
     Surrey Heath and Runnymede Borough Councils 

Ltd                                                      
                                                                                                                                              
 

                                                                                         
        
                                                                          

 
 

 

Aviation-related implications of the 
proposed garden village scheme at 
Fairoaks Airport   

                                                                     

 

    
      Consultant’s report 
 
      August 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 



 

 

Contents 

Executive summary .............................................................................. i 

1. Introduction ............................................................................... 1 
            
2.        Policy context ............................................................................ 3 
           
3.      Fairoaks Airport today .............................................................. 9 

 
4.      On-site businesses ................................................................. 19 
            
5.       Current financial position ....................................................... 27 
    
6.        Future financial viability ......................................................... 30 
 
7.        Economic impact of closure .................................................. 34 
            
8.        Use of alternative airfields ..................................................... 37 
            
9.        Possible inclusion of Fairoaks in GASN ............................... 42 
            
10.      Response to York Aviation report ......................................... 44 
 
11.      Key conclusions ..................................................................... 45 
 
Appendices 
 
Appendix A:   List of abbreviations 
 
Appendix B:   Tenants' survey analysis 
 
Appendix C:   FGVL Illustrative Masterplan 
 
 
 
 
 



i 

 

Executive Summary 
 

1. This consultancy report provides an independent review of the aviation-

related implications of the proposed closure of Fairoaks Airport near Woking 

in Surrey for the development of a 1,000 home garden village.  The report 

has been prepared by Alan Stratford and Associates Limited (ASA) on behalf 

of Surrey Heath and Runnymede Borough Councils. These two adjoining 

local authorities have both received planning applications for the 

development of Fairoaks Airport and adjacent land. This report includes a 

review of an aviation report by the consultants, York Aviation written in July 

2018 and submitted with the planning application for the garden village and a 

subsequent addendum to this report prepared in July 2019. 

 

2.  Fairoaks Airport is one of the UK’s largest specialist general aviation airfields 

in terms of the number of aircraft movements and the number of aviation and 

non aviation-related businesses at the airfield site. The airport’s main 

activities include business aviation, flight training, aircraft charter and 

privately-owned aircraft flights. Some 60 aviation and non-aviation 

businesses are currently based at the airport, employing approximately 275 

staff. 

 

Policy context 

 

3. Government strategy for the UK general aviation sector was set out in the 

Department for Transport’s General Aviation (GA) Strategy document 

published in 2015 which recognised its contribution to the national economy 

and the important role of specialist GA airfields. Despite this, a number of 

airfields across the UK continued to be threatened with closure for residential 

and/or commercial development.  As a result of this, the National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF) was revised in July 2018 to give increased 

recognition to the protection and retention of GA airfields with the 

establishment of a strategic network of GA airfields (GASN) across the UK 

with special planning protection against possible closure. 

 

4. These policies were endorsed in the government’s ‘Aviation Strategy – 2050’ 

consultation report published in December 2018 which was accompanied by 

a report by its ‘GA Champion’, Mr Byron Davies and by some research by 

York Aviation defining a possible methodology for the selection of airfields in 

the strategic network.   

 
5. At the local level, continuation of Fairoaks as an operational airport is 

supported in Surrey Heath Borough Council’s Core Strategy and in its 

Development Management Policies 2011-2028 document, which 

represents the overarching strategy for planning in the Borough.  The 

operational airport lies outside the administrative boundary of Runnymede 

Borough Council and is not therefore included in its Local Plan. 
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Airport location 

 

6. Fairoaks Airport is situated on the A319 between Chobham and Ottershaw in 

Surrey.  It is 2.3 miles north of of Woking and 2.8 miles (4.5 km) from 

Junction 11 of the M25 motorway. The airport is one of two remaining 

general aviation airfields in Surrey.  Given its  proximity  to  the  M25  

motorway  and  to  SW London, Fairoaks theoretically has a large catchment 

area with approximately 4.8 million people, equating to about 7.3% of the 

UK’s total population, living within 45 minutes drive time of the airport.    

 

Ownership 

 

7. The airfield has been in private ownership since the end of World War II.  

Since 2007, the airport has become the focus of a number of speculative 

property transactions with the result that it now has two separate owners, 

one controlling its property assets and the other its airside assets including 

the runway and taxiway. The two owners have set up a joint venture 

(Fairoaks Garden Village Limited) to seek planning consent for development 

of the airport. As far as we can assess, this type of split ownership is unique 

amongst GA airfields in the UK.   We do not regard this as a permanent 

arrangement, particularly if planning consent for the development is not 

successful and it should not be cited as a reason to support the closure of 

the airport.     

 

Airport facilities 

 

8. The operational  airport  site  covers some 123 acres, eight acres of which 

comprises buildings and car parks and is designated as a Major Developed 

Site within the Green Belt.  The 813m asphalt runway was constructed in 

1978 and is suitable for smaller piston-type and some turbo-prop aircraft but 

not for most larger corporate jet aircraft.  The airport has a CAA Ordinary 

Aerodrome Licence and its facilities and services are appropriate for an 

airfield of its type, although many of its buildings, including the hangars, date 

from pre or shortly after World War II and would require refurbishment or 

replacement in the medium to long-term, if the airport is retained.  

 

Aircraft movements 

 

9. In the Financial Year (FY) to March 2019, Fairoaks Airport handled  23,315 

movements, of which approximately three quarters were by fixed wing 

aircraft and one quarter by helicopters.  This represents an increase of some 

2.3% over the previous year.  Since FY 2010/11, traffic levels at Fairoaks 

have increased by some 2.9% pa.  This growth has been achieved despite 

the uncertainty surrounding the future of Fairoaks and a slight overall decline 

in GA movements across in the UK as a whole.  The types of aircraft 

movement are not fully recorded by the airport.  Although most flights are 

recreational or are for flight training, some 10% of aircraft movements are 
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carrying four or more people on board and are likely to have been for 

business purposes.  

 

Aviation and non-aviation businesses 

 

10. Fairoaks Airport is home to some 60 aviation and non-aviation related 

businesses employing a total of about 275 staff, which is slightly lower than 

estimated by York Aviation.  The aviation-related businesses cover aircraft 

charter, flight training and maintenance, together with a number of ancillary 

businesses and organisations which do not specifically require the use of the 

runway or other airfield infrastructure.  The businesses requiring use of the 

runway, such as Synergy Aviation, would need to find an alternative airfield 

base if Fairoaks were to close, which would be problematic.  Synergy 

Aviation undertake a number of business charters as well as medical organ 

transplant flights.  In the latter case, there are only limited alternative airfields 

in the London area which could accept such flights on a 24 hour basis.  The 

main fixed wing and helicopter maintenance provider, Gama Aviation, which 

is substantially the most significant tenant at Fairoaks in terms of floorspace 

occupied, has recently announced it will be moving out of Fairoaks later this 

year although it will retain its Aircraft Modifications Design office at the site. 

 

11. The aviation-related businesses include a number of helicopter charter and 

flight training companies who may potentially stay at Fairoaks in the 

proposed hangar and heliport facilities in the Garden Village.  We are 

however sceptical about the operational and commercial viability of a heliport 

and its associated hangarage of the size envisaged due to the likely noise 

levels for residents and other operating and probable movement constraints, 

if planning consent is granted.  We also do not believe that the heliport would 

be suitable for future development as a Vertiport hub for eVTOL and drone 

activities.  Other sites such as those in central city locations, at airports or, in 

the case of drones, sites adjacent to major distribution centres are more 

appropriate for these activities. 

 
12. In addition to the aviation-related businesses, Fairoaks is home to a diverse 

range of about 51 other commercial businesses and organisations, 

employing around 140 or so staff.  These include about 20 businesses that 

might be broadly classified as STEM (Science Technology Engineering and 

Manufacturing) related.   In response to our online survey questionnaire, 

about one half of these non-aviation businesses indicated that they are likely 

or very likely to remain at the site if the garden village scheme were to 

proceed.    

 

13.  In terms of economic impact, we estimate that, if Fairoaks were to close, 

about 144 jobs might be lost from the local West Surrey region, with a 

smaller number (121 direct jobs) lost from a wider region (Outer West and 

NW London).  Based on standard multipliers for these impacts, we estimate 

that the total loss of GVA from the local area region or due to business 

closures could be in the order of £9.4m per annum and in the wider area 
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some £7.9m per annum.  These figures exclude any economic disbenefits 

due to the loss of business flights at the airport which, although difficult to 

estimate, is certainly significant. 

 

Financial viability 

 

14. We recognise that the airport owners could potentially achieve the best 

return on their investments if the FGVL scheme were to proceed.  However, 

it is not true to say, as asserted in York Aviation’s report, that Fairoaks is 

financially unsustainable as a going airport concern.  We have examined the 

Annual Accounts of the operating companies in the two ownership groups, 

Fairoaks Operations Ltd (FOL) and TEREF ADP and we conclude that, if 

taken on a joint basis, the airport is currently profitable, despite the 

uncertainty surrounding its future.  If assessed on a joint basis before interest 

and tax, then in 2017/18, Fairoaks Airport made a profit of some £0.8m on an 

annual turnover of £3.2m.  It is possible that the true profit level of airport 

operations may have been higher than the reported figure dependent on the 

nature of the ‘Administrative Expenses’ (£1.0m) in FOL’s Annual Accounts.     

 

15. It should be noted that the presence of a comparatively large business park 

does give significant financial advantages to Fairoaks in comparison with 

many other UK GA airfields. Some investment would be needed in the 

medium to longer-term both in new or refurbished infrastructure including the 

hangars, the control tower and some commercial premises – although we 

see no reason why this would not be feasible on an incremental basis, if the 

FGVL scheme did not proceed.  In this context at least one alternative group 

has expressed interest in purchasing the airport and developing it as a going 

airport concern. 

 

Alternative airports 

 

16.  Our review of possible alternative airfields indicates that, whilst there may be 

some scope for the owners of smaller based aircraft at Fairoaks to relocate 

to other neighbouring airfields – particularly Blackbushe and Wycombe Air 

Park, there would be an economic cost (or disbenefit) in terms of their 

additional travel time or increased flight or hangarage costs etc.  These costs 

(or disbenefits) would be higher for business in comparison to recreational 

flights.  We recognise that flight training at Fairoaks could potentially be 

undertaken at several of these alternative airfields, although given its 

proximity to the SW London area, Fairoaks is likely to be more convenient for 

many trainees.  In the case of existing aviation businesses at Fairoaks, we 

see less potential to move to alternative airfields, if the FGVL scheme were 

to proceed.  Whilst we would not rule out the possibility of some businesses 

transferring to neighbouring airfields, the lack of suitable hangarage, office 

space, restrictions on the operating hours and competition from existing 

businesses at these neighbouring airfields would make survival of those 

transferring businesses very challenging.  
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Strategic network of general aviation airfields 

 

17. Although the precise methodology for the selection of airfields in the GASN is 

still be to finalised, we have endeavoured to assess the likelihood that 

Fairoaks would be included in this network based on the weighted score 

formula and the qualitative criteria proposed by York Aviation.  It is still rather 

unclear as to whether airfields could opt out of the network and the potential 

implications of this, although we assume that the same level of planning 

protection would be given whether this was or was not the case.  Based on 

the methodology given in York Aviation’s report for DfT, we conclude that 

Fairoaks would meet all the necessary standards in terms of airfield facilities 

and services for most types of fixed wing and helicopter operations excluding 

those by complex business jets.  The airfield also adds value to the network 

through its associated business park which provides financial stability to the 

airfield as a whole and provides facilities for a range of aviation and non-

aviation related businesses, many within the STEM (science, technology, 

engineering and manufacturing) sectors.   We recognise that there are other 

airfields within a 35 mile radius of Fairoaks which might be considered as 

alternatives – although many of these have operational or other restrictions. 

Fairoaks is also closer to London than most of these alternatives, giving it a 

larger population catchment area.  In our view, based on the overall weighted  

score formula and the qualitative criteria proposed by York Aviation, Fairoaks 

would be included in the top 30 GA airfields in the UK and would 

undoubtedly included in the proposed network, which has indicatively been 

suggested might comprise around 110 airfields across the country.    
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1.    Introduction 
 
Overview 
 

1.1     This report has been prepared by Alan Stratford and Associates Ltd on behalf 

of Surrey Heath and Runnymede Borough Councils. It provides an 

independent review of the aviation-related implications of the proposed 

closure of Fairoaks Airport near Woking in Surrey for the development of a 

1,000 home garden village.  Surrey Heath and Runnymede Borough Councils 

are the joint planning authorities responsible for Fairoaks Airport.  

 

1.2      Fairoaks Airport is one of the UK’s largest specialist general aviation airfields 

in terms of the number of aircraft movements and the number of aviation and 

non aviation-related businesses at the airfield site. The airport’s main 

activities include business aviation, flight training, aircraft charter and 

privately-owned aircraft flights.  Some 60 aviation and non-aviation 

businesses are currently based at the airport, employing approximately 275 

staff1. 

  

1.3     The aviation-related implications of closure of the airport is one of a number of 

factors to be assessed in the planning application for this development and 

needs to be evaluated against the expected benefits and disbenefits of the 

proposed garden village. In this context, it should be noted that the report 

does not consider the environmental impacts of retaining the airport (eg 

aircraft noise, air quality and carbon emissions) which would need to be 

assessed against any environmental impacts resulting from the development, 

including increased road traffic.  In addition, as a former World War II airfield 

with many of its existing buildings, Fairoaks has a heritage value to the 

community.  Assessment of the potential loss of heritage value2 is beyond the 

brief of this study. 

 

Fairoaks Garden Village Limited (FGVL) 

 
1.4     Fairoaks Garden Village Ltd (FGVL) is a joint venture company established by 

the airfield owners (see Sections 3.4 – 3.9) specifically to apply for planning 

consent for the proposed garden village at Fairoaks Airport.  In October 2018, 

FGVL submitted a hybrid outline planning application (18/00642)3 for the 

development of 1,000 homes and a total of 62,675 sq m of floorspace for non-

residential use, including employment. The plans submitted include a heliport 

and some 12,600 sq m of hangar space for helicopter maintenance and 

                                                   
1 York Aviation estimate the total figure as 295.  We believe that this is an over-estimate, particularly 
in view of the closure of Gama Aviation’s maintenance operations.  In practice, the total number of 

staff is difficult to assess as many are part-time or are only periodically based at Fairoaks eg pilots, 

salesmen etc   
2  Retention of certain existing buildings with heritage value is proposed in the FGVL scheme  
3 This also included a detailed planning application for improved road access to the site and other road 

improvements in the local area 
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storage.  A review of the aviation implications of closure of the airport 

prepared by York Aviation4 was submitted as part of this application and has 

been subsequently updated by an Addendum published in July 2019.  An 

outline plan of the proposed development is attached as Appendix C. 

 
Alan Stratford and Associates Ltd 

1.5   Alan Stratford and Associates (ASA) is one of the leading and oldest 

established aviation consultancy practices in the UK.  It was established in 

1968 to provide a wide range of specialist independent air transport 

consultancy services, from advice on airport infrastructure to airline corporate 

planning expertise.   

1.6    ASA has extensive experience in undertaking studies and providing expert 

witness services relating to UK regional and general aviation airfields.  

Previous projects include consultancy advice on future land use at Norwich 

Airport (for Norwich City Council), acting as an Expert Witness on the air 

traffic forecasts and  employment impact at a Public Inquiry for the expansion 

of Farnborough Airport (for Rushmoor Borough Council) and a study on the 

future of Cotswold (Kemble) Airport (for a private client).  ASA also advised 

Kent County Council in respect of their response to the Airport Commission’s 

consultation on airport capacity in London and the south east.  The firm has 

also worked for the UK Civil Aviation Authority on regulatory studies at 

London Heathrow Airport and the Irish Commission for Aviation Regulation on 

projects at Dublin Airport. 

