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Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared in support of the examination
phase for the proposed Gatwick Northern Runway Project (NRP). The Application was made by
Gatwick Airport Limited (the Applicant) to the Secretary of State for the Department for Transport
(the Secretary of State) pursuant to Section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 (PA 2008).

The Application comprises alterations to the existing northern runway which, together with the
lifting of the current restrictions on its use, would enable dual runway operations. It also includes
the development of a range of infrastructure and facilities which, with the alterations to the
northern runway, would enable an increase in the airport's passenger throughput capacity. This
includes substantial upgrade works to certain surface access routes which lead to the airport. A
full description of the Proposed Development is included in ES Chapter 5: Project Description
(Doc Ref. 5.1).

SoCGs are an established means in the planning process of allowing all parties to identify and
focus on specific issues that may need to be considered during the Examination. The purpose
and possible content of SoCG is detailed in the Department for Communities and Local
Government’s guidance entitled ‘Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for development
consent’ (2015), stating:

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant
and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which they agree. As well as
identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it is also useful if a statement identifies
those areas where agreement has not been reached. The statement should include
references to show where those matters are dealt with in the written representations or
other documentary evidence.”

The SoCGs between the Applicant and the local authorities comprises several documents, to
which this document is one. The Statement of Commonality provides details of the structure and
status of the SOoCG between all the relevant Interested Parties, including the local authorities.
Naturally, the level of detail across the suite of SOCG varies to reflect the nature and complexity
of the matter, as well as the position between the parties.

This document solely relates to matters between the Applicant and Mid Sussex District Council. A
summary of the meetings and correspondence that has taken place between the parties is
detailed in Appendix 1 of this document.

This SoCG has been produced to confirm to the Examining Authority (ExA) where agreement has
been reached between the parties, and where agreement has not (yet) been reached, and is
presented in a tabular form. This SoCG does not seek to replicate information that is available
elsewhere, either within the Application and/or Examination documents, referring out where
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appropriate. The terminology used within the SoCG to reflect the status between the parties is
either:

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

= “Agreed” to indicate where a matter has been resolved to the satisfaction of the parties.
= “Not Agreed” to indicate a final position where parties cannot agree.
= “Under discussion” to indicate where matters are subject of on-going discussion with the aim

to either resolve or refine the extent of disagreement between the parties.
= “No longer pursuing” where the stakeholder no longer pursues an interest in the matter.

The versions of the SoCGs submitted at Deadline 9 reflect the discussions between

1.1.10

parties since the previous versions submitted into the Examination at Deadline 5. This

has allowed for substantive updates from both parties until 12 Auqust 2024 (when the
JLASs returned comments on their updated position). Following receipt of those comments
and in view of the timescales of the examination, the Applicant has only provided updates
to such matters where considered necessary/helpful in view of its previous stated
response, including by reference to its closing submissions and/or where engagement has
enabled matters to be further progressed (including through the Section 106 Agreement).
Therefore updated commentary has not been provided for all matters.

Furthermore, updates to the SoCGs at Deadline 9 have been prepared in parallel with

negotiations on the Section 106 Agreement. Whilst the parties have endeavoured to
ensure the positions reflected in this SoCG reflect the agreement now reached, the parties
prepared a joint statement to confirm the effect of the agreed s106 Agreement on resolving
anumber of issues which have been raised in the examination. The matters set out below
by both parties should be read within the context of the joint position statement prepared
by the Applicant and the JLAs submitted as part of thetheir respective Deadline 9
submissions and their respective closing submissions submitted at Deadline 9 where
applicable to the topic in question.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0 Page 4
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2 Current Position
2.1. Agricultural Land Use and Recreation
2.1.1 Table 2.1 sets out the position of both parties in relation to agricultural land use and recreation matters.

Table 2.1 Statement of Common Ground — Agricultural Land Use and Recreation Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status

There are no issues relating to Agricultural Land Use and Recreation within this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 23.0 Page 5



LONDON
GATWICK

Air Quality

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick
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2.2.

G

221 Table 2.1 sets out the position of both parties in relation to air quality matters.

Table 2.2 Statement of Common Ground — Air Quality Matters

there are a number of
clarifications required to
understand the
Assessment Scenarios
utilised in the air quality
assessment. Such as those

realistic worst case assessment.

Updated position (Deadline 1): A key part of this concern is around the
modelled scenarios assessed. It is welcomed that GAL propose to
provide further information at the next air quality TWG. This matter will
remain under discussion until this TWG has been held.

quality impacts from all related sources (road vehicles, aircraft and
airport sources) following the methodology agreed with the local
councils. The assessment has been based on the best estimate of
emissions and conservative assumptions where applicable,
presenting reasonable worst case effects in line with best practice
guidance and available data.

Quality [APP-038]

Appendix D of the
Supporting Air
Quality Technical
Notes to the SoCGs

scenarios where both REP1-050].
construction and Updated position (Deadline 5) Conservative assumptions have also been built into the air quality
operational activities Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out in paragraph 3.7.7 of their assessment to reduce uncertainty in any future scenario such as Appendix A:

happen at the same time.
There are also variations
between application
documents on how

Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-031] that the air quality
matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities at Deadline 3 (Appendix
A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline 5. This Appendix of air
quality queries prepared by AECOM included a wide range of technical

background values being frozen to 2030 and no improvements in
aircraft emissions being accounted for in the air quality modelling.

Paragraph 13.7.16 in ES Chapter 13: Air Quality outlines the

Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

scenarios are described. matters. Without a response from GAL further progress cannot be made. | approach for future road traffic emissions including how the Applicant’s
It is anticipated that further progress can be made before the next approach is conservative, since road traffic emissions are Response to
Examination Deadline. anticipated to improve in line with the Transport Decarbonisation Deadline 4
Plan. Submissions [REP5-

The assessment concludes that the impact of the Proposed
Development would not be significant.

Updated position (Deadline 1): A technical note summarising the
assessment scenarios has been provided at Deadline 1, within
Appendix D of the Supporting Air Quality Technical Notes to
the SoCGs (Doc Ref. 10.4).

Updated position (April 2024):The Applicant notes that the JLAs
have provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The
Applicant will review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will

Reference Matter ‘ Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
Baseline

There are no issues relating to the baseline for this topic within this Statement of Common Ground.

Assessment Methodology

2221 Assessment Scenarios — The concern is that the scenarios assessed in the ES do not provide a ES Chapter 13: Air Quality has provided an assessment of air ES Chapter 13 Air Under

discussionAgreed

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): This matter can be marked as
‘agreed’ following consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local
authorities on the technical queries at the July TWG.

2.2.2.2

Study Areas — Further
information on the road

traffic study area within the

air quality assessment is
required. Needed to
understand which routes
have been affected by
changes in traffic

Without this information it is not possible to fully understand the air
quality assessment of road traffic air quality effects. i.e. which routes are
affected in which scenario.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The information requested is the full
ARN shown on a figure for each of scenarios modelled. With the ARNS
showing locations with increased traffic flows within the ARN as red and
locations with decreases in traffic flows as green.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be
made before the next Examination Deadline.

