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Subject: EAL Airspace Change EAL and KCC MEETING COMMENT SHEET 

 

Meeting held at 12:30 on 6 March 2017 at Green Room, Kirknewton 

Representatives from Edinburgh Airport Limited (EAL), Kirknewton Community Council (KCC) and East Calder & District Community Council 
(ECDCC) 

Drawing/Document Title:     

Airspace Change Programme departure and arrival procedures. Second Consultation 30 January – 30 April 2017 

 

No  KCC and ECDCC's Comments EAL’s Response Status 

1  Document Section 8.3 New population impacted 
This section describes existing and new communities with 
reference to being overflown by a new flight path, and colour 
coding for such being red (new area impacted), amber (already 
overflown) and green (not overflown).  This figure has not been 
provided in the document.   

i. Please provide, and place on consultation website 
within sufficient time to allow the public to view before 
close of consultation. 

  

2  Document Section 9.1.3 Preferred Option – A6, Table 3 
As discussed at the meeting this table does not include either 
East Calder or Mid Calder, both of which fall within the criteria 
of being overflown – see definition of overflown within footnote 
of Table 3 of 2 nautical miles.  We understand that EAL has 
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included both these communities when addressing impact, but 
the summary Table 3 does not show this.  In view of that both 
these communities are as defined as overflown but not 
recorded as such on the table, it was agreed that Table 3 may be 
misleading to members of the public.  It was further agreed that 
EAL would provide further detail demonstrating that both these 
communities, as well as the Core Development Area (CDA) area 
of Calderwood have been included within the assessment with 
respect to population impact.   It is noted that Calderwood, 
existing and future is below 4000ft.  Further, Kirknewton should 
be shown as ‘Overflown’ not ‘Closer’. 

i. EAL to provide further detailed information to KCC and 
ECDCC.   

ii. EAL are requested to revise the table to include East 
Calder and Mid Calder, and overflown status of 
Kirknewton, and place on consultation website within 
sufficient time to allow the public to view before close 
of consultation. 

3  Document Section 9.1.4 Optioneering 
Concern: Noise 
The table fails to recognise East Calder and Mid Calder, although 
does mention Kirknewton as being closer, but not by the EAL 
definition of ‘overflown’.  Both these aspects require amending. 

i. See action from Point 2ii above. 

  

4  Document Section 9.1.5 Preferred Option – Figure 7: Route 
Options for flight path A 
It was considered by KCC and ECDCC that this figure was 
confusing as the figure 6 text stated that aircraft will be able to 
be directed off the route above 6000ft, whereas the figure 
indicates ‘vectoring’ closer to 3000ft.  EAL in the meeting stated 
that redirection may occur above 4000ft, but this contradicted 
an already unclear figure.  It was requested that this was 
reviewed by EAL. 
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i. EAL to provide revised figure to address these issues, 
and place on consultation website within sufficient time 
to allow the public to view before close of consultation. 

 

5  Document Section 9.1.5 Preferred Option – Figure 8: 
Considered flight path options against population for flight 
path A 
Although not discussed directly at the meeting, KCC and ECDCC 
have concerns with the population density mapping, particularly 
in the vicinity of East Calder.  Parallel GIS population density 
analysis undertaken by KCC and ECDCC of the 2011 census data 
for East and Mid Calder shows a significantly greater population 
density than that shown on Figure 8 for a radius of 1km, with 
population density similar to that of Livingston central areas i.e. 
above 4000 within 1km radius.  It is considered by the 
Community Councils that the Consultation Figure 8 may be 
misleading to the public. 
 
We note that EAL are proposing to provide further 
substantiation of the population analysis, and consider that this 
is a key aspect to be included.  We request EAL to review this. 

i. In addition to further information to be provided, we 
request EAL to review Figure 8, and as appropriate 
provide a revised figure, and place on consultation 
website within sufficient time to allow the public to 
view before close of consultation. 

 
 

 

 

6  Document Section 9.1.5 Figure 9: Airbus A330 Lmax footprints 
for Runway 24  - proposed SIDs 
This figure appears to be incorrect when read within the context 
of the associated text below it, and that it is proposed that only 
turbo-props are proposed for A6, not jets such as the Airbus 
A330.  Please revise text or figure. 
Additionally, it was noted that the noise contour was 
terminated at 70dB. It is considered by the Community Councils 
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that the termination at 70dB was too early a cut-off with 
respect to the noise, and it was requested that the noise 
footprint is extended further along the route to include lower, 
but still appreciable noise levels to inform the overflown 
communities. 
 
EAL confirmed that they appreciated this comment and would 
look at providing further information. 

i. EAL to review and provided revised figure to address 
this issue and include further noise contours, and place 
on consultation website within sufficient time to allow 
the public to view before close of consultation. 

 