1.7     This particular study has been led by ASA’s Director, Mr Peter Forbes, who is 

an air transport economist with some 35 years aviation industry and 

consultancy experience.  Previously employed by British Caledonian Airways 

and the UK Civil Aviation Authority he has been Director at ASA since 2005.  

Peter is a Fellow of the Royal Aeronautical Society and of the Chartered 

Institute of Logistics and Transport.  Peter has been supported by Mr Nils 

Jamieson, an aviation consultant with both commercial fixed wing (ATPL-A) 

and private pilot helicopter [PPL-H] licences who has extensive knowledge of 

many of the UK’s general aviation airfields.  Nils has worked with ASA on 

projects at Wycombe Air Park, Lee-on-Solent and Duxford Aerodromes.   

 
Study methodology 

 
1.8    The study has involved a review of key documents relating to the Planning 

Application, including a report prepared by the aviation consultants, York 

Aviation on the implications of closure of the airport in July 2018, an 

Addendum to this report published in July 2019, operational and financial data 

supplied by the airport operator (Fairoaks Operations Limited) and interviews 

with airport tenants, users and other stakeholders. An online survey of current 

tenants was also undertaken.    
 

                                                   
4 ‘Fairoaks Garden Village Limited – Aviation Report’, York Aviation, July 2018  
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Layout of the report 

 
1.9     Following this introduction, the second section of the report covers the policy 

context for the protection of general aviation at a national level and for the 

retention of Fairoaks Airport in terms of local planning policy.  Section 3 

outlines the current ownership structure of Fairoaks and gives an overview of 

the aviation and non-aviation related activities at the airport, including a 

breakdown of its aircraft movements and the growth trends over the past 10 

years.  Section 4 provides a brief description of the key aviation-related and 

other commercial businesses based at the airport, together with an 

assessment of whether they might stay on within the proposed commercial 

development in the FGVL scheme, were planning consent to be granted.     

Sections 5 and 6 give an outline of the current financial positions of the airport 

ownership companies and an assessment of the airport’s future financial 

viability if it is remains as an airport.  Section 7 provides an estimate of the 

likely loss of jobs and GVA (Gross Added Value) if the FGVL scheme 

proceeds, whilst Section 8 provides an assessment of the suitability of other 

airfields within one hour’s drivetime of Fairoaks as alternative for aviation-

businesses and aircraft owners, if the FGVL scheme were to proceed.  

Section 9 provides a summary response to the main points raised in the 

Applicant’s aviation report written by York Aviation whilst Section 10 gives the 

key conclusions from our study.    

 
2.      Policy context 
 
General Aviation 

 
2.1     Fairoaks Airport has a relatively limited runway length (813m) and is therefore 

unsuitable for scheduled commercial passenger or freight air services.  It is 

however used for a variety of activities classified as general aviation and is a 

base for some 60 aviation-related and non-aviation related businesses. 

.  

2.2     The general aviation (GA) sector covers a range of smaller fixed wing aircraft 

and helicopter operations for both business and leisure use, together with a 

wide range of other types of aviation activity including gliding, parachuting and 

ballooning. The sector is supported by a wide variety of specialist 

manufacturing and aircraft maintenance companies and by specialist flight 

training schools.  Research carried out in 2015 suggested that the overall 

value of GA to the UK is some £3.0 billion and that the sector employs some 

38,000 people, either directly or indirectly.      

 

Government Policy relating to General Aviation 
 

2.3      In 2015, the UK government published its General Aviation Strategy which set 

out its vision for the UK ‘...being the best place in the world for GA as a 

flourishing, wealth-generating and job producing sector of the economy’. 
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2.4      Whilst general aviation activities can theoretically be carried out all UK airports 

and airfields, in practice this is often restricted at major commercial airports 

due to capacity constraints or to cost.  As a result, many GA activities are 

carried out at smaller airfields, some of which are unlicensed by the UK CAA.  

The government’s report recognised that the number of airfields in the GA has 

declined over the past decade, with several others under threat of closure due 

to proposed residential or commercial development.  The report also found 

that existing airfields find it difficult to gain planning consent to develop their 

existing facilities. 

 

2.5     Despite the recognition of the importance of the GA sector and of the potential 

need to establish a strategic network of GA airfields (GASN), they continued 

to be classified as brownfield sites for development under the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) until this was revised in July 2018.  Under 

the present NPPF, planning policies should ‘recognise the importance of 

maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 

adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in 

serving business, leisure, training and emergency service needs, and the 

Government’s General Aviation Strategy’  

 

2.6     The importance of the UK GA sector was endorsed in its ‘Aviation 2050’ report 

published in December 2018 which outlined the strategic policy for the UK 

aviation industry as a whole for the next 30 years.  The report indicated that a 

strategic network of GA airfields could be established on a mix of quantitative 

and qualitative criteria and it highlighted the potential advantages and 

disadvantages of identifying and protecting a network of a subset of GA 

airfields.   

 

2.7       As indicated in the ‘Aviation 2050’ report, the advantages of strategic network 
include: 

 
• A subset of aerodromes that make a particularly significant 

contribution to the value of GA is identified, of which planners will 
need to recognise the importance 

• Increased certainty is provided to aerodromes and communities of the 
status of aerodromes in the local area and region 

• The methodology used to identify airfields could act as an incentive to 
aerodromes to increase the facilities that they offer their customers 
and their educational and community work 

• The presence of an aerodrome on the GASN could provide a level of 
prominence and would give greater weighting to an aerodrome 

 
2.8      The corresponding disadvantages were identified as: 
 

• An aerodrome owner might consider that designation as part of the 
GASN could reduce the value of the site for some other purpose such 
as housing. They could also appeal for the aerodrome to be removed 
from the network 
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• Aerodromes that are not in the network might be more exposed to 
development and the consequent negative impacts on the GA sector 
could outweigh the benefits that those that are part of the network 
benefit from 

• Parts of the GA community feel that the network is a crude tool and 
that there should be separate networks for all of the different kinds of 
business and leisure users. Others feel that all aerodromes should be 
protected rather than a selected few 

 
2.9   Whilst its precise nature and operation is still subject to consultation, its 

overall concept of a strategic network of protected GA airfields is already 

included the current NPPF – so it can, to all intents and purposes, be 

regarded as government policy.  Whilst the criteria for the selection of 

these airfields has been broadly defined, the specific airfields to be 

included and level of planning protection is still evolving6.  We provide an 

assessment as to whether Fairoaks is likely to be included in the GASN in 

Section 9 below. 

 

Local Planning Policy 

 

 2.10  Continuation of Fairoaks as an operational airport is supported in Surrey 

Heath Borough Council’s Core Strategy and in its Development 

Management Policies 2011-2028 document, which represents the 

overarching strategy for planning in the Borough.  In Para 5.91, this states: 

 

‘The role of Fairoaks Airport both as a provider of business aviation services 

and an important local employer will be supported. Fairoaks Airport is 

identified as a Major Developed Site within the Green Belt. The Borough 

Council expects the future development needs of the site to be addressed 

through an airport master plan to support its identification as a Major 

Developed Site within the Green Belt asset out in Policies RE17 and M21 of 

the Surrey Heath Local Plan 2000. Those policies will be updated and 

reviewed through the Site Allocations DPD’.   

 

Department for Transport – GA Champion 

 

2.11    The importance attached to General Aviation across the UK was strengthened 

in December 2017, when the Department for Transport (DfT) appointed a GA 

Champion, Mr Byron Davies to address concerns about the future of UK GA 

airfields and to assess the feasibility of establishing a GASN.   Mr Davies was 

supported in his work by some research on the development of a GASN7 

carried out by York Aviation on behalf of the Department for Transport. 

2.12    As indicated in Mr Davies’ report published in December 2018. 

                                                   
6 It should be noted that certain organisations, including the All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) for 

General Aviation prefer the concept of establishing planning protection for GA airfields, without 

necessarily defining a network. 
7 ‘Research into a Strategic Network of GA Aerodromes’, Final Report, DfT, October 2018. 
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‘Ensuring the long-term viability of airfields is a challenge to owners and 

operators. Airfield survival depends on many factors. Financial viability is 

often the biggest impediment but the long-term sustainability of an airfield 

can also be challenged by the decisions of local planning authorities. This 

can often be manifested through complaints about noise, planning consent 

for new builds on the approach / vicinity to an airfield or the restrictions 

imposed locally for development on the peripheries of an airfield’”.  

2.13   Mr Davies goes on to specifically identify the nature of such development, 

including garden village schemes such as that proposed by FGVL. 

‘There is significant national and local pressure to provide additional housing. 

The UK government is committed to delivering 300,000 homes a year by the 

mid-2020s and on 1st October 2018 announced further plans to speed up the 

planning system as well as make better use of land and vacant buildings to 

provide the homes that communities need.  

The government is keen to champion ambitious councils that wish to make 

new garden communities a central part of their plans for housing and 

economic growth. To achieve this, the government has set out a package of 

reforms to deliver these homes by the mid-2020s through planning reform and 

targeted investment. As part of this the government has announced plans to 

consult on further measures to speed up the planning system as well as make 

better use of land and vacant buildings to deliver the homes that communities 

need.  

 

This ambition presents obvious challenges and risks to airfields. Owners and 

operators of financially struggling sites will be tempted by the potential gain 

from the granting of planning permission and the potential value that could be 

realised from development. From my work it is clear to me that a number of 

airfields in the south east of England are vulnerable to garden village 

developments’.  

 
2.14   The GA Champion’s report concluded that the GA sector is losing airfields to 

property developers and that there is a risk to the long-term viability of UK 

airfields. He made several recommendations, including that  

• The Department for Transport and the Ministry of Housing, Communities 

and Local Government (MHCLG) develop planning practice guidance to 

provide further detail on how planning authorities can recognise the 

importance of maintaining airfields that qualify as part of a strategic 

network 

 

• The Department for Transport to consider whether safeguarding be made 

obligatory by Statutory Direction  

 

• In the longer term, serious consideration should be given to developing 

mixed use airfields, where GA, industry and housing can co-exist 
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Research on a Strategic Network of GA airfields (York Aviation) 

2.15  To accompany the GA Champion’s work, the Department for Transport 

appointed York Aviation to undertake research on a possible methodology for 

determining a strategic network of GA airfields.  It is unclear at this stage as to 

how York Aviation’s proposals may be taken forward or whether an alternative 

approach may be adopted.  Nevertheless, the York study does identify the 

main criteria for defining the network and, in this context, we consider whether 

Fairoaks should be included in this on the basis of York’s selection 

methodology.  

 2.16  Although there are approximately 950 GA airfields and landing strips across 

the country, many of these have very little infrastructure and cannot be 

regarded as appropriate for the strategic network. In practice, York Aviation 

selected the proposed network from a smaller number of airfields for which 

more detailed information on the facilities was available (eg in Pooley’s Flight 

Guide).  Each GA airfield was scored in terms of its suitability for GA activities 

(which potentially range from flights by complex business aircraft through to 

those by microlight aircraft and gliders etc), its score in terms of the facilities 

available, its catchment area population and the competition from other 

neighbouring GA airfields.  The overall scores for each flight type are then 

weighted by its relative economic value (in comparison to other flight types) to 

give a total weighted score for the airfield’s economic contribution to the 

network. 

2.17    York  Aviation  proposed  that  the  GASN  airfields would be selected on the 

basis of the highest weighted scores – subject to the provision that the 

population in each UK region would be no more than 35 miles from an airfield 

in the network suitable for each type of GA activity. It is not clear as to the 

overall number in the network.  Bryon Davies’ report, however, tentatively 

suggests that the top 20% of the UK’s 550 or so airfields might be worth of 

planning protection, giving a network of around 110 airfields. 

2.18   Irrespective of how the differing criteria might be weighted, there is general 

consensus on the types of criteria that are relevant for the selection process. 

Clearly, those airfields with the highest level of movements, particularly for 

business aviation, are likely to have the highest economic value to the UK.  In 

addition there are a number of qualitative criteria including the airfield’s 

financial viability, the extent of available hangarage and maintenance 

facilities, its use by the emergency services, environmental factors and other 

non-aviation use including that by local businesses and the local community. 

It is also clear that the network (or networks) need to have adequate coverage 

(in terms of access time) for all users across the UK.  Whilst it is noted that 

there are some areas of the UK, particularly in SE England, where there are 

several significantly-sized airfields which are relatively close to each other, it 

is not clear in many cases that, if some of these closed, that the other airfields 

in the network would have the capacity to cater for their users.  Furthermore, 

in the case of Fairoaks and a number of other airfields in the London area, the 
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potential additional access times to alternative airfields in the network would 

be substantial and would thus reduce the overall economic benefits.     

2.19    It is clear that considerable refinement is needed before the GASN  can  be 

fully defined.  We are rather puzzled by a number of aspects of York 

Aviation’s approach.  Commercial airports providing scheduled air services do 

not appear to be part of the GASN or considered as a possible alternative 

option for general aviation. It is true that some larger commercial airports, 

particularly in London and the south east have capacity or slot constraints or 

are prohibit ably expensive for some types of GA.  Nevertheless the extent of 

GA movements at commercial airports is significant, particularly for larger 

business aircraft types, where they are often the preferred airport used.  

2.20    Under York  Aviation’s  proposed  methodology, a  total  weighted  economic 

value is calculated for each airfield.  However, some types of GA activities 

have higher economic values as measured in terms of Gross Value Added 

(GVA) than others.  In their report, York Aviation show, for example, that 

flights by complex business aircraft (£1.025 billion) have a substantially higher 

GVA than other activities such as fixed wing leisure flying (£156 million), 

gliding (£26 million) or parachuting (£4 million).  Basing the GASN on a single 

weighted economic value would potentially penalise some airfields focussing 

on leisure-related activities at the expense of those focussing on business 

activities.  It is possible therefore that several strategic networks may be 

needed to cover each type of GA activity.        

2.21    A third issue is that, for some reason, York Aviation do not propose to use the 

actual aircraft movement levels (by type) at each airfield in their assessment 

of its economic value.  In practice, this is the best measure to determine an 

airfield’s true economic value – rather than some hypothetical value based on 

certain criteria.  Whilst we recognise that this data may not be readily 

available in some cases, we see no reason why all airfields with at least some 

minimum level of facilities (eg the availability of aircraft fuel) should not submit 

their annual movement figures to the Department for Transport or the CAA, as 

is the case for other CAA reporting airports. 

2.22    We  also  note that Byron  Davies’ report  suggests that airfields could opt out  

of the network if they wished:  

‘.....This should not prevent an airfield owner or operator from being able 

to apply for inclusion in (or exclusion from) the network’.  (Para 94).  

             In our opinion, this approach is unlikely to be adopted as it would leave the 

door open for many airfields, such as Fairoaks, which have been purchased 

largely on a speculative basis for future development to be excluded from 

planning protection.  Indeed, it is likely that many current airfield owners 

would wish to opt out of the GASN for their own financial interests.  We 

believe that an opt-out option would be unworkable and is unlikely to be 

implemented.      
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2.23  The concept of a GASN with some, although as yet undefined, planning  

protection  is already part of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

We acknowledge that the list of airfields included in the network is also 

undefined at this stage and that the methodology for selecting this list is still 

evolving.  Given however, that some form of GASN is already stipulated in the 

NPPF, the likelihood that Fairoaks would be included in the list of protected 

airfields needs to be taken into account in the assessment of the FGVL 

planning application.  We consider this further in Section 9. 

3.      Fairoaks Airport today 
 
Historical background 

 
3.1     Fairoaks – originally known as Dolly’s Farm  – is one of only two active general 

aviation airfields in Surrey.  It initially opened as a private airstrip in 1931 but 

was subsequently commissioned by the Air Ministry in 1937 to provide the 

then rapidly growing need to train military pilots. The RAF’s No18 Elementary 

& Reserve Flying Training School’s Tiger Moths moved in even before 

construction had been completed. During WWII more than 6,000 pilots trained 

there, and the airfield also served as a repair station for light bombers such as 

Bristol Blenheims, Beaufighters and Beauforts. 

