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Dear Sir,

Gatwick Airport NRP (Ref: TR020005)
Local Authority Issues Tracker — Reigate & Banstead Borough Council response

Following the ExA Section 89 letter to GAL and the Local Authorities on 8 September 2023, |
attach a copy of the Issues Tracker Omissions Table recently sent through to Gatwick Airport
Limited by Reigate & Banstead Borough Council.

It is the Council’s view that the Issues Tracker should be considered a living document and
further iterations should be produced in tandem with revised drafts of the Statements of
Common Ground (SoCGs) and Principal Areas of Disagreement Summary Statements (PADSS).

Local Authorities Approach to Statements of Common Ground with GAL

A background to the engagement with GAL during the pre-application phase was given in the
Joint Local Authority Adequacy of Consultation Representation (20 July 2023). This included the
discussions to date on Statements of Common Ground (paras 7.47 — 7.52), that have focused on
the structure, scope of issues to be agreed (or not) and the process for the preparation of the
documents, rather than any detailed agreement (or not) on the issues of concerned due to the
lack of information available to the Authorities. Furthermore, the comments made on the
structure of the documents (within he required timeframes set by the applicant) have not been
discussed through the feedback meetings held, and there has been a lack of meaningful
engagement or willingness on the applicant’s part to do so. The capacity of the Local Authority
to manage the current DCO workload is such that whilst it will be able to engage on agreeing a
revised Issues Tracker picking up these omissions with GAL prior to their deadline on 29 October
2023, it will need to focus its resources on reviewing the DCO documentation and finalising its
Relevant Representation and initial draft of its PADSS. It was therefore suggested to the
Applicant that the most effective use of resources for all parties was to further engage on SoCG
drafting once GAL have been able to review the comments already made on the tranches of
SOCGs along with taking into account the Relevant Representations/PADSS produced and any
new issues that may have been identified.

Should you have any queries, please contact me.
Regards,

lan Dunsford
Planning Policy Manager

Reigate and Banstead Borough Council,Town Hall, Castlefield Road, Reigate, RH2 OSH
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk

Follow the councilor



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001105-Joint%20Adequacy%20of%20Consultation%20Representation%20Combined.pdf
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.reigate-banstead.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C01%7CGatwickAirport%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7C87af835cab68402637e008dbb8289e1b%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C0%7C0%7C638306256834975693%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BVKk6SrCoIVSrVmDAc%2F13J21I0uW44WxX8e48zlhcF0%3D&reserved=0

Sheet1

		Reigate & Banstead Outstanding Issues

		Topic		Date Raised		Method Raised		RBBC Concern 

		Transport		Jul-22		NR Highway Consultation response		The achievability of the 60% target of passengers travelling by public transport, active travel modes or using a zero or low emission vehicles by 2030 to the airport. So far no discussion on limiting flights until   60% target is being met.

		Transport		Jul-22		NR Highway Consultation response		Construction of new carpark capacity can only progress when the modal shift from private cars to public transport targetsis being acheived.

		Transport		Sep-22		TWG Response		The repositioning of the Longbrige Roundabout and associated vegetation and tree cover removal would harm the outlook of the properties in Longbridge Road & quality of Life - requested extra noise insulation and exploration of CPO for worst affected properties

		Transport		Sep-22		TWG Response		Introduction of cylce and pedestrain ramp would result in loss of tree and vegetation cover, how would this affect biodiversity and tranquility? Whilst there is subsequent material in the application details are yet to be agreed.

		Transport		Jan-23		TWG Response		Harm to amenities of properties in Longbridge Road and need for noise barrier .

		Transport		Jan-23		TWG Response		Need for a replanting programme in Riverside Gardens after the road widening works. So far no discussion from Gatwick with RBBC on the detail.

		Transport		Jan-23		TWG Response		Construction programme imaging flattens adjacent buildings - misleading.

		Transport		Jan-23		TWG Response		South Terminal Roundabout Works Compound requested details the location of the concrete batching site, temprorary buildings, car park layouts,  storage areas, road and footway layouts. Also details of types of materials being stored given proximity to major road and railway line.

		Transport		Jan-23		TWG Response		Development of business park could occur at same time as road works and would require access from South Terminal Roundabout.

		Transport		Jan-23		TWG Response		A23 bridge over Balmoral Road widening and culvert reallignmentl would remove very significant number of trees.  Important local issue following removal of large number of trees on adjacent site. What form would any mitigation take?

		Transport		Jan-23		Raised in Transport TWG		Use of Longbridge Road garages route to access work on River Mole Bridges and that these garages will still be in use and the path is used to access bid stores by the Council's waste & recycling vehicles and would still be required.