Updated position (12.08.24) It is still not possible to look at each
individual scenario ARN to understand if the scenarios and the changes
in traffic and pollutant concentrations for each scenario are logical.

ES Chapter 12: Traffic and Transport provides full details of the
assessment methodology and potential traffic and transport effects
of the Project during construction and operation.

The wider study area used in the air quality assessment includes
all roads within the 11 km by 10 km domain centred on the airport
plus the Affected Road Network (ARN) defined by the transport
data using the Institute of air Quality Management (IAQM) and
Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) guidance. Section 13.5.5 to
Section 13.5.10 of the air quality assessment details the wider
study area.

ES Chapter 13: Air Quality has indicated that there are no
significant effects as a result of the Project and the Project is not
predicted to impact compliance with the air quality standards.

Updated position (Deadline 1): GAL has provided an updated
ARN figure at Deadline 1, contained within the ES Air Quality
Figures [REP1-018].The Applicant notes that the JLAs have
provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The Applicant
will review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAs’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): This matter has been discussed in

consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local authorities on the
technical queries at the July TWG. This item is not agreed. The
applicant has provided sufficient information through the ES to all
parties for a full and thorough review of technical air quality and
transport data. The single ARN was used which incorporated all
links screened into the assessment for each scenario. This
approach allows the same receptors to be reported for every

ES Chapter 12 Traffic
and Transport [APP-
037]

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

ES Air Quality
Figures Part 2 [REP1-
018

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](Poc-Ref-10-38)

discussionNot
agreed
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assessment year and scenario. The approach to screening traffic
and creating the ARN was agreed with the local authorities during
modelling specific TWG meeting prior to the assessment being
carried out.
2.2.2.3 Model verification — The concern is that air quality predictions may not be as robust. Full details of the model verification process are included in ES Appendix 13.6.1 Under
remains a series of queries Section 3 within the ES Appendix 13.6.1. Table 3.2.2 provides a Air quality Data and diseussionAgreed
to be considered to Updated position (Deadline 1): We welcome the provision of model list of all sites excluded along with justification and Table 3.3.2 Model Verification
establish if the air quality files. There are a few residual queries from this review and the review of | provides a comparison between modelled and monitored NOx and APP-159]
model verification is robust. | verification appendix. These include: further details on why so many sites | NO2z concentrations.
For example, no reference | were excluded from the verification and how we identify which receptors ES Chapter 13 Air
is made to 2022 data which | received which verification factor. Confirmation on why a later 2022 The verification methodology was agreed with local councils at the | Quality [APP-038]
should have been available | baseline year was not used too. modelling methodology workshop in November 2022. Model files
during the preparation of and results were provided to the TWG via email 18" August 2023. | Appendix A of the
the air quality assessment Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out Supporting Air
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4- | The baseline year of 2018 was selected based on traffic and Quality Technical
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities monitoring data availability and was discussed and agreed to be Notes to the SoCGs
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline | used with the local authorities. This provides a reference level REP1-050]
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a against which any potential changes in air quality can be
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further assessed. Paragraph 13.5.18 of air quality assessment provides Appendix A:
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be full details of the selected baseline year (APP-038). Response to West
made before the next Examination Deadline. Sussex Joint Local
Updated position (Deadline 1): A figure illustrating the Authorities — Air
verification zones has been provided at Deadline 1 in Appendix A | Quality to The
of the Supporting Air Quality Technical Notes to the SoCGs Applicant’s
(Doc Ref. 10.4). Response to
Deadline 4
Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant notes that the JLAs | Submissions (Doc
have provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The Ref. 10.38)
Applicant will review this submission and respond accordingly.
Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].
Updated Position (July 2024): This matter can be marked as
‘agreed’ following consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local
authorities on the technical queries set out at Deadline 5 [REP5-
073].
2.2.2.4 Habitat Regulation The concern is that the scenarios utilised do not represent a realistic Section 2 of the Habitats Regulations Assessment sets out the ES Appendix 9.9.1 Lhader
Assessment - The HRA worst case for the Proposed Development. assessment scenarios assessed. A robust assessment presenting | Habitats Regulation diseussionAgreed
utilises the predicted air

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0
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quality results for NOXx,
ammonia and nitrogen
deposition to determine
whether there are habitat
integrity risks to European
designated sites. The HRA
concludes there are none
in relation to air quality both
for the proposed
development in isolation
and in combination.
However, this is based on
the scenarios assessed
within the air quality
chapter that need further
review to determine if the
scenarios represent a
realistic worst case.

Updated position (Deadline 1): A key part of this concern is around the
modelled scenarios assessed. It is welcomed that GAL propose to
provide further information at the next air quality TWG. This matter will
remain under discussion until this TWG has been held.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be
made before the next Examination Deadline.

reasonable worst case effects has been provided in line with best
practice guidance and available data.

Paragraphs 2.2.12 to 2.2.18 in the HRA assessment set out the
detail of the assessment years assessed. The two assessment
years (2032 and 2038) represent the anticipated worst-case
scenario with respect to operational emissions resulting from the
Project.

As set out in Paragraph 4.5.8 of the HRA assessment, the effect
from traffic-related pollution during the construction period is
screened out from further assessment given no quantifiable
increases in traffic on roads within 200m of the designated sites.

Agreement has been reached with Natural England on the method
used for the HRA assessment and Natural England’s Relevant
Representations detail that no further information is required with
regard to the HRA assessment.

Updated position (April 2024): A technical note summarising the
assessment scenarios has been provided at Deadline 1, within
Appendix D of the Supporting Air Quality Technical Notes to
the SoCGs [REP1-050]. The Applicant notes that the JLAs have
provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The Applicant
will review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAs’ review submitted at Deadline 4

[REP5-073][REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): This matter can be marked as
‘agreed’ following consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local
authorities on the technical queries at the July TWG.

Assessment Part 1

[APP-134]

ES Appendix 9.9.1
Habitats Regulation
Assessment Part 2

APP-135]

ES Chapter 12 Traffic
and Transport [APP-

037]

Natural England
Relevant
Representation [RR-
3223

Appendix D of the
Supporting Air
Quality Technical
Notes to the SoCGs

REP1-050]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](Poc-Ref-10-38)

2.2.25

Provision of Further
Information

Further information, particularly in relation to figures, is required to be
able to link air quality results to specific receptor locations and to
understand how model verification has been applied to receptor locations
in the study area.

Updated position (Deadline 1): We welcome the provision of model
files. There are a few residual queries from this review and the review of

Full details of the model verification process are included in
Section 3 within the ES Appendix 13.6.1. Table 3.3.1 provides
details on the verification zones used.

