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Needs case (including capacity and demand)

1 The capacity deliverable with the Meodelingby-GAlofthecanacity-deliverableywith-the NRP2 | Full-medellingeftheinteraction | Jneeriain——subjestie
NRP Proposed Development has-assumed-that I-minute separationscan-be-achieved between-the useof thetwo GALtransparently

. N I . WIZADSIEC ortal the d I ol
nthenight period,and-soadditionaldelaystoaireraft-will | informationprovided-ata Not addressed
. ) ina dal | | Lin £l chici e level

Assessments should be based
Following the provision of further information by the on a lower throughput of

Applicant [REP1-054 and discussions, the hourly and daily | passengers with the NRP.
aircraft movement capacity deliverable with the NRP
Proposed Development is agreed as the likely maximum
throughput attainable.

However, the annual passenger and aircraft movement
forecasts deliverable from this capacity are not

agreed. Based on information provided by the Applicant it
is considered that the maximum throughput attainable
with the NRP to be of the order of 75-76 mppa so
delivering a smaller scale of benefits

2 The forecasts for the use of the The demand forecasts have been developed ‘bottom up’ Robust-market-analysisand Uneertain—subjectto
NRP are not based on a proper based on an assessment of the capacity that could be specificmodellingofthe share | GALproducingrobust




assessment of the market for
Gatwick, having regard to the
latest Department for Transport
forecasts and having regard to the
potential for additional capacity to
be delivered at other airports. The
demand forecasts are considered
too optimistic.

delivered by the NRP (see point above). It is not
considered good practice to base long term 20 year
forecasts solely on a bottom up analysis without
consideration of the likely scale of the market and the
share that might be attained by any particular airport.

Alternative top-down forecasts have now been presented
by GAL [REP1-052] that show slower growth in the early
years following the opening of the NRP. These are
considered more reasonable that the original bottom-=up

airperts: The adoption of the
top down forecasts, including
an allowance for capacity

forecasts adopted by the Applicant but still fail to take
adequate account of the extent to which some part of the

growth at the other London
airports as the base case for the

demand could be met by expansion at other airports
serving London including a third runway or other
expansion being delivered at Heathrow.

assessment of the impacts of
the NRP and the setting of
appropriate controls on growth
relative to the impacts.

Lalli loroi
itsforecastsof
demand-

Not addressed

Baseline Case has been overstated

There is concern that it is unreasonable to assume that

The Alternative Baseline Case

Not addressed

leading to understatement of the

the existing single runway operation will be able to

impacts.

support 67.2 mppa meaning that the assessment of
impacts understates the effects, see REP4-049. The JLAs

should be adopted as the basis
for assessing the impacts of the
NRP.

believe that the maximum throughput attainable in the
Baseline Case is likely to be of the order of 57 mppa and
that this alternative Baseline should be adopted as the
basis for assessing the effects of the Proposed
Development.

Overstatement of the wider,
catalytic, and national level
economic benefits of the NRP.

The methodology used to assess the catalytic
employment and GVA benefits of the development is not
robust, as it is not based on the use of available data
relating to air passenger demand in the UK. The JLAs are

The catalytic impact
methodology needs to properly
account for the specific
catchment area and demand

Uneertain— subjectto
rorredellingef
impacts-by-GAL: Not

addressed




not confident that these assessments present a realistic

position in terms of catalytic employment at the local
level such that the results should not be relied on.

The national economic impact assessment is derived from
demand forecasts which are considered likely to be
optimistic and fails to properly account for potential
displacement effects, as well as other methodological
concerns.

characteristics of each of the
cross-section of airports to
ensure that the catalytic
impacts of airport growth are
robustly identified. Account
needs to be taken of the
specific relationship between
growth at Gatwick and the
characteristics of its catchment
area, having regard to changes
due to the NRP and
displacement from other
airports.

The national economic impact
assessment should robustly test
the net impact of expansion at
Gatwick having regard to the
potential for growth elsewhere
and properly account for
Heathrow specific factors, such
as hub traffic and air fares.
Updated Position (Deadline 9):
Although the Applicant
provided some further
explanation in REP3-78 (pages
100-105), the council remains
concerned that the
methodology is not robust for
the reasons set out at




paragraphs 57-60 of REP4-

052. Itis understood that the
Applicant contends that its
assessment of the total
employment impact of the
growth of the Airport is
calculated on a net basis, such
that any local displacement is
accounted for. As a
consequence, it is claimed by
the Applicant that, to the extent
that the direct, indirect and
induced impacts may be
estimated on a gross
employment gain basis, this
effect is neutral in terms of the
estimate of total direct,
indirect, induced and catalytic
employment given that the
catalytic employment is
estimated as the difference
between the total net
employment gain and the
calculated direct, indirect and
induced employment. Given
the concerns expressed
regarding the catalytic impact
methodology, the council do
not accept that displacement




Unlike other airport expansion
schemes there is no attempt to
consider environmental impacts
holistically

As part of their DCO application Luton Airport have
proposed a Green Controlled Growth approach, which
places controls on four key categories of environmental
effect: air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, aircraft noise
and surface access. If any limit is breached, further
growth will be stopped, mitigation will be required and
ultimately, airport capacity would be constrained until
environmental performance returned below the limits. No
comparable approach is proposed at Gatwick.

SCCisconcerned-aboutthelevelof growth-assumed-by
AL i ot I ! that ] .

has adequately been accounted

for in the employment
estimates, not least as no
account is taken of the extent
to which growth at Gatwick
would be displaced from other
airports. When coupled with
the concerns regarding the
catalytic impact methodology
as a whole, little confidence can

be placed on the reliability of
the estimates of net local
employment gain.

Development of an
environmentally managed
growth approach. Greater
controls need to be
incorporated into proposals,
whereby GAL is required to
mitigate in advance of growth.

UYneertainNot
addressed

Yneertain Item
covered by Refl.
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at-the-proposedinfrastructure

6 Assessment methodology,
assumptions and limitations of the
assessment

SCC is concerned that the modelling tools adopted cannot
be considered accurate enough to provide confidence in
their outputs, whether it is likely that GAL will be able to
meet their Surface Access Commitments and thus
whether the ES has thoroughly assessed all the potential
impacts.

D9 Update
Whilst further information has been provided by GAL

regarding a number of our modelling related issues, the
information provided has confirmed that a number of
concerns that SCC has raised regarding the transport
modelling are genuine issues but are generally of small

The Covid sensitivity test, now
issued, is only one of a number
that SCC would like. Sensitivity
test information in respect to
the issues raised regarding
model accuracy, as well as-in
relation-totheage of the-model

i 5 stress
tests such as impact of realistic
minimum and maximum car
access/parking charges and
lower than expected rail

consequence in isolation. Information has not been
provided to confirm whether all of the issues would be
more significant if addressed together.

Whilst the Applicant has also provided evidence to
suggest that small changes in the number of vehicles
using the highway network would not significantly change

provision/patronage.

D9 - As such, whilst SCC can
agree that the modelling tools
provide a reasonable indication
of the impacts of the NRP, our

the assessment outcomes, the degree of change that
would trigger a different assessment outcome is not
known. Furthermore, it is not known whether the
cumulative impact of the modelling issues referenced
above (and throughout the Examination period) would

preference would be that REP5-
093 - Deadline 5 Submission -
The requirement for an
Environmentally Managed
Growth Framework be adopted

trigger a different assessment outcome.

Alternatively revisions should
be made to the SAC as
requested at D9 and

UneertainNot
addressed




Requirement 20 as proposed by

the ExA be adopted.