		Land & Water		Jul-22		Highways Consultation Response		Improving water quality is vital and the proposed additional water treatment plant to the east of the Crawley Sewerage Treatment Works provides an option to improve the water quality being discharged from Pond D into the Gatwick Stream and River Mole. Details on this are limited but the quality of water being discharged into the fluvial network was one of Reigate and Banstead’s concerns in the PIER consultation in 2021.

		Land & Water		Nov-22		TWG Response		Retention of footpath along A23 beside road as performs important safety function

		Land and Water		Nov-22		TWG Response		Suitability of location of cyle/pedestrain ramp linking A23 footpath and Riverside Gardens due to proximity of highways drainage

		Land & Water		Nov-22		TWG Response		Longevity of footpath closure 360/360sy 27 weeks, NCR21 - 12 weeks and resultant diversions - need to ensure north south footpaths are not all closed at same time in vicinity.

		Land & Water		Apr-23		Raised in TWG		Clarity sought on proposed integration of Car Park B into Riverside Gardens and if acceptable to RBBC Green Spaces and Property Services. Have not seen Landscape Integration Plan

		Land & Water		Apr-23		Raised in TWG		Lighting Strategy needs to be shared. Just became available with DCO publication.

		Land & Water				Raised in TWG		Not clear if Car Park B is compensation for land take in Church Meadows and along Riverside Gardens and whether accepatble to RBBC.

		Land & Water		May-23		Emerging Statements of Common Ground		LTV.04.01 Baseline Environment no log of trees or vegetation appers to have been undertaken which is needed to assess the impacts and inform the mitigation

		Land & Water		May-23		Emerging Statements of Common Ground		LTV.05.01 On maximum design scenarios this is not agreed. We are still waiting for the final detailed road layouts, noise and light mitigation measures. On the Care facility, whilst we appreciate this is evolving, the location and height of chimney are still to be agreed.

		Water Environment		Nov-22		TWG Response 		Not clear if bridge construction environmental  impacts over River Mole have been taken into account.

		Water Environment		May-23		Emerging Statements of Common Ground		Surface Water Flooding, RBBC still needs to  review the final documents before it commits to
any SoCG on the matter.  The recent down pour on 9th May 2023 highlighted the vulnerability of the Gatwick area to surface water flooding with a number of roads flooded.

		Historic Environment		Nov-22		TWG Response		Protection of views of listed St Bartholomew's Church during construction of bridges and roadworks  around Church Meadows and River Mole and impact of works compound and any equipment.

		Historic Environment		Nov-22		TWG Response 		Still need to agree final landscaping and replanting of Church Meadows and long term management.

		Socio-Economic		Jul-21		PIER Response		Concerns raised on low value jobs generated through the project and once Runway operational and lack of affordable housing in the area.

		Agricultural Land		May-23		Emerging Statements of Common Ground		Need to view and agree impact assessment on agricurture land north of the South Terminal Roundabout (AR10.03)

								.






AQ Action tracker

Topic Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agreed
NOT agreed (Jan 23) yet as a number of issues outstanding:
At present it is unclear which of the currently funded local
authority monitors the airport plans to continue to fund (no
response to email 8/12/22) or to what date.
Continued funding of RG1, RG2(6) and RG3 sites on an annual basis, and P /12/22)
also capital replacement (every 10 years RG1 and RG3 and every 7 years
P p‘ ( yauy . Y y Unclear what, if any, long-term ultrafine particle monitoring (to
RG2) of these sites as per current s106 agreement, with an appropriate . . . . .
. . CEN standards) will be undertaken in residential areas in the
CPI uplift every 5 years, out to a minimum of 2047. L i
" . . . ) vicinity of the airport.
Monitoring continuation and additional points are
Air Quality|AQA 1 Monitoring Funding of ultrafine particulate monitoring at the RG1 site (particle agreed and will be included an secured via the
counts and size distribution) using equipment as used on the national DCO - Jan 23 . » . . . .
. . While the additional continuous monitor on airport is welcome
UPF network. Annual running costs plus capital replacement on a 10 year .
. . this should not be at the expense of the currently funded off
basis out to a minimum of 2047. . o . .
airport monitoring which uses approved techniques and are
. . located at relevant receptors.
Funding of the CBC owned monitor.
Our concerns around the use of solid state sensors e.g. AQ mesh
(see email 27/10/22) for long term on airport monitoring, which
are not approved for use on the national network, remain.
We are proceeding with the national Transport
The Applicant should demonstrate regard given to the Sussex Air ] P ) 8 P
. , . N . Analysis Guidance (TAG) assessment methodology |NOT Agreed.
Partnership’s Air Quality and Emissions Mitigation Guidance for Sussex ] . . . .
. . ] o . L which will provide for an overall assessment of To date the local authorities have agreed that for the road traffic
(2021) in assessing air quality impacts and deriving necessary mitigation . . .
. . L . ] . R costs and benefits across the Project. No need to |element the TAG damage cost approach is acceptable for
Air Quality|AQA 2 Use of the Sussex air guidlmeasures as well as the Defra 'Air quality damage cost guidance’. Agreed . . . )
. ) . provide damage costs - the outline AQAP calculating the damage cost rather than the method in the
no need to provide damage costs - the outline AQAP (appendix 13.8.2) ) i ) ) )
) . . . o ) (appendix 13.8.2) details commitments made to [Sussex Air Guidance, however that damage cost does need to be
details commitments made to mitigate air quality impacts following best | ) o . .
) mitigate air quality impacts following best provided. (Jan 23)
practice. (Jan 23) )
practice. (Jan 23)
Agreed in principle but we are unable to agree the detailed
content of the air quality action plan/ES mitigation as the final
The key recommendation is for the applicant to prepare a robust Air GAL will include an Air Quality Action Plan in detail of this has not yet been provided.
Air Quality|AQA 3 Air Quality Action Plan  |Quality Mitigation Plan to mitigate and/or offset the airport and airport |addition to the mitigation sections in the ES. Post
traffic-related emissions. meeting Jan 2023 Indicative details of the costs of the proposed measures need to
be given, and an indicative reduction in emissions also needs to
be given especially for the operational phase measures.
Will any permanent dust monitoring (PM10 / PM2.5) be in place for the Jan 23 - Unclear if any high risk areas have been identified for
. . L duration of the construction phase, and if so will this be installed prior to dust during the construction phase - and thus if any real time
Air Quality|AQA 4 Dust Monitoring ?

