
Bagby & Balk Parish Council 

Bagby Airfield  16/02240/FUL 

Dear Mr Harbottle, 

Bagby and Balk Parish Council wish to see 16/02240/FUL application refused. 

This new application is almost the same as the application rejected by HDC Planning Committee in 2010 and Planning 
Inspector Brathwaite in 2011. Except this new application has more flight numbers ,helicopters, and more fuel tanks , the 
application wants a larger maintenance workshop nearer to village which will cause greater noise and loss of amenity to 
residents. All these factors mean far more noise sources than the previous application already rejected so how can this 
application be approved by Hambleton District Council?  The reason for rejection in 2010 must be the same. 

Cllrs also do not know how you can consider this application when the fuel tank/ tarmac appeals are still pending the 
appeal decisions could have a direct impact and make the current application non-viable. 

The Council’s refusal in 2010 

HDC Resolved that: Application No. 10/01272/FUL, 3rd September 2010,  
Revised planning application on Bagby Airfield comprising an airfield clubhouse 
with three bedrooms new/extended hangars with concrete aprons, new 
workshop/maintenance hangar artificial matting area on main runway relocated 
fuel line, access and car parking 

Be REFUSED. The reason(s) for that decision are: 

1. The proposal is contrary to PPG24 and the Local Development Framework Policies CP1, DP1,
CP4, CP21 and DP44 as the proposed development would give rise to a number of aircraft movements at the airfield that
would fail to adequately protect or enhance the amenity of the population, particularly with regard to noise and
disturbance as required by Policy DP1.

2. The proposal is contrary to PPS4 and the Local Development Framework Policies CP1, CP2,CP4, CP1 and DP25 as it has
not been supported by a business case that demonstrates that support will be provided to the local economy which in turn
would help sustain rural communities.

3. The proposal is contrary to PPS1 and PPS7 and the Local Development Framework Policies CP16 and DP30 as the
proposal would have a harmful impact on the visual amenity of the landscape.

1. May we also draw your attention to HDC Joy Swithinbank evidence summary 2011 (attached)

Para 47 “Where LAmax noise levels of 80dB(A) were recorded in a garden at Bagby .The levels heard were excessive
and highly intrusive. The recorded noise levels can be compared to standing next to a sounding alarm clock and no
conversation could have been heard to be understood during this time. When considering impact within the home;
an open window reduces noise by approximately 12 / 15dB so levels inside the property would be up to 65dB and
would be clearly heard inside the property.

2. Joy Swithinbank Summary of PROOF OF EVIDENCE 2010 (attached).
Also please note point 8
Cllrs believe as both applications are so similar this is still applicable as we do not feel all matters have been
properly addressed in the EIA regards noise.

8. The proposed application seeks to further improve infrastructure to the site. This will again allow increased use
by General Aviation and cause additional noise to be generated at the airfield, with particular impact on
neighbouring residents during summertime weekends. The key noise sources relate to aircraft movement, including
helicopters, maintenance and refueling. This increased activity from the proposed development has not been
assessed to determine what impact it will have on the amenity of local residents.

3. Cllrs would like to reiterate that Three Planning Inspectors and the Ombudsman have all concluded an
unacceptable noise and loss of amenity for residents we would like to remind you of these facts.

Annex 3.1



 
 

4. Inspector Braithwaite regards Noise in his decision in 2011  

41. The noise is not loud but it is strident and intrusive. If the plane is circuiting the airfield the noise, albeit at a 
lower level, continues and rises and falls as power is applied through turns. The noise remains intrusive until the 
plane is brought into land when it glides towards the runway.  

42. Helicopters landing are as noisy as when they are taking off. The noise of a helicopter is clearly heard in the 
surrounding area from the moment its engine is started until it leaves the vicinity of the airfield and the same noise 
in reverse is heard when it lands. 

43. Most flying activity at the airfield is for leisure purposes and is focussed at times, at weekends and during 
summer months, when residents of the area are also seeking to maximise their leisure time. For a lot of residents 
this will involve working and relaxing in their gardens. This exposes them to noise from the nearby airfield. In these 
circumstances the noise of aircraft and helicopters, taking off, landing and circuiting the airfield and at current 
levels, must be disturbing for local residents. The noise events, furthermore, are not restricted to a particular period 
on any day but can occur at any time during normal daytime hours. Local residents are not therefore able to 
organise their time to avoid disturbance by aircraft noise. Noise from aircraft and helicopters will occur at any time 
and particularly at normal leisure times, will vary and fluctuate in level, will occur directly over Bagby and Thirkleby, 
and will, given all these factors, cause significant disturbance for residents of these two villages and outlying 
dwellings. 