Assessment methodology, SCC is concerned that the extent of the VISSIM model The microsimulation study area | YreertainNot
assumptions and limitations of the | includes only one junction in Surrey's network to be increased to cover more addressed
assessment (Longbridge Roundabout), but the extent should be much | of the SCC network, to enable
larger. SCC notes that GAL has extended the VISSIM model | detailed investigation of the
to cover the junctions requested (A23/Massetts Road, impact of the NRP on its local
A23/Victoria Road, A217/Tesco Roundabout, and road network to be understood
A217/Hookwood Roundabout). However, SCC notes that and include:-
only the results from the 2016 base and 2032 future A23/Massetts Road
baseline are provided. While the extended results A23/Victoria Road
corroborate the results of the original smaller model for A217/Tesco Roundabout, and
these scenarios, the results of the “with project” A217/Hookwood Roundabout
scenarios have not been provided. Furthermore, GAL has
not considered the change in performance along the A23 | At D9: Provision of:
through Horley, which is a key bus corridor. -The “with project” scenario
-The change in performance
along the A23 through Horley,
whichis a key bus corrior
Baseline Environment SCC is concerned that high levels of background trafficon | SCC wishes to understand the UneertainNot
the SRN (M25), (which is demonstrated as being at volumes of traffic transferred addressed

capacity in 2029 in the westbound direction in the
morning peak and in the eastbound direction in the
evening peak), will increase traffic on the local road
network both directly and indirectly as non-airport traffic
re-routes off the SRN on to SCC’s network.

The fundamental concern is that the southern section of

on to its network either directly
to/from the airport or displaced
from the SRN on to its network
and what the impacts of this
traffic would be.

SCC wish to engage further with

the M25 is forecast to be at capacity in the BAU

GAL and National Highways
regarding their network being




scenario. The implication is that NRP traffic (or
equivalent) is therefore using SCC's network.
The evidence presented does not allay concerns and SCC

at capacity in the business-as-

usual scenario and the implied

impact on our road network as

journey times

welcome the view of NH too. a result.

9 Baseline Environment SCC is concerned that the baseline includes the 2,500 SCC wishes to understand the UYneertainNot
additional spaces via robotics at the South Terminal long implications if the 2,500 spaces | addressed
stay parking area even though it is yet to be agreed are not permitted development
whether this would count as permitted development as it | - in particular, whether the
has not been trialled yet. associated highway

infrastructure proposed would
still be appropriate in such a
case, and that the DCO should
not provide permission for
these spaces if they are not
allowed under permitted
development. No progress
made on this matter
10 Highway impact — including Modelling shows capacity issues at a number of junctions | Mitigation measures to improve | Not addressed

as detailed in the Surrey LIR.

There are also journey time impacts, also detailed in the
Surrey LIR

performance of these junctions
should be included.

SCC require the journey time
impacts to be mitigated,
especially in terms of buses.
The following will assist in
addressing: our preference
would be that REP5-093 -




Deadline 5 Submission - The

requirement for an
Environmentally Managed
Growth Framework be adopted
Alternatively revisions should
be made to the SAC as
requested at D9 and
Requirement 20 as proposed by
the ExA be adopted.

110

Mitigation and Enhancement
Measures Adopted as Part of the
Project

SCC is concerned that the following elements of the
surface access interventions which form part of the SAC
remain unspecified:

Financial support for enhanced regional express bus
or coach services and local bus services;

Funding to support local authorities in implementing
additional parking controls or in enforcement action
against unauthorised off-airport passenger parking
sites;

Charges for car parking and forecourt access to
influence passenger travel choices;

Introducing measures to discourage single-occupancy
private vehicle use by staff, incentivise active travel
use and increase staff public transport discounts;
Use of the Sustainable Transport Fund to support
sustainable transport initiatives; and

delivered:

A draft S106 was provided in
Feb 2024. The local authorities
have provided initial comments
to the Applicant and seek
clarification on a range of
matters within the SAC and
substantial revisions to the
S$106 as a consequence.

UncertainAddressed




e Provision of a Transport Mitigation Fund to support
additional measures should these be needed as a
result of growth related to the Airport.

The SAC does now contain

much greater detail on the
areas listed. The agreed S106
also contains parking
enforcement resources.

Project

ASAS for a second runaway, and there is no indication of
the willingness of operators to provide these services or
advise if others may be required

D9 Update

Whilst further information has been provided by GAL
regarding a number of our modelling related issues, the
information provided has confirmed that a number of
concerns that SCC has raised regarding the transport
modelling are genuine issues but are generally of small

coach operators and to
understand GAL's commitment
to delivering improved bus and
coach access and increased
contribution to passenger and
staff mode share.

D9 - As such, whilst SCC can
agree that the modelling tools
provide a reasonable indication

1112 Mitigation and Enhancement SCC note that a heavy reliance is placed on charges for car | Sensitivity tests that assume UneertainNot
Measures Adopted as Part of the parking and forecourt access (see above) and also for rail | less ambitious delivery of addressed
Project projects to deliver surface access commitments. increased rail services to the
However, there are no new rail proposals associated with | airport and to understand what
the project, just 2-3 extra peak hour trains and 10 extra GAL is prepared to do to ensure
off-peak trains per hour that are planned to happen that this is @ minimum level of
regardless of the project. rail service to the airport. A
contribution is required to the
proposed Network Rail
Schemes assumed in the
baseline.
D9- This could be resolved if
Requirement 20 as proposed by
the ExA were to be adopted.
1213 Mitigation and Enhancement SCC is concerned that the bus and coach services seem to | Further evidence of GAL's UneertainNot
Measures Adopted as Part of the be under-played: they fail to meet the target in the 2014 engagement with bus and addressed




consequence in isolation. Information has not been

provided to confirm whether all of the issues would be

of the impacts of the NRP, our

preference would be that REP5-

more significant if addressed together.

093 - Deadline 5 Submission -
The requirement for an
Environmentally Managed
Growth Framework be adopted
Alternatively revisions should
be made to the SAC as
requested at D9 and
Requirement 20 as proposed by
the ExA be adopted.

1314

raised-This point covers a

number of issues. Some of
which have been addressed and
some of which feature
elsewhere in this document.
Item therefore deleted.

YneertainNot
addressed




level of impacts reported. Until these have been
addressed, SCC cannot comment on the assessment of
effects.

D9 Update

Whilst further information has been provided by GAL
regarding a number of our modelling related issues, the

1415 Mitigation and Enhancement The active travel infrastructure proposed is unsatisfactory, | SCC requests inclusion of UneertainAgreed that
Measures Adopted as Part of the especially considering ambitious sustainable mode share | additional active travel route funding has been
Project targets set. improvements requested, as provided for the
detailed in the Surrey LIR. Riverside Garden Park
It is recognised that further link
opportunities for delivery of T
schemes is possible through the
STF.
1516 Assessment of Effects SCC has already outlined concerns about the performance | SCC wishes to see concerns UneertainNot
of the models used, the extent of models used and low about the modelling tools addressed

addressed before the
assessment of effects can be
agreed.

D9 - As such, whilst SCC can
agree that the modelling tools
provide a reasonable indication

information provided has confirmed that a number of
concerns that SCC has raised regarding the transport
modelling are genuine issues but are generally of small

of the impacts of the NRP, our
preference would be that REP5-
093 - Deadline 5 Submission -

consequence in isolation. Information has not been
provided to confirm whether all of the issues would be

The requirement for an
Environmentally Managed

more significant if addressed together.