the commencement of the works to establish a baseline level? Note
15/08/22 following meeting 14/7/22

monitoring will be in place. Also no commitment to install
monitoring in the event of dust complaints from residents.






Topic Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agreed
NOT Agreed.
The production of the inventory is welcome however the 2047
Unclear if the 2047 inventory will or will not include road traffic, either inventory does need to be modelled. If the 2047 assessment
way the 2047 inventory does need to be modelled. If the 2047 excludes road traffic then an additional 2038 scenario (ex road
assessment excludes road traffic then an additional 2038 scenario (ex . ) . traffic) also needs to be modelled so that the change in airport
. i 2047 assessment . L. An emissions inventory will be created for 2047. . .
Air Quality|AQA 5 ) road traffic) also needs to be modelled so that the change in airport concentrations can be examined.
scenario . . . g L Jan 23
concentrations can be examined. The reason behind this is that it is
entirely possible to get an increase (or decrease) in emissions without a The reason behind this is that it is entirely possible to get an
corresponding change in pollutant concentrations. 14/7/22 increase (or decrease) in emissions without a corresponding
change in pollutant concentrations.
These comments are as per our email of 15/8/22.
. Can you confirm you will be undertaking source apportionment work for
Source apportionment . .
. . the points supplied on 31st March 22 (attached) for all of the years . . . . L . .
for specified points : GAL can confirm that source apportionment will [Agree in principle. GAL need to confirm here that this is also to
. .. |modelled — at this stage taken to be 2024, 2029, 2032 and 2038? At the . . .
. . supplied by LAs to tie in . . be undertaken for the ES at the be done for the receptors provided by the local authorities which
Air Quality|AQA 6 . . . meeting on 28/8/19 GAL said they . . . . . .
with previous modelling . points provided. (response to questions of got 'forgotten' at the PEIR stage despite the agreement on
work to allow would — as they had done for the previous 15 years AQ work, but they 15/5/22) 28/8/19. (Jan 23 response)
COMDarisons have been absent from the PEIR to date — even though such work was ' P
P done for the points that GAL did model as part of the PEIR.
Yes, this was previously discussed and agreed in
the Topic Working Group on 4th
. November 2021 with the responses to the Agree in principle. The local authorities have not seen any of the
. . Dp/Foo (NOx), M(Nox) |We understand that Dp/Foo (NOx), M(Nox) and ER(NOx) values will now . . . . .
Air Quality|AQA 7 : . i comment being “These metrics were not results to date, and were previously assured it would be in the
and ER(NOx) values be provided for each of the modelled year scenarios. Is this correct
calculated as part of the PEIR assessment, but PEIR.
they will be included in the final ES
assessment and be made available at that stage”.
. . Model Input and output [14/7/22 Agreed in meeting these would be shared as per previous run to .
Air Quality|AQA 8 i o . e . . , Agreed subject to ES
files confirm issues identified in the previous model had been ‘ironed’ out.
Agree in principle. We have not seen any detailed model
T . . . . . Agreed - Evidence provided in November 2022 verification outputs that we have been able to work on despite
. . Model verification Request statistical parameters including the fractional bias and . . o . . . L o
Air Quality|AQA 9 . ) . technical meeting. Details will be included in the |requesting this prior to the ES publication so that the ES can
details correlation coefficient are presented. i
ES documentation. Jan 23 focus on the model forecasts rather than the performance of the
model itself. Jan 23
RBBC had made a comment around assessing pier 7 assuming a doubling Pier 7 modelled but unclear at this stage on sensitivity test.
of days above 25C, and CBC / MV also had some concerns around the
. . . pier. GAL have previously modelled the APU emissions (and airside . . . At the AQ meeting on 16th Jan 23 the local authorities were told
Air Quality|AQA 10  |Pier 7 GAL will model Pier 7 as a separate unit for the ES.