The verification methodology was agreed with local councils at the
modelling methodology workshop in November 2022. Model files
and results were provided to the TWG via email 18" August 2023

ES Appendix 13.6.1
Air quality Data and
Model Verification

APP-159]

ES Appendix 13.9.1:
Air Quality Results

discussionNot
agreed
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verification appendix. These include: further details on why so many sites
were excluded from the verification and how we identify which receptors
received which verification factor. Confirmation on why a later 2022
baseline year was not used too. Additionally, a figure that includes the
receptor IDs is needed to link to the predicted results tables in the
appendices. It is welcomed that GAL propose to provide further
information.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be
made before the next Examination Deadline.

Updated position (12.08.24) The point concerning receptors on figures
being made was that members of the public and people without access
to shapefiles will not be able to follow the information within the ES
without improved figures. The Applicant suggests that Table 2.1.1 can be
used in conjunction with figures (e.g. 2.1.4) as the tables include the grid

ES Appendix 13.9.1 provides the air quality results for all modelled
receptors and scenarios.

GAL is happy to liaise with the councils on further clarification
requested on model verification.

Updated position (Deadline 1): A figure illustrating the
verification zones has been provided at Deadline 1 in Appendix A
of the Supporting Air Quality Technical Notes to the SoCGs
(Doc Ref. 10.4). The Applicant notes that the JLAs have provided
a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The Applicant will
review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): Table 2.1.1 of ES Appendix

references of the receptors. However, this is incorrect as the figures do

13.6.2: Air Quality Receptors [APP-160] provides details of the

not include labelled grid lines. Without this the reader cannot use the
grid references in the tables to locate receptors. The reader needs to
enter the grid reference information from the receptor table into a third

modelled human receptor locations, corresponding to ES Appendix
13.6.2, Figures 2.1.1 to 2.1.5 contained in the ES Air Quality
Figures (Part 4) [APP-069]. Table 2.1.1 provides X (Easting) and Y

party tool or use a map with grid lines to enable them to link the two
elements of the ES. The reader should not need to undertake additional

(Northing) grid reference coordinates which can be used by the
public and Interested Parties to access receptor locations. The ES

work to understand the ES.

is therefore not incomplete.

Tables and Figures -
Parts 1 to 6 [APP-162
to APP-167]

Appendix A of the
Supporting Air
Quality Technical
Notes to the SoCGs

REP1-050]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](boc-Ref10.38)

2.2.2.6 Model Verification

An updated air quality model verification has been presented in the ES
compared to the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR).
This has improved the verification, but it is still necessary to establish if
the air quality model verification is robust. In particular, further
information is requested on the large numbers of air quality monitors
excluded from the assessment and why a more up to date baseline year
of 2022 was not used compared to the 2018 year utilised (using 2016
extrapolated traffic data).

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities

at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline

Full details of the model verification process are included in
Section 3 within the ES Appendix 13.6.1. Table 3.2.2 provides a
list of all sites excluded along with justification and Table 3.3.2
provides a comparison between modelled and monitored NOx and
NO:z concentrations.

The verification methodology was agreed with local councils at the
modelling methodology workshop in November 2022. Model files
and results were provided to the TWG via email 18" August 2023.

The baseline year of 2018 was selected based on traffic and
monitoring data availability and was discussed and agreed to be
used with the local authorities. This provides a reference level
against which any potential changes in air quality can be

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

ES Appendix 13.6.1
Air quality Data and
Model Verification

APP-159]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Agreed
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5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be
made before the next Examination Deadline.

assessed. Paragraph 13.5.18 of air quality assessment provides
full details of the selected baseline year.

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant notes that the JLAs
have provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The
Applicant will review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): This matter can be marked as
‘agreed’ following consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local
authorities on the technical queries set out at Deadline 5 [REP5-

073].

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions (Doc
Ref. 10.38)

2.2.2.7 Technical Details

Clarifications on a range of technical details are required, including on
rates of future air quality improvement, pollutants assessed, construction
plant (i.e. asphalt plant), heating plant and road traffic modelling. Further
information is requested to help understand if a realistic worst case has
been assessed.

Updated position (Deadline 1): A key part of this concern is around the
modelled scenarios assessed. It is welcomed that GAL propose to
provide further information at the next air quality TWG. This matter will
remain under discussion until this TWG has been held. Further details
can be provided to GAL for discussion on other clarifications.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters.

Without a response from GAL further progress cannot be made. It is
anticipated that further progress can be made before the next
Examination Deadline.

ES Chapter 13: Air Quality has provided an assessment of air
quality impacts from all related sources (road vehicles, aircraft and
airport sources) following the methodology agreed with the local
councils. A robust assessment presenting reasonable worst case
effects has been provided in line with best practice guidance and
available data. The assessment concludes that the impact of the
Proposed Development would not be significant.

GAL engaged with key stakeholders through the topic working
groups and during such engagement, efforts were made to gain
agreement with local authorities on key modelling points.
Methodology transparency has been demonstrated and model files
and results were provided to the TWG via email on 18" August
2023.

Details on the Non Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) (asphalt plant,
concrete batching etc) and how it has been assessed can be found
in Section 3.12 of the air quality assessment methodology.

Details on the airport heating plant and road traffic modelling and
how they have been assessed can be found in the air quality
assessment methodology.

GAL is happy to liaise with the councils on further information
requested.

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

ES Appendix 13.4.1:
Air Quality
Assessment
Methodology [APP-

158]

Appendix D of the
Supporting Air
Quality Technical
Notes to the SoCGs

REP1-050]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The
Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](Doc Ref. 10.38)°

Under

discussionAgreed
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002561-10.38%20Appendix%20A%20-%20Response%20to%20West%20Sussex%20Joint%20Local%20Authorities%20-%20Air%20Quality.pdf
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002561-10.38%20Appendix%20A%20-%20Response%20to%20West%20Sussex%20Joint%20Local%20Authorities%20-%20Air%20Quality.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002561-10.38%20Appendix%20A%20-%20Response%20to%20West%20Sussex%20Joint%20Local%20Authorities%20-%20Air%20Quality.pdf
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Updated position (Deadline 1): A technical note summarising the
assessment scenarios has been provided at Deadline 1, within
Appendix D of the Supporting Air Quality Technical Notes to
the SoCGs (Doc Ref. 10.4).

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant notes that the JLAs
have provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The
Applicant will review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): This matter can be marked as
‘agreed’ following consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local
authorities on the technical queries set out at Deadline 5 [REP5-

073].