3.2     In 1946 Universal  Flying  Services  began  civilian  operations  with  Fairoaks 

Flying Club, and over the following years many flying clubs and private 

owners made Fairoaks their base. Owners and those who learned to fly there 

included well-known names, among them film star Cliff Robertson, comedian 

Dick Emery, Ian Whittle, son of Sir Frank, and a number of luminaries from 

the motor racing community, including Mike Hawthorn, Ron Flockhart, 

Duncan Hamilton, Jack Brabham and John Cooper. 

3.3     In 1967, the airfield was sold by auction to the Alan Mann Group, a helicopter 

sales and charter company, who took over as the airport operator. The hard 

runway was constructed in 1979.   The airport’s ownership since it was 

purchased by the Alan Mann Group is described in Sections 3.4 - 3.9 below. 

Recent ownership 

3.4     The Alan Mann Group owned and operated  Fairoaks  Airport  for  nearly  30 

years before they sold it to a property development company, Erinaceous plc.   

From this date onwards, the airport and many of its based aviation 

businesses were subject to a complex range of property and asset 

transactions.  We have endeavoured to summarise these in this section from 

the information provided to us and from publically available sources, although 

we are unavailable to validate this in full.   

3.5    Erinaceous plc purchased the airport in 2007.  Erinaceous was a publically 

quoted property company listed on the Alternative Investment Market (AIM), 
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who had a range of different property interests, including Shoreham Airport in 

West Sussex which they had purchased in 2006.  Once they had purchased 

Fairoaks, Erinaceous plc split the property assets and the airport operating 

company within one of its managed property funds, Albemarle Syndicated 

Funds.  As a result of this, two new entities were formed (a) Albemarle 

Fairoaks Limited (AFL) to manage the majority of airport property assets, 

including the hangars, offices and commercial buildings and (b) Albemarle 

Fairoaks Airport Limited (AFAL) to manage the airport operating company 

(Fairoaks Airport Limited–FAL) and the airside infrastructure assets (the 

runway, taxiways and aprons).  FAL leased hangar space from AFL, which 

was subsequently sublet to some airport tenants and owners of based 

aircraft.  The directors of Erinanacous plc also had interests in the Longmint 

Group, which had shareholdings in Sterling Helicopters and Alan Mann 

Aviation Group (Engineering) Limited and its subsidiary, Alan Mann 

Helicopters, all of whom were tenants at Fairoaks Airport. 

3.6   In 2008, following a mortgage fraud involving a subsidiary company and a 

subsequent share collapse, Erinaceous plc went into administration.  KPMG, 

the administrators, then sold AFAL to a group of private investors, whilst AFL 

was retained as a going concern within the Albemarle Syndicated Funds 

which were operated under the Egan Property Management Group.   

3.7      AFL went into administration in 2011 and was acquired by the Royal Bank of 

Scotland’s property portfolio, West Register.  In 2015, AFL was purchased by 

TEREF ADP Fairoaks, a Jersey-registered company owned jointly by an 

affiliate of Westcore Europe LLC (“Westcore”) and Tyndaris European Real 

Estate Finance S.A. (“TEREF”). Westcore is a commercial real estate 

investment and management company headquartered in San Diego, USA. 

3.8     In 2012, FAL went into administration, although it was subsequently bought by 

Fairoaks Operations Limited (FOL), a subsidiary company, also within the 

AFAL Group.  The CAA operating licence and permitted development rights 

were transferred to the new company. 

3.9     In 2017, AFAL and TEREF ADP Fairoaks established a Joint Venture (FGVL) 

to obtain planning consent for the proposed Garden Village. As part of this, 

further land to the north of the current airport site was purchased by FGVL.    

Implications of split ownership 

3.10   It is clear that once the airport was sold to Erinaceous the site has been 

subject to a variety of largely speculative property transactions, with the result 

that the land ownership is split between two different investment companies.  

As far as we can ascertain, this is unique within the UK airport sector.  We 

acknowledge that both owning groups wish to maximise the return on their 

investments – although these have undoubtedly been made on the basis of 

the ‘hope value’ with planning consent for future development.  The current 

owners have very limited experience of airport operations.  However, should 

planning consent not be given, then either group may seek to sell on their 
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interest in the airport to the other group or to a third party or perhaps continue 

to operate the airport as a joint concern, at least for a short period.  

3.11   If planning consent for the FGVL scheme is not granted, then it is likely that, in 

the medium to longer term there will be consolidation of the land and asset 

ownership into a single airport operating company.  If, however, it is perceived 

that there may be opportunities for increased non-aviation related commercial 

(rather than residential) development at the site, then the current split 

ownership between the two property companies may continue for a short 

period whilst planning consent is sought.  In any event, if planning consent for 

the FGVL scheme is not given, there is however, to be an increased focus on 

promoting and improving the airport’s operations, particularly as both existing 

and potential new tenants and aircraft owners would have security of tenure.      

3.12  Given these circumstances, we do not agree with York Aviation’s view 

that...’Given the split site ownership and the current financial position of FOL, 

the future of the Airport appears to be unsustainable under present 

circumstances’.   As we indicate further in Section 6, there is no reason why 

the Airport should not operate as a commercially viable going concern if 

planning consent is not granted for the FGVL scheme. 

3.13   There is little doubt that, if the airport is to continue on a long-term basis, some 

level of investment in new hangars and other commercial buildings would be 

necessary, although some of this could be built under the airport operator’s 

permitted development rights.  Possible schemes for such development have 

been put forward by Fairoaks 2020, a local community group opposed to the 

FGVL scheme and by Dial Partners, an investment group whose CEO owns 

an aircraft based at Fairoaks. Dial Partners’ scheme is designated as Unity 

Land.  Further details on these and other possible schemes are given in 

Section 6. 

Airport location and catchment area 

3.14   Fairoaks Airport is situated on the A319 between Chobham  and  Ottershaw  in 

Surrey.  It is 2.3 miles north of of Woking and 2.8 miles (4.5 km) from Junction 

11 of the M25 motorway. The airport is one of three remaining general 

aviation airfields in Surrey - the others are Redhill Airfield, some 26.9 miles 

(40 minutes drive time) from Fairoaks and Dunsfold Aerodrome, some 19.0 

miles (45 minutes drive time), although Dunsfold is set to be closed in the 

near future following the granting of planning consent for a 1,800 home 

development on the airport site. The majority of those using or who work at 

Fairoaks access the airport by car.  In terms of public transport, Woking main 

line train station is some four miles away by taxi although there are no direct 

bus services to the airport itself.  

 
3.15   An airport’s catchment area is normally defined by the population within a 

defined distance or drive-time from the airport – although it is recognised that 

not everyone either working at or using the airport will necessarily live in or 

will be travelling to or from locations within the catchment area.  Given its  
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proximity  to  the  M25  motorway  and  to  SW London, Fairoaks theoretically 

has a large catchment area in terms of the population within 45 minutes drive 

time of the airport.   The 45 minute drive time isochrone is shown in Figure 3.1 

below, and it is estimated that this comprises approximately 4.8 million 

people, equating to about 7.3% of the UK’s total population.     

 

3.16   It should be noted that, whilst the drive time isochrone shown is theoretically 

based on average vehicle speeds, in practice many of the typical journeys 

within the catchment area require the use of the M25 motorway, which is 

renowned for its bottlenecks, particularly at peak times.  This would 

theoretically reduce the catchment area – although, in practice, Fairoaks is 

the nearest GA airfield for the majority of the population living in Surrey and 

SW London.  The proximity to this large population base and gives Fairoaks a 

significant advantage over other airfields in the region which are further out 

from central London. 

 

   Figure 3.1   Fairoaks Airport – 45 minute drivetime isochrone 

 
                                                  Source:  Travel Time Platform 

3.17   There are a number of other neighbouring commercial airports and specialist 

general aviation airfields within the London/SE region, although not all of 

these are appropriate alternatives for Fairoaks, if it were to be closed.   These 

airports and airfields are shown in Figure 3.2 below.  Further details on the 

facilities available at these airfields and the extent to which they might be 

used if Fairoaks were closed are given in Section 8. 
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  Figure 3.2    Fairoaks Airport – Locations of neighbouring airports  
                      and airfields  

 
 
 
Aerodrome licence 
 
3.18   Fairoaks has a CAA Ordinary Licence (No P904),  designed  to  indicate that 

the airport fulfils minimum safety and operational standards as defined by 

CAP 168 – ‘Licensing of Aerodromes’ and ICAO Annex 148.  The ‘Ordinary’ 

(as opposed to ‘Public Use’) licence requires all aerodrome users to give prior 

permission to the owner before use.   As Fairoaks has no commercial air 

services and flight training is only provided at PPL (Private Pilots Licence) 

level using smaller aircraft types, a CAA Aerodrome Licence is not strictly 

required, although many UK airfields of a similar nature continue to hold 

these.  The CAA Ordinary Licence holder is Fairoaks Operations Limited 

(FOL) although surprisingly the area covered by the licence includes land 

owned by TEREF ADP. 

 

Existing airport infrastructure 
 
3.19  The  operational  airport  site  covers some 123 acres, 8 acres of which 

comprises buildings and car parks and is designated as a Major Developed 

Site within the Green Belt.  The current asphalt runway, 06/24 was 

constructed in 1978 and whilst we have not inspected this, we understand 

that it is in reasonable condition with no immediate requirements for 

resurfacing or repair.  Although the runway is some 813m in length, the 

Landing Distance Available (LDA) is reduced due to displaced thresholds in 

both runway directions.  

 

 

 

 

                                                   
8 International Civil Aviation Organisation, Annex 14 to the Chicago Convention 
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                Table 3.1    Fairoaks Airport – Runway Operating Characteristics 
Runway 
direction 

Take-off run available 
(TORA) 

Landing distance available 
(LDA) 

Lighting 

 06 813m 760m APAPI 
 24 813m 800m APAPI 

                                                          Source:  Pooley’s Flight Guide 

 
3.20   The length of runway is such that the airport is unsuitable for most corporate 

jet types, which typically require take-off distances of at least 1,000-1,100m.  

Despite this, the airport is used for a variety of business (and leisure) flights 

by single engine turboprop aircraft such as the Pilatus PC12 and by some, but 

not all, twin engine turboprops such as the Beechcraft King Air.  A proposal to 

increase the runway length to 1,199m to enable the airport to handle an 

increased range of business aircraft was muted in a submission to the 

Airports Commission on UK runway capacity in 2013, although this was not 

taken forward.  

 

3.21   The main apron and hangar area is located on the north western side of the 

site and is linked to the runway by three taxiways, Taxiways A, B and C.  

Some parts of the taxiways are in poor condition and are not used 

operationally. 

 

3.22   The airport’s control tower was constructed shortly before the commencement 

of World War II. Most of the airport’s hangars were built during or shortly after 

World War II and, whilst they are mostly functional, they are expensive to 

maintain and heat.  Most aircraft, whether owned by an aviation-related 

business at Fairoaks or by individual private owners are hangared – although 

some are parked externally on the aprons.  

 

3.23    The airport has a Category 2 Fire and Rescue facility appropriate for the size 

of aircraft normally using the airport. This includes a small fire station with two 

4WD vehicles.  There are fuel farms at the airport for both Avgas and Avtar, 

with the latter facility owned by Air BP.  

  

3.24   There are no permanent customs facilities at the airport.  Customs clearance 

can be given by an online submission of a GAR (General Aviation Report) 

prior to the flight.  As at other general aviation airfields with permanent 

customs facilities, random checks may be made by the UK Border Force.   

 

3.25.  The airfield’s non aviation-related tenants occupy a variety of buildings of all 

sizes, many of which date from its period as a military airfield.  Some tenants 

occupy two or three office locations on the site.  All properties, apart from one 

exception9, are on TEREF ADP-owned land and all rental payments are made 

to this company.        

 

 

 

                                                   
9 The exception is the London Transport Flying Club in the western area of the airport site. 
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Current airport activities 
 
3.26 The airport’s flying activities include aircraft movements for business, 

recreational and flight training by both fixed wing aircraft and helicopters.  

Most of these movements are made by based aircraft, which may be owned 

by one of the air charter or flight training businesses at the airport, although 

some are made by visiting aircraft.   

 

3.27  Some 35% of movements are local (ie the flight departs and returns to 

Fairoaks) and a further 19% are training flights using the circuits for fixed wing 

and helicopters.  These circuits, which are designed to minimise noise 

disturbance, are variable and further details on nature of the circuit are 

provided by the AFIS (see Section 3.29 below). 

 

3.28   To support its flying activities, Fairoaks Airport has a variety of fixed wing and 

helicopter charter, training and maintenance companies at the site. There is 

also a range of other non-aviation businesses at the site. This is typical of 

many larger ex-RAF airfields where there are often a number of ancillary 

buildings which can be used as offices, warehousing or storage.  

 
Air traffic control 
 
3.29    Air traffic control at Fairoaks Airport is provided on an AFIS (Aerodrome Flight 

Information Service).  This is an advisory service and can be seen as a half-

way house between an uncontrolled and controlled airfield: The AFIS 

provides pilots of aircraft with details of other known traffic taking off, landing 

and flying in the vicinity of the airfield, although instructions to pilots may only 

be given to aircraft on the ground not in the air.   

 

3.30   In terms of airspace, Fairoaks is surrounded by an ATZ (Aerodrome Traffic 

Zone) with a radius of two nautical miles up to 2,000 feet, although part of the 

airspace above 1,500 ft is ceded to the London Heathrow ATZ. In addition 

there are two fillets of airspace to the west and east of Fairoaks ATZ to 

comprise its LFA (Local Flying Area). Within the Fairoaks ATZ/LFA, flights 

may take place without compliance to London CTR Control Zone 

requirements. The majority of the surrounding airspace is part of the London 

CTR within which all aircraft must be fitted with a transponder with the 

appropriate setting. 

 

3.31    From an airspace perspective, Fairoaks has an advantage over other airfields 

in the London area as the routings south towards France are relatively 

straightforward, thereby reducing flight times for both home-based and visiting 

aircraft flying to many parts of Europe.  

 
Operating constraints 
 
3.32   The airport’s standard operating hours are from Monday-Saturday 0800-1800 

hours and on Sunday 0900-1800, although movements throughout the 24 

hour period are permitted. This 24 hour availability is a significant advantage 
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over most other general aviation airfields in the London/SE region and 

enables Fairoaks to handle medical (eg organ transplant) and other 

emergency flights. 

 

3.33    There is a planning limit of 120,000 fixed wing aircraft movements per annum 

and 10,000 per month.  There are no restrictions on the number of helicopter 

movements.  As pointed out in the York Aviation report, these limits are 

substantially higher than the airport achieves.  It should be noted that the 

most recent maximum number of monthly aircraft movements (including 

helicopters) in a single month was 3,003 in June 2018, not 2,500 in July 2016 

as stated in York Aviation’s initial report. 

 

3.34    In addition to the aircraft movement constraints, Fairoaks Airport has a limit of 

200 home-based aircraft. We understand that there are currently 

approximately 40 aircraft parked externally on the aprons – and whilst no 

direct data is available from FOL on the number of hangared aircraft, we 

understand that the total number of home-based aircraft is below the 

maximum limit.  

 

Air traffic movements 

 
3.35   In the Financial Year 2018/19 (April 2018-March 2019), the airport handled 

some 23,315 movements which represented an increase of some 2.3% over 

the previous year.   In terms of the historic trend, the overall number of aircraft 

movements at Fairoaks has fluctuated, but has shown an overall average 

annual growth of 2.9% pa over the past eight years, with annual movements 

ranging from a low of 18,590 in 2010/11 to a high of 23,315 in 2017.  Between 

2007/08 and 2010/11, the level of movements declined probably as a knock-

on effect of the downturn in the UK economy in 2008-2009.    