vehicle emissions) by pier. Does GAL intend to model pier 7 as a discrete
unit (given it is a significant new addition to the airport), or simply ‘lump’
it in with the other piers

that this was being done as part of the carbon work. However
when asked at the carbon meeting on 18/1/23 it would appear
this was not the case.






Topic Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agreed
Yes, a qualitative assessment of UFP will be
included in the ES health chapter,
linked to relevant discussion of the
Is a qualitative assessment of ultrafines going to be done in the health methodological constraints of quantitative
chapter given ultrafines have been shown to be an issue? 15/5/22. modelling of UFPs in the ES air quality chapter.
The health chapter discussion will
Qualitative assessment of the impact needed at this stage given the summarise relevant scientific literature, current L . .
Air Quality|AQA 11 Ultrafines and Health absence of monitoring to undertake a more quantitative impact, and as |concerns and uncertainties. This will Agree in Prmuple but we have not seen any more information
. . . . e , . , on what is proposed here. (Jan 23)
short term monitoring by council shows residents are exposed to almost [inform the significance conclusion for air quality
double the number of hours classed as ‘High’ compared to standing as a determinant of health, alongside
1.5m from a six lane highway in central London. Note 15/08/22 following|related considerations, such as non-threshold
meeting 14/7/22 effects of PM2.5 and potential
inequalities for vulnerable groups. The need for
UFP monitoring and any further
linked action will be considered.
Best practice methodology following IAQM Agreed subject to ES. Just to confirm it was agreed and also in
Air Quality|AQA 12 200m vs 500 m Meeting 14/7/22 agreed that major arterial roads and motorways will be |guidance (200m screening) will be undertaken for |the August 22 spreadsheet that this would be extended to 500 m
screening of roads extended to 500 m past receptors included within the study area the ES. Agreed - Evidence provided in November |from arterial roads. Unclear why sheet is now specifying only
2022 technical meeting 200m. (Jan 23)
Raised in note of 15/8/22 following meeting 14/7/22. We are especially
interested in the detailed methodology at the health assessment phase
for air quality being undertaken by RPS.
We note from the slides that you will be using the TAG methodology for
Impact Pathway valuing air quality impacts; the TAG. guidance outlines that an Impact
Air Quality|AQA 13  |Assessment & Health E’athv.vay. Assessment |s.preferrable. . Agreed in principle.
Assessment In principle, a robustly implemented IPA is always preferable, and may
be necessary in order to capture extremely localised AQ impacts.’
Given that the proposed scheme is likely to have localised impacts on air
quality, we would emphasise the need to use the impact pathway
assessment methodology for valuing air quality impacts.
Draft CEMP likely to be completed by September 2022. Will a copy of
Air Quality|AQA 14 |cEMP the draft docurr.1ent be made av.ailablfa to the local au.thorities for 5 Outstanding - assumed to be in ES.
comment, and if so could you give a likely date for this? Note 15/08/22
following meeting 14/7/22
' ' . Consideration should be given t(? the use of temporal profiles or perloc'j Period data will be modelled - Evidence provided
Air Quality|]AQA 15 |Congestion data (e.g., peak hour (AM/PM), inter-peak (IP) and off-peak (OP)) within |, . : Agreed.
in November 2022 technical meeting
the future assessment for the ES chapter.
Air Quality|AQA 16 Clapp & Jenkins Request to provide.a comparison of the Defra NOx to NO, calculator and A comparison will be included in the ES. (Jan 23) Agree irT princi.ple but no information provided on how the
Approach the Clapp and Jenkin approach. comparison will be undertaken. Jan 23
. . . L. L . . . An additional discussion section will be added to . L.
Air Quality|]AQA 17  |Compliance Limit Values |Request for application of the NPS policy Test for Air Quality. Agreed in principle. Jan 23.

the ES on assessment against limit values. (Jan 23)