Air Quality and Emissions
Mitigation Guidance for
Sussex

The applicant has not clearly demonstrated regard to the Sussex Air
Quality and Emissions Mitigation Guidance or the Defra air quality
damage cost guidance in assessing air quality impacts and mitigation
measures. The health/damage costs are not included in the DCO
documents despite confirmation from the applicant that they would be
undertaking a TAG (Transport Analysis Guidance) assessment which
would identify the air quality damage costs of the Project. The underlying
rationale of the Sussex Guidance is to quantify health damage costs
associated with the transport emissions from the proposed development
(NO2, M10/2.5) in order to offset these damages to protect human
health. This approach is in line with the principals of Defra’s Clean Air
Strategy.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Joint Local Authorities have
submitted detailed reviews of the Air Quality Action Plan [REP2 -004].
Please see REP4-053 for this detailed review. Without a response from
GAL further progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further
progress can be made before the next Examination Deadline.

The JLAs response at D4 [REP4-042 para 2.34- 2.38] also discusses
how the AQAP fails to address local air quality effects in line with the Air
Quality and Emissions Mitigation Guidance for Sussex (the “Sussex
Guidance”).

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant will respond at
Deadline 6 to the JLASs’ review submitted at Deadline 4 [REP4-
053].

Updated Position (July 2024): The required scope of the AQAP
under the Draft DCO Section 106 Agreement [REP6-063] has
been updated and the draft AQAP has also been updated in
response to comments made by the JLAs. The JLAs have
provided further comments on the AQAP Deadline 7 [REP7-103],
the Applicant will respond on these matters at Deadline 8.

The Applicant does not agree that additional mitigation beyond
what is already proposed is necessary. This is consistent with
national policy and EIA requirements.

Not Agreed

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002561-10.38%20Appendix%20A%20-%20Response%20to%20West%20Sussex%20Joint%20Local%20Authorities%20-%20Air%20Quality.pdf
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The purpose of the Sussex Guidance is to assess the health impacts
from the additional emissions associated with the development and to
provide mitigation a local level proportionate to the value of the damage
to health.

The Applicant doesn’t accept that any additional Project related
mitigation is necessary because they have not identified significant
impacts. This approach is not consistent with the principles of the Sussex
Guidance, which aims to offset the health effects of non-threshold
pollutants irrespective of the significance assessment. The JLAS have
addressed this point in their D4 response [REP4-042 para 2.39- 2.43]

A response from GAL on these D4 submissions is awaited to progress
discussions.

Updated position (12.08.24) The Councils continue to consider that the
provision of information in line with Sussex Guidance would be beneficial.

The Council will review any updated AQAP following Deadline 8. In
relation to national planning policy mitigation is not only needed in
relation to significant effects but to mitigate negative effects (See ANPS
paragraph 5.29).

predications are to modal shift objectives not being achieved.

Updated position (Deadline 1): It is noted that an appraisal of air quality
damages has been presented in Table 7.2.1 of Needs Case Appendix 1
— National Economic Impact Assessment (APP-251). It is also noted that
measures to mitigate air quality have been identified. It is understood
from the December TWG air quality meeting that an AQAP will be
produced by GAL. Within this AQAP it is requested that GAL
demonstrate how the overall monetary disbenefits identified will be
redressed by the measures proposed.

As a matter of clarification it is noted that road traffic NOx and PMzs
Other on-site operations are predicted to improved, can GAL outline the
source of this improvement?

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities

at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline

choice and transport network operation. Further details are
provided in Report 7.4 of the Transport Assessment (AS-079). The
range of interventions to improve sustainable travel has been
tested to inform the mode share commitments reported in the
Application. The SAC also includes a section on GAL'’s further
aspirations, which includes more ambitious mode share targets
which it will be working towards, but it has set the committed mode
shares explicitly to ensure that the core surface access outcomes
set out in Environmental Statement are delivered. The SAC
contains measures to monitor and ensure that the mode
commitments are met.

Conservative assumptions have also been built into the air quality
assessment to reduce uncertainty in any future scenario such as

background values being frozen to 2030 and no improvements in
aircraft emissions being accounted for in the air quality modelling.

The assessment of air quality (APP-038) is measured against the
relevant air quality standards. The draft Section 106 agreement

Assessment
2231 Uncertainty and Controlled | The future air quality predictions are in part, reliant, on modal shift The mode share commitments within the Surface Access ES Report 7.4 Under
Growth assumptions. To understand how much air quality may deteriorate if Commitments (SACs) document (APP-090) represent the position | Transport diseussionNot
measures are not successful, information is required on how sensitive GAL is confident it can achieve, based on the modelling of mode Assessment [AS-079] | agreed

ES Appendix 5.4.1:
Surface Access
Commitments [APP-
090

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

Schedule 1 and
Appendix 5 of the
Draft Section 106
Agreement [REP2-

004]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
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LONDON
GATWICK

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

G

5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters.

The Joint Local Authorities have also submitted a detailed review of the
Air Quality Action Plan [REP2 -004]. Please see REP4-053 for this
detailed review.

Without a response from GAL further progress cannot be made. It is
anticipated that further progress can be made before the next
Examination Deadline.

Updated position (12.08.24) The Council continues to consider that an
EMG framework would be beneficial to avoid any unexpected adverse air
quality outcomes. In the event that an EMG approach was not possible
further safeguards could be adopted in an AQAP or similar.

includes commitment to monitoring of air quality at current and
proposed monitoring sites against relevant air quality standards.
Results will be reported to local authorities.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The draft Outline AQAP will be
provided to the LAs by 26" March (to align with Deadline 2), with
the intention of submitting the outline version into the Examination
in due course taking account of any feedback received.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided a
draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) at Appendix 5 of the Draft
Section 106 Agreement [REP2-004]. The document sets out
measures and monitoring commitments related to air quality and
odour management to be undertaken by GAL which are secured
under the DCO or s106 Agreement. Section 1.2 of the draft AQAP
summarises air quality improvements.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): The Applicant has responded to
the JLAS’ Introduction for a proposal for Environmentally Managed
Growth at Appendix B of The Applicant’s Response to Deadline
4 Submissions (Doc Ref 10.38) submitted at Deadline 5 and The
Applicant's Response to Deadline 5 Submissions - Response
to JLA's EMG Framework Paper [REP6-093] submitted at
Deadline 6. Together, these submissions detail why the Applicant
considers an EMG framework is neither necessary nor appropriate

for the Project.

Quality to The
Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-

073](DocRef.10.38)

2.2.3.2 Additional Information A range of further information and clarifications that are required to fully
understand the air quality assessment methodology and assessment

outcomes presented in the ES.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Further details can be provided to GAL
for discussion on other clarifications.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities

GAL is happy to liaise with the councils on further clarification
requested.

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant notes that the JLAs
have provided a submission on air quality at Deadline 3. The
Applicant will review this submission and respond accordingly.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](boc-Ref10-38)

Under
discussionCovered
in Row 2.2.2.7
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at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be
made before the next Examination Deadline.

Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAs’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

2.2.3.3 Emissions Ceiling

Calculations

Linked to the concern about the assessment scenarios considered in the
air quality assessment, the same concern applies to the emissions ceiling
calculations, specifically how realistic these are, particularly when there
are construction and operational activities ongoing and the emissions
ceiling calculations treat these separately. Additionally, further
clarification is needed on some counterintuitive changes predicted in the
emissions ceiling calculations.

Updated position (Deadline 1): It is proposed that further discussions
on the Emission Ceiling Calculations are undertaken to clarify the
specifics of the changes that appear counterintuitive. It is proposed this is
done after GAL have presented on modelled scenarios at the next air
quality TWG.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. Without a response from GAL further
progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be
made before the next Examination Deadline.

ES Chapter 13: Air Quality has provided an assessment of air
quality impacts from all related sources (road vehicles, aircraft and
airport sources) following the methodology agreed with the local
councils. A robust assessment presenting reasonable worst case
effects has been provided in line with best practice guidance and
available data. The assessment concludes that the impact of the
Proposed Development would not be significant.

Conservative assumptions being applied in the assessment
include background values being frozen to 2030 and no
improvements in aircraft emissions being accounted for in the air
quality modelling.

Traffic modelling has been undertaken for two construction
scenarios, airfield construction and surface access (highways)
construction. Further detail is contained in the Transport
Assessment. The construction scenarios assume the peak
construction traffic flows applied to the first year of airfield (2024)
and surface access (2029) construction which is a conservative
assumption since emissions and background concentrations are
anticipated to improve in future years.

As set out in paragraph 13.5.53 of ES Chapter 13: Air Quality, the
2029 surface access construction scenario represents years 2029-
2032, during which there will be an overlap with the operation of
the Project. The 2029 surface access construction scenario is a
combined scenario considering the contribution from both
construction and operational traffic over this period to represent a
realistic worst case assessment.

GAL proposes to set out the model scenarios and provide that
summary at TWGs to be arranged for Q1 2024.

Details on the methodology and assumptions for the emissions
inventory for the ES are presented in the methodology ES
Appendix 13.4.1. The assessment has been based on the best
estimate of emissions and conservative assumptions where
applicable.

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

ES Appendix 13.4.1:
Air Quality
Assessment
Methodology [APP-

158]

Transport
Assessment [AS-079]

Appendix D of the
Supporting Air
Quality Technical
Notes to the SoCGs

[REP1-050]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](boc-Ref-10.38)
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discussionAgreed
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Updated position (April 2024): A technical note summarising the
assessment scenarios has been provided at Deadline 1, within
Appendix D of the Supporting Air Quality Technical Notes to
the SoCGs [REP1-050].

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): This matter can be marked as
‘agreed’ following consultation with AECOM on behalf of the local
authorities on the technical queries at the July TWG.

Mitigation and

Compensation

2241

Air Quality Action Plan - A
combined operational air
quality action plan (AQAP)
has not been prepared to
draw together carbon
action plan and surface
access commitments. It is
also noted that the
approach differs from
previous discussions where
a draft AQAP was provided
in 2022. The proposed air
quality action plan could be
informed by monetisation
of air quality impacts

This is a matter of local concern as shown in the local guidance prepared
by Sussex authorities in 2021.

Updated position (Deadline 1): This response does not align with the
commitment provided by GAL in the December 2023 Air Quality TWG to
provide an AQAP. Please can GAL confirm this response is out of date.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Joint Local Authorities have
submitted a detailed review of the Air Quality Action Plan [REP2 -004].
Please see REP4-053 for this detailed review. Without a response from
GAL further progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further
progress can be made before the next Examination Deadline.

The Legal Partnership Authorities (LPAs) comments at D4 on the ExA’s
Written Questions [REP4-069 AQ1.5] also discusses a number of key
issues within the draft AQAP including:

e The draft AQAP only refers to the carbon action plan, surface
access commitments and Construction code of Practice. There is
no commitment to no additional mitigation beyond that designed
into the scheme or required by regulation.

e The applicant’s assessment of significance is based solely on
meeting current air quality standards, which is then used as
justification for providing no additional mitigation.

e This flawed approach does not take into account the latest
scientific evidence relating to the health effects of non-threshold
pollutants or the latest UK policy guidance which aims for
reductions in pollution exposure over time and expects new

ES Chapter 13: Air Quality has indicated that there are no
significant effects as a result of the Project and the Project is not
predicted to impact compliance with the air quality standards.

This notwithstanding, the assessment in Section 13.9 of ES
Chapter 13: Air Quality sets out the proposed measures with the
aim of reducing the airport contribution to local air quality
regardless of significance.

Measures that will be in place through the construction of the
Project including mitigation and monitoring of dust are detailed in
Section 5.8 of the ES Appendix Construction Period Mitigation and
are included in the Code of Construction Practice, to be secured
under a Requirement of the Draft DCO.

The Carbon Action Plan sets out outcomes that GAL is committing
to deliver for key airport operational and construction emissions
sources. Commitments on surface access emissions are set out in
the Surface Access Commitments.

Measures and monitoring commitments will be secured via the
DCO and updated draft Section 106 agreement. The commitments
will provide suitable monitoring to allow for the local authorities to
carry out their LAQM requirements.

This approach taken for the ES is consistent with the principles of
the Clean Air Strategy and guidance set out in the Sussex
Guidance; it follows requirements for EIA and NPSs; and provides
detailed commitments for suitable measures to be secured through

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

ES Appendix 5.4.2:
Carbon Action Plan

APP-091]

ES Appendix 13.8.1:
Air Quality

Construction Period
Mitigation [APP-161]

ES Appendix 5.3.2:
Code of Construction
Practice (REP1-021)

ES Appendix 5.4.1:
Surface Access
Commitments [APP-

090]

Table 7.2.1 of ES
Needs Case
Appendix 1 —
National Economic
Impact Assessment

APP-251]

discussionNot
Agreed
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developments to help facilitate these improvements even where
significant effects are not identified.

e The Applicant proposes that the AQAP would be produced 5
years after the commencement date rather than from the outset
of commencement.

e The AQAP does not identify which measures are intended to
mitigate the increased Project related pollution or include
performance indicators, such as delivery timescales and level of
pollution reduction expected to be delivered by these measures.

A Response from GAL on these D4 submissions is awaited to progress
discussions.

Updated position (12.08.24) The Council will review any updated AQAP
following Deadline 8. In relation to national planning policy mitigation is
not only needed in relation to significant effects but to mitigate negative
effects (See ANPS paragraph 5.29).

the DCO. Table 13.4.1 of ES Chapter 13: Air Quality considers the
Sussex Guidance.

Table 7.2.1 of Needs Case Appendix 1 — National Economic
Impact Assessment includes the TAG assessment identifying the
air quality damage costs of the Project.