Growth Framework be adopted
Alternatively revisions should
be made to the SAC as
requested at D9 and
Requirement 20 as proposed by
the ExA be adopted.




1617

Surface Access Commitments

It is a concern to SCC that GAL appear to have proposed a
less ambitious sustainable transport mode share target
than previous documents aimed for and that efforts to
meet them in a business-as-usual scenario seem to have
been neglected.

SCC note GAL's comments at
ISH4 as to weuld-like-te
wnderstanrd-why the targets in
the Second Decade of Change
published in the same year as
the DCO application, are now
just an aspiration and not
consistent with SAC. and-what
willberequiredto-meetthose
forzetsinbeththefutuee

. el .
. i _

The reduction in the mode
share target further emphasises
the need for -commitments that
follow the principle of
environmentally managed
growth, such as those being
pursued by Luton Airport in
their DCO application. These
commitments would prevent
growth until interim surface
access commitments had been
met and thus ensure that
sustainable travel was at the
heart of Gatwick’s growth,
rather than a target after
growth.

UneertainNot
addressed




An EMG approach has not been

adopted.

1718 Securing mitigation SCC is concerned that the highway-based mitigation, SCC wishes to see mitigation UneertainNot
secured through this DCO, is planned to commence as that leads to sustainable travel | addressed
soon as the airside works have been completed rather delivered upon commencement
than establishing whether they would be required at that | of works and that additional
time if the SAC were met or exceeded. That the first highway capacity and parking
Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) will be produced no capacity is not commenced
later than six months before the commencement of dual until the SAC are met.
runway operations provides the opportunity for See also comments at ref 17
evidenced based growth to occur. above. The authorities have

submitted a tracked version of
requested SAC changes at D9.
This includes comments on
monitoring timescales.

1819 Securing mitigation SCC is concerned that “if the AMR shows that the mode SCC wishes to see growth UneertainNot
share commitments have not been met or, in GAL's delivered in a sustainable way, addressed
reasonable opinion, suggests they may not be met (having | such that the SAC are met
regard to any circumstances beyond GAL's control which before further growth in
may be responsible)”, GAL has the opportunity to prepare | passenger and staff numbers is
an action plan for the next two years to address any allowed.
shortfall but that there does not appear to be any See also comments at ref 17
sanction if the SAC are not met by that time. above. The authorities have

submitted a tracked version of
requested SAC changes at D9.

1920 Securing-mitigation SCCisconcerned-abouttheimpactof constructionofthe | SCCwishesto-seemitigation UneertainAddressed
Roundaboutconstruction-A23

reconstructionand Balcombe




SCC’s network— SCCis content
that the traffic management

plan will be finalised with the
agreement of the highway

The-Applicantneedsto-engage
ith sce "

i . ‘| . |
schemes-aswellasthe Permit
schemewithinthe BDCO- This is
now included in the dDCO.

Uncertain Addressed

scc F' ot
| bridae R ol .
neededforaccesstothe
Longbridge Roundabout
compoeund: Removed as

covered by ref 20 above

Likely Duplicate item

Likely Addressed




- o ¥ .
detailed-inthe LIR-SCCis
content that detailed design will

be finalised with the agreement
of the highway authorities.

Securing mitigation

SCC is concerned that separate entrances to the South
Terminal compound are proposed for HGVs (from the
roundabout) and private vehicles (from Balcombe Road).
This implies that an extended journey on the local road
network is required.

SCC wishes to see all access to
the South Terminal compound
from the South Terminal
Roundabout. SCC remains
concerned that the proposed
Balcombe Road access is
referenced in DCO

UYneertainNot
addressed

documentation.
23 Closierroguivredarsundclisnsie Spbresnipinsdeinile st fuvial elivaate changeallavianee: | DMovialelivaatechange Likely Addressed
| M Linrolat " ld be included.
| . - - - L desi i e usi ” bei o
he U End.rat] | - Lot I .
climatechange-allowances: Rationaleregquired. Further
detail has been provided in
GAL’s SoCG response. No
further comment.
24 tnthe Flood-Risk-Assessment-there | Thenon-statutory technicalstandardsforsustainable Scheme-should-includeanalysis | Uncertain Addressed
| Lienitod ref eai I | : LT : inabl .
inable drai i hould L I il I Londcl I
I i i




Further detail has been

provided in GAL’s SoCG
response. No further comment.

The consideration only of Leq as a metric is too narrow as
it does not represent all the effects of air noise and other
metrics should be applied to the decision processes
within the project to inform impact and mitigation (see ref
27 below). In determining the LOAELs and SOAEL more
recent data, including planning decisions and revised
health assessment criteria need to be applied. Fhe
alHthe-effects-efairneise—The health impact of noise is
likely to be a significant under estimate of the noise
impact in view of the choice of LOAELs and SOAEL. (See
LIR NV4

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Council is
disappointed with the level of information provided

including but not exclusively,
awakenings, N above contours
in addition to the Lden and
Lnight.

More recent information used
to calculate significance of
effects.

25 ProtectiveProvisionsforlead-tocal | Protective Provisionsforlead-tocal-Flood-Authority-in Protective-Provisionsmustbe Uneertain Addressed
BEO-0rdinary Watercourse
consents will be applied for in
the usual manner.
26 Revisionsregquired-to-Code-of Revisionsreguired-relating to-temporary-diversion-ofan Revisionsrequired Likely Addressed
- i on Practico ] " i | -
2726 Air noise - Threshold and scope of | The ES only considers the Leq metric for LOAELs and Inclusion of assessment for a UneertainNot
LOAELs and SOAELs SOAELs. In doing so it makes reference to national policy. | wider range of criteria, addressed




regarding secondary metrics. Information has only been

provided for seven “community representative” locations
that do not cover all affected communities and no
information relevant to the air noise assessment has been
provided regarding overflights.

newly exposed to noise levels
exceeding the SOAEL are not
identified

exposed to noise levels exceeding the SOAEL to determine
compliance with the first aim of the ANPS.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern. The Council is concerned that
Chapter 14 does not present the necessary information
required for a DCO application and is disappointed that
the Applicant has not addressed these concerns through
provision of an updated chapter.

location of properties newly
exposed to noise levels
exceeding the SOAEL.

Identify how many properties
are exposed to noise levels
exceeding the SOAEL for both
the Central Case and the Slower
Transition Case.

2879 Air noise - No attempt has been Context is provided to the assessment of airgreund noise Provide some commentary UneertainNot
made to expand on the through consideration of the secondary LAmax, overflight, | about how secondary metrics addressed
assessment of likely significant Lden and Lnight noise metricsd. -Hhowever, no relate to likely significant effects
effects through the use of conclusions on how theseis secondary metrics relatees to | and whether the assessment of
secondary noise metrics. likely significant effects have been made so their use of secondary metrics warrants

secondaryretries-in terms of the overall assessment of identifying a likely significant
likely significant effects is unclear. effect.
Updated position (Deadline 9): No information has been
provided to address the concern over the lack of use of
secondary metrics to supplement the assessment of likely
significant air noise effects.
298 Air noise - Properties that are It is important to identify how many properties are newly | Identify how many and the LikelyNot addressed