Topic Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agreed
It is acknowledged that predictions for 2038 will be uncertain but this
. . 2038 Assessment o 8 P . GAL to include a detailed operational assessment
Air Quality|AQA 18 . does not justify the absence of a 2038 assessment of road vehicle Agreed.
Scenario o . i i of 2038.
emissions, which should be provided in the ES.
Defra’s projected background concentrations and
. . Uncertainty in emissions |It is unclear from the PEIR what if any assumptions have been made to |Emissions Factors Toolkit (v11) emissions for the . o
Air Quality|AQA 19 , . . . . . |Agreed in principle.
over time account for the uncertainty in improvement of emissions over time. year of each assessment will be used. (2nd topic
working group)
The absence of statutory consultees (Natural England) from the TWG
meeting was noted. Since it would be useful to have proper examination
of the ecological information presented and for meaningful engagement ) . )
i ) . . . We are progressing separate meetings with
with all interested parties at these working groups, it would be helpful o .
. Statutory Consultees and our LAs have told GAL that providing Natural England agree with the
. , . for Natural England to attend. We note that they were not invited, and . . .
Air Quality|AQA 20  |Ecological Impacts . . assessment methodology will accord with ecological assessment approach taken by GAL then the LAs have
your suggestion that if we want statutory consultees to attend we can ) i . .
D . ) ) statutory guidance. Contacts have been no issues on this topic.
invite them ourselves. To facilitate this process, you offered to provide .
. i . . provided as requested.
full contact details for your statutory consultees including but not limited
to Natural England and National Highways. Please could you forward this
list to us before the next TWG.
NOT Agreed.
As stated previously (Aug 22) the local authority AQ group is not
in a position to comment on whether these areas (ref AQA21
HRA, ref AQA22 ammonia, and ref AQA23 additional ecolo
For the ES it will be important to understand that a true ‘in combination’ fAQ f _Q .gy)
. o have been agreed or not. However if GAL are able to provide
. ) assessment has been undertaken (i.e. considering the effect of the . ) )
. i Habitats regulations ) . ) ! i . . written confirmation that Natural England have accepted and
Air Quality|AQA 21 Scheme in combination with traffic growth due to housing and Updated HRA assessment to be included in the ES. ) . .
assessment (HRA) . . agreed to GAL's approach then we have no issue with the
employment delivery in the modelled area between base year and
statements made.
assessment year).
To date (Jan 23) the local authorities have not seen any
communication from Natural England on GAL's approach. (Jan
23)
NOT Agreed.
As stated previously (Aug 22) the local authority AQ group is not
in a position to comment on whether these areas (ref AQA21
HRA, ref AQA22 ammonia, and ref AQA23 additional ecology)
. . have been agreed or not. However if GAL are able to provide
. . . . . . A proportionate assessment of ammonia will be . - .
. . . Ammonia emissions from road traffic should be included in the ES using . . written confirmation that Natural England have accepted and
Air Quality|]AQA 22  |Ammonia undertaken with guidance from Natural England

the most appropriate methodology available at the time.

and ecology specialists.

agreed to GAL's approach then we have no issue with the
statements made.

To date (Jan 23) the local authorities have not seen any
communication from Natural England on GAL's approach. (Jan
23)






Topic Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agreed
NOT Agreed.
As stated previously (Aug 22) the local authority AQ group is not
in a position to comment on whether these areas (ref AQA21
It would seem that nitrogen deposition has not been calculated where HRA, ref AQA22 ammonia, and ref AQA23 additional ecology)
NOx concentrations do not exceed 3Oug/m3, apart from the four sites in have been agreed or not. However if GAL are able to provide
Air Quality|AQA 23 Additional ecology the HRA. It is recommended that nitrogen deposition is calculated even |Nitrogen deposition will be calculated for all written confirmation that Natural England have accepted and

results

when NOx is below 30ug/m3, as it could still make a significant
contribution to N deposition even if NOx does not exceed the Critical
Level.

designated ecological sites.

agreed to GAL's approach then we have no issue with the
statements made.

To date (Jan 23) the local authorities have not seen any
communication from Natural England on GAL's approach. (Jan
23)







RBBC Action Tracker - Note additional measures may be added depending on the ES.