Updated position (Deadline 1): GAL will provide a draft Outline
AQAP to the LAs by 26" March (to align with Deadline 2), with the
intention of submitting the Outline AQAP into the Examination in
due course taking account of any feedback received.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided a
draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) at Appendix 5 of the Draft
Section 106 Agreement [REP2-004]. The document sets out
measures and monitoring commitments related to air quality and
odour management to be undertaken by GAL which are secured
under the DCO or s106 Agreement.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant will respond at
Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4 [REP4-
053].

Updated Position (July 2024): The required scope of the AQAP
under the Draft DCO Section 106 Agreement [REP6-063] has
been updated and the draft AQAP has also been updated in
response to comments made by the JLAs. The JLAs have
provided further comments on the AQAP Deadline 7 [REP7-103],
the Applicant will respond on these matters at Deadline 8.

The Applicant does not agree that additional mitigation beyond
what is already proposed is necessary. This is consistent with
national policy and EIA requirements.

Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

Schedule 1 and
Appendix 5 of the
Draft Section 106
Agreement [REP2-
004]

2.2.4.2

Operational air quality
monitoring — linked to the
uncertainty around the
effectiveness of modal shift
measures. There is no
information of how air
quality data will be
reviewed to check that
change are not more
adverse than predicted, nor
what measures would be
taken is a significant
adverse deterioration was
monitored.

The concern is that it is unclear how operational monitoring would trigger
air quality mitigation.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Whilst there are provisions to monitor
air quality from GAL it is unclear what actions would be taken if greater
changes in air quality occur than predicted in the ES and what air quality
triggers would be used to identify this. This could be addressed as part of
the AQAP that GAL committed to provide in the Air Quality TWG in
December 2023.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Joint Local Authorities have
submitted a detailed review of the Air Quality Action Plan [REP2 -004].
Please see REP4-053 for this detailed review. Without a response from

ES Chapter 13: Air Quality has provided an assessment of air
quality impacts from all related sources (road vehicles, aircraft and
airport sources) following the methodology agreed with the local
councils. The assessment has been based on the best estimate of
emissions and conservative assumptions where applicable,
presenting reasonable worst case effects in line with best practice
guidance and available data.

Conservative assumptions have also been built into the air quality
assessment to reduce uncertainty in any future scenario such as
background values being frozen to 2030 and no improvements in
aircraft emissions being accounted for in the air quality modelling.
The results of the ES show there are no significant effects being

ES Chapter 13 Air
Quality [APP-038]

ES Appendix 5.4.2:
Carbon Action Plan

APP-091]

ES Appendix 13.8.1:
Air Quality

Construction Period
Mitigation [APP-161]

discussionNot
agreed
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000991-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2013.8.1%20Air%20Quality%20Construction%20Period%20Mitigation.pdf
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GAL further progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further predicted. Since no significant effects have been predicted for air ES Appendix 5.3.2:

progress can be made before the next Examination Deadline. quality, no further mitigation or monitoring is required. Code of Construction
Practice (REP1-021)

Updated position (12.08.24) The Council continues to consider that an The assessment in Section 13.9 of ES Chapter 13: Air Quality

EMG framework would be beneficial to avoid any unexpected adverse air | summarises the operational phase air quality monitoring. ES Appendix 5.4.1:

guality outcomes. In the event that an EMG approach was not possible Surface Access

further safequards could be adopted in an AQAP or similar. This notwithstanding, the assessment in Section 13.9 of ES Commitments [APP-

Chapter 13: Air Quality sets out the proposed measures with the 090]
aim of reducing the airport contribution to local air quality
regardless of significance. Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

Measures that will be in place through the construction of the
Project including mitigation and monitoring of dust are detailed in Schedule 1 and
Section 5.8 of the ES Appendix Construction Period Mitigation and | Appendix 5 of the

are included in the Code of Construction Practice, to be secured Draft Section 106
under a Requirement of the Draft DCO. Agreement [REP2-
004]

The Carbon Action Plan sets out outcomes that GAL is committing
to deliver for key airport operational and construction emissions
sources. Commitments on surface access emissions are set out in
the Surface Access Commitments.

Measures and monitoring commitments will be secured via the
DCO and updated draft Section 106 agreement. The commitments
will provide suitable monitoring to allow for the local authorities to
carry out their LAQM requirements.

The drat Section 106 agreement includes commitment to
monitoring of air quality at current and proposed monitoring sites
against relevant air quality standards. Results will be reported to
the local authorities.

Updated position (Deadline 1): GAL will provide a draft Outline
AQAP to the LAs by 26" March (to align with Deadline 2), with the
intention of submitting the Outline AQAP into the Examination in
due course taking account of any feedback received.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided a
draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) at Appendix 5 of the Draft
Section 106 Agreement [REP2-004]. The document sets out
measures and monitoring commitments related to air quality and
odour management to be undertaken by GAL which are secured
under the DCO or s106 Agreement.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant will respond at
Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4 [REP4-
053].

Updated Position (July 2024): The Applicant has responded to
the JLAs’ Introduction for a proposal for Environmentally Managed
Growth at Appendix B of The Applicant’s Response to Deadline
4 Submissions (Doc Ref 10.38) submitted at Deadline 5 and The
Applicant's Response to Deadline 5 Submissions - Response
to JLA's EMG Framework Paper [REP6-093] submitted at
Deadline 6. Together, these submissions detail why the Applicant
considers an EMG framework is neither necessary nor appropriate

for the Project.

2243

Construction Traffic

Management Plan (CTMP)

and Construction
Workforce Travel Plan
(CWTMP)

Additional information on the monitoring of the effectiveness of the CTMP
and CWTMP is requested. This is requested to understand how any
deviation from the plan(s) will be addressed to protect air quality.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Concerning the CTMP and CWTMP it is
not clear what air quality monitoring and air quality triggers will be used to
identify where air quality is worse than predicted in the ES and what
actions would then be taken.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out
in paragraph 3.7.7 of their Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-
031] that the air quality matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities
at Deadline 3 (Appendix A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline
5. This Appendix of air quality queries prepared by AECOM included a
wide range of technical matters. The Joint Local Authorities have also
submitted a detailed review of the Air Quality Action Plan [REP2 -004].
Please see REP4-053 for this detailed review. Without a response from
GAL further progress cannot be made. It is anticipated that further
progress can be made before the next Examination Deadline.

In relation to airport growth we have reviewed the clarification paragraphs
within Transport Assessment Report [APP-258] and in particular
paragraph 152 which sets out:

‘The construction arrangements at that time have therefore been
overlaid on the strategic model for the 2029 with Project scenario,
as at this time the northern runway is assumed to have opened
[emphasis added] and additional demand would be present on the
highway network.’

The impact from construction traffic due to movement of
construction materials will be managed in accordance with a
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). The impact of
construction workforce travelling to and from the Airport will be
managed in accordance with a Construction Workforce Travel Plan
(CWTP), both of which will be developed by GAL and its
contractors during detailed design / pre-construction stage in
accordance with the Outline Construction Traffic Management
Plan and Outline Construction Workforce Plan.