 
                Figure 3.3   Fairoaks Airport – Annual aircraft movements  

                                        Financial Year 2010/11 to 2018/19 

 

 

-

5,000 

10,000 

15,000 

20,000 

25,000 



17 

 

 

3.36    As at all general aviation airports, air traffic movements levels at Fairoaks are 

highly seasonal, as illustrated in Figure 3.4 

 

   Figure 3.4   Fairoaks Airport – Monthly aircraft movements                                               

Financial Year 2018/19 

 
 

 

3.37   In 2018, some 17,456 flights (76.6%) were by fixed wing aircraft and 5,334 

(23.4%) were by helicopters.  Some 645 helicopter flights (2.9%) were to or 

from Battersea Heliport, mainly for parking11 and refuelling. The proportion of 

helicopter flights appears to have declined slightly in 2018 (23.4%) in 

comparison to 2017 (26.1%). 

 

3.38    It is not possible to determine the overall trend in general aviation movements 

across the UK as a whole as the data from many general aviation airfields is 

not publically available. However, as reported in CAA statistics, which exclude 

smaller GA airfields, business aviation increased by 1% between 2013-2018 

whilst recreational flying by declined by 3% over the same period12.  At 

Fairoaks, the overall number of movements (of both types) increased by 1%.   

As a further comparison, the annual growth (or decline) at four of the busier 

GA airfields in the UK (Gloucester, Shoreham, Biggin Hill and London 

Heliport) over the period 2010-2018 is shown in Table 3.1 below. 

 

3.39    Whilst the recent growth rate at Fairoaks cannot be described as dramatic, it 

is certainly above the overall UK trend for general aviation as a whole and 

arguably a higher growth rate might have been achieved without the 

uncertainty over its future over the past five or so years.     

 

3.40  As indicated in York Aviation’s report and confirmed by the airport’s 

management team, it is not possible to identify the purpose of the flight (eg 

                                                   
11 Battersea Heliport has a relatively limited number of stands available, so helicopters using the 

heliport often need to park (and refuel) at other nearby airfields 
12 ‘Strategic Network of GA Aerodromes, DfT, October 2018’, Para 4.17 
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business v leisure).  Indeed, the classification of some flights eg by high 

wealth individuals is often rather a grey area as they may be made for a 

number of purposes.  As a broad indicator however, we have broken down 

the 2018 movements by the number of people on board (PoB) ie flight crew 

and passengers.  In general, most flights with one, two or three PoBs are 

likely be leisure or flight training related, whilst those with 4 or more PoB 

(which equated to some 2,279 flights or 10% of the total) are likely to have 

been for business purposes.  

 
    Figure 3.5    Fairoaks Airport – Aircraft Movements – 2018 
                         Breakdown by PoB (Persons on Board) 

 

3.41    As indicated in Para 3.31, Fairoaks is one of two  general  aviation airfields  in  

the London and South East region open on a 24 hour basis (the other is 

Southend Airport in Essex).  In 2018, some 242 flights (1.1% of total 

movements) were outside the airport’s standard operating hours of 7.00 am – 

10.00 pm.  These included a number of organ transplant flights undertaken by 

Synergy (see Section 4.5 – 4.9) 

Potential future air traffic demand 

3.42    Whilst some growth in aircraft movements has been achieved at Fairoaks over 

the past five years, we believe that this has been restricted due to the 

uncertainty over the airport’s future.  Without this uncertainty, additional 

aircraft, either owned by aviation-related businesses or by private owners, 

could have been based at the airport, particularly if new hangar space was 

made available. There is also scope to increase the number of movements by 

visiting aircraft, particularly business flights from mainland Europe by Pilatus 

PC12 and similar turboprop aircraft.  In general, we believe that there is good 

air traffic growth potential at Fairoaks if planning consent for the FGVL 

scheme is not granted. This is discussed further in Section 6 where we 

consider the possible options for the future development of Fairoaks.  We also 

note that, in the short to medium term, there could potentially be a good 
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prospect of additional aviation-related businesses and aircraft relocating to 

Fairoaks from Dunsfold once this aerodrome is closed13.        

 
4.       On-site businesses 
 
Overview  
 
4.1   Fairoaks Airport is home to some 60 aviation and non-aviation related 

businesses employing a total of about 275 staff.  The airport’s tenants range 

from aviation-related businesses requiring the use of the runway and aprons 

and those with no flying activities through to a wide variety of other 

commercial businesses and organisations.  About 40% of the non-aviation 

businesses can be broadly defined as STEM (Science, Technology, 

Engineering and Manufacturing) based.  The tenants occupy a variety of 

premises within the airport site, including hangars, small offices, warehouses 

etc. The accommodation provided is relatively fragmented with some tenants 

occupying a number of different premises across the airport site.  Whilst a 

number of businesses have been at Fairoaks over 10 years, there is a 

relatively high turnover of smaller commercial businesses at the airport, 

although this is typical of the small business sector as a whole.  The 

properties are managed by an agent, Wadham and Isherwood, on behalf of 

the landlord, TEREF ADF.  Most tenancies are based on a three year 

contractual period, with a three month break clause. 

 

4.2     During 2018, FGVL contacted all tenants to determine whether they intend to 

stay in newly built commercial premises in the Garden Village. They have 

provided a schedule stating that, of all businesses and organisations at the 

airport, some (87%) had indicated that they intend to stay, with some 29 

(48%) signing a Memorandum of Understanding to this effect.  It is not clear 

as to whether these figures still stand.  Our own survey suggests that 

probably a maximum of 50% of existing tenants are likely to remain at 

Fairoaks if the Planning Application is successful.  The results of our survey 

are given in Sections 4.26 – 4.27 below and in Appendix B. 

 
Key aviation-related businesses 

 
Fairoaks Operations Limited (FOL) 
 
4.3     Fairoaks Operations Limited (FOL) is the airport operator and licence holder.  It 

is responsible for the provision and staffing of the AFIS (Airport Flight 

Information Service), the Rescue and Fire Fighting Service (RFFS), bird 

control and grounds and vehicle maintenance.  Its staff includes an Airport 

Director, an Airfield Manager and various administration staff.  We understand 

that, as at December 2018, FOL employed 10 full time and one part time staff 

and 13 casuals, including air traffic controllers and ground crew. 

 

                                                   
13 Following a public inquiry, closure of the airport for a 1,800 home development was approved by the 

government in March 2018. 
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4.4   Should planning consent be given to the FGVL scheme, then it must be 

expected that all FOL employees would lose their jobs, although a small 

proportion (say 30-40% of staff), might be retained if a heliport is included as 

part of the development.        

 
Gama Aviation 
 
4.5    Gama Aviation is one of the largest companies based at Fairoaks, occupying 

three interlinked hangars and associated offices.  The company’s HQ is 

based at Farnborough Airport and its Fairoaks operations including Part 145  

fixed wing aircraft maintenance (to King Air 200 size) and rotary maintenance.  

In recent years, some fixed wing maintenance work has transferred to 

Gama’s Bournemouth location, although the helicopter maintenance side has 

shown some growth.  In addition to maintenance, the Fairoaks location also 

offers a full design and engineering capability, specialising in modifications to 

aircraft airframes and avionics.  Helicopter training is also available through a 

joint venture with the Cotswold Helicopter Company, who is a subtenant 

within Gama’s facilities at Fairoaks.    

4.6     Gama Aviation had initially indicated its provisional intention to stay at Fairoaks 

if the Planning Application is successful and the proposed heliport and 

associated hangarage were to be built, even though fixed wing maintenance 

would no longer be possible.  However, in February 2019, they sent a letter to 

their clients (reported in the ‘Flyer Magazine’14) announcing that they intend to 

discontinue their Part 145 maintenance operations at Fairoaks, with fixed 

wing maintenance ending in June 2019 and helicopter maintenance by 

August 2019.  The letter stated that the noise and uncertainties created by the 

proposed FGVL scheme had impacted their business in two fundamental 

ways.  Gama had found that it has become increasingly difficult to hire and 

retain the required levels of staffing to deliver a high quality of service to their 

customers and that the hangar facilities and outbuildings require considerable 

investment, which is not viable in an environment of such uncertainty.                        

4.7     At this stage, it is not  clear  whether  Gama  Aviation  would  reconsider  this  

decision  if  planning consent for FGVL scheme is not given and, if so, 

whether any conditions might be attached eg investment in new or 

refurbished hangars. The company has however reaffirmed its intention to 

retain its design office at the airport or potentially within the commercial 

development in the FGVL scheme. 

Synergy 

4.8      Synergy is the only based commercial fixed wing operator at Fairoaks, offering 

aircraft charter and management as well as pilot training and flight experience 

through its wholly owned subsidiary, Fairoaks Flight School.  In addition, 

special medical flights for organ transplants are undertaken. Fairoaks is 

                                                   
14 https://www.flyer.co.uk/gama-aviation-quits-ga-business-at-fairoaks/ 



21 

 

Synergy’s only business location, although management services are 

provided for aircraft based at other airfield locations. 

4.9      The company operates two King Air 200 aircraft which are predominately used 

for business charter.  The Flight School has two Cessna 152 and two Piper 

PA28 aircraft.  PPL, NPPL and other associated training (eg IMC, IR, Night 

Qualification etc) is provided to around 200 pilots every year.   

4.10    In 2018, Synergy carried out some 90 emergency organ transplant flights from 

Fairoaks on behalf of the NHS, of which 20 flights were made outside 

Fairoaks’ standard operating hours. In the period 1st January-22nd February 

2019, Synergy conducted 33 organ transplant flights, of which 20 were 

outside Fairoaks’ standard operating hours.  Contrary to York Aviation’s report 

(Para 3.50), it is not always feasible to operate out-of-hours or positioning 

flights from other airports and airfields in the London area as all of these, 

except London Southend Airport, are closed overnight or are only available on 

a prior permission basis.  We recognise that, if the runway were to close, 

there would be no impact on local hospitals and that Ashford and St Peter’s 

NHS Foundation Trust has indicated that it has no requirement for emergency 

medical flights to operate from Fairoaks Airport.  Whilst we acknowledge that 

some of the medical flights that do operate might be transferred to other 

airfields, it must be recognised that Fairoaks is the preferred option.  In any 

event, any transfer to other airfields would result in increased journey time 

and/or cost and might incur possible medical risks. 

4.11   Given Synergy’s use of the runway at Fairoaks, they have stated that they 

would not remain at the airport if the FGVL scheme were to proceed.  They 

have advised us that it would be difficult to move to other airfields with 

existing flight schools as they would be perceived to be in competition with 

these. As indicated in Para 4.7, any other airfield base would need to be open 

on a 24 hour basis if Synergy were to continue with its medical flights which 

form an important component of their business.   In addition, Synergy told us 

most of the directors and the company’s staff lived near Fairoaks, which 

would limit the possible airfield options available.   

4.12  It is unclear to us what Synergy might do if the Planning Application is 

successful, although there are no alternative general aviation airfields within a 

35 mile radius of Fairoaks where they might relocate as they either have 

existing flight schools, a lack of suitable hangarage or are not open on a 24 

hour basis.  

Starspeed 

4.13   Starspeed is a helicopter management, charter and training company which 

was founded in 1978. Originally an independent company, it is now part of the  

It operates from two bases – Fairoaks Airport and Cotswold (Kemble) Airport 

in Gloucestershire   The company does not own its own aircraft but manages 
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and charters them on behalf of high wealth individuals and companies. At 

Fairoaks, the company operates from its own hangar on the western side of 

the airport.  Typically the company has around 8-12 helicopters based at 

Fairoaks, although this number is variable during the year.  Other helicopters 

are managed by Starspeed but are based elsewhere. The company also 

offers advanced training (eg type ratings) at Fairoaks for qualified pilots, 

although most of this is carried out at Cotswold Airport. 

4.14  Starspeed indicated to us that they were not in favour of the proposed    

development although they have held discussions with FGVL which may lead 

to them remaining at the planned heliport.  They have provisionally indicated 

to FGVL that they wish to remain at Fairoaks and a dedicated hangar for the 

company is planned adjacent to the heliport.  Starspeed currently occupy 

11,316 sq ft of hangar floor space at Fairoaks.  Given that many helicopters 

managed by Starspeed are not based at Fairoaks, we believe that FGVL’s 

proposed allocation of 30,000 sq ft floor area in Starspeed’s new hangar at 

the possible heliport is a substantial overestimate. 

Elite Helicopters  

4.15   Elite Helicopters is a helicopter charter, training and flight experience company 

with bases at Goodwood Aerodrome in West Sussex and at Fairoaks.  Two 

helicopters are currently based at Fairoaks, using hangar space rented from 

Gama Aviation. Flight training is normally provided at Goodwood Aerodrome, 

although they would ideally wish to also undertake this at Fairoaks, subject to 

the availability of hangar space and other necessary office space.  Elite has 

advised us that they may stay at Fairoaks, if planning consent is granted and 

a heliport is built although this would depend on a range of factors including 

cost and any possible movement limitations. 

Baines Simmons 

4.16    Baines Simmons is a specialist company providing aviation safety consultancy 

and training.  It is one of Fairoaks’ larger tenants, with some 40 staff based in 

four separate locations on the site.  The company moved to Fairoaks as the 

offices were less expensive than other possible sites in the local area and 

also because they felt that it was appropriate to show their clients and 

trainees that they worked within an airfield operational environment.  Since 

their move, they have established links with several clients at the airfield, 

including Gama Aviation.  Originally an independent company, they are now 

part of the Air Partner Group. 

4.17   Baines Simmons do not require operational use of the runway and regard 

themselves as agnostic as to whether the proposed FGVL development 

should proceed.  They have had discussions with FGVL about moving into a 

purpose built building with training facilities if planning consent were to be 

granted. FGVL has provided a schedule which indicates that the number of 
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jobs at Baines Simmons is expected to rise from 28 to 57 – although the 

company itself has indicated to us that there is unlikely to be any significant 

increase if they do decide to stay at Fairoaks.  

British Helicopter Association 

4.18   The British Helicopter Association (BHA) is the main UK trade association for 

the rotorcraft sector and is a longstanding tenant at Fairoaks Airport. The 

Fairoaks office is a base for its single employee, the BHA’s Secretary.   The 

BHA has indicated that it would be unlikely to stay at the commercial 

premises at the Garden Village if the scheme proceeds.  It has also 

expressed doubts as to whether the proposed heliport at the site would be 

viable either from a planning or commercial perspective (see Sections 4.17 -

4.21 below).    

London Transport Flying Club 

4.19   The London Transport Flying Club (LTFC) is an established not-for-profit club 

offering PPL, NPPL and IMC flight training and aircraft hire at Fairoaks.  

Founded in 1930, the Club moved to Fairoaks in 1946.  Although historically 

connected to London Transport, it is now has members from all types of 

background.  The Club owns or leases five aircraft – Piper Warrior (x3), Aero 

AT3 (x1) and a Pitts Special (x1).  The LTFC has indicated to us that, if the 

FGVL scheme were to proceed, it would be difficult for them to move to 

another airfield in the London/SE region as due to the lack of 

hangarage/office space and the potential competition with other flight schools 

at other airfields.  

Proposed FGVL heliport 
 
4.20    As at the date of publication of this report, we have received little information 

about the proposed heliport to be located within the FGVL development.  In 

our opinion, there is unlikely to be sufficient demand for the proposed extent 

of helicopter operations and the associated hangarage, particularly if the 

planning consent were subject to movement constraints (eg at night times or 

at weekends). As a result we believe that, even if were to be initially 

established, it is unlikely to be commercially viable in the medium to long-

term, particularly if better financial returns could be made by converting the 

hangarage into other commercial uses.  In terms of the planning issues, the 

expected level of noise from helicopters both on residents in the Garden 

Village and those directly under the flight path into and out of the heliport may 

be unacceptable in the context of a proposed new residential development.  