29 Moved — see ref 287 above Contextisprovidedto-theassessmentofground-noise Provide-some-commentary Yneertain
NP, : hac | I I derat ‘4l o L/ ’ fight | af I I .
I I | | {Lnial . et : lusi | ol cianis e
£ likalv sianifi | b e rel likelv sianif s | Lot I ¢
. | bt ¢ | I I ‘ I . : I .
waslens cieek
3029 Ground noise — issues with the There are issues with the ground noise modelling as Production of ground noise UneertainNot
ground noise modelling and discussed in the LIR. contour maps for the addressed
assessment. The assessment-ef Higher levels of ground noise will be identified in the assessment years as produced
greund-neise should alse-consider | Slower Transition Case. Consequently, there is potential for air noise and road traffic
the Sslower Ttransition Cease as for receptors to experience significant noise effects that noise.
per the aircraft noise assessment. are not identified in the Central Case assessment.
An assessment of Slower
Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has Transition Case ground noise
provided SOAEL ground noise contours for the 2032 effects should be provided to
slower transition case. However, this does not address identify the potential for
concerns that ground noise contours maps have not been | exceedances of the SOAEL at
produced to the same level of detail as air noise or road sensitive receptors and
traffic noise contour maps. The Council remains eligibility for noise insulation on
concerned at the way ground noise has been assessed a precautionary basis.-
and presented such that it is unable to fully understand (See LIR Ref. NV11)
the impacts and effectiveness of mitigation.
31 Censtruction-Noise (see below) Range-ofissuessubject to-clarification: Subjecttofurtherclarifications. | Likely
302 Construction noise - Significant Residual significant construction noise effects should be Provide more detail on noise LikelyNot addressed
construction noise effects controlled through mitigation. Insulation will be provided, | control measures within the
Code of Construction Practice




but it is not clear if this would be sufficient mitigation to
reduce significant noise effects.

Updated position (Deadline 9): Properties eligible for
insulation are now identified in the CoCP. However, the
CoCP still fails to secure mitigation assumptions relating to

barriers and percussive piling that are applied in Chapter
14 construction assessments (see JLAs' submission [REP7-

1001]).

as set out in the LIR (Refs. NV1,

NV2 and NV3) hew-significant
. )
effectswould beavoidedand
nculats I
P

321

Noise envelope — not policy
compliant nor fit for purpose

SCC considers there are substantial deficiencies in the
Noise Envelope that need to be addressed before it could
be considered fit for purpose. The proposed monitoring,
review and enforcement of the Noise Envelope is not
agreed. SCC would like to see an environmentally
managed growth approach to implementation and
enforcement.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Council supports the
JLAs submission for an Environmentally Managed Growth
Framework [REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the
preferred approach. Nonetheless, it is broadly supportive
of the ExA’s revised requirements R15 and R16 in
Schedule 2 [PD-028] but considers that the operation of
controls and timing of slot allocation and the inclusion of
LAs in the noise envelope process needs further
consideration.

Development of an
environmentally managed
growth approach which would
include the noise envelope and
a monitoring, reporting, and
modelling regime that enables
the airport’s growth to be
accurately recorded and
predicted and with appropriate
governance that includes local
authorities to scrutinise the
monitoring and enforce
environmental limits. (See LIR
Ref. NV6).

UneertainNot
addressed




3332

Noise envelope - Sharing the
benefits

No details on how benefits of new aircraft technology
would be shared between the airport and local
communities are provided. Sharing the benefits has not

been removed from national aviation policy and Fhis is a
fundamental part of the noise envelope.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Council’s position is
that sharing the benefits should be based around future
baseline scenarios where no growth in the 2019 fleet
occurs. Provision of this information was requested by the
Planning Inspectorate at scoping; paragraph 2.3.13 of
Appendix 6.2.2 [APP-095], states:

“The ES should also give consideration to the prospect of a
‘no development’ and ‘no growth scenario’ for
comparative purposes and in support of the justification
for the Proposed Development in the form that is to be

presented in the DCO application”.

This request was ignored by the Applicant in its Scoping
Response set out in 2.3.11 of Appendix 6.2.3 [APP-096].
This was raised in the Local Impact Report - Appendix C:
Noise and Vibration District and Borough Profiles [REP1-
100], which the Applicant again chose to ignore.

The Council is supportive of the principle behind the ExA’s
revised requirements R15 and R16 in Schedule 2 [PD-028]
to share the benefits of technological improvements and
to progressively reducing the noise contour area over
time.

Details on how noise benefits

are shared in accordance with
policy requirements set out in
the Aviation Policy Framework
(see LIR Ref. NV6).

UneertainNot
addressed




3433 Noise envelope -— Incentives to Basing the noise envelope contour limits on the Slower Noise contour area limits YneertaintikelyNot
achieve faster fleet transition Stew | Transition Case means tFhere is no incentive to push the should be based on the Central | addressed
fleettransiion-noise-contourarea | transition of the fleet to quieter aircraft technology- Case.

Hmits Furthermore, a first review of the contour 9 years after The DCO should provide for 5
opening or when 382,000 Air Traffic Movements is yearly (or more frequent)
achieved provides limited incentive for GAL to achieve a reviews of the Noise Envelope
faster fleet transition and secure noise benefits. as part of an environmentally

managed growth approach (see
Updated position (Deadline 9): The JLAs’ view is that the | Ref. 31 above and LIR Ref.
original Central Case is the most likely future fleet and NV6).
therefore the most appropriate to base Noise Envelope
limits on. The Council is broadly supportive of the
principle behind the ExA’s revised requirements R15 and
R16 in Schedule 2 [PD-028] to progressively reduce the
noise contour area over time.
3534 Noise envelope - Annual noise Noise contour area limits relate only to the 92-day Annual noise contours should UneertainNot
contour limits summer period. There should be additional noise contour | be included in the Noise addressed
area limits in place to control growth during periods of Envelope
the year outside the 92-day summer period.
Updated position (Deadline 9): The Council is concerned
that night noise controls may be removed in future and
wants to see a commitment that the Applicant would
retain and maintain these measures given they form part
of the assumptions underpinning the Applicant’s noise
modelling.




3635 Noise envelope - Flexibility of noise | GAL wants flexibility to increase noise contour area limits | There should be no allowance UneertainNot
contour area limits to account for depending on airspace redesign and noise emissions from | for the noise envelope limitsto | addressed
airspace redesign and future new aircraft technology. If expansion is consented, any increase as a result of these
aircraft technology uncertainties from airspace redesign or new aircraft factors.

technology should be covered within the constraints of (See LIR Ref. NV6)
the Noise Envelope.

Updated position (Deadline 9):The Council’s concerns on

this matter have not been addressed.

3736 Noise envelope - CAA to regulate To date, the CAA have not accepted a role regulating the A mechanism should be UneertainNot
the Noise Envelope; mechanism Noise Envelope. There is no mechanism for host included to allow local the-hest | addressed
needed to involve relevant local authorities to review Noise eEnvelope reporting or take authorities to have a role in
authorities in regulation action against limit breaches or review any aspects of the | scrutinising Nroise Eenvelope

Noise Envelope. reporting, enforcing limit
breaches or reviewing any

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Council’s position on | aspects of the Noise Envelope.

this matter is unchanged and it supports the JLAs’ and-takeacHoninthecaseof

submission for an Environmentally Managed Growth any-breaches This should be

Framework [REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the secured as part of an

preferred approach. environmentally managed
growth approach - see Ref 321
above.