The detailed CTMP and CWTP will be developed during detailed
design and pre-construction stage in consultation with the relevant
highway authority and the National Highways.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided a
draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) at Appendix 5 of Draft Section
106 Agreement [REP2-004]. Section 2 of the AQAP sets out
measures and monitoring commitments related to the construction
phase, controlled by the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
[REP1-021] secured by Requirement 7 of the Draft DCO. The
current monitoring arrangements will allow the collection of air
quality concentrations in the vicinity of the airport to support the
understanding of air pollution effects in the construction period.
The data will be used to compare against national standards.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will

ES Appendix 5.3.2
Code of Construction
Practice Annex 2 —
Outline Construction
Workforce Travel

Plan [APP-084]

ES Appendix 5.3.2
Code of Construction
Practice Annex 3 —
Outline Construction
Traffic Management

Plan [APP-085]

Appendix 5 of the
Draft Section 106
Agreement [REP2-

004]

ES Appendix 5.3.2:
Code of Construction
Practice [REP1-021]

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air

Quality to The
Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4

Agreed subject to
s106Under
. .
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In this paragraph GAL appear to be stating that the operation of the
northern runway forms part of the future baseline upon which Highways
construction works have then been assessed. If this correct the applicant
have treated part of the Project for which DCO is being sought as
committed development, where permission has already been obtained.

This is inappropriate and the Applicant should consider the effects on the
road network and air quality from the Project as a whole from the
combination of operational and construction activities. Specifically,
comparing a future baseline without the operation of the northern runway
against a situation where the northern runway is in operation and the
Highways works are underway (i.e. the Project). This would show the
change in traffic and air quality associated with the combined operational
and construction effects associated with the Project that the DCO is
being sought.

Without this scenario the air quality effects of the Project in 2029 cannot
be assessed and the significance of air quality effects determined. This
is because the study area for the Projects combined operational and
construction effects is unknow, nor have the receptors that would be
affected been identified (human health or designated habitats) nor is the
level of traffic change and the associated change in air quality known.

A traffic dataset and air quality assessment update is required to
appropriately consider the combined effects of the Project in 2029.

Updated position (12.08.24) Further information is still requested on the
CWTMP and CTMP as set out above so this can be considered by the
Council during the examination.

respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAS’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): The Applicant is liaising directly
with AECOM on behalf of the local authorities on the technical
queries set out at Deadline 5 [REP5-073], to resolve any queries
not yet agreed. Progress was made at the July TWG with final
clarifications which we anticipate will close out this point being
provided to the JLAs before Deadline 8.

Monitoring requirements are set out in section 6.6 of the o-CTMP,
[REP7-026] and section 10 of the oCWTP [REP7-024]. Further
detail will be provided in the CTMP and CWTP submitted to local
authorities for approval under DCO Requirements 12 and 13

respectively.

Updated position (Deadline 9); As set out in the Joint Position
Statement, Through the agreement of such air quality obligations
within the Section 106 Agreement the parties confirm that all
issues raised/submissions made in relation to Air Quality
monitoring and mitigation as a topic area during the examination
are resolved.

Submissions [REP5-
073]

Monitoring effectiveness of
CTMP and CWTP

There is a lack of information on the monitoring of the effectiveness of
the CTMP and CWTP to understand how any deviation from the plans
will be addressed to protect air quality.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant’s response refers to the
draft AQAP (Appendix 5 of Draft S106 Agreement [REP2-004]) which
provides no other information, detail or commitments than that included
in ES Chapter 13 or the CoCP and therefore still does not address the
issue

Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) sets out in paragraph 3.7.7 of their
Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-031] that the air quality
matters submitted by the Joint Local Authorities at Deadline 3 (Appendix
A) [REP3-117] will be responded to by Deadline 5. This Appendix of air
quality queries prepared by AECOM included a wide range of technical

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has provided a
response to the air quality matter submitted by the JLAs at
Appendix A: Response to West Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air Quality to The Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.38). The Applicant will
respond at Deadline 6 to the JLAs’ review submitted at Deadline 4
[REP4-053].

Updated Position (July 2024): The Applicant has responded to
the JLAS’ Introduction for a proposal for Environmentally Managed

Growth at Appendix B of The Applicant’s Response to Deadline

4 Submissions (Doc Ref 10.38) submitted at Deadline 5 and The
Applicant's Response to Deadline 5 Submissions - Response
to JLA's EMG Framework Paper [REP6-093] submitted at

Deadline 6. Together, these submissions detail why the Applicant

Appendix A:
Response to West
Sussex Joint Local
Authorities — Air
Quality to The

Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions [REP5-
073](Poc-Ref-10-38)

Under
. ionNot

AgreedAgreed
subject to s106
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002561-10.38%20Appendix%20A%20-%20Response%20to%20West%20Sussex%20Joint%20Local%20Authorities%20-%20Air%20Quality.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002561-10.38%20Appendix%20A%20-%20Response%20to%20West%20Sussex%20Joint%20Local%20Authorities%20-%20Air%20Quality.pdf
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matters, including CTMP. Without a response from GAL further progress
cannot be made. It is anticipated that further progress can be made
before the next Examination Deadline.

Updated position (12.08.24) The Council continues to consider that an
EMG framework would be beneficial to avoid any unexpected adverse air
quality outcomes. In the event that an EMG approach was not possible
further safeguards could be adopted in an AQAP or similar. Further
information could also be added to the CTMP and CWTP to address
council concerns.

considers an EMG framework is neither necessary nor appropriate

for the Project.

Updated position (Deadline 9); As set out in the Joint Position
Statement, Through the agreement of such air quality obligations
within the Section 106 Agreement the parties confirm that all
issues raised/submissions made in relation to Air Quality
monitoring and mitigation as a topic area during the examination
are resolved.

Other

There are no other issues relevant to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.3. Capacity and Operations
231 Table 2.3 sets out the position of both parties in relation to capacity and operations matters.

Table 2.3 Statement of Common Ground — Capacity and Operations Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position ‘ Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status

Please see the joint Statement of Common Ground prepared in relation to Capacity and Operations (Doc Ref. 10.1.18).

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0 Page 22
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2.4. Climate Change

24.1

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Table 2.4 sets out the position of both parties in relation to climate change matters.

Table 2.4 Statement of Common Ground — Climate Change Matters

including storm events, wildfire and fog, which is a key omission in the
Climate Change Resilience Assessment. The applicant should give further
consideration to the risks associated with these variables and include
them in the report where appropriate.

Updated position (Deadline 1): It is acknowledged that the Applicant will
update the SoCG with the newly available wildfire data and add in
additional information on fog.

