real indicator is whether local communities are satisfied with the 
impact of airport-related noise on their lives.  You should set a target 

related to that, not best practice.” 

   Local resident/individual (answering ‘not very challenging’) 

 

“That's an irrelevant goal - the performance indicator should be impact on 
local people, not comparing yourselves with other airports!” 

   Representative Organisation (answering ‘not at all challenging’) 

 

Q2:  To what extent do you think that BAA’s noise strategies outlined in the draft 
noise action plan are targeting the most important problems in relation to aircraft 
noise? 

Four of the nine respondents considered that the noise strategies outlined in the plan were 
’partially’ targeting the most important problems in relation to aircraft noise, while another 
four thought they were not (one ‘not very’ and three ‘not at all’).  
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In addition, one local government respondent did not answer the question but commented 
that they “considered that the Action Plan has taken account of the main sources of noise 
complaint from aircraft.” 

 

Three local residents/individuals both felt the strategies ‘partially’ targeted the most important 
problems, but also made the following observations: 

“1. Levels of fines and landing fee differential should be reviewed every 
year, not every 3 years. 

2. Ground running - there should be a ban on ground running of engines 
at night, not simply ‘operators are expected not to do it’.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘partially’) 

 

“1. I did not see any reference to redesigning the departure routes. Some 
routes could be taken AWAY from populated areas with little impact on 

operational issues. This will provide safety benefits as well as noise 
benefits. 

2. I did not see any reference to limiting the number of night movements” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘partially’) 

 

 “No account is taken of noise from landing aircraft with respect to fines 
for excessive noise. There is no information on current percentages of 

continuous descent approaches (CDA) or future targets and timescales.” 

     Local Government respondent (answering ‘partially’) 

 

Another local resident/individual felt the strategies were failing to target the most important 
areas and commented that:  

“Glasgow airport is a business and it doesn't care about the poor, 
unfortunate people trying to get a night's sleep with at least 87 decibels 

flying over their roof every 5 minutes. They make money from the airlines 
and passengers not from the local people whose lives are so badly affected 
by the noise of the planes flying overhead. It is in their interest to increase 

the number of planes using the airport, however noisy they are.” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

For another respondent, the geographic focus of the noise strategies was inappropriate: 

“How BAA have decided to prioritise Yoker Bearsden Johnstone and ignore 
Whitecrook is questionable. The monitoring of departing aircraft noise 
performance 6.5 miles from the airstrip, while ignoring arriving aircraft 

which thunder over Whitecrook at 94d and above (data from noise 
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monitoring equipment situated at John Knox Street Whitecrook will be sent 
hard copy). The numbers of arriving night flights which thunder over 
Whitecrook in excess of 87dB is absolutely unacceptable. The present 

system of drawing contour lines on maps for Leq 16 hour is an outdated 
nonsense which is used to prevent compensation for real time noise events 

of 94dB and over(day) and 87dB and over (NIGHT).” 

     Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’) 

 

Q3: To what extent do you think that the draft noise action plan provides a 
suitable framework to manage aircraft noise? 

Three respondents felt that the noise action plan provided a ‘partially’ suitable framework to 
manage aircraft noise, whilst four respondents considered the framework ‘not at all’ suitable 
(one answered ‘don’t know’). 

In addition, one local government respondent did not answer this question, but commented 
instead that “the framework is suitable for the purpose”. 

Three respondents offered further suggestions as to how aircraft noise should be managed: 

“Fines on aircraft which are too noisy should be reviewed annually. This 
appears to be effective and an annual escalator would put pressure on 

airlines to lease quieter aircraft.” 

    Representative Organisation (answering ‘partially’ suitable) 

 

 “They need to have a night-time curfew when NO planes fly (11.30-6.30)” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’ suitable) 

   

“… real time noise events where the actual noise event irritation and 
physical damage is caused to human beings should be the benchmark for 
compensation. No other industry could operate at this level as it would be 

closed down under present legislation.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all’ suitable) 

 

Q4: The draft noise action plan proposes a number of performance indicators to 
measure progress in implementing the action plan.  To what extent do you think 
that these performance indicators are sufficient? 

Of the nine responses, one respondent considered the performance indicators to be ‘fairly 
sufficient’, another one that they were ‘not very sufficient’ and four that they were ‘not at all 
sufficient’ (one responded ‘don’t know’). 