3837 Noise envelope - Adoption of an A breach would be identified for the preceding year, with | More forward-planning needs UneertainNot
action plan an action plan in place for the following year. to be adopted to ensure that addressed

Consequently, it would be two years after a breach before | action plans are in place before

a plan to reduce the contour area would be in place. a breach of the noise contour
area limit occurs._This should be
secured as part of an




Updated position (Deadline 9): This has not been fully

environmentally managed

addressed so the Council supports the JLAs’ submission

growth approach - see Ref 321

for an Environmentally Managed Growth Framework
[REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the preferred

approach.

above.

action would be taken, against a forecast breach, and the
ability to manage slot allocation. As proposed, slots could

already have been allocated to airlines such that a breach
could not be prevented. No details are provided on what
kind of actions are proposed to achieve compliance in the
event of a forecast breach

Updated position (Deadline 9): This has not been fully
addressed so the Council supports the JLAs’ submission
for an Environmentally Managed Growth Framework

inthe-event-ofto prevent a
foreeast breach should be
provided as part of an
environmentally managed
growth approach (see Ref 321

above).-

3938 Noise envelope - Two consecutive | 24 months of breach would be required before capacity More forward-planning needs UneertainNot
breaches to occur before capacity | declaration restrictions for the following were adopted. to be adopted to ensure that addressed
declaration restrictions Consequently, it would be three years after the initial action plans are in place before

breach before capacity restrictions were in place. a breach of the noise contour
area limit occurs._This should be

Updated position (Deadline 9): This has not been fully secured as part of an

addressed so the Council supports the JLAs” submission environmentally managed

for an Environmentally Managed Growth Framework growth approach - see Ref 321

[REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the preferred above.

approach.

4039 Noise envelope - Prevention of The proposed approach to ensuring the noise envelope is | Details on mitigation UneertainNot
breaches not breached is not robust in terms of the timing when measdresactions to be adopted | addressed




[REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the preferred

approach.

of managing aircraft noise

preventing future noise contour limit breaches ifa-breach

oeceurred-in-theprevieusyear-and thresholds and forward

looking noise budgets should be used to control the
allocation of slots to ensure that the noise envelope is not

breached.

Updated position (Deadline 9): This has not been fully

4140 Noise envelope - Prevention of Adoption-ofthresheldsthot promptacton-beforealimit Adopt a set of thresholds that UneertainNot
breaches breach-oceurswould-provide confidence in-theneise trigger preventative action- Fhis | addressed
envelope: The proposed approach to ensuring the noise would-allow-an-actonplante
envelope is not breached is not robust in terms of the pre-empta-breachand require
timing when action would be taken. Thresholds (cf. forward looking noise budgets
Luton’s Green Controlled Growth approach) that prompt to prevent breaches of limits
action before a limit breach occurs and forward looking should be included as part of an
noise budgets should be used to ensure that the noise environmentally managed
envelope is not breached. growth approach and secured
through DCO requirements (see
Updated position (Deadline 9): This has not been fully alse-Ref 3214 above)..
addressed so the Council supports the JLAs” submission
for an Environmentally Managed Growth Framework
[REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the preferred
approach.
4241 Noise envelope - Capacity This weuld-netpreventnew-slots-being allocated-within Slot restriction measures should | YaeertainNot
declaration restrictions as a means | the-existingeapacity-and-is not an effective means of be adopted to ensure the noise | addressed

envelope is not breached in-the
eventof a-breach-being
dentifiod for tl .
ef-eperation-This should be

included as part of an
environmentally managed
growth approach and secured

addressed so the Council supports the JLAs’ submission




for an Environmentally Managed Growth Framework
[REP4-050, REP5-093 and REP6-100] as the preferred

approach.

through DCO requirements (see

Ref 321 above).

Likely Addressed

4443

Noise insulation scheme - Hew

would-preperties-be-eligibilityle

The air noise insulation scheme is only based on average

The scheme must reflect the

Leq contours rather than single mode contours and is
confined to Leq metrics.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern. The Council maintains its position

that single mode contours are an important aspect in
understanding effects of the proposed expansion and the
Applicant should take it into account when formulating
the noise insulation scheme. The Council is, however,

on-the-day noise experience of
residents and this is better
represented by single mode
contours and additional metrics
(see LIR Ref. NV5).
Clarif .
would-be-used-to-define
aibility

Likely-Not addressed




supportive of the ExA’s proposed paragraph 1

(Interpretation) of Schedule 2 [PD-028] on ‘eligible
premises’ in relation to the reduction in the eligibility
thresholds to 54dB LAeq 16hr and 48dB LAeq 8hr.

4544

Noise insulation scheme -
Provision of different types of
noise insulation, ongoing
maintenance/replacement and

addressing overheating

Is noise insulation in the Outer Zone restricted to
ventilators or will the occupier have flexibility to make
alternative insulation improvements? Snrgeing
maintenancecostsshould-not-be borne bythe
householder

There appears to be no provision for the ongoing
maintenance / replacement costs of the noise insulation
with this cost simply passed to the owner.

A lack of measures to prevent overheating in noise
insulated homes especially in the summer months at
night would occur if windows are required to be closed to
achieve good acoustic conditions. Acoustic ventilators
may de not have anysufficient cooling capability to-and-de
pot deal with the issue of overheating.ipg:

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed concerns about the lack of provision of
overheating mitigation as part of the noise insulation
scheme.

Clarify-Clarity on the flexibility
of the noise insulation scheme,
maintenance and addressing
overheating concerns. (See LIR

Ref. NV5).

LikelyNot addressed

4645

Noise insulation scheme -
Measurement of ground noise to
identify eligibility

It is unclear how noise monitoring would be undertaken
to determine eligibility through cumulative ground and air
noise. Properties that may experience cumulative levels of
air and ground noise that would include them in the NIS

Provide details on how
monitoring of ground noise
would be undertaken and how
a property would be identified

Not addressed
vilaeerain




Outer Zone should be screened for monitoring and

offered an insulation package if eligible.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern. The Council is, however,
supportive of the ExA’s proposed paragraph 1
(Interpretation) of Schedule 2 [PD-028] on ‘eligible

remises’.

as appropriate for monitoring
of ground noise.

Houses that need insulation
should be identified prior to the

commencement of the project
opening (currently 2029) and
insulated, not after the project

has opened.

insulation for community buildings

it is unclear if other community buildings (e.g. care
homes, places of worship, village halls, hospitals etc.)
would be eligible for noise insulation.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern regarding eligibility of community
buildings. The Council is, however, supportive of the ExA’s

proposed paragraph 1 (Interpretation) of Schedule 2 [PD-
028] on ‘eligible premises’.

community buildings would be
eligible for noise insulation and
what level of insulation would
be provided.

4746 Noise insulation scheme - How will | It is unclear if a property in the Inner Zone would be Provide details on how Inner LikelyNot addressed
effective insulation requirements assessed to determine the most effective means of Zone properties would receive
be determined insulation. the most appropriate and
effective insulation packages
Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern. However, the Council sees
considerable merit in the ExA’s revised requirement R18
and proposed paragraph 1 (Interpretation) of Schedule 2
[PD-028].
4847 Noise insulation scheme - Noise Schools are included in the Noise insulation Scheme, but Provide details on what LikelyNot addressed




wellbeing, but noise insulation will not reduce levels likely

4948 Noise insulation scheme - It is not clear if properties that have already received Clarification on how properties | LikehNot addressed
Properties that have already insulation would be eligible for upgraded noise insulation | that have already received
received insulation as part of the new scheme. insulation would be treated
under the new scheme
Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern.
50649 Loss of amenity outside space Access to outdoor space is important for health and An appropriate compensation Not adddressed

scheme where existing

to cause annoyance outside including in gardens.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has not
addressed this concern.

properties are permanently
affected (sSee LIR Ref. NV16).