The flight path is also over a bridle path used by the local equestrian centre 

and by walkers. This could potentially disturb the horses or have an adverse 

effect on walking enjoyment.  In addition, we question whether the hangarage 

as envisaged would be commercially viable in the longer-term, particularly as 

the financial return on other types of commercial use would be higher. 
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4.21   The proposed heliport would be sited on the SW corner of the development 

(see Appendix C).  There is significant level of associated hangarage (over 

7,400 sq m), which exceeds the current level of hangarage at Fairoaks for 

both fixed wing and rotary aircraft.  The applicant has not to date provided any 

proposed technical and operational details in terms of the heliport’s layout, 

flight paths or airspace requirements.  However. the approach based on the 

predominate wind direction from SW to NE would be from East to West 

following the River Bourne and over the proposed Ecological Area. The take-

off path could potentially be to the SW, South or West. It is unclear as to 

whether FGVL intends that the heliport is licensed or not.  In any event, 

permission to operate the heliport would be required from the UK CAA as its 

proximity to the Garden Village would be regarded as within a congested 

area.  It is possible that this may add further operating conditions which could 

impact traffic demand and ultimately the heliport’s financial viability. 

 

4.22    We also understand that the FGVL scheme promoter hopes that the heliport 

(or ‘Vertiport’) and its associated hangarage might be used for new generation 

eVTOL electric helicopters and unmanned and manned drones in the future.  

Given that there are likely to be movement limit constraints, the promoter 

envisages that the hangarage might be used for ‘movement light’ uses, such 

as longer-term maintenance although, unlike in the case of larger commercial 

fixed wing aircraft, there are no helicopter maintenance providers specialising 

in longer-term maintenance inputs .  We believe that the FGVL heliport would 

not be suitable for both helicopter and drone activities as a larger site, such as 

a full size airfield would be necessary in terms of both ground and airspace 

requirements.  Furthermore, in the case of drones, there are no particular 

advantages of the FGVL location. It is not, for example, adjacent to a major 

distribution centre operated by Amazon, Uber or other drone operators.    

4.23   We appreciate that the promoter has been in contact with Skyports who has 

indicated that it is interested in developing the heliport as a ‘Vertiport’ in the 

future.  Skyports is currently seeking possible sites for Vertiports in central 

and outer London – although there is no commitment to purchase or operate 

them in any way.  Skyports have indicated to us that a Vertiport would be 

equally as feasible at Fairoaks as a retained airport as it would be under the 

FGVL scheme.  In any event, it will probably be 10-15 years before Vertiports 

become be commercially viable – and these are likely to be developed 

primarily at a number of central London and other city locations, perhaps with 

a small number of supporting hubs at larger airfield sites with appropriate 

ground and airspace, or those adjacent to major distribution centres.       

4.24   Although  some  noise  modelling  for  the  proposed  heliport  has  been 

undertaken, this has been assessed using the CADNA-A generalised noise 

software package rather than a specialist aircraft noise software package 

such as the FAA (Federal Aviation Authority)’s INM (Integrated Noise Model) 

which is the world’s leading software in this area and has a dedicated 

helicopter noise module.  We are concerned that the CADNA-A analysis 

seems to be based on average (rather than typical peak) daily movement 
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levels, as is the usual practice for such assessment.  The noise exposure 

would need to be evaluated for both existing residents and for residents living 

in the new Garden Village development. Given the proximity of the FGVL 

homes, we believe it is unlikely that the noise levels experienced would be 

acceptable in planning terms.  From a practical standpoint, the demand for 

helicopter flights would be likely to increase at weekends and over the 

summer months, when local residents are enjoying their gardens.  In view of 

this, it is possible that, were the heliport were to be approved, planning limits 

would be set to reduce the level of peak time movements. We acknowledge 

that FGVL has advised that residential properties in the initial development of 

the scheme will be built further way from the heliport, although the 

development plan does indicate that, at some point, there will be some 

properties within 150-200 metres from the heliport. Amongst the UK 

population as a whole, that there is particularly sensitivity to helicopter noise, 

which form that majority of current noise complaints at Fairoaks15.  It is also 

possible that there could be some health impacts to residents exposed to 

helicopter noise.  Research undertaken by South Bank University relating to 

London Battersea heliport16 has indicated that the noise levels represent a 

health hazard to local residents, although we accept that movement levels at 

Battersea are higher than currently experienced at Fairoaks Airport.  

 

4.25  We note that, apart from three exceptions (Battersea, Falcon London and  

Cardiff heliports), there are no other examples of specialist heliports of the 

size proposed by FGVL.  From a commercial standpoint, Battersea and 

Falcon have obvious advantages in terms of their proximity to central London, 

which enables them to charge on a premium basis.  Cardiff heliport, which is 

owned by the City Council, closed down in 2015 as it was not commercially 

viable.  It subsequently reopened in 2017 as a base for the Welsh Air 

Ambulance (who manage the heliport). It is now also accepting other 

helicopter movements, although these are at a much lower level than those at 

Fairoaks.  There are heliports at other locations in the UK although most of 

these either serve offshore locations or are part of an existing airport (eg at 

Manchester Barton).  There are standalone heliports at Nottingham, Leeds 

and Sheffield although these are small-scale operations without the 

movement levels and hangarage envisaged at FGVL.     

 

4.26   Our preliminary view is that, if planning consent is granted, the proposed 

heliport would be unlikely to be commercially viable in the medium to long 

term.  We recognise that the existing helicopter operators at Fairoaks seem to 

have indicated their wish to remain at Fairoaks at the proposed heliport 

facility, although our interviews with them suggest that this may not 

necessarily be the case, particularly if planning constraints are introduced. If 

the heliport proceeds, it is possible that some helicopter operators will stay at 

Fairoaks in the short-term due to the lack of hangarage at other airfields in the 

London/SE area, although with the loss of Gama Aviation, a new 

maintenance provider would be required.  However the extent of hangarage 

                                                   
15 Between 2013-17, the airport received 196 noise complaints (an average of 39.2 per annum) 
16 www.lsbu.ac.uk/about-us/news/battersea-helicopter-noise-danger-to-health 
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provided under FGVL’s scheme is, in our opinion, over-estimated and we are 

doubtful about the longer-term viability of the heliport as a whole. 

 
Non-aviation businesses 

 
4.27   In addition to the aviation-related businesses, Fairoaks is home to a diverse 

range of some 42 other commercial businesses and organisations, employing 

around 140 or so staff.  These include some 25 businesses that might be 

broadly classified as STEM (Science Technology Engineering and 

Manufacturing) related.      

 

4.28    There is a range of different sizes of rented properties at the site although with 

some units are only suitable for storage.  The condition of these is variable 

and the rents charged are generally at the lower end of the commercial 

property market in the region. Some properties have water leaks or other 

structural defects.  We understand that all tenants (both aviation and non-

aviation related with the exception of Gama Aviation) have recently been 

required to sign three month break clauses in their leases, which has caused 

considerable dissatisfaction amongst the tenants, with some leaving the site.   

 

4.29   Tenants have been asked by FGVL whether they wish to stay at Fairoaks in 

the proposed commercial development associated with the Garden Village.  

Some of those wishing to stay have signed a non-binding Memorandum of 

Understanding in relation to this.  This is not a formal commitment however, 

and there is no indication on the level of rent that would be charged.  Given 

the circumstances, it is difficult to predict whether businesses that have 

indicated they will stay or have signed a Memorandum of Understanding will 

remain at Fairoaks once the new commercial premises have been built or that 

they will necessarily move into these.         

 
Tenants survey 

 
4.30    To assess the views of business tenants at Fairoaks, including the likelihood 

that they would remain at the site if the FGVL scheme were to proceed, we 

carried out an online survey using the SurveyMonkey package. The survey 

was sent to all tenants where contact details could be obtained, excluding 

FOL, the Hangar Cafe and the site agents, Wadham and Isherwood and their 

associated businesses.  In total some 25 responses were received, 

representing a response rate of just under 50%. The full survey results are 

shown in Appendix C. 

 
4.31    The tenants’ survey shows that some 28% of respondents  used  some  form 

of aviation-related infrastructure at the airport.  Over one half (56%) had been 

at Fairoaks for over five years with 36% for between 2-5 years.  88% of 

respondents stated that Fairoaks was their sole or their principal business 

location – indicating the potential significance of closure of the airport.  In 

contrast to figures provided by the Applicant, only about one half of 

respondents (47.8%) had indicated their intention to remain at Fairoaks if the 
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FGVL scheme were to proceed – with some 17.4% stating that they had 

signed a Memorandum of Understanding to this effect, with a further 39.1% 

indicating that they may do so in the future.  In terms of whether in practice 

they would be likely to stay at Fairoaks if planning consent is granted, some 

30.4% of respondents stated that this was ‘likely’ or ‘very likely’.  The majority 

of respondents (68.0%) were against the FGVL scheme as a whole, 6.0% 

were in favour and 24.0% responded as ‘don’t know / prefer not to say’.   

Whilst a survey of this type cannot be regarded as conclusive, it does provide 

some general indication of current tenants’ intentions if the FGVL scheme 

were to proceed.  These survey results will be used in our assessment of the 

economic implications of possible closure of the airport shown in Section 7.    

 
5.       Current financial position 
 
Structure of airport-related companies 
 
5.1   As indicated in Sections 3.4 - 3.9, the airport is owned by two separate 

companies, Fairoaks Operations Limited (FOL) through its holding company, 

AFAL FOL and by TEREF ADP.  In this section, we review the current 

financial position of both companies – bearing in mind that the financial 

viability of the airport must be based on the profitability of both companies on 

a joint (ie additive) basis rather than just on the profitability of the airport 

operating company, Fairoaks Operations Limited..   

 

5.2      In this context we should point out that all airports and airfields derive revenue 

(and profits) from a number of sources – eg aeronautical revenue, retail/duty 

free, aviation and non-aviation related property etc.  These differing activities 

are effectively what an airport (or airfield) comprises.  As an example, it would 

obviously be incorrect to assess the financial viability of Heathrow Airport (ie 

Heathrow Airport Limited) just on the basis of its revenue (and associated 

costs) from aeronautical activities, and exclude its property rentals and retail 

activities etc.  

 

5.3      In their report, York Aviation only considers the financial position of FOL which 

is dependent on primarily on airport charges, together with a limited number 

of other revenue streams.  They show that FOL has been consistently loss 

making since it and its predecessor were acquired by AFAL in November 

2008. They ignore any analysis of the financial position of TEREF ADP.  They 

conclude that: 

 
           ‘Given the split site ownership at Fairoaks Airport and the current financial 

position of FOL, the future of the Airport appears to be unsustainable under 

present circumstances’.   

 
5.4   The current split site ownership has arisen for historical reasons – with both 

companies now seeking to maximise their return on their investment through 

the FGVL scheme, or possibly through other future development if planning 

consent for this is not granted.  Although York Aviation acknowledge that 



28 

 

there is a possibility that the airport could be made financially sustainable if it 

were under single ownership, they state that a significant level of 

infrastructure investment would be required and that the funding for such 

investment would be likely to present a major challenge and would carry 

significant risk. 

 

5.5     We provide our own analysis of the current financial position of both FOL and 

TEREF ADP in Sections 5.6 – 5.11 and our appraisal of the sustainability of 

the airport going forward, if planning consent for the FGVL scheme is not 

granted in Section 6.      

    

Fairoaks Operations Ltd / Fairoaks Airport Ltd 

 

5.6      As indicated in York Aviation’s report, FOL derives its revenue primarily from 

airport charges (landing and parking fees) and fuel sales but it bears the fully 

operational costs of the airfield, including maintenance of the runway, 

taxiways and some aprons.  Although FOL has declined to provide us with 

their latest Annual Accounts (for the year ending 31st March 2019), those for 

the years ending 31st March 2018 and 2017 are summarised in Table 5.1 

below. There is no reason to suppose that the key items of revenue and 

expenditure in the latest Annual Accounts will have differed significantly from 

that in the previous financial year.  Indeed, as traffic levels have increased 

slightly, an improvement in the company’s profitability might be anticipated. 

 

 5.7     Although FOL’s Annual Accounts for the year ending 31st March 2018 show a 

small loss of £12,005, it should be pointed out that it is not fully clear what is 

comprised within ‘Administrative Expenses’, which seem high relative to the 

‘Cost of Sales’.  It is possible that this may include expenditure (eg 

management time) relating to the FGVL scheme or perhaps interest 

payments relating to the purchase of FOL. 

              
              Table 5.1  Fairoaks Operations Limited – Summary of Accounts    

 
Year ending   

31-Mar-17 
Year ending   

31-Mar-18 

Turnover £1,640,422 £1,693,878 
   
Cost of Sales £697,840 £669,765 
   
Gross Profit £942,582 £1,024,113 
   
Administrative Expenses £992,343 £1,036,118 
   
Operating Profit/(Loss) -£49,761 £(12,005) 

 
5.7     We have not been given access to Fairoaks Operations Ltd’s balance sheet 

nor to the accounts of its holding company, AFAL Fairoaks Ltd, so it is not 

possible to get an indication of the overall asset value or the net worth of FOL.  

In practice, however, this may depend on whether these are valued on the 

basis of continued airport operations or based on the possibility of 

development of the site for residential and/or commercial purposes.  
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TEREF ADP 
 
5.7    TEREF ADP derives its income from property rentals from both aviation and 

non-aviation related tenants on the 40 acres of land it owns within the airport 

site.  Some of the hangars are rented by FOL, who sublet these to aircraft 

owners and businesses.  The company has also declined to provide us with 

their latest set of annual accounts (for the year ending 31 December 2018).  

However, they have previously provided accounts for the years ending 31 

December 2017 and 2016. 

 

5.8     As is indicated in annual accounts for the year ending 31 December 2017, the 

company has certain maintenance and administrative expenses, but achieves 

a good gross profit margin (some 43% of turnover in this year).  There is no 

reason to suppose that the annual accounts for the year ending 31 December 

2018 will be significantly different in terms of the company’s income and 

expenditure. 

 

5.8    The  TEREF  ADP  Annual  Accounts  also  incorporate interest payments, 

although these would appear to largely relate to the funding for purchase of 

their assets – rather than the on-going property activities at the airport.    

 

                Table 5.2   TEREF ADP – Summary of Accounts 

 
Year ending 

31-Dec-16 
Year ending 

31-Dec-17 
Income £1,525,831 £1,521,841 
   
Expenses   
Total excl interest £863,137 £641,487 
Interest £1,047,649 £2,147,549 
   
Net profit/(loss) before interest £662,694 £880,354 
   
Net profit/(loss) after interest £(384,955) £(1,267,195) 
   
Income tax (expense) recovery £144,627 £239,949 
   
Gains on property revaluation £12,287,581 - 
   
Total comprehensive income £12,047,253 £(1,027,246) 

 

 

5.9     The Annual Accounts for the year ending in 31st December  2016  include  a 

gain on property revaluation of some £12.3m – valuing TEREF ADP’s 

property assets at £32.0m and its total assets at £33.4m.   We should point 

out that this revaluation was based on the ‘amount that currently would be 

required to replace the service capacity of the asset’ (see Note 4 of the 

Accounts below). 

 
‘The fair value of the investment property was determined by an external 

valuer using the current replacement cost method thus reflecting the amount 

that currently would be required to replace the service capacity of the asset. 
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The valuation of the property falls under level 2 of the fair value hierarchy. In 

calculating the initial valuation the valuer takes into consideration the actual 

building costs and associated fees likely to be incurred in the replacement of 

the asset. This is under the assumption that the premises and its use will be 

notionally identical to those existing. Subsequently the value is updated to 

reflect changes in the All In Tender Price Construction Cost Index’. 

 
5.10    Given this wording it would seem that this valuation is based on the on-going 

operation as part of an airport rather than as a ‘hope’ value based on possible 

planning consent for the FGVL scheme.  If it were the latter, then the Note to 

the Accounts should have been qualified in this way.    

 

5.11    If  the  net  revenue  of  both  its ownership companies is assessed on a joint 

basis before interest and tax, then in 2017/18, Fairoaks Airport made a profit 

of some £0.8m on an annual turnover of £3.2m.  It is possible that the true 

profit level of airport operations may have been higher than the reported 

figure dependent on the nature of the ‘Administrative Expenses’ (£1.0m) in 

FOL’s Annual Accounts.    

