
 LAAG/10/J 

 
 
 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 - SECTION 77 AND TOWN 
AND COUNTRY PLANNING (INQUIRIES PROCEDURE) (ENGLAND) 
RULES 2000 
 
APPLICATIONS BY LONDON ASHFORD AIRPORT LTD 
 
SITE AT LONDON ASHFORD AIRPORT LIMITED, LYDD, ROMNEY 
MARSH, TN29 9QL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTE IN RESPONSE TO POINTS RAISED 
IN CROSS-EXAMINATION ON 11 MARCH 

2011 
 

MALCOLM SPAVEN MA (Hons) MSc 
 

on behalf of Lydd Airport Action Group 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PLANNING INSPECTORATE REFERENCE:   APP/L2250/V/10/2131934 
 
LPA REFERENCES:   Y06/1647/SH and Y06/1648/SH 
 
INQUIRY DOCUMENT REFERENCE:   LAAG/10/J 
 
DATE:  14 March 2011 
 



 1  LAAG/10/J 

1. Origin of text in LAAG letter to Shepway District Council 7 

December 2010 

 

1.1 I was asked by Mr Village whether I wrote the text at the end of the 

letter referred to above, summarising LAAG's position on omissions in the 

flight paths data, and in particular whether I was responsible for describing the 

ILS procedure for runway 21 as "the procedure of choice". 

 

1.2 I have carried out a search of all documents on my computer for the 

phrase "procedure of choice".  The only document of which I was the author 

which came up in that search was my LAAG/10/E at paragraph 4.7, where I 

describe the RNAV approach as the procedure of choice when the ILS is out 

of service. 

 

1.3 I also carried out a search of my e-mail archive, using the same search 

terms.  It produced no results. 

 

1.4 I conclude from this that the text in the LAAG letter of 7 December 

2010 was not written by me. 
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2. Fuel load assumptions used in landing distance calculations at 

LAAG/10/A paragraph 7.18 

 

2.1 I agreed to provide a note on the basis for the calculations behind my 

statement in LAAG/10/A paragraph 7.18 that "(w)ith a full load of passengers, 

the landing weight of the [Boeing 737-800] aircraft is unlikely to be less than 

60,000 kg (132,000 lbs)."  In particular, I was asked to specify the 

assumptions I made about fuel load for a Boeing 737-800 landing at Lydd in 

these circumstances. 

 

2.2 I have gone back to the original source – the official Boeing 

performance specifications, dated December 2010.  This is reproduced at 

Appendix 1 to this note.  It provides the figures for the empty weight of the 

aircraft and the weight of the maximum fuel load.  I used the standard weights 

for holiday charter and other passengers, flight crew, cabin crew and hold 

baggage set out in the Air Navigation (General) Regulations 2006. 

 

2.3 My calculations are reproduced in Appendix 2 to this note.  They show 

that a Boeing 737-800 with a full passenger load on a holiday charter flight 

would have to have less than 10% of its fuel remaining to achieve a landing 

weight below 60 tonnes, and a Boeing 737-800 with a full passenger load on 

a scheduled European flight would have to have less than 5% of its fuel 

remaining to achieve a landing weight below 60 tonnes.  
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3. Difference between ICAO 'Standards' and 'Recommended 

Practices' 

 

3.1 It was suggested during my cross-examination that it might have been 

helpful to the Inspector to explain in my evidence the difference between an 

ICAO 'Standard' and an ICAO 'Recommended Practice'. 

 

3.2 At Appendix 3 to this note I have reproduced an excerpt from the 

foreword to ICAO Annex 2 which sets out the definitions.  The definitions are 

common across all ICAO Annexes, including Annex 10 (Aeronautical 

Telecommunications), to which I refer in paragraph 2.9 of LAAG/10/H.  In 

summary: 

• 'Standards' are specifications to which Contracting States "will 

conform" 

• 'Recommended Practices' are specifications to which Contracting 

States "will endeavour to conform". 