Topic |Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agre¢
. . . . " NOT AGREED - unclear from work to date how the
o ) . . The ventilators to be offered are not designed to meet overheating demands in all conditions, L . . .
With increasingly hot summers, and forecast increase in . ) . . . noise insulation scheme will prevent properties from
L . . ) ) . instead opening the windows would enable heat to be purged in domestic homes. There are a L . o
. . Noise insulation {aircraft in the night period 23:00 to 07:00 concerns that the . ) . " . overheating in the summer, given inability to open
Noise |Noise 1 . o . ) . range of ventilators that can be turned up or down to ventilate noise sensitive rooms. It is . )
Over heating ventilation system provided to people will do nothing to i . . . . the windows at night to cool the house down e.g.
) envisaged that there would be one per noise sensitive room (living, dining, bedrooms). (TWG . .
cool the property in the summer months. TWG 4/5/22 4/5/22) summer 2022, and issue only likely to get worse than
at present.
GAL is requested to review the scheme of mitigation and GAL has considered the thresholds for noise mitigation carefully and proposed to offer noise
compensation and provide updated proposals having regard |insulation at levels below the DfT guidance, i.e. making the scheme more generous than others.
to the thresholds of qualifying for grants by applying good |The two zone scheme also provides a higher level of mitigation to these worst affected which
acoustic design and the policy of wherever possible GAL feels is appropriate. We welcome views on the details of this scheme and will work with
Noise insulation {improving an area as a result of NRP. This would still allow [stakeholders to develop those details including through discussions at the Noise Envelope
Noise |Noise 2 levels and the airport to increase profitability and in part offset the Group. We have provided 100% easterly and 100% westerly operations noise predictions for Outstanding and subject to ES.
compensation [social cost of the development. As part of this the noise ground noise and operations noise predictions for air noise at the Community Representative
exposure contours are to be produced with the airport Locations (See Appendix 14.2 Section 2, and discussion in para 14.9.67 to 14.9.84) however,
operating in single mode to examine worst case daily these are provided for additional information and not used in the assessment of effects because
exposure on a peak summer day and night (for Leq,T and N, |the accepted criteria for judging those effects are the long-term average not the noise levels on
above). a selection of the days when operations are only easterly or westerly. (August 2022)
L. . In terms of the noise insulation scheme it is suggested that . . . . .
Noise insulation - ) ) It is expected that very few dwellings already have acoustic ventilation or unable to have it
. . the outer zone offer may be more flexible so properties that | ) . . . . , . . . . .
Noise |Noise 3 scheme . o fitted. Details of the final Noise Insulation Scheme will be discussed with the Noise Topic Outstanding and subject to ES.
o either already have ventilation or are unable to have .
flexibility . . Working Group. (Aug 2022)
ventilation fitted can benefit it an alternate way.
Noise To prevent and minimise ground noise and air noise impacts Outstanding - restriction needs to be placed on the
. . . |on communities to the North, any Northern Runway usage is|The proposal is to use the Northern Runway between 06:00 and 23:00 hours to meet the runway for Chapter 3 or quieter given night noise
Noise |Noise 4 recommendatio

n

limited to operations between 07:00 to 23:00 and is only
used during the day for Chapter 3 aircraft or quieter.

requirements of the project. All aircraft at Gatwick are Chapter 3 or quieter. (Aug 2022)

modelling is based on this assumption. Also time
restriction needed unless main runway is out of use.






Topic [Number [Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agre
. . . , . . . o Outstanding - given GAL recognise importance of DfT
. The DfT night noise regime as it stands (2023) is to be The Night Restrictions are set and enforced by the DfT and are consulted on periodically by the o -8 g. . P
Noise - . . e i . . ) ) guidelines then recommendation is needed that
. . . |adopted including existing DfT movement cap for summer |Department. As noted in the PEIR we have assumed they will prevail during the operation of the | . . .
Noise |Noise 5 recommendatio ) . L ) . . : limits summer and winter core night (23:30 to 06:00)
and winter periods and reduction in the quota count for Northern Runway Project. They are important to Airport users and are part of the very wide . .
n . . . L. . . movements to a maximum of 11,200 movements in
core night period. series of controls limiting the effects of noise at Gatwick. . . .
the summer and 3,250 in the winter period.
Noise envelope - if the ‘central case’ is considered to
represent an achievable rate of fleet transition, it is
recommended that noise contour area limits are based on
‘central case’ noise predictions: Details on how the benefits
of new aircraft technologies are shared between the
applicant and local communities should be provided;
Expected that a mechanism is adopted to allow for further
reductions in the contour area limits to provide further
community benefits with technology improvements in the
future; Information should be provided in the noise
envelope on what actions would be taken in the event of an No agreement on this - awaiting full DCO. We would
exceedance of the noise envelope limits; Details on the highlight that we support the need for CAP 1129 to
Noise Envelope enforcement regime should be provided; More detail on be followed; an independent chair; properly funded*
Noise |Noise 6 mechanisms P how potential compliance with contour limits will be These suggestions will be further discussed by the Noise Envelope Group. independent advice and support to the Noise
achieved would be beneficial and help provide reassurance Envelope Development Group.
that exceedances of noise contour limits can be avoided;
Existing restrictions on night flights, would expect to see *by the Promoter
these explicitly defined in the noise envelope;
Recommended that consultation is undertaken with local
communities and relevant stakeholders to discuss the
contents of the noise envelope; discussions should allow the
opportunity local communities and relevant stakeholders to
submit recommendations for noise envelope contents to
GAL.
It is suggested that LPAs refer to APF from paragraph 3.3 onwards and two 2017 Airspace
consultation documents. A general reading of Government policy is that if the aviation industr
Sharing of noise . L . . ) 8 L 8 policy . . y No Agreement on this. Given the local community
) Benefits of the reduction in aircraft noise should be shared |continues to invest to reduce noise, it should have access to growth in accordance with general . )
improvements . ) . . . , . |has no ability to take a statutory nuisance case
. . as a minimum equally i.e. 50 /50 between the local policies supporting sustainable development. GALs consultant stated that 50% doesn’t appear in . . ) i )
Noise |Noise 7 between the . . i ) . ] . L . against the airport (unlike any other industry) and is
. |residents affected by aircraft noise and the airport / any of the policy documents. Benefit of new technology requires transition in the fleet, it is . . . : . Dl
local community |, . L. . = . . reliant on the airport being a 'good neighbour' this is
. industry. 4/5/22 believed that the expectation is that if the fleet transition continues then the airport can grow. .
and industry concerning.
(4/5/22)
It is suggested that in the final ES the 2029 noise modelling
scenario is run using 284,987 ATMs (i.e. 2019 air traffic
movements) to demonstrate the extent to which the airport
. . Noise - Noise is sharing the benefits of quieter aircraft with the local i . . . . i No agreement on this, as airport refused to run
Noise |Noise 8 Sharing the benefits will be considered in the Noise Envelope Group. (Aug 22)