 
6.       Future financial viability 

Potential airport development opportunities 

6.1     We recognise that, from a financial standpoint, the owners  of  Fairoaks  are 

likely to get the maximum return on their investment if the site is developed for 

residential housing.  This however, applies for many UK airports and airfields, 

which may be protected to a greater or lesser degree by national or local 

planning policy.  Nevertheless, as indicated in Section 5, there is little doubt 

that, if planning consent for the FGVL scheme is not granted, Fairoaks Airport 

would be financially sustainable both in the short and longer-terms if it were 

under single ownership or under some arrangement between FOL and 

TEREF ADP for joint development of the site but retaining the runway and the 

other airport facilities.   

6.2      Any new aviation-related infrastructure  at  the  airport  should  take  account  

of the future development of general aviation itself in the long-term.  Whilst we 

do not believe that a runway extension would be financially viable, we do 

believe that there will be continued growth of business flights and potentially 

commercial services at Fairoaks under SETOP (single engine turboprop) IMC 

operations,17, particularly in view of Fairoaks’ proximity to London.  After a 

long wait, the use of SETOP-IMC was permitted in Europe by EASA in 2017.  

However, although SETOP-IMC flights have a lower operating cost, there 

may still be a perception that these are less safe than those using twin-

engined aircraft.  

6.3      We recognise that there will be a continuing demand for flight training for both 

fixed wing aircraft and helicopter operations, particularly in view of the 

                                                   
17 Instrument Metrological Conditions (as opposed to Visual Flight Rules-VFR) 
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worldwide shortage of pilots.  Boeing, for example, forecast that some 

635,000 new commercial pilots, 96,000 business aircraft pilots and 59,000 

helicopter pilots will be required globally over the next 20 years.  Fairoaks 

currently offers PPL (Private Pilot’s Licence) training for both fixed wing and 

helicopters, which potentially can be a springboard for those wishing to obtain 

a CPL (Commercial Pilot’s Licence) although many commercial pilots now 

undertake integrated training which does not require the PPL stage.  In 

principle, a flight training school at Fairoaks could also provide Single or Multi-

engine CPL training, particularly if simulator training was also offered. The 

demand for flight training may be enhanced if VAT is removed.  Flight training 

is the only vocational qualification in the UK where VAT is charged and the 

aviation industry is lobbying strongly for this to be removed.  However, whilst 

the overall prospects for growth are positive, some potential pilots based in 

the UK prefer to undergo PPL (and CPL) training in the United States or in 

Spain, where the weather is more favourable.  

6.4      In terms of technologies, the development of electric fixed wing and eVTOL18 

aircraft and passenger drones, both on a piloted and autonomous basis is 

proceeding rapidly.  These include projects such as the Volocopter, Ehang 

184, Uber Elevate, Lilium Jet and Bell Helicopter, amongst several others, 

although certification in the UK may be some 5-8 years away. General 

aviation airfields can act as a hub for such aircraft and are suitable bases for 

companies involved in the development, testing and training for these new 

technologies.    

6.6    Although eVTOL aircraft and drones can  theoretically  use  heliports  or  a 

similarly sized small landing area, it is likely that a more extensive ramp area, 

hangarage and airfield facilities will be needed – possibly to create a ‘testing 

corridor’ and to provide adequate airspace separation (eg between 

helicopters, drones etc)   As pointed out in Section 4.20, there are only three 

significant commercial heliports in the UK (Battersea and Falcon Heliports in 

London which benefit from a Central London location and Cardiff Heliport).  

Cardiff Heliport closed in 2013 as it was not commercially viable, but re-

opened in 2018 as a base for the South Wales Air Ambulance).  There are 

some offshore helicopter sites (eg at Aberdeen and Norwich Airports) and 

there is a heliport at Manchester Barton Airport – although these are at 

existing airfields.  There are also standalone heliports in Nottingham, Leeds 

and Sheffield although are small scale operations without the movement 

levels and hangarage proposed at the FGVL development.                                

6.7      We doubt whether the proposed heliport in the FGVL scheme would be viable 

for any significant and sustained level of helicopter activities.   It is possible 

that a small heliport operation might be feasible – perhaps along the lines of 

Nottingham heliport – but even this might be constrained eg by movement 

restrictions at certain times of day.  We do not believe that the heliport is a 

suitable site for any significant level of eVTOL or drone activities in the longer 

term due to the restricted size of the site and airspace constraints.  

                                                   
18 Electric Vertical Take-off and Landing 
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Furthermore, hubs for unmanned drones (such as those envisaged by 

Amazon or Uber) are most likely to be sited adjacent to major distribution 

centres rather than close to the types of commercial and residential facilities 

proposed under the FGVL scheme.  

Future infrastructure requirements 

6.8    Development of new airport-related infrastructure at Fairoaks could be built 

under its Permitted Development Rights (PDRs), subject to consultation with 

the local planning authority19.  A plan for a 6,000 sq m new hangar to be built 

to the north of the main airport buildings complex was proposed by FOL in 

2013.  This however, was subject to an environmental impact assessment 

(EIA) and planning consent was not granted by Surrey Heath Borough 

Council, primarily on the grounds of loss of Green Belt.  A diagram showing 

the location of the hangar is shown in Figure 6.1 below. 

                Figure 6.1    Fairoaks Airport – Proposed Site Development (2013) 

 

The hangar was to be occupied by Gama Aviation and Heli Air although, in 

the event, Heli Air moved to an alternative location at Wycombe Air Park 

(Booker Airfield). 

Fairoaks 2020 scheme  

6.9     Outline proposals for the possible development of Fairoaks if it is retained as 

an airport have been put forward by Fairoaks 2020 (a local community group 

opposed to the FGVL scheme).  This however is indicative as Fairoaks 2020 

                                                   
19 The nature of this consultation is not defined in the relevant legislation (‘Town and Country Planning 

General Permitted Development Order 2015’).  If the development is a candidate for environmental 

impact assessment (EIA), the PDR does not apply. 
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do not themselves wish to own or operate the airport.  The capital costs of the 

Fairoaks plan are estimated to be in the order of £100-120m including the 

purchase of the airport from its current owner.  The proposed new 

infrastructure and improvements at the site includes the recladding of the 

existing hangars, a new storage hangar, a flight training centre and a 50 bed 

hotel.              

       Figure 6.2   Fairoaks Airport – Proposed new infrastructure (Fairoaks 2020) 

 

Unity Land scheme 

6.10    As outlined by Unity Land20, this alternative scheme  involves  a  significant 

development in state-of-the-art new hangar and pilot training facilities at the 

airport using existing permitted development rights.  This would represent a 

potential investment of between £120-200m including land purchase, 

although detailed figures have not yet been published.  There would be an 

emphasis on aviation training and the creation of STEM-related employment 

on the site.   The development of both fixed wing and helicopter operations 

would be encouraged and, in the longer-term, it was hoped that the NPAS 

(National Police Air Service) helicopter for Surrey, currently based at Redhill 

Aerodrome and possibly the Queen’s Flight helicopter, currently at Northolt 

Aerodrome, might be relocated to Fairoaks.  

6.11    The scheme is predicated on refusal of planning consent and the acquisition 

of the airport from the two land-owning groups.  We have not been provided 

with a business plan for the development.  However, in our opinion, the 

projected investment requirements are substantially over-estimated and 

would not provide a commercially acceptable return.  As an example, in 2017 

a £15m investment in 140,000 sq ft of hangar and office space, aircraft 

parking and a 50 bed four star hotel was agreed at Biggin Hill Airport in Kent.  

At the same airport, plans for a £12m Aerospace and Technology College in 

partnership with London South East Colleges were announced.  The level of 

                                                   
20 See http://www.unitylandllp.com/ 
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investment in both aviation-related and other commercial property to support 

continued airport operations at Fairoaks in the longer-term would need further 

assessment and would ideally be made on an incremental basis. It is possible 

that, if planning consent for the FGVL scheme is not granted, either AFAL 

FOL or TEREF ADP (or both companies) may wish to pursue this.  Whilst we 

have no specific knowledge of any other parties, apart from Unity Land, who 

are interested in developing the airport as a going concern, we have no doubt 

that a viable business plan could be produced, subject to the land acquisition. 

Other development options 

6.12   It is possible that there are other options for commercial and/or residential 

development at Fairoaks which would not require the closure of the runway 

although these are likely to need planning consent.  We have not explored 

these – but they would add to the financial viability of the airport site as a 

whole.  This type of mixed development is encouraged in the GA Champion’s 

report which states:   

‘..in the longer term, serious consideration should be given to developing 

mixed use airfields, where GA, industry and housing can co-exist’. 

 
7.     Economic impact of closure 
 
7.1     The possible closure of Fairoaks would potentially result in economic losses to 

the local region (eg West Surrey), to a wider region (eg Outer SW and W 

London regions) and to the UK as a whole.  This would arise if firms based at 

the airport relocated outside the local or the wider regions – or were to closed 

completely or contract as a result of the closure of the airfield. 

 

7.2     This economic impact is measured in terms of the Gross Value Added (GVA)21 

from jobs based at the airport and is calculated in terms of direct GVA, 

indirect GVA and induced GVA per filled job.  The indirect and induced figures 

are derived used a multiplier of direct GVA.  There are also losses of 

economic benefits for those using business flights at Fairoaks in terms of the 

value of time-savings lost if the airport were to close.  Furthermore, there 

would be some economic benefit lost by those using Fairoaks for recreational 

flying or for flight training. This will result from increased time and cost 

travelling to an alternative airfield or from not flying at all.   

 

York Aviation’s analysis 

 

7.3      Based on the number of current jobs at Fairoaks, York Aviation has estimated 

that the airport contributes some £25.1m to the local economy (West Surrey 

region) and £35.3m to the wider region (Outer SW and NW London).  The 

higher figure is due to the additional indirect and induced GVA from  

expenditure within this area.   

                                                   
21 If summed across the country, GVA is related to GDP (Gross National Product).   GVA + taxes on 

products - subsidies on products = GDP 
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7.4    York  Aviation  has  also provided an estimate of the net economic loss if 

Fairoaks were to close.  To assess this, they assume that all companies 

requiring the use of the runway would need to relocate outside the local area 

(as there were no other alternative airfields), with 70% relocating to the wider 

region.  They assume by definition that no jobs would be lost in those 70% of 

companies relocating.  In the case of aviation-related companies that do not 

require the use of the runway, they estimate that 80% would remain either at 

the FGVL site or elsewhere in the local region and, in the case of non-aviation 

related companies, 100% would remain at the site or within the local region. 

 

7.5    On this basis they estimate, they say conservatively and as a ‘worst case’ 

scenario, that in total up to 186 jobs and £12.2m in GVA (including indirect 

and induced effects) could be lost to the local region and some 54 jobs and 

£3.8m to the wider region.   

 

7.6     In addition to the economic impact from the loss of on-site businesses, there 

would be further impacts from the loss of business flights and for the loss of 

recreational flights at the airfield.  In the case of business flights, the 

economic loss would normally be calculated on the basis of the typical time-

savings lost by business passengers using each flight.  York Aviation 

acknowledges that there would be some loss of economic benefit for business 

passengers, but does not calculate the scale of this.  They do not, however, 

assess any loss of economic benefit to those using Fairoaks for recreational 

flying or flight training.    

 

ASA’s assessment 

 

7.7      Based on York Aviation’s methodology, we have prepared our own estimates 

of the likely loss of jobs and GVA from the local area (broadly defined as 

within 45 minutes drive time) and the wider London/SE region.  It should be 

noted that any assessment of this type is highly dependent on its assumptions 

and should therefore be regarded as indicative only.  It should be stressed 

that, as in the case of York Aviation’s analysis, this assessment of the 

economic impact of the possible closure of the runway at Fairoaks Airport 

does not include the economic losses by business users (eg in terms of time 

savings) and by those using the airport for recreational flights and flight 

training.  

 

7.8    We differ from York Aviation as to the current number of jobs at Fairoaks 

Airport.  Based on a schedule provided by FGVL and our own tenant’s survey, 

we estimate that total number of jobs at the Airport to be 275.  This is slightly 

lower than York Aviation’s latest estimate of 295, but it reflects the fact that 

some companies have moved out (including Gama Aviation’s maintenance 

operations) or possibly that part-time jobs or those not directly based at the 

airport (eg pilots) may be included in York Aviation’s figures as full-time 

employees. We have used the same GVA per employee figures for ONS 
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(Office of National Statistics) as York Aviation for the local area (NUTS3 – 

West Surrey) and the wider region (NUTS2 – Outer W and NW London).    

 

7.9     We have classified the businesses at Fairoaks in terms of whether they require 

the use of the runway, whether they are aviation-related but do not require the 

use of the runway or whether they are non-aviation-related.  The airport 

operator, FOL, is regarded as a business requiring the use of the runway, 

although it is recognised that a small number of employees may be retained, 

if a heliport is included within the FGVL scheme.  All helicopter operators are 

defined as ‘aviation-related but do not require the use of the runway’.    

 

7.10   We recognise that many businesses appear to have indicated to FGVL that 

they wish to remain at Fairoaks within the proposed commercial development 

within the Garden Village and that some have signed a non-binding 

Memorandum of Understanding, although no rental figures have yet been 

agreed.  Although FGVL claim that some 80% of existing businesses have 

expressed interest in remaining at Fairoaks if the FGVL scheme were to 

proceed, we are sceptical about this figure. Our interviews with airport tenants 

indicated that, in the circumstances, it was in their best interests to say that 

they intended to remain at the site if they could, as there was no commitment 

and no indication of the likely rentals to be charged.  It should be noted that, 

whilst all the helicopter companies expressed interest in remaining at the site, 

we do not believe that a commercial heliport would be technically or 

commercially viable in the longer-term. Our estimated probabilities of the 

proportion of businesses remaining at Fairoaks take account of these factors.    

 

7.11    Our analysis uses similar multipliers for indirect and induced employment and 

GVA in the local area and wider region as York Aviation (0.3 and 0.7 

respectively).   For those companies requiring the use of Fairoaks’ runway, 

we estimate that 20% would stay in the local area or in the wider region if the 

runway were to close.  For other aviation-related businesses, we estimate that 

50% would stay in the local area, including at FGVL with some 80% 

remaining in a wider region. In the case of non-aviation related businesses, 

we estimate that 50% would remain at FGVL, 80% in the local region and 

90% in the wider region.  These figures incorporate those businesses that 

decide to close down altogether if the FGVL scheme were to proceed. 

 

7.12    Based on our analysis, we conclude that, if Fairoaks were to close, about 144 

jobs might be lost from the local West Surrey region, with a smaller number 

(121 jobs) lost from a wider region (Outer West and NW London).   This 

translates to a loss of £9.4m in GVA per annum in the local area or £7.4m in 

GVA per annum across a wider region.  

7.13   In addition to the potential economic losses relating to  businesses  at  the 

airport, those flying from Fairoaks for business purposes would suffer 

economic losses if they have to transfer to an alternative airport or could not 

fly at all.  It is difficult to quantify these although our analysis in Section 3 

suggests that there could potentially be up to 2,000 – 2,500 business flights 
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per annum at the airport, each of which could carry at least four business 

passengers.  Research by the European Business Aircraft Association 

(EBAA)22 suggest that point-to-point business flights in Europe derive an 

average time saving of some 127 minutes in comparison with the faster 

commercial transport alternative. Whilst it is possible that some business 

flights at Fairoaks could transfer to an alternative airfield, these time savings 

would be reduced by the increased access time.  Given that it is difficult to 

estimate many of these variables, we have not quantified these economic 

losses, although it is clear that these are likely to be substantial. 