 

3.3 I have also attached at Appendix 4 a copy of the Civil Aviation Authority 

(Chicago Convention) Directions 2007.  I referred to this during my cross-

examination.  This places legal obligations on the CAA as follows: 

• subject to two exceptions, to implement specified ICAO provisions, 

including the Standards and Recommended Practices in Annex 10 

and the procedures in Document 8168 (an excerpt from which was 

submitted to the inquiry by LAA on 11 March) 

• where the CAA considers it inappropriate to transpose an ICAO 

provision into UK law, and it has the power to implement that 

provision by other means, it shall do so, and document and publish 

those alternative means of compliance 

• if the CAA considers it impracticable or inappropriate to transpose an 

ICAO provision into UK law or guidance, it must inform and consult 

the Secretary of State prior to notifying any Difference to ICAO or 

publishing such a Difference in the United Kingdom AIP. 
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3.4 The net result of this is that if the CAA wished to issue an exception to 

the ICAO Annex 10 recommendations in relation to ILS procedure design, it 

would have to file that difference in the UK AIP.  Differences from ICAO 

provisions are listed in Section GEN 1.7 of the UK AIP.  The page relating to 

Annex 10 Volume 1 (Radio Navigation Aids) is reproduced at Appendix 5. 
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4. Track mile calculations for approaches from the west using the 

ILS and RNAV approaches 

 

4.1 I was asked during cross-examination to explain to Mr Maskens the 

basis for my assessment that the RNAV approach had track mile advantages 

over the ILS approach for aircraft arriving at Lydd from the west. 

 

4.2 I have revisited the calculations for the track miles required to be flown 

for an aircraft approaching from the west on the following basis: 

• the aircraft is in Category C (typically, small to medium-sized airliners) 

• in both cases the aircraft routes direct from the Seaford VOR to the 

entry fix for the procedure (ROMTI for the ILS, LONRU for the RNAV) 

• for the ILS procedure, the aircraft flies at the maximum allowable 

speed for the procedure of 210 knots. 

 

4.3 The calculations are set out in Table 1 below and should be viewed 

alongside the two procedure charts [CDs 16.6 and 16.13]. 

 

4.4 On the basis of these calculations, aircraft arriving from the west would 

save some 24 track miles by opting to fly the RNAV procedure rather than the 

ILS procedure. 
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Table 1:  Track miles to fly the ILS and RNAV 
procedures when arriving from the west 

 
Route segment 

Distance 
(nautical 

miles) 

A.  ILS procedure  

Seaford to ROMTI 34.4 

ROMTI hold entry (3 mins @ 3.5 
nm/min) 

10.5 

Outbound turn from ROMTI 3.5 

Northbound leg to join DME arc + 
DME arc to Intermediate Fix (I-
LDY D11.5) 

21.8 

Intermediate + Final Approach 11.5 

Total 81.7 

B.  RNAV procedure  

Seaford to LONRU 39.8 

LONRU to NURSI 5.0 

Intermediate + Final Approach 12.5 

Total 57.3 
 

_____________________________________ 
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   APPENDIX 2 

Boeing 737-800 landing weights (kg) 
 
 
Scenario 1: 
Holiday charter, aircraft full of passengers, fuel tanks 10% full 
 
Empty weight 41413 
184 pax @ standard 76kg1 13984 
2 x flight crew @ 85kg 170 
4 x cabin crew @ 75kg 300 
Hold baggage – 184 x 13kg2 2392 
 
Fuel – 10% x 20894 2089 
 
 
Total weight 60348 
 
 
Scenario 2: 
Scheduled European flight, aircraft full of passengers, fuel tanks 5% full 
 
Empty weight 41413 
184 pax @ standard 84kg3 15456 
2 x flight crew @ 85kg 170 
4 x cabin crew @ 75kg 300 
Hold baggage – 184 x 13kg 2392 
 
Fuel – 5% x 20894 1045 
 
 
Total weight 60776 
 
 

 

 

                                            
1  Air Navigation (General) Regulations 2006 Table 1 
2  Air Navigation (General) Regulations 2006 Table 3 
3  Air Navigation (General) Regulations 2006 Table 1 
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