Envelope

community, and to assess the health impacts of the growth
in its totality. This data would then help inform the setting
of the noise envelope on the basis of the airport is allocated
50 % of the noise improvement for its growth. Aug 22

scenario.






Topic |Number |Concern Summary of concern GAL Comment Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agre¢
No agreement on this. UKHSA also made the following comment:
With regards to a noise envelope, the Applicant states that
“Leq,16 hour day or Leq,8 hour night contours are the most
common contours used because their relationships to annoyance
and sleep disturbance in the UK are well understood”. Whilst
UKHSA acknowledges that there are established relationships
between these two metrics and annoyance and sleep
disturbance, the term “well-understood” is misleading. It is widely
accepted that, at best, averaged noise metrics such as Leq,16hr
Use of the 54 and 60 Leq contour as the daytime control explain up to one third of the observed variance in annoyance
. mechanism, 45 Leq and N60 as primary controlling ] ) ' ' ' responses. Another third can be explained by so-called non-
. . Noise Envelope - ) , ) ) GALs email of 6th Jan 23 explains why will not be taking on effectively none of the LAs acoustic factors. We recommend caution in any suggestions that
Noise |Noise 9 . mechanism for night time contours, and annual Lnight . . ) )
metrics - ) ) suggestions on this. a noise envelope described solely by Leq,16 hour day or Leq,8
contours. Promotion of secondary metrics to primary where hour will be an accurate indicator of annoyance and sleep
a significant change from that forecast in the DCO. disturbance.
RBBC made the following comment at the PEIR stage: It is also
important to note that sleep stage change risk, in effect the risk of
being awoken, may be lower than estimated from average Lnight
noise dose where events are noisy but relatively few, but higher,
where events are relatively quiet, but more numerous. At Gatwick
given the significant increase in movements including during 23:00
to 07:00, a N60 or awakening contour should be used as a primary
metric.
Production of single mode contours of noisiest aircraft (e.g.
2-5 % of movements) likely to be flying at night 23:00 to
Noise Modell 07:00 in 2029 - arrivals and departures. This is to help in Outstanding and subject to ES. GAL refused to supply
oise ivioaelling 1 .. . . . . . . .
. . , 8 discussion of aircraft noise e.g. in relation to the noise , . this output when asked, and also refused LAs
Noise |Noise 10 |Single mode . i GAL supplied a single mode contour for a route 1 departure but not for any of the other routes. . . . .
toUrs envelope for example, as residents have repeatedly said permission to use existing data to commission their
con . . ;
(not just in DCO) that average contours as used by industry own work
do not adequately represent what they experience on the
ground.
The PEIR explains the choice of the Lowest Observable Adverse Effects Level across several paragraphs from 14.4.57, Outstanding and subject to ES.
where it is explained that the LOAELs used accord with those provided in the Consultation Response on UK Airspace
Policy: A Framework for Balanced Decisions on the Design and Use of Airspace (Department for Transport, 2017b). Heathrow in 2023 FASI work are using WHO values in the
Earlier in the PEIR, there is an explanation for why the adoption of WHO Guidelines was not considered appropriate.  |options appraisal in addition to the values used by GAL.
14.2.39 explains that the WHO 2018 Environmental Noise Guidelines are based on a detailed review of the literature
from 1999 to 2015. In the case of aircraft noise, the scatter in the dose/response relationships is considerable, but a Current choice is likely to lead to underestimation of health
single dose response is offered for each health effect with associated target levels for aircraft noise in terms of the impacts, which will then be compounded further by the out
GAL are proposing the use of a daytime LOAEL of 51 dB LAeq|European annual average noise metrics Lden and Lnight. However, in Section 5, Implementation of the Guidelines, the | ¢ 4ate WebTag methodology.
16 hr and night-time LOAEL of 45 LAeq 8 hr based on the V\:}HOfnote: ‘Furthermori,l cultl;ral differenf\es in what isI considfered arE:oﬁ:'\g are sigzi]fifcant, e;:en within IIEuroIpe.
. . . . . Therefore, it is not possible to determine the ""exact value"" of % HA [hi annoyed] for each exposure level in an L
Noise [Noise 11 [Noise - LOAELs [DfT’s Survey of Noise Attitudes (SoNA) study. However, both P ° Envy v P V' lukHsA response also made similar comments

of these levels are significantly above levels recommended
by the WHO for aviation noise in general, and at night.