 

Table 7.1     Fairoaks Airport - Indicative loss of jobs and GVA to the local area 

                    and London / SE region if closed  

 
Use of 

runway 

Other 
aviation-

related 

Non 
aviation- 

related Total 
Current     
     
No of staff 50 85 140 275 
     
GVA (Direct) - £m £3.3m £5.5m £9.2m £18.0m 
GVA (Indirect & Induced - Local area) - £m £1.0m £1.7m £2.8m £5.4m 
GVA (Indirect & Induced - Wider area) - £m £2.3m £3.9m £6.4m £12.6m 
GVA (Total) - £m £5.6m £9.4m £15.6m £30.5m 
     
Probability of remaining at FGVL  20% 50% 50% - 
Probability of remaining in local area (incl FGVL) 20% 50% 80% - 
Probability of remaining in wider region 20% 80% 90% - 
     
Local area     
     
Direct jobs lost to local area 40 43 28 111 
Indirect & Induced jobs lost to local area 12 13 8 33 
Total jobs lost to local area 52 55 36 144 
     
Direct GVA lost to local area £2.6m £2.8m £1.8m £7.2m 
Indirect & Induced GVA lost to local area £0.8m £0.8m £0.6m £2.2m 
Total GVA lost to local area £3.4m £3.6m £2.4m £9.4m 
     
Wider region     
     
Direct jobs lost to wider region 40 17 14 71 
Indirect & Induced jobs lost to wider region 28 12 10 50 
Total jobs lost to wider region 68 29 24 121 
     
Direct GVA lost to wider region £2.6m £1.1m £0.9m £4.7m 
Indirect & Induced GVA lost to wider region £1.8m £0.8m £0.6m £3.3m 
Total GVA lost to wider region £4.5m £1.9m £1.6m £7.9m 

 

8.      Use of alternative airfields 
 
8.1      As indicated in Section 3.17, there are a number of airfields within a radius of 

50 miles which might be regarded as a possible alternative if Fairoaks were to 

                                                   
22 http://www.ebaa.org/app/uploads/2018/01/EBAA-Economic-report-2017_compressed.pdf 
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close.  There are, however, a number of constraints at many of these airfields 

which will reduce the likelihood of their use as an alternative to Fairoaks.  It 

should also be remembered that, even if businesses and private aircraft 

owners were to relocate to an alternative airfield, there would be a disbenefit / 

or economic cost to them in doing so.  They are based at Fairoaks because it 

is their preferred (ie most beneficial/cost efficient) option in terms of access 

time, cost etc.  Our assessment of the potential alternative use of these 

airfields is shown below.  The distances and drive times from Fairoaks are 

taken from the AA’s Route Planner website24, although the drive times shown 

are likely be considerably higher during peak travel times.  

 

Blackbushe Airport (16.7 miles / 30 min drive time from Fairoaks) 

 

8.2    Blackbushe is a former World War II airfield situated on the A30 between 

Camberley and Hook, close to the intersection of the counties of Surrey, 

Berkshire and Hampshire.  The airport has a 1,335m asphalt runway making 

it suitable for all sizes of general aviation aircraft ranging from larger business 

jets through to microlights. Based on figures given on its website, it handled 

some 30,504 aircraft movements25 in 2018. The airport has two fixed wing, a 

helicopter and a microlight flight training school, but there is currently no 

available hangarage for new businesses or privately-owned aircraft.  Rental 

income represents just 11.5% of the airport’s total revenue and, in view of 

this, the airport is planning to build a replacement terminal, new hangars and 

a club house.  As the airport site is on part of Yateley Common it has been 

necessary for this land to be deregistered as common land.  This was 

approved following a Public Inquiry held in early 2019.    

 

8.3      Blackbushe has stated in an objection to the FGVL scheme that they are likely 

to benefit commercially from the possible closure of Fairoaks Airport.  We 

have discussed this with the airport’s management who has advised that this 

currently relates only to private aircraft owners not using hangarage at 

Fairoaks who may wish to transfer to Blackbushe. The development of the 

new hangars and other facilities at Blackbushe is likely to take several years.  

Furthermore some businesses at Fairoaks (eg flight training and air charter) 

may be reluctant to compete directly with similar existing businesses at 

Blackbushe.     

 
Denham Aerodrome (21.4 miles / 28 min drive time from Fairoaks) 

 
8.4     Denham  Aerodrome  is  located  some  1.7  miles  east  of Gerrards Cross in 

Buckinghamshire and is accessed by a narrow lane off the A40.  The main 

asphalt runway (06/24) is some 775m and the grass cross-runway (12/30) is  

546m in length.  This would be appropriate for most aircraft types at Fairoaks, 

although they may be some range restrictions on larger business aircraft.  

                                                   
24 http://www.theaa.com/route-planner/index.jsp 
25 http://www.blackbusheairport.co.uk/vision-background.   York Aviation’s report gives a movement 

figure of about 44,000 in 2017. The airport’s website shows the 2017 figure as 32,090 – but 

acknowledges that erroneous data was previously shown. 
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The airfield has both a fixed wing training school (The Pilot Centre) and a 

helicopter training school (HQ Aviation).  The facilities available at the airfield 

are however limited and its General Manager has stated that ‘...Denham does 

not have the capacity to absorb aircraft displaced from Fairoaks. Nor could it 

accept businesses that require hangarage’26. 

 
Redhill Aerodrome (27.2 miles / 40 min drive time from Fairoaks) 

 
8.4     Redhill Aerodrome is another ex-World War II airfield situated some 1.7 miles 

south east of Redhill in Surrey.  The airfield has three grass runways - 851m, 

897m and 683m in length respectively.  Whilst the runway length is suitable 

for some aircraft types based at Fairoaks, the grass runways are often 

waterlogged during the winter, making it less appropriate for business 

aviation.  Planning consent for a hard runway was refused in 2012 and again 

on appeal in 2014 due to the airfield’s location in the Green Belt.  There are 

four fixed wing and one helicopter flight training schools, four air charter and 

aircraft maintenance companies and a business centre for a variety of 

aviation and non-aviation related businesses.  Helicopter flights represent a 

high proportion of movements and the airfield is a base for the Police and Air 

Ambulance helicopters. We understand that there is currently some 

hangarage available, although this situation may change following the closure 

of Dunsfold.  There has been some concern over the future of the airfield.   

The airfield has recorded significant financial losses in recent years and 

potentially the site could be redeveloped with up to 4,500 homes.  In January 

2019 however a planning inspector appointed to scrutinise Reigate and 

Banstead Borough Council’s Development Management Plan (DMP) 

determined that the land should not be earmarked as a safeguarded site for 

housing after 2027 as initially proposed. 

 
Farnborough Airport (14.9 miles / 26 min drive time from Fairoaks) 
 
8.5     Farnborough is a specialist business aviation airfield located 1.2 miles to the 

north west of Aldershot in Hampshire.  The airport’s runway is 2,440m in 

length and is equipped with ILS in both runway directions.  Originally an MoD 

airfield, it was taken over by the Swiss-based company, TAG Aviation in 

2003. With its purpose-built facilities and comparatively high airport charges, 

nearly all flights are by business/executive jets and as such it is unsuitable for 

nearly all aircraft using or based at Fairoaks.  It should also be noted that 

Farnborough is the main UK base for Gama Aviation, who are also a key 

tenant at Fairoaks.  

 
Biggin Hill Airport (37.5 miles / 51 min drive time from Fairoaks) 
 
8.6     Biggin Hill is a busy GA airfield situated some 6 miles to the SE of Croydon.  In 

terms of distance it is the closest to central London (16.7 miles), although the 

drive time is slightly longer (1 hour 4 minutes) than from Fairoaks (59 

                                                   
26 www.adsgroup.org.uk/news/member-news/fairoaks-2020-calls-on-uk-government-to-keep-airfield-

open/ 
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minutes)27.  The airport’s runway is 1,802 metres in length and whilst it 

technically can handle all types of GA traffic, the airport has recently focussed 

largely on business aviation.  As a consequence of this, all light training 

schools were asked to leave the airport in 2018. The airport is home to some 

65 tenant companies, including air charter operators, aircraft maintenance 

specialists and other aviation-related and commercial businesses.  Some 

hangarage is available for businesses.  The airport is also currently seeking to 

build a Light Aircraft Centre to hangar individually-owned aircraft although, as 

yet, no developer has come forward for this.  Given its distance from Fairoaks 

and its constraints in terms of traffic types, we do not believe that many 

aviation-related businesses or based aircraft would transfer to Biggin Hill if 

Fairoaks were to close. 

 
Elstree Aerodrome (35.1 miles / 46 min drive time from Fairoaks)  
 
8.7     Elstree Aerodrome is located three miles east of Watford in Hertfordshire.  The 

airfield, which has a 651m asphalt runway, is one of the busiest in the UK, 

with four fixed wing and two helicopter flight training schools, which also offer 

trial flights and other similar experiences. Aircraft are currently housed in a 

large wartime Bellman hangar, although a new hangar is under construction.  

Elstree has benefited from the closure of Panshangar airfield, with the 

relocation of its flight training school and a number of based aircraft.  

Theoretically Elstree might be an option for some aircraft owners if the 

Fairoaks’ runway were to close, although it is a considerable distance from 

the airport (35 miles) using the frequently congested M25/M1 Motorways.  

Although Elstree is theoretically open on a 24 hour basis, it is not suitable for 

commercial operations (including medical flights) as only Category 1 fire 

cover is available.   

 
White Waltham Airfield (25.2 miles / 30 min drive time from Fairoaks) 
 
8.8     White  Waltham  airfield  is  sited  some  two  miles  SW  of  Maidenhead  in 

Berkshire.  The airfield has been operational since 1928 and is the home of 

the West London Aero Club.  White Waltham has three grass runways 

(1,100m, 1,025m and 930m respectively) and is the largest grass airfield in 

the UK.  There are some 179 aircraft based at the airfield, most of which are 

hangared.  These include a number of vintage and acrobatic aircraft.  There is 

a single fixed wing flying school managed by the West London Aero Club.  

Again, as at some other neighbouring airfields, there could be some scope for 

some smaller privately-owned based aircraft at Fairoaks to relocate to White 

Waltham. However, there is a possible longer-term threat to the airfield as its 

flight paths would conflict with easterly arrivals on the third runway at 

Heathrow Airport.   

 
 
 
 

                                                   
27 AA Route Planner (measured to London Charing Cross station) 
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Wycombe Air Park  (30.5 miles / 37 min drive time from Fairoaks) 
 
8.9    Wycombe Air Park (formerly known as Booker Airfield) is located some two 

miles to the SW of High Wycombe.  The airfield site is owned by Wycombe 

District Council but is operated by Heli Air, whose activities include helicopter 

sales, training and charter.  The Heli Air group also own Booker Aviation, the 

fixed wing flight training school.  Wycombe Air Park has a single 735m 

asphalt runway (06/24), a parallel 610m grass runway (06/24) and a cross-

runway (35) used solely for approaches.  There is also an active gliding club 

at the airfield.  There is currently some spare hangarage available for privately 

based aircraft, which could suggest that Wycombe Air Park might be an 

alternative to Fairoaks for some owners, although there is little scope for 

aviation related business to relocate to the airfield. 

 
Northolt Airport (25.3 miles / 32 min drive time from Fairoaks) 

 
8.10    RAF Northolt is sited two miles from Uxbridge in Middlesex and is six miles to 

the north of Heathrow Airport. The airport has a 1,684m runway (07/25) 

equipped with an ILS/DME on the 25 approach.  Northolt handles 

approximately 3,800 military flights per year, including the Queens Flight and 

some 10,000 flights by corporate jets and other similar aircraft.  The airport 

has its own FBO (Fixed Based Operator) – Northolt Jet Centre, which is an 

offshoot from the London City Jet Centre.  Given the nature of its traffic, 

however, the airport charges are high, which effectively rules it out as a 

possible alternative, if the runway at Fairoaks were to close. 

 
Summary 
 
8.11   The review of possible alternative airfields indicates that, whilst there may be 

some scope for the owners of smaller based aircraft at Fairoaks to relocate to 

other neighbouring airfields – particularly Blackbushe and Wycombe Air Park, 

there would be an economic cost (or disbenefit) eg in terms of their additional 

travel time or increased flight or hangarage costs etc.  These costs (or 

disbenefits) would be higher for business in comparison to recreational flights.  

We recognise that flight training could be undertaken at several of these 

alternative airfields, although given its proximity to the SW London area, 

Fairoaks is likely to be more convenient for many trainees.  In the case of 

existing aviation businesses at Fairoaks, we see less potential to move to 

alternative airfields, if the FGVL scheme were to proceed.  Whilst we would 

not rule out the possibility of some businesses transferring to neighbouring 

airfields, the lack of suitable hangarage, office space, restrictions on the 

operating hours and competition from existing businesses at these 

neighbouring airfields would make survival of those transferring businesses 

very challenging.  
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9.     Possible inclusion of Fairoaks in the GASN 
 
9.1    As indicated in Section 2, the concept of a strategic network of protected 

general aviation airfields (GASN) is defined in the National Planning Policy 

Framework, which was updated in July 2018.   The methodology for selecting 

the protected airfields in the GASN and the overall number in the list is still to 

be determined, although a research study was published by the Department 

for Transport provides some proposals for further consultation. An 

accompanying paper by the GA Champion, Mr Byron Davies hints that the 

total number could be in the order of 110 or so airfields across the country. 

           ‘Much debate has taken place as to whether a comprehensive list of 

airfields in order of merit, should be drawn up in the Aviation Strategy from 

this database. This could for example result in the top scoring 20% being 

identified as worthy of protection, which would perhaps amount to some 

110 airfields as a result of employing York Aviation’s combined weighted 

score formula and the qualitative criteria’   (Para 89).  

9.2      It should also be noted that the nature of this  planning  protection  given  to 

these airfields is also still to be determined, as is the position as to whether it 

is obligatory for qualifying airfields to be part of the network, or whether they 

could opt out.  Mr Davies has expressed the view that opting out might be 

possible:    

             

‘This should not prevent an airfield owner or operator from being able to 

apply for inclusion in (or exclusion from) the network. Indeed, it may be the 

case that creating this network from the database would motivate owners 

and operators to improve their airfield’s capability in part to warrant a 

higher ranking in the network’    (Para 94). 

 

We believe that this opting out would defeat the purpose of the network 

which is to protect at least some of those GA airfields under threat of 

development which would provide the best economic and other benefits to 

the UK.  The owners of airfields such as Fairoaks, Redhill and Gamston 

would simply opt out of the network.  Others, including those owned by 

‘aviation enthusiasts’, may join for a while, but might later opt out if the 

owner’s financial circumstances change.  We cannot see how opting out of 

the network would be viable and we are sure that this will be re-examined 

during the consultation process.  
 

9.3    The methodology proposed by York Aviation was essentially to consider the 

network in terms of a number of sub-layers for each type of general aviation 

use (eg business aviation, recreational flying, flight training, gliding etc) so 

that all potential users in the UK are no more than 35 miles from a suitable 

airfield catering for this activity.   Based on scoring a range of qualitative 

factors (eg financial viability, environmental constraints, heritage value etc) 

and quantitative criteria (eg runway length, hangarage available etc), they 
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determined an optimal network for each use meeting the 35 mile criteria, 

which would be superimposed into a single network.  The final network would 

take account of the geographic proximity of each airfield to other airfields – so 

that overlapping airfields could be eliminated.  The contribution of each airfield 

to the network could then be defined in terms of the economic value for its 

different types of use.  

9.4      It is, in our view, puzzling as to why the current level of movements (by type) 

is not used to determine the airfield’s economic value, at least for its flying 

activities.  Indeed, we cannot see how this can be derived with any degree of 

accuracy by any other method. We recognise that most GA airfields do not 

submit movement data to the CAA or the DfT – although we see no reason 

why, at least the larger airfields potentially forming part of the network should 

not be required to do so in the future.     

 

9.5      In terms of the selection criteria and its runway length, Fairoaks Airport would 

be appropriate for recreational flying and PPL training and business flights by 

smaller turboprop aircraft.  The airfield has the necessary infrastructure (eg 

ATC, fuel, RFFS, maintenance, hangarage etc) and, given its supporting 

business park, is commercially and financially viable for these activities.  As a 

former WW II airfield, Fairoaks has a heritage value in its own right – although 

we do not assess this in this report. 