5. Inspector Mapson regards aircraft maintenance facilities stated in 2012 
 

83. In my opinion, the new use of these buildings is likely to have created more trips to the site, and more noise and 
disturbance to nearby residents through the nature of the work, the ground testing of aircraft engines, and an 
increase in the number of flights into and out of Bagby airfield to avail individuals, companies and organisations of 
these services. 

 

6. Inspector Lewis conlusions regards loss of amenity in 2014 

  
115. Turbine helicopters are the main type of aircraft using the jet fuel facility, a factor which is unlikely to change 
in the short to medium term. The Council’s Environmental Health officer distinguished the louder, more annoying 
and intrusive helicopter noise from that of fixed wing aircraft. This is because helicopters are noisy during all 
activities, and the noise lasts for longer, is non directional has a pulsating character and contains more low 
frequency noise 

 
116. The noise evidence produced on behalf of the Appellant by Mr Thelwall was not based on any technical 
expertise in acoustics and was directed at demonstrating that no intensification of noise levels has taken place. I 
attach no weight to it in respect of the noise impact associated with the jet fuel facility. The noise assessment 
submitted for the 2011 appeal is of limited assistance because it is not specific to the fuel facility and was described 
as ‘evasive’ in dealing with higher noise levels22. 
 

117. The helicopters using the fuel facility give rise to a penetrating, loud noise when landing, taking-off and 
circling overhead. They are a source of serious disturbance to local residents. In 2011 the Inspector highlighted the 
specific character and impact of helicopter noise. The intrusive noise has contributed to residents changing their 
pattern of life and behaviour by avoiding leisure activities and keeping indoors. Discrete noise events may be 
tolerated but repeated noise events, sometimes at unsocial hours, would be especially intrusive in a quiet rural 
environment. The process of hot refuelling is acknowledged to be a noisy operation. 
 
118. The new, more time efficient fuel facility has enhanced the attraction of the Airfield for helicopter operators 
and in all probability has led to a marked increase in the number of helicopter movements. This causes an 
unacceptable loss of amenity for residents living in the nearby villages and surrounding area, even though the fuel 
installation is sited some distance away from the dwellings in the village. The development fails to protect the 
health and amenity of the local population and is contrary to Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy and Policies DP1 and 
DP44 of the DPD. The quality of life has suffered, an outcome that is contrary to national policy. 

 

7. Inspector Lewis Conclusion regards voluntary code In 2014 



132. A Voluntary Code, introduced by the Appellant in November 2011, was intended to minimise the number of 
helicopter movements (to 12 per day) and their time on the ground with rotors running. However, the Council 
highlighted a lack of enforcement powers available to the local planning authority if the Code was the only means 
of control. The evidence on the recent increase in fuel sales and helicopter movements indicate that the Code 
cannot be relied on to overcome the identified harm to residential amenity 
 
131. In conclusion, the identified harm would not be adequately mitigated by the proposed planning conditions. 

 
8. Ombudsman’s report 2012  

 

65. The Council’s failure to maintain planning control over the use of the airfield for flights was maladministration. 
 
66. This has caused injustice for the residents through disturbance from increased numbers of flights and a sense of 
frustration and apprehension about the possibility of uncontrolled future expansion 

 

9. Cllrs have concerns there is no control on air traffic, no control on numbers, there is supposedly controls in place 
however aircraft still take off any time night or day often when the airfield is unattended. Residents complain they 
cannot contact the airfield. 

 
10. Safety has always been a concern of The Parish Council especially air accidents at the airfield, a fatality in 2006 

came down just off the A19 near the entrance to Thirkleby Hall, another plane crashed within metres of the 
Children’s play park which is in close proximity of the emergency north/south runway and the new proposed 
airfield access road. This park is well used by families from surrounding villages and Thirsk. (photo plane crash next 
to playpark attached )  
 

11. More recently noted on a website September 2015 “Chipmunk WP859/G-BXCP came to grief at Bagby when she 
struck a hangar after control was lost during a landing roll whilst airborne for an air-test as part of it’s permit 
renewal and appears to be a write-off “ This could have been far worse if it had struck a property. 
 