50 Assessraentracihedeleg—tle Fhoredsreassessmentefefosicunderinkenaialocs! GAlsheuldunderalean UnlikelyAddressed
suiherizlovel verinblessuchasemslementlobovrmaskeihovsing er-cashlesalaniherins The
{including-affordable)sociaknfrastructure-and-temporary | consequence of the absence of
accommodationneedto-beassessed: a local level assessment could
in some way be alleviated
through the ESBS.
52 Assessment-methodology— An-assessment-of projectimpacton-propertyvalueshas Atthe-minimum,-GALshould Unlikely SCC no longer
Assessment-of impactson been-scoped-outof theassessment-despite PINS-advice uhdertake-a-gualitative pursuing this point
| ise_by PINS,  proiecti I S
cac s ctill rad cas.
0 ; it £ Cveri i relat hocianifi N ALt roviciit] T = No longer
during the firstyvear of operationoperationaleffectsand | assessmentsbased-onthe pursuing this point




5352 Assessment-of populationand GAlLprovides-an-analysis-of vacant properties,which Unlikely-Addressed
I . e . imolios that bringing.t] backi i hel . | . -
o . vsic of v tl . , . I bring 4]
| hoft barri brinainetl bacl s | . |
hermebasedhverlors bt alse
bringi | : local
bringi .
Loeldintensebyloca!
Lot .
complete: The agreed S106
includes a Housing fund which
is intended to assist in
addressing accommodation
shortage issues.
54 Assessment-of populationand Paragraph-7Z.5-1of the Assessmentof populationand GALshould-substantiate the Uneertain Addressed
I . s . | . s . act is likel . | S
tordable] . I | for affordabl T . hich likel .
I I I ¢ o ol . Y ttordable l inad .
b . local ity level ¢ I T i )
: e L4 . | Louthoritv level |
. oy _ dentf hick Liol




agreed S106 includes a Housing

fund which is intended to assist
in addressing accommodation

shortage issues.

The agreed S106 includes a
Housing fund which is intended

5554 Gatwick-Construction-Workforce Additional-informationdisrequested-ina-numberofareas: | GALshouldreview their Unlikely Addressed
. led Ld ota i ‘ " | | | | .
o | . £ the UK ad | I i 1
sensiderdifforencasthatodsudihinleca! concerns+aised-SCC are
gesgranhics content that the matter in
—Where-Census2011 data-isbeingreliedupenfor | respect of distance travelled to
analysisthere-needsto-beacknowledgementthis | work data can be agreed.
could-affect the aceuracy-of- home-based-{HB)}-and
e ) ol to identify ] lit of HB and NHB
workers-doesnotappearto-take-accountofeurrentlocal
laboursupply-constraintslocally:
56 Gatwick-Construction-Workforee Details-are-provided-of allocation-of NHB-workers-bylocal | GALshouldreview other Uneertain Addressed
hnical hori v of ori I e Table 65 1 I
Pl I (PRS) PRS bed Ly for 2021 by local authoritv but | inf I
ot cn’t cloart I G I I lorivod ai I line of availabl
I e he2011C n addition whil Thi Linclud Engli
: PRS bed by I i HousingS e .
Lobility of tion tn the licht of 2 declini horities in the FEMA_




to assist in addressing
accommodation shortage
issues.

5436

to-tmplementationPlan. An
agreed ESBS contribution has

been included in the agreed
$106. We understand that the
final implementation plans will
provide sufficient detail
including evidence of need and

the interventions which will
address this.

Uncertain Addressed




insufficient—A revised offer has
been agreed in the finalised
S106 submitted at D9.

Likely Addressed

5958 Consideration-ofcumulative Partsof Horley-and-Charlwood-will be-affected by both Evidence thatcumulative UneertainAddressed
. I ‘ 1 ] I i 1 | e
fneledingthecheortondlongtormrotfosisenchysicaland | sresesediThe agreed 5106
rroptabwellbeingand-healihs includes air quality
contributions and details of the
hardship fund.
60 Health-impactof ultrafine particles | Thatthe health-impactof ultrafine particlesappearstobe | Reguestforthelocalauthority | UncertainAddressed
understated-and-that thereisalackofanyplansto realtime{NOx-PMozoneland
389,000 movementsThis-has
not-beenreflected-inthe draft




The agreed S106 includes a

financial contribution to a study
if national standards are
promulgated.

6160 Assessment-of true-potlutant Separation-of constructionand-operationalassessments Reguestforcombined UneertainAddressed
concentrationsinthe period-2029- | overthe period2029-t0-2032 islikely-toresultinan assessment: In line with
2032 uhderestimation-ofthe ‘true’ pollutantconcentrations comments from R&BBC, issues
experienced-byresidents-during thisperiod: have been resolved
&2 e el ‘| A T m - - he 62 17 and The Anoli Likely—it does indi
| L S I o I I ot L for il e el ‘ 0 it
examination-of archaeological features tavestigation- The WSI has been | SEE-Addressed
updated
6362 Additional-complimentaryRoW The-scheme-has-notfully-explored-how further Inclusion-of additionalactive UneertainAddressed

avaiable: SCC notes that the
STF/TMF could be used to
improve the Rights of Way
network around the airport




broadleaved woodland (and other
habitats)

woodland is being lost and how much is being enhanced /
replanted. The same is true for other habitats. The
ecology chapter for the ES does not quantify the amount
of loss or compensation. A reference is made to these
figures being included in Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)
assessment however this information is not clear within
the BNG report (screenshots of the BNG metric have been

replacement habitat in the
Ecology chapter for the ES.
Additional compensation is
required for the mature
woodland loss. Especially
considering the lag time for
newly planted woodland to

6463 Fheappreachtoandjudgenients Pange-oteoncerns-incudinggualibrebvisualisatiens Addressingofeoncarmsrelating | Yreertain No longer
withinthe Landscapeand-Visual approachto-tranguilityassessmenttreatmentof to-the-assessment: pursuing
tmpaet-Assessment undesighated-landscapesandassessmentofeffoctAsset

outinthe HR-a-numberof requestsremain-inrelotionte Additional information has
visualisatiensincludingnecdfershetemeniogestarbeth | been provided.
construction-and-operationand-fullyrendered
| for | ! eniddlodi
Fortl ity SHNL Acel;
ide further iustification f. I . .
el ‘ 209 i dored sianifi .

65 Consideration-ofthe potential lt-does-notappearthatthis-has-beenconsidered: Consideration-in-assessment: Uneertain No longer
changesie-theSuray Hills 2002 pursuing
Beoundary

6665 The loss of or change in existing Information on general rather than detailed loss is Detailed plans showing extent LikelyNot addressed
green infrastructure, including provided in the documentation. of vegetation loss. Loss of
potential loss of important or broadleaved woodland is not
historic hedgerows and existing mitigated or compensated for
greenspace. by the NRP.

6766 The extent of loss of mature It is not clear from the application document how much GAL should quantify losses and | LikelyNot addressed




provided — but this is difficult to navigate and is difficult to
review). The impact assessment should quantify the loss
to accurately describe the impact. In addition, this
information would aid with understanding and
transparency.

mature and reach target
condition.

The BNG metric should be
supplied in Excel format to aid
with review of information.
Habitat parcels should be
clearly referenced in figures and
the Excel metric so that the two
can be easily cross referenced
and to aid with clarity over
what compensation /
enhancement is proposed.

Loss of broadleaved woodland
is not mitigated or
compensated for by the NRP.

Unlikelvgl
.
restricHensAddressed—
this has or will

imminently be
addressed




onf e bate.
The advancement of the bat
survey programme for trees to
be removed as part of the
scheme is welcomed. Further
detail provided in JSC D9

response.