In addition, one local government respondent (who did not answer this question) did “agree 
that a suitable and sufficient number of performance indicators are provided to allow 
progress of the plan be monitored”. 
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Further comments were received at this question as follows: 

“Benchmarking with other comparable airports does not promote 
improvement if other airports choose to do nothing. CDA - no target for 

percentage CDA achievement indicated or set in any timescale.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘fairly sufficient’) 

 

 “Because there is no real measurement as there is not a proper 
monitoring system in place. The 16 hour Leq system presently used to 

draw the contours is used by UK Government this calculation was originally 
connected to the idea that if you were exposed for this length it would 

affect hearing.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering not at all sufficient’) 

 

“Glasgow airport have shown very little concern for the local population up 
till now, so I doubt very much they will TRULY measure up to any 
performance indicators that are INDEPENDENTLY (by local council) 

assessed.” 

    Local resident/individual (answering ‘not at all sufficient’) 

 

Q5: Do you have any other comments on Glasgow airport’s draft Noise Action 
Plan? 

A number of additional comments were made by respondents to the consultation.  One felt 
that the noise complaints freephone number should be better publicised:  

“I had no idea that there is a freephone number for complaints about 
aircraft noise, and I'm the Secretary of a local Community Council which is 
on your consultation list.  Perhaps you should advertise that number a little 

more widely!” 

       Local resident/individual 

 

Concerns about the seriousness of aircraft noise disturbance were reiterated by one 
respondent: 

“I and many of the people who have attended meetings and have 
complained on a regular basis to BAA Glasgow fully understand the 

benefits for the economy employment and easy travel and do not want to 
stop planes flying. What I and most of the people are saying is that the 

increasing number of flights at 94dB/DAY and 87dB quite seriously affects 
the quality of life of residents living under this flight path. There is 

evidence from The World Health Organisation that a single night noise 
event of 47dB can cause sleep disruption and possible cardiovascular and 
other health problems. ANASE state that aircraft noise annoyance is higher 
than it was in 1982 and this does not square absolutely with BAA stating 

that the noise footprint is less nowadays. BAA admit in the noise document 
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that noise is a problem for people living under flight paths and living near 
to airports so that is a fact.” 

       Local resident/individual 

 

A local government respondent queried the areas identified as priorities by the plan and the 
incidence of noise breaches: 

“You identify (on page 12) Yoker, Bearsden, Linnwood and Gilmartin Road 
area as high priorities without explanation. Yoker is not directly under the 
flight path, yet Clydebank is and is not mentioned. In the final document 

this should be clarified. 

You state 3 noise breaches in 2007, but information provided by BAA 
Glasgow to us indicates there were 8 breaches in that period.” 

       Local government respondent 

 

Another considered that making the airport itself more responsible for noise breaches would 
mean that public concerns would be better recognised: 

“I would like to see independent noise pollution monitoring set up along 
the flight path (particularly for planes landing as it is noisier). I think that 
the airport/BAA should be heavily fined when they breach noise limits. At 
present it is just the airline. I feel that if BAA was heavily fined then they 

would take complaints much more seriously.” 

       Local resident/individual 

 

One respondent argued that altering the departure routes used would improve both noise 
and safety issues: 

“The departure tracks for jets on runway 05 un-necessarily expose 
populated areas to both noise and the risks associated with aircraft 

overhead. Take for example the NGY3J departure. Most modern aircraft 
will use FMGC generated tracks (either RNAV or GPS derived) and will 

maintain them with tight accuracy.   

(a) If the initial departure track was aligned about 5 degrees more 
easterly, it would take the aircraft up a "wedge" between 2 built up areas. 

As outlined above, modern aircraft can track this fairly accurately. 

(b) It demands a turn that takes the aircraft right overhead a major built 
up area at around 5 DME (Milngavie). This takes the aircraft directly OVER 

the built up area. If the turn was delayed until (say) 6 DME the aircraft 
would turn outside the built up area.  The presence of the Campsies is not 
an issue as there is a minimum altitude of 2000ft already demanded before 
the turn (and they are in the net take off profile performance calculations 

anyway).” 

       Local resident/individual 
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In addition, the same respondent aired their concerns regarding noise and safety issues 
arising from the use of the airport by military aircraft: 

“Military Aircraft.  I have from time to time witnessed military aircraft at 
Glasgow. These do not conform to any noise limitations and some 

(Tornado) are invasive.  What policy is extended to them? 

All civil aircraft either must have the ability to sustain flight in the event of 
an engine failure or be able to glide to a safe area. This is not the case for 
military aircraft as far as I am aware. For example a single engine Hawk 

aircraft suffering an engine failure on late finals is not obliged to remain in 
gliding distance of anywhere. The crew could eject and the aircraft would 

be left in a downwards trajectory over a major built up area.  