12. Cllrs also have grave concerns regards the location of the new proposed entrance and its proximity to the 
Children’s play area due to increased risk of accidents from, cars and service vehicles travelling to and from the 
site. The plan to run a new road to the side of the park simply shows a total lack of consideration for the children 
and residents of Bagby. Consideration to the increased risk to children’s safety needs to be paramount in 
considering this application. 
 

13. There is no mention of the Emergency runway in the application (use was to be stopped but still continues aircraft 
have been seen taking of on this runway on regular occasions as recently as 28

th
 November 2016) Interestingly the 

new access road is directly underneath the emergency flightpath is the use of this runway going to cease once and 
for all? 
 

14. The proximity of the development and its landing strip for planes etc. to the main arterial road (A19) will increase 
the risk of major accidents. Already turning into and out of Bagby Lane is a hazard at the A19 junction, with 
significant traffic accidents now annually. Traffic on the A19 now appears to be in long convoys behind slower 
moving vehicles. Drivers often over take where the road widens at the Bagby Lane junction, turning traffic is 
vulnerable in the central turning lane. More traffic in and out of Bagby Lane will only make matters much worse. 
Plus the added distraction of aircraft taking off and landing overhead. 
 

15. Whilst the applicant may own the site, G Fox’s expansion is not a part of the Bagby Airfield business plan it does 
not directly affect the airfield. The applicants link to G Fox and his need to acquire planning permission and base 
the business plan around G Fox strikes Cllrs as irrelevant. The business that G Fox is operating is completely 
independent some of G Fox’s activities just happen to be located on the airfield. The engineering works could 
easily be relocated elsewhere there is no need to enlarge the workshop or move the workshop nearer to the 
village.  
 

16. The Business case is built around G Fox’s private business (not a Limited Liability as stated in the application). 
There are no supporting accounts in the documents from G Fox.  
 

17. BW 6.43 also state the application is a clear case for G Fox to expand. However it would seem G Fox has already 
expanded aircraft which are owned and registered to G Fox where he operates /hires aircraft out of Teesside 
airport and Gampston. In 2015 Fox advertised they had expanded to Durham Tees Valley airport,DTV website 
states Fox are tenants at  stands 12-13 and there are currently 4 aircraft registered to Graham Fox at the airport. 



Fox advertised in 2015 “We now have our second base open at Durham Tees Valley airport, and with 2200 meters 
of tarmac we can accommodate any aircraft large or small for sale.”   
 

18. Cllrs therefore see no need for Mr Fox’s businesses expansion at Bagby and they object to planning permission 
being granted via this application.  
 

19. Flying Fox aviation website contact details for G. Fox Aircraft Engineering based at Bagby Airfield (EGNG) are the 
same contact details as “Flying Fox Aviation” same mobile numbers same land line number.  
http://flyingfoxaviation.com/Engineering          http://flyingfoxaviation.com/contactus  
 
One can only assume this is the same company operating out of Durham Tees Valley Airport & Bagby Airfield. 
 

20. Further point on G Fox expansion a recent Press statement on the joint venture of G Fox’s business with WF 
Aviation of Ireland.  https://www.wfaviation.com/blogs/our-blog-on-aircraft-sales-and-parts-delivered-
online/54890113-wf-aviation-and-flying-fox-aviation-enter-co-marketing-agreement 
 
“By joining our marketing efforts it allows us to give our brokerage clients access to two agents working hard with 
their local contacts to make a sale. It allows WF Aviation access to a great maintenance facility in Bagby Airport 
for airframe, engine, paint and avionics work all of which are to the highest standards set down by the CAA. Flying 
Fox Aviation are a talented team with experience in classics, singles and twins where they work on a practical basis 
with the owners to fix problems rather than just send every component in arms reach for overhaul”. 
 

21. In the current application the new maintenance hangar F has a distinct planning use for the storage of aircraft. The 
use of hangar  F for the maintenance of  modern aircraft and the increase in size must also be a material change of 
use as concluded by Inspector Mapson with hangar B in 2012  
The new proposed maintenance facility will be even closer to Bagby village and the conclusions of Inspector 
Mapson will still apply or be worse. 
 

22. Inspector Mapson Conclusion regards maintenance facility B in 2012 
 

82. As regards the first main test of materiality - the change in the character of the use -the repair,servicing, 
maintenance and refurbishing of aircraft that are specifically brought to the site for that purpose is a more active 
use than use for the storage of aircraft with ancillary maintenance work. 
 