Information is now provided in

LikelyAddressed




the amended outline Reptile

Mitigation Strategy

baseline assessment methodology

areas of the site which will not be impacted by the
proposals (i.e airfield grassland). This is a non-standard
approach and it is assumed that this approach has been
adopted so that net gain can be achieved from a lower
baseline value (i.e. net gain is easier to achieve as baseline
value is lower).

follow standard practice. The
baseline BNG value of the site
should include all habitats
within the DCO application
boundary. It is currently unclear
whether the application would
achieve net gain as the baseline
value which has been used does
not include all habitats within
the DCO application site. SCC is
of the view that if BNG

7669 No compensation provided for loss | The ecology chapter states that no replacement ponds It remains unclear why UneertainNot
of ponds will be provided within the application site due to airport | Rreplacement ponds sheuld addressed
airstrike safety. This is fully justified however, it is not could not be provided off-site —
understood why off-site provision of new ponds has not preferable within the nearby
been considered. Biodiversity Opportunity Areas
to maximise ecological
opportunities / outcomes.
This loss remains unmitigated
ks ificat i LikelyAddressed
of the land-would-be the responsibilityof GAL: Arrangements have been
confirmed
7271 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) The BNG baseline has been calculated excluding those The BNG assessment should LikelyNot addressed




statutory/best practice
guidelines are not followed, it is
inappropriate to state the
scheme is achieving BNG.
3 Needtoadoptalandscapescale Ecologicabimpactswillexdend-beyond-the projectsite GALshould-adoptalandscane UneertainAddressed
I . | " oy | lations, | . | -
. logicali isarianhabi |  tha ai Lol drassi cali '
: . . s Disturt | . lina o | .
habi thin theai ¥ lina & i itigation,
. hef .. £ wilellif idors, bl I I
. bothwithinthesi Lol i i G
| ~ Mai £ pobi .. bi ..
heai | widerland . _ " : ¢
. Ll | . I
River Mol | Gatwicl
Stream.
A landscape and ecology
enhancement fund has been
included in the agreed S106 and
SCC therefore agree that there
will be resources made
available to address ecological
impacts beyond the project site
boundary.
7473 Additional-opportunitiesfor Many-potentialopportunities for biodiversity Explore-furtheropportunities UneertainAddressed
biodiversi I both withi I ide the Site. or biodiversi I ’
| e le. . % . i I do il
srasclandleurranipracenitanrend-vergesand Site—A landscape and ecology




enhancement fund has been
included in the agreed S106 and

SCC therefore agree that there
will be resources made
available to deliver additional
biodiversity enhancement.

LikelyAddressed

revised funding offer is included

in the agreed S106.

Likely Addressed




76

Likely Addressed

LikelyAddressed

#9877

LikelyAddressed

LikelyAddressed




81 Assessraentotsigaifcantoffosic— Ihe—UKls-e+g~ht—b4ggest—aﬂ=peFts—plan—te+neFease—te GAlrecdstopravidean LikelyAddressed




GAL converted CO,-emissionsfrom
atreraftto COse-

LikelyAddressed

LikelyAddressed

Uneertain Addressed




&5 ES-Chapter 15 Climate Change Fheclimate-impactstatements{Table 158 5 and-Table GAlLshould-update-allclimate Uneertain Addressed

86 ESChapter15Climate Change Whilst GAL-may-not-have-assessed-any-of therisksas GALshouldidentifyfurther Uneertain Addressed

87 ESoesondbrdE B0 Ueban Heat Fhe - Assessmentsintecthar b zadenat s ldepdfeatenatfurther Uneertain Addressed

2o EfoeesondbdE 0 Clisaaie Change | Fhodrpacisiotomenicarehekinginsensisione Hinthast CAlsheulduodateallclirmate Uneertain Addressed




ESappendhdE8A-ClimateChange | Begarding Bisk7Z thereisa-concernthatiheimpaciseould | GALShould-reviewthe Uneertain Addressed
Racil : - | hand lalave in fuelling e ) culats Erisk i I
i L frick. | fashoointofaviation fuel I I I I ok rats o I
bustion_Also i it I ite £
I be by for ] o hicl derati I I .
i . | Al b / i . i tad it
el bilities duri ion the cl el | I .
EfossondbdE 0 0 Clicaoie Change | Stermcvenisareneteonsidorcdsuficionthinthis Shlcheuldgivafusther Likely Addressed
Resili : Lackof \Wildire i . bl derati be i
. . ¢ / " | Lo heai , o wilds |
dfire L f " wildfires in &l G ’. cul . I P I
I ket . . ons. sk d o ot |
Ricl . b f included intheris) i .
N ¢ . cibili bl
EfoeesondibdE 0 Clisaoie Change | Sensiderndente-bopgivente-hovrcinatechangesanld Chlsheuldineludarisleand Likely Addressed
ahd-causinga-poweroutage:
The unsustainable growth of Growth may lead to unsustainable surface access To monitor and control GHG Not Addressed

airport operations may result in
significant adverse impacts to the
climate.

transportation and airport operation growth.

emissions during the project
construction and operation it is
suggested a control mechanism
similar to the Green Controlled
Growth Framework submitted
as part of the London Luton




Airport Expansion Application,
is provided. Implementing such
a framework would make sure
that the Applicant
demonstrates sustainable
growth while effectively
managing its environmental
impact. Within this document,
the Applicant should define
monitoring and reporting
requirements for GHG
emissions for the Applicant’s
construction activities, airport
operations and surface access
transportation. Emission limits
and thresholds for pertinent
project stages should be
established. Should any
exceedances of these defined
limits occur, growth should be
halted.

Addressed




of “commencement”

operations which fall outside that definition and which do
not appear to be controlled (article 2(1), interpretation);

authorities’ main concerns are

with the potential impacts of

80 Hthe Applicant does-notprovide The-Applicant-mustactively-promotethe transidontoa The-Applicantshouldprovide Addressed
inf . hel I icod . L . inf thi -
boni : oot I hrologies like alectri | N I
o . I I bl . . . I ke of .
2l It irtl hicl | i .
.  the Proiect! hicle charainging .
. he ol Theful \dditionally Al
mpactofthe Proposed should-support-measuressuch
Bevelopmenteonthe government as-Green-Bus-programmes:
.
e g.F . &
92 Revisionsrequired-to-Article 22 Ordinary-watercoursesare-notadegquatelyaddressed Appropriate-wordinginrelation | Uneertain Addressed
Discharge-of Water to-ordinary-watercoursesto-be
neluded
9382 Revisions required to the definition | In particular, the implications arising from certain Revisions required. The UneertainNot agreed




the works that fall within

paragraph (k), (m), (n) and (o).

Detailed comments are

provided in the Legal

Partnership consolidated
comments of the dDCO
submitted at Deadline 8.

94 Article 3-{developmentconsent Uneertain Addressed
etegranted-by-Order}
9584 Article O {planni ission) T -
9685 Article 21 Agreements with The need for highway authorities to agree template Discussions-on-agreementsto LikelyAddressed
highway authorities agreements before the end of the Examination with the be-held The Applicant has made
applicant under article 21 (agreements with highway .
authorities) an open commitment to rely on
the councils’ S278 and 38
agreements as the basis for any
agreement to be entered into
under article 21 for the local
highway works. However,
agreements have not yet been
entered into.
97 ArdeledO-Consicermfan-at Fhe-disopplicaienetcoveralpravisienseiihe-tlovw-Peads | PevisiensreguiredSSthas Uneertain Addressed
" horityd . | ' Works Act 1997 witl I licats £ 4l dod details of
DeppaisSeharae Suprey-Permicichemehasbeen




I hial — e ccl article10:

. s |

apphecationofthe 1991 Act) BEO-This is now incorporated
in the dDCO.