Under duty of care, what steps have Glasgow Airport taken to protect 
those under the flightpath from that sort of eventuality???” 

       Local resident/individual 

A local government respondent expressed concern about whether public bodies would have 
an involvement in developing the airport noise action plans: 

“[We] would raise other points as follows:-The draft noise action plan 
appears to cover the main proposals and it is assumed that the format 

follows that used for other BAA airports elsewhere in Scotland and indeed 
the UK. It does not make clear, however, to what extent it will work with 
other public bodies, particularly Local Authorities, but also the Scottish 

Government. As you will be aware [name of local government respondent] 
participated in the drafting of a noise action plan for the Greater Glasgow 
Agglomeration and this too, is currently out to consultation. This considers 
the impact on background noise from transport noise sources - road and 
rail - but does not cover that of aircraft. It is likely that the public, and 
their representatives, will be unclear why one of the main sources of 

transport noise - that of aircraft - are not considered.” 

       Local government respondent 
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6 Appendix A: Questionnaire 
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Question Comments Our Response

Q1 Of the eleven responses received to the
Edinburgh Airport consultation, three felt that
BAA’s long-term goal to be in the top fifth of
airport companies was ‘sufficiently challenging’,
while five thought it ‘not very challenging’ and
one ‘not at all challenging’ (two answered ‘don’t
know’). 
One respondent who considered that the goal
was ‘sufficiently challenging’ gave the
explanation that:

“I believe it is necessary for Edinburgh
Airport to be meeting the standards and
challenges of comparable / larger airports
within the UK and the Action Plan sets
out to achieve that”

Local resident/individual
(answering ‘sufficiently challenging’)

There was, however, some feeling that the
target of being in the top fifth of airport
companies was not challenging enough.  In
particular, two respondents commented that the
target should be the top 10%.

“Targets should be more ambitious than
that on the basis that they are usually
just that.  Top 10% should be targeted”

Local resident/individual
(answering ‘not very challenging’)

“This is a meaningless goal. I believe BAA
manages 7 airports in the UK, and it is
not therefore possible to compare
Edinburgh with any other UK airport
managed by BAA. I would suggest the
test should be with other airports which
should all be identified at the beginning
of the period. I would also suggest the
goal should be to have Edinburgh in the
top 10%”

Local resident/individual
(answering ‘not at all challenging’)

“The easier the target, the less likely a
more positive result is achieved.  To aim
for a really tough target and narrowly
miss delivers better results than aiming at

Goal
At present there is no league table of airports
with regard to noise management. However we
have committed to doing benchmarking which
will ascertain our present position compared to
other airports and highlight areas where other
airports perform better than us. We can then
enhance our noise management approach to
align with comparable airports.
There are around 30 airports of comparable size
and scale of local population which Edinburgh
could be compared against. Therefore a target
of being in the top 20% would mean appearing
5th or 6th on the list. We believe that this is an
appropriate goal, however when benchmarking
has been carried out, we may revise the goal as
appropriate.

Types of Aircraft
We do not allow the noisiest types of aircraft to
operate at Edinburgh Airport. This means we
only allow aircraft certified to Chapter 3 or
above. We also fine aircraft which breach the
noise limits we have set and differentially charge
noisier aircraft for landing at the airport.

Quieter Aircraft
Corporate level BAA carries out a range of
actions to influence aircraft manufactures and
airlines. Please see section 10 of the plan.

No new actions
The aim of this plan is not to introduce
completely new actions, but outline in one
document all the measures we will adopt over
the next five years to manage noise. A
significant new action which has been included
is to publicly consult on a noise insulation
scheme for our local communities. This is a
significant step in mitigating the noise impact
on the community which we have not
undertaken in the past.
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Question Comments Our Response

Q1 (cont’d) an easier target and hitting it.”

Local resident/individual
(answering ‘not very challenging’) 

“BAA do not dictate which type of
aircraft use their airports.  They may
encourage quieter planes but they accept
all.  With newer aircraft automatically
being quieter, what challenge is that for
BAA, who will simply continue to accept
all incoming and outgoing airlines/flights
for the sake of expansion.”

Local resident/individual
(answering ‘not very challenging’)

One respondent who felt that the goal was ‘not
very challenging’ gave the reason that:

“Most of the actions are already in place
and the action plan is mainly monitoring
of existing systems.”

Local resident/individual
(answering ‘not very challenging’)