generalized situation. Instead, data and exposure-response curves derived in a local context should be applied
whenever possible to assess the specific relationship between noise and annoyance in a given particular situation.’
Paragraph 14.2.40 goes on to explain the importance of the Survey of Noise Attitudes (SONA) study undertaken for the
UK Government. SONA assessed annoyance in the UK and reported in 2017, after the cut-off date for studies
considered in the WHO report. The SoNA study gives the local annoyance response relationship relevant to the UK. It
shows, in the UK, about 7% of the population in 2014 was annoyed by aircraft noise at Leq, 16 hour 51 dB, and the
Department for Transport has hence adopted this as the LOAEL. It should be noted the following UK airport
development ESs have used the same day and night period LOAELs and SOAELs as the PEIR: Bristol Airport (2018),
London City Airport (2015), Manston Airport (2018), Southampton Airport (2019), Leeds Bradford Airport (2020), Luton
Airport 2021).

'Furthermore, we disagree with the proposal for a noise
envelope defined using a 51 dB Leq,16 hour day and 45 dB
Leq,8hour night “because they represent the lowest level of
observable adverse effects during the day and night”
(14.8.52). The scientific evidence is clear that there are
adverse health effects below these two levels (also
acknowledged in para. 14.2.40), and therefore such a noise
envelope would not capture all communities adversely
affected by noise.'
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Summary of concern
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Status - Agreed subject to ES, Outstanding or Not agre¢

Noise

Noise 12

Noise - Health

The current TAG assessment methodology for noise is based
on noise health studies largely published before 2010 and
includes only a limited number of health outcomes.

Therefore in addition to a noise TAG assessment using the
‘outdated’ methodology, GAL should also undertake an
updated TAG assessment that takes account of the most
recent Exposure Response Functions using for example
WHO ENG 2018 ERFs*, to help examine the potential
variability in the TAG assessment methodology. The health
‘cost’ based on both approaches should be published.

*Basner, M., and McGuire, S. (2018). "WHO Environmental
Noise Guidelines for the European Region: A Systematic
Review on Environmental Noise and Effects on Sleep," Int. J.
Environ. Res. Public Health 15, 519

Not fully discussed at the TWG

Awaiting ES

Noise

Noise 13

Noise - Road
Traffic

The predicted noise levels from Table 4.5.4: Predicted Road
Traffic Noise Levels appear acceptable but insufficient
evidence has been provided with regards to the impacts on
first floor receptors. Currently the only elevated receptors
that appear to be considered are in Table 4.5.2 of Road
Traffic Noise Appendix. All elevated facades must be
considered in order to establish if the proposed barrier
height provides acceptable mitigation to first floor and
above.

Noted, this is the intention. Further site visits have been completed and more will be undertaken
to confirm affected buildings details. If LPAs are aware of any particularly noise sensitive
receptors, please let us know.

We note GALs intention to not install noise barrier
and we are not in agreement with that proposal at
this time.

Noise

Noise 14

Noise - Road
Traffic

Need for a noise barrier along the A23 south of the
Longbridge roundabout - min height 2m.

Not needed

Not agreed - as a minimum barrier needed from
Longbridge roundabout to proposed new junction
with the A23.

Noise

Noise 15

Noise -
Construction

Clarity on whether there may be receptors exposed to
construction noise from multiple, separate instances of
short term (<1month) activities over a relatively long period
of time, and how the assessment will deal with such cases.
Currently the PEIR states that ‘Minor works or those
expected to last less than a month have been excluded as
they are unlikely to lead to significant effects’ (Paragraph
14.5.2). However Paragraph 14.11.10 notes that ‘It is more
common for noise disturbance from adjacent sites to add to
the duration of the disturbance’ (14.11.10), suggesting that
multiple short-term construction works may likely add up to
longer exposure durations.

Awaiting ES
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During construction phase - especially in the summer -
Noise - residents in close proximity to construction work e.g. A23
Noise |Noise 16 [construction south of the Longbridge roundabout are offered the At meeting 28/06/23 GAL did appear to be open to this Outstanding and subject to ES.

phase

opportunity to stay in local hotels overnight (at no cost) so
they are able to sleep.


