9887 Article 11 Street works The way in which street works are controlled under Revisions required. The usual UneertainNot
article 11 (street works). It departs from most precedents | cross-reference to a schedule addressed
by authorising interference with any street within the should be included. We
Order limits, rather than those specified in a schedule. welcome the revisions in the

ExA proposed dDCO changes to
address this point.

9988 Deeming provisions The inclusionof deeming provisionsinarticles 12(4) Revisionsregquired SCC Uneertain Addressed
lecwertealiorloeuicteefsirects) arela 14L00 welcome the deletion of “or
{temporaryclosure of streets) 18(10) (traffic regulations); | delayed” from a number of
22{5) {discharge of water)and 24{6){authoritytosurvey | articles.

L . he land) -
ela) Alioraaiverrouies Fhestmndardtevhichalierradverevtesmustbe Pevisisrsreguized Uneertain Addressed
ided und icle 14(5) { ¢
streets)

404 Apdeledebloveracansefassess Fheprepesaliealleviihenssliconitocrentcnovimenns | Pevisiensreguiced Uneertain Addressed
artcle 16 {accesstoworks)

102 TrafEeregulatens z Pevisisrsreguized Uneertain Addressed

lations)-wil I
10397 | Are 2o which_rel " I loded £ hodefinit ; Rovic - T -
E:El:EElgi'E E " ” _ H .
hed | et | . od
how-theyworktogether

104 Article 31 {fimelimitforexercise-of | The usual-period-of five yearsisdoubledFurther Justificationrequired The Uneertain Addressed

authority-to-acguireland information-about projectcomplexity-isrequired authorities welcome the

amendment to 7 years




105 Article-40-{special-category-lond} Fimingofvestingof speciat-category-land Justificationforapplicant’s Uneertain Addressed
approachreguired
Maintenance responsibilities
are now confirmed.
95 Article 48 (Defence to proceedings | Residents should be able to bring nuisance action as | Justification for exemptions Uncertain
in respect of statutory nuisance) they can at present required. Revisions required to
Exemptions are proposed from ensure it is not so wide-ranging.
large parts of section 79(1) of the Further comments provided at
Environmental protection Act D8 in the Legal Partnership
without adequate justification submission
106 Inclusion-of-hotels-asauthorised Furtherjustificationregquested-inrelationto-inclusion-of Justificationrequired Uneertain No longer
development work-nos-26,27-and-28-as-authorised-development pursuing
10797 | Dok : - - cluding: Rovici - T -
s ula 2 . “ ”
ifications):
hel4-d oot iodinR3(2);
| | | I o I
th” ¢l od d ot |
. I 1 with thes:
he drafii £ R 14 (arel logical ins):
operations);
98 Drafting of Reguirement 14 Within-Surrey,-SCCshould-be the dischargingauthority for | Referencestothelocalplanning | Likely Addressed
. , .
from-a-Surrey-context




Drafting of Requirement 15 (air

noise envelope)

The Air Noise Envelope is not considered fit for purpose

The air noise envelope

as it does not align with policy requirements. In addition

provision should include:

there is no role for any local authority control in this
requirement. A mechanism should be included in the DCO

-A “mitigate to grow approach”
An Environmental Scutiny

to require the CAA to involve the local authorities and

Group (ESG) including local

other key stakeholders in scrutinising noise envelope
reporting.

authorities

-Appropriate enforcement
powers for the ESG

-Establish appropriate sanctions
for technical and limit breaches
-Integrate existing noise
controls into the noise envelope

The Council is broadly
supportive of the principle
behind the ExA’s revised
requirements R15 and R16 in
Schedule 2 [PD-028] to
progressively reduce the noise
contour area over time.

Not addressed

Drafting of Requirement 18 (noise

Justification is required on a humber of points, such as

Drafting revisions to ensure the

Not addressed

insulation scheme)

why the time limits in the requirement have been chosen.

requirement is enforceable and

precise. The local authorities
require amendments to ensure

provisions in the scheme are

consistent with their proposed

metrics and thresholds.




The Council is broadly

supportive of the principle
behind the ExA’s revised
requirements R15 and R16 in
Schedule 2 [PD-028] to
progressively reduce the noise

contour area over time.

Drafting of Requirement 19

(airport operations)

Greater specificity is required.

R.19(2) would restrict dual runway operations to 386,000
commercial air transport movements per annum. The
Councils consider a control on total air transport
movements per annum would be preferable.

R.19(3) allows the use of the northern runway between the
hours of 23:00 - 06:00 when the southern runway is not
available for use “for any reason”. The Councils consider
“for any reason” to be too broad and considers the use of
the northern runway between these times should only be
used when the southern runway is not available because of
planned maintenance and engineering works.

The requirement needs to restrict use of the northern
runway to departures and to Code C aircraft or smaller (the
basis of the current proposals and assessments in the ES)-

The requirement needs to include a night movement cap.

Revisions required. Comments

Not addressed

are provided in the Legal

Partnership consolidated

comments of the dDCO

submitted at Deadline 8.




Drafting of Requirement 20

(surface access)

The dDCO gives too much flexibility in allowing the

SCC considers it as more

development to proceed with only retrospective checks to

appropriate to have clear steps

see if the mitigation proposed is delivering results. This is

set out in the DCO to regulate

reactive _and ineffective, in particular in considering

the growth and clear sanctions

whether the development is appropriate for the

should the mitigation measures

communities who may be affected by the adverse impacts

not be achieved.

of the development and whether there is sufficient

The Luton airport expansion is

amelioration of those impacts. R20 appears to say that the

currently before the Secretary of

operation can only be carried on if there is adherence to

State with proposals which seek

the surface access commitments but when those surface

to _manage growth as the

access commitments are considered more carefully they

Authorities suggest, i.e. green

are toothless in terms of constraining any activity at the

controlled growth (which is set

airport.
The intention is that the surface commitments will be a

out in Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the
Luton dDCO. The Secretary of

certified document, and Requirement 20 requires the

State will have to decide, in

operation to be in accordance with those commitments.

deciding that development

For example, the mode shift target of 55% has to be tested

consent order, whether those

three years after the commencement of operations. If this

controls are necessary, but it is

is not achieved, the monitoring arrangements in the SAC

clearly relevant that the

envisage a reporting process and preparation of action

operator and promoter of that

plans for future activity. However, there is no commitment

development  consider  that

to curtail operations either during the period of the

managed growth is workable

preparation of action plans or until such time as the targets

and they are putting that

are met. Therefore, this target does not actually constrain

forward as the way in which they

the operation of the airport.

will achieve both their growth
but also achieve the
environmental objectives.

D9: The local authorities
submitted comments on the ExXA

Not addressed




recommended amendments to

Requirement 20 at ISH9

submitted at D9

168103 | Schedule 11 (procedure for the 8-week for determining significant applications. Fees | Revisions required. The S106 UneertainAddressed
approvals, consents and appeals) and resourcing. includes a requirement for the
Applicant to enter into a PPA in
relation to the discharging of
reguirements.
109104 | BCO-schedulesandplans Amendmentsregquired-to-addressinconsistenciesand Revisionsrequired Likely Addressed
orrsEs
110405 | Finalisation-of Section106 Negotiation-on-the $106-has-notyet startedSubstantal Discussionsto-commence An Uneertain Addressed
Agreeraent revisionsreguired-to-draft S106. agreed S106 has been