83. In my opinion, the new use of these buildings is likely to have created more trips to the site, and more noise 
and disturbance to nearby residents through the nature of the work, the ground testing of aircraft engines, and 
an increase in the number of flights into and out of Bagby airfield to avail individuals, companies and 
organisations of these services. The use of the lean-to extension for the storage or parts and equipment is part 
and parcel of the unauthorised use of Hangar B and helps to facilitate that use. 
 
84. As regards the second main test of materiality - the tangible effects of the change of use - an increase in the 
number of flights into and out of Bagby airfield, and the added noise and disturbance that has resulted, have 
been obvious to the local residents. Those activities have had a materially adverse impact on the quality of their 
lives. 
 
85. I therefore conclude that a material change of use, as alleged in the enforcement notices, has occurred. 

23. Overflying of homes still continues on a regular basis, causing loss of amenity and noise to residents, livestock and 
wild animals (this can happen any hr of the day or night and day of the week) 

 
24. Much larger (12 ton) extremely noisy helicopters are now arriving a size that could never been envisaged landing 

at Bagby Airfield on a regular basis. Helicopters can often be heard booming /circling in areas around the village in 
poor visibility or after darkness (obviously unable to locate airfield and the re-fuelling location )   (photo attached 
of helicopter at Bagby October 2015) 
 

25. Helicopter training also appears to have started again  
 

26. Hot-refuelling of helicopters still continues. 
 

27.  The long periods of Circuit training causes great loss of amenity to residents of Bagby-Thirkleby and surrounding 
area, training flight paths have also changed aircraft are now often heard and seen circling Bagby to the Northern 
side of the village. 

http://flyingfoxaviation.com/Engineering
http://flyingfoxaviation.com/contactus
https://www.wfaviation.com/blogs/our-blog-on-aircraft-sales-and-parts-delivered-online/54890113-wf-aviation-and-flying-fox-aviation-enter-co-marketing-agreement
https://www.wfaviation.com/blogs/our-blog-on-aircraft-sales-and-parts-delivered-online/54890113-wf-aviation-and-flying-fox-aviation-enter-co-marketing-agreement


 
28. Stunt Flying is still taking place.  

 
29. Lastly a big concern of Cllrs is the “red line” around the whole of this site which Cllrs have raised previously Cllrs 

worry that should this proposal be approved, the whole site would become available for development.  

          

 Inspector Mapson said in 2012 paragraph 31 regards planning units  

 
30. The advocates for the Council and ‘Action 4 Refusal’ argued, rightly in my view, that the land to which the 2010 

planning permission related comprised a series of separate planning units each with a separate primary use. There 
is no single planning unit in mixed use that comprises the appellant’s unit of occupation. 
 

31. This development does not promote energy efficiency, nor reduce the need to travel, nor does it reduce climate 
change emissions which all go against the council's and the Government's planning and environmental guidelines. 

 
         For all the above reasons Bagby & Balk Parish council ask that this application be refused 
 
     Kind Regards 
 
    Maureen Ballantyne 
    Clerk Bagby & Balk Parish Council 
 
  



 
http://flyingfoxaviation.com/AircraftRental  

 
CONTACT US 

AIRCRAFT RENTAL 

Non equity aircraft priced at £65.00 pcm  

G-FLAV, Piper PA-28 161 Warrior II  
£80.00 per tacho hour  

G-FBRN, Piper PA-28-181 Archer II 
Based at Durham Tees Valley 
£110 per tacho hour wet, one DTV landing fee included  

G-CLUX, Cessna F172N Skyhawk  
£75.00 per tacho hour  

G-KAIR, Piper PA-28 Archer  
£85.00 per tacho hour 
View the our video of our rental PA-28  

G-BGGM, Piper PA-38-112 Tomahawk 
Gamston based  
£50.00 per tacho hour - NO JOINING OR MONTHLY FEE FOR GM! 
 
Internet booking available - very friendly and well maintained group.  
 
Email: Contact Us 
Tel. +44 (0)1845 597707 
Mob. +44 (0)7752 209776  
 

 

 
  

http://flyingfoxaviation.com/contactus


 

Helicopter Bagby October 2015 

 

Plane crash note to playpark 

  



 

Plane crash next to playpark 2 

 

Reference is also made to the LPA_Proof_of_evidence_Acoustic_JAS and LPA_Summary_of_Proof_JAS both available from 
the Council’s website.  