 

9.6    The  current  movement  levels, including  business  flights  indicate  that 

Fairoaks Airport generates substantial economic value to a GASN.  Given that 

growth has been constrained by the uncertainty over the future of the airport, 

this economic value could be expected to increase significantly in the medium 

to longer-term. 

 

9.7     We acknowledge that there are other neighbouring airfields which could be an 

alternative to Fairoaks were it to close – although as indicated in Section 8, 

there are a number of constraints for aviation businesses and aircraft owners 

wish to relocate to one of these airfields. Whilst we recognise that some 

method of eliminating overlapping airfields in the network may be necessary, 

there are a number of factors that need to be taken into account.  Firstly, not 

all users will live in or are travelling to/from locations within 35 miles of the 

airfield. Our discussions with Fairoaks’ users indicate that many are based in 

(or are travelling to) the highly populated SW London region, particularly as it 

is the nearest GA airfield to this region.  For many of these users, it would 

take much longer to travel by road to alternative airfields, particularly as some 

travel on the M25, which is notoriously slow for much of the day, would be 

required.  This is particularly important for business users, who wish to 

minimise their journey times (and any additional travel time allowance) to/from 

the airport. 

 

9.8      In terms of the overall economic benefits based on the number and type of its 

aircraft movements and the Gross Value Added of its aviation-related and 

other commercial businesses, Fairoaks is highly likely to be in the top 30 or so 

GA airfields in the country. A significant proportion of these benefits, 
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particularly from business flights and STEM-related jobs in its associated 

business park would be lost if it were to close. Furthermore, unlike a number 

of other GA airfields in the UK, the airport is financially viable despite its 

current split ownership.  Whilst the precise methodology for defining the 

GASN is still to be finalised, it would clearly be included within an 

appropriately protected network which provided the optimal economic benefits 

to the UK as a whole.  

 

10.    Response to York Aviation report 
 

                To conclude our response to York Aviation’s report, we set out below our 

comments on the key issues raised in its Executive Summary.  

 
          Aviation Policy Context 
 
 10.1  We agree with York Aviation that there is ‘considerable Government policy 

support for general aviation’.  This is highlighted in the recent....  and in the 

National Planning Policy Framework which established the concept of a 

strategic network of protected GA airfields. In their research for the 

Department for Transport, York Aviation identified the potential criteria for the 

selection of airfields included in the network, although the precise 

mechanisms for this are still under consultation. 

 

         Fairoaks Airport today 
  
10.2  We do not agree with York Aviation that the volume of traffic has been 

‘relatively static’ at Fairoaks over the past five years.  Total movement levels 

have increased by an average of 2.9% pa since 2010/11.  This is higher than 

that of GA as a whole in the UK28, and would no doubt have been higher still 

without the threat to the airport’s future. 

 

10.3    We acknowledge that the split ownership of the airport has made development 

of the airport difficult. What is now clear is that, contrary to York Aviation’s 

view that the two ownership groups have ‘independent management teams 

with different objectives’, the two groups patently now have the same 

objective to gain planning consent for the FGVL scheme.  Clearly this 

situation could change if this is not granted, possibly by one ownership group 

selling to the other or by both selling to a third party interested in maintaining 

and developing the airport as a going concern. 

 

            Financial position 
 
10.4   We do not agree with York Aviation’s view that ‘given the split ownership and 

the current financial position of FOL, the future of the Airport appears to be 

unsustainable under present circumstances’.   Whilst the split ownership may 

continue whilst there is some prospect of residential and/or commercial 

                                                   
28 Based on CAA statistics (ie reporting airports and airfields only) 
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development at the site, this is highly unlikely to remain the case if the airport 

continues as a going concern in the longer-term.  We accept that FOL by itself 

is not profitable – but the financial viability of all airports/airfields must include 

all sources of revenue, including property rentals from non aviation-related 

businesses at the airport. Indeed, the different mix of activities and revenue 

sources is what defines an airport or airfield.   If the net revenue from TEREF 

ADP is added to that of FOC, the airport is certainly profitable, with a reported 

profit of £0.8m in 2017/18 on an overall turnover of £3.2m before interest and 

tax.   We recognise that some investment in new infrastructure, both under 

Fairoaks’ Permitted Development Rights for airport-related development and 

through potential planning consent for other commercial development would 

be required to maintain this financial viability on the longer-term.  Outline 

airport development plans have been prepared by two separate groups which 

provide a vision as to how this might be achieved, although we believe that 

the most viable approach is to refurbish the existing properties where feasible 

and build new infrastructure on an incremental basis.    

 
          Implications of runway closure 

 
10.5    York Aviation has estimated that, due to the runway closure, potentially some 

186 jobs and £12.2m of GVA would be lost to the local area with smaller 

figures of some 54 jobs and £3.8m of GVA lost to the wider region.  Our own 

analysis suggests that the likely loss to the local region would be around 144 

jobs and to the wider region about 121 jobs. Our estimate of the total GVA 

lost to the local region or through business closures would be about £9.4m pa 

and £7.9m to the wider area, taking account of the indirect and induced 

effects.  We also question whether the losses would be offset by jobs created 

by the FGVL scheme as implied by York Aviation.  Apart from employment 

and GVA from construction of the FGVL development, businesses occupying 

the commercial premises will generally either be transferring from the current 

airport or would be existing businesses wish to relocate to a new location.  

We accept, however, that any type of new development will, to some extent, 

generate certain types of new businesses eg shops, cafes etc.  

 

10.6  York Aviation maintain that, whilst there would be some loss of economic 

benefit to businesses and owners of aircraft based at Fairoaks if the runway 

were to close, this would be mitigated as there were alternative airfields within 

one hour’s drive of the airport.  As pointed out in Section 8, the most of these 

have no or only limited hangarage available and would be unsuitable as an 

alternative to Fairoaks.  In these circumstances, we cannot agree with York 

Aviation’s comment that the wider GA network would not be ‘significantly 

impacted’ by the closure of Fairoaks’ runway. 

 
11.    Key conclusions 
 

11.1    Our report has indicated that there is strong and growing policy support for the 

development of general aviation and for the protection of specialist GA 

airfields in the UK.   This is evidenced by the recent update of the NPPF 
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which defines the principle of a strategic network of general aviation airfields 

with special planning protection against closure for other development and 

further support for GA in the government’s recent ‘Aviation 2050 – the future 

of UK aviation’ consultation report. 

 

11.2   In Section 3 of the report we have shown how, due to its proximity to the M25  

motorway and  to  SW London, Fairoaks Airport theoretically has a large 

catchment area with approximately 4.8 million people, equating to about 7.3% 

of the UK’s total population, living within 45 minutes drive time of the airport.  

As such this catchment area is larger than most of its neighbouring airfields 

which are further out from central London.     

 

11.3   Section 3 also provides details of the split ownership structure of the airport 

which has resulted from various speculative property transactions since 2007. 

This has resulted in a long period of uncertainty over the future of the airfield, 

during which it has had only limited investment.  We do not regard this split 

ownership, which as far as we can ascertain, is unique amongst GA airfields 

in the UK to be a valid reason for closure of the airfield.  If planning consent 

for the FGVL and other possible similar development schemes requiring 

closure of the airport is not granted, we see no reason why Fairoaks could not 

continue as an operational airport, which we believe would ultimately be 

under single ownership.  

 

11.4   In the Financial Year ending in 31st March 2019, Fairoaks Airport handled 

23,315 movements, of which approximately three quarters were by fixed wing 

aircraft and one quarter by helicopters.  This represents an increase of some 

2.3% over the previous year.  Since FY 2010/11, traffic levels at Fairoaks 

have increased by some 2.9% pa despite the uncertainty surrounding the 

future of the airport and the lack of investment to refurbish or replace the 

airport infrastructure.  In common with other GA airfields, the majority of 

movements are for recreational flying or for flight training although there is a 

significant level of business movements by turboprop aircraft, which 

potentially could represent up to 10% of all movements. 

 

11.5   The study looks that the implications of possible closure of Fairoaks for the 

aviation and non-aviation related businesses at the airport and its associated 

business park.  Those businesses requiring the use of the runway would need 

to relocate to alternative airfields, although there are operational and planning 

constraints at most of the airfields within 35 miles of Fairoaks.  Furthermore, 

those aviation businesses relocating from Fairoaks would need to compete 

directly with similar businesses at the alternative airfields.  It is unlikely that 

Synergy Aviation, who undertake a number of private and business charters 

and specialist organ transplant flights could find an alternative airfield base 

within the neighbouring region.  Gama Aviation, who provide fixed wing and 

rotary maintenance at Fairoaks recently announced that it was closing these 

facilities later this year.  It is unclear at this stage whether this might be 

reversed if planning consent for the FGVL scheme is not granted.   Our 

analysis suggests that some 144 jobs at Fairoaks could potentially be lost 
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from the West Surrey area if the airport runway were to close, with some 121 

jobs lost based on a wider region covering West and outer West London. We 

also estimate that the total loss of GVA (Gross Added Value) from the local 

area wider region could amount to about £9.4m per annum and to about 

£7.9m taking account of direct, indirect and induced employment impacts. 

 

11.6    Our analysis of the Annual Accounts of the operating companies of the two  

airport owners indicates that Fairoaks is profitable on a joint basis despite the 

uncertainty surrounding its future and a general lack of investment in the 

refurbishment or replacement of its buildings and other airport infrastructure 

over the past 10 years. It should be noted that the presence of a 

comparatively large business park does give significant financial advantages 

to Fairoaks in comparison with many other UK GA airfields.  Whilst we 

recognise that the airport owners may theoretically be possible to achieve 

better return if it is closed for residential and/or commercial development, we 

see no reason why the airport could not be financially sustainable in the long-

term with some incremental investment in new airport and associated 

commercial development. 

 

11.7    We have examined the options for aviation-related businesses and privately-

owned based aircraft to be relocated to neighbouring airfields.  Whilst there 

are some options for privately-owned based aircraft to be transferred to 

nearby airfields such Blackbushe and Wycombe Air Park, Fairoaks is the 

owners’ preferred choice and there would be an economic disbenefit in terms 

of additional travel time and possibly other flight costs.   In the case of aviation 

related businesses there are fewer options due to the lack of 

hangarage/offices and competition from similar types of businesses at other 

airfields. 

 

11.8   We have reviewed the proposals for a heliport and its associated hangarage at 

the FGVL development.  Whilst further information on this is still to be 

provided by the Applicant, we do not believe that this would be commercially 

or financially viable at the scale proposed. There are also some doubts about 

the technical and environmental impacts of this facility.  We note that the 

Applicant envisages that this heliport could be developed into a Vertiport for 

eVTOL and drones in the longer term.  Whilst we recognise that these 

technologies will emerge in the future, it is likely that larger airfields with fewer 

airspace or environmental constraints would be used as Vertiport hubs.  

Furthermore, unmanned drone hubs, such as those envisaged by Amazon or 

Uber, are likely to be adjacent to major distribution centres rather than near 

the types of commercial and residential development proposed by FGVL.       

 

11.9    We have looked at the likelihood that Fairoaks would be included within the 

strategic network of protected GA airfields in the UK as outlined in the NPPF 

and other government policy documents.  The precise methodology for 

selecting these airfields is still to be finalised.  However, based on the 

weighted score and qualitative criteria approach put forward by York Aviation, 

we believe that Fairoaks would be included within the top 30 or so GA 
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airfields in the UK, due to its traffic levels including business flights, its large 

catchment area in comparison to other neighbouring airfields and its overall 

financial viability, which is enhanced by its associated business park.  Given 

that the network could potentially comprise about 110 GA airfields, we believe 

that it is highly likely that Fairoaks Airport would be part of this network.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Appendix A:    
 
List of abbreviations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

  AFAL - Albemarle Fairoaks Airport Ltd 

AFIS - Aerodrome Flight Information System 

AIM - Alternative Investment Market 

APAPI - Abbreviated Precision Approach Path Indicator 

ASA - Alan Stratford and Associates Ltd 

ATZ - Aerodrome Traffic Zone 

BHA - British Helicopter Association 

CAA - (UK) Civil Aviation 

CPL - Commercial Pilot's Licence 

DFT - Department for Transport 

DME - Distance Measuring Equipment 

eVTOL - Electric Vertical Take-off and Landing (Aircraft) 

FAA - Federal Aviation Authority 

FAL - Fairoaks Airport Ltd 

FBO - Fixed Base Operator 

FGVL - Fairoaks Garden Village Ltd 

FOL - Fairoaks Operations Ltd 

GA - General Aviation 

GAR - (Customs) General Aviation Report 

GASN - General Aviation Strategic Network (of Airfields) 

GVA - (Economic) Gross Value Added 

ILS  - Instrument Landing System 

IMC - Instrument Metrological Conditions 

INM - Integrated Noise Model 

LDA - (Runway) Landing Distance Available 

LFA - Local Flying Area 

LTFC - London Transport Flying Club 

MOD - Ministry of Defence 

NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework 

NUTS - Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics 

ONS - Office of National Statistics 

PoB - Persons on Board 

PPL - Private Pilot's Licence 

RFFS - (Airport) Rescue and Fire Fighting Service 

STEM - Science, Technology, Engineering and Manufacturing 

TEREF - Tyndaris European Real Estate Finance S.A. 

TORA - (Runway) Take-off Run Available 

WWII - World War II 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B:    
 
Analysis of tenants’ survey  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Fairoaks Airport Tenants Survey 
 

  (Total respondents - 25) 
  

  Q1.  Type of business 
  

Aviation-related (Fixed Wing) 8.0% 

Aviation-related (Helicopters) 8.0% 

Aviation-related (Other) 16.0% 

Other (Manufacturing) 4.0% 

Other (Service industry) 56.0% 

Other (Consultant etc) 4.0% 

Other (Storage only) 4.0% 

   Q2.   Size of business (at Fairoaks) 
  

More than 20 FTE staff 12.0% 

11-20 FTE staff 12.0% 

6-10 FTE staff 8.0% 

2-5 FTE staff 52.0% 

Sole trader 16.0% 

   Q3.   Is Fairoaks your sole/principal business location ? 

Only business location 68.0% 

Principal business location 20.0% 

Subsidiary business location 12.0% 

   Q4.   How long have you been at Fairoaks Airport ? 
 

More than 5 years 56.0% 
 2-5 years 36.0% 
 1-2 years 8.0% 
 6 months-1 year 0.0% 
 Less than 6 months 0.0% 
 

    Q5.  To what extent does your business use the airport infrastructure                  
at Fairoaks ? 

Use of runway 24.0% 

Use of helicopter areas 8.0% 

Use of hangars 24.0% 

Don't use airport-related infrastructure 72.0% 
 

 

 

  



 

 

Q6.   Have you indicated your intention to stay at Fairoaks to FGVL if               
the Planning Application is successful ? 

Yes 47.8% 

No 52.2% 

Not applicable (eg already agreed to move) 0.00% 

   Q7.   Have you signed a Memorandum of Understanding with FGVL to remain    
at Fairoaks if planning consent is granted ? 

Yes 17.4% 

No - but we may do so in the future 39.1% 

No - we do not intend to sign this 34.8% 

We will not be remaining at Fairoaks 8.7% 

   Q8.   In practice, if the proposed development proceeds, how likely are you to 
stay at Fairoaks ? 

Very likely 13.0% 

Likely 17.4% 

Neither likely nor unlikely 17.4% 

Unlikely 34.8% 

Very unlikely 4.4% 

We will not be staying at Fairoaks 13.0% 

   Q9.   Are you in favour of planning consent for the FGVL scheme being   
granted ? 

Yes 8.0% 

No 68.0% 

Don't know / Prefer not to say 24.0% 

 
Q10.    Do you have any further comments to make about the potential closure 

of the airport ?  

 
16 additional comments were received, with 15 against and one in favour of the 
proposed FGVL scheme. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C:    
 
FGVL Illustrative Masterplan 
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