Noted and accepted regarding storm events.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): The 'Examination Technical Note —
Climate Change 2: Wildfire and fog risks’ has been reviewed and is
considered to address this issue.

rainfall (increased probability of extreme weather events (Risks 2,
13-15 in Appendix 15.8.1 Climate Change Resilience
Assessment) and high winds (risks 18-21 in Appendix 15.8.1
Climate Change Resilience Assessment) within the assessment.
The risks associated with these hazards have been assessed as
medium risks. Additional information on changes in wind speeds
can be found in Chapter 15 (Paragraph 15.5.28). Reductions in
wind speeds are anticipated in winter and summer. Quantitative
data on changes in lightning across the UK are not provided by
UKCP18 at the 12km scale. A summary of the Met Office findings
for changes in lightning across the UK is provided in Chapter 15
(Paragraph 15.5.27). Risks 22 and 23 in Appendix 15.8.1 Climate
Change Resilience Assessment provide information on the
potential impacts, resilience measures and risks associated with
increased lightning strikes.

Additional data is now available for wildfire that was not available
at the time of submission of the DCO application, GAL will review
this information, and respond to MSDC RR (6.1.3) in due course.

Climate Change
Resilience
Assessment [APP-

187]

ES Chapter 15
Climate Change

[APP-040]

Reference | Matter | Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
Baseline
24.1.1 Baseline Information — time The most distant time period chosen for assessment was 2040-2069 The most distant time period chosen for the assessment was ES Chapter 12: Agreed
periods for climate change (2060s) (paragraph 15.5.2 of ES Chapter 15 Climate Change), however, 2050-2079 (2060s), not 2040-2069. This time period was selected | Traffic and Transport
projections are not far enough | some asset components are assumed to be operational in perpetuity. to represent a reasonable worst-case scenario at the highest [APP-037]
into the future to represent the | These climate change projections are not adequately far enough into the resolution that is available. The UKCP18 12km projections used
worst case scenarios future to represent the worst case scenario. within the assessment do not go beyond 2080. This dataset also ES Chapter 11: Water
include a range of useful variables to support the assessment Environment
Updated position (Deadline 1): It is acknowledged that the Applicant did | (e.g. the number of hot days). The probabilistic projections do not | [APP-036]
undertake a thorough climate data gathering exercise sufficient to inform contain these variables. In addition to this, it is recommended by
the assessment and meet planning requirements. the Met Office that consistency is maintained between the time
periods used within an assessment. The most pessimistic RCP
Updated position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of agreement has scenario was also employed to provide an indication of potential
now been removed. worst-case scenario conditions. Climate projections up to 2100
are used in ES Chapter 12: Traffic and Transport and ES Chapter
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed. 11: Water Environment in accordance with DMRB guidance.
Assessment Methodology
24.2.1 Climate variables There was a lack of consideration of a number of climate variables Storm events are considered through the inclusion of extreme ES Appendix 15.8.1 Agreed

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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GAL is considering the need for a qualitative assessment for fog
and will respond to MSDC RR (6.1.3) in due course.
2.4.2.2 Risks The applicant should provide more information about the risk categories The risk ratings are a combination of likelihood and consequence | ES Chapter 15 Agreed
and definitions used for the Climate Change Resilience Assessment and which are defined within Tables 15.8.1 and 15.8.2 of Chapter 15 Climate Change
Urban Heat Island Assessment and include the relevant risk frameworks of the ES (Climate Change). The risk matrix used also matches APP-040]
in all documents (including the appendices) in which they are referenced. | that included within the 2021 ARP3 Document for Gatwick. Using
the same definitions and terminology ensures that the
Updated position (Deadline 1): It is acknowledged that the Applicant methodology for the assessment and the approach to managing
provides information on the risk categories and definitions used for the any impacts is consistent.
CCRA and UHI assessment.
Assessment
24.3.1 Inconsistency and lack of The climate impact statements (detailed in ES chapter 15 Table 15.8.5 The anticipated impacts of climate change are provided for all Tables 15.8.5 and Agreed
detail in some climate impact and Table 15.8.6) are lacking in consistency in the way they are risks identified within the CCRA. In Chapter 15 of the ES (Climate | 15.8.6 of ES Chapter
statements. articulated in that some are missing an ‘impact’. They have a cause e.g. Change) this is included within Tables 15.8.5 and 15.8.6 within the | 15 Climate Change
‘increased flooding’ and an ‘event’ e.g. flooding of electrical equipment’ ‘Climate Change Impact' column and in Appendix 15.8.1 (Climate APP-040]
but no end ‘impact’ e.g. resulting in increased maintenance requirements Change Resilience Assessment) within Table 2.1.1 in the 'Climate
or resulting in operational downtime. This end result is what should Change Impact' column. Risk ratings would not change following a | Table 2.1.1 of
determine the consequence rating and could arguably have led to an clarification of specific impacts and therefore no material impact Appendix 15.8.1
underestimation of risk. on the assessment will arise. Climate Change
Resilience
Updated position (Deadline 1): Whilst there are different approaches to Assessment [APP-
undertaking climate change risk assessments, and further detail and clarity 187]
around impact statements would be helpful, the Applicant’'s assessment of
operational impacts does constituent a robust assessment that meets the
planning requirements and the work undertaken is consistent with the relevant
local council’s policies regarding climate change.
Updated position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of agreement has
now been removed.
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed.
2.4.3.2 Disagree with the assessment | We understand that a conclusion may be drawn that cumulative impacts The Zone of Influence considered within the cumulative effects ES Appendix 15.8.1 Agreed
that ‘cumulative effects are from nearby projects maybe be ‘insignificant’, but we disagree with the assessment was the project site boundary for the CCR Climate Change
nor relevant’ statement that ‘An assessment of cumulative effects is not relevant’. For assessment. This does not include nearby projects therefore it Resilience
example, nearby projects could exacerbate the urban heat island impact was not relevant to assess the potential impact of additional Assessment [APP-
of the project or increase the impact of flooding to the site or access to the | projects on the UHI. The UHI effect was found to be low and 187]
site. therefore it would be unlikely that any nearby development would
exacerbate this.
Updated position (Deadline 1): It is acknowledged that the Applicant did
not assess for cumulative effects outside of the project site boundary, as
the CCR only assessed those within this area.
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Updated position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of agreement has
now been removed.
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed.
Mitigation and Compensation
2.4.4.1 Lack of identification of Whilst the Applicant may not have assessed any of the risks as Further adaptation measures are not formally identified (under the | ES Appendix 5.3.2: Agreed
additional mitigation / ‘significant’, the identification of further mitigation or adaptation measures | heading of ‘further mitigation’) as no significant risks were Code of Construction
adaptation measures. seems to be an omission in the report. If there are design decisions or identified within the assessment which would require mitigation Practice (REP1-021)
operational management measures that can be put in place to increase that is not already embedded within the Project. However,
resilience they should be noted and communicated along with an mitigation measures are included within relevant ES Chapter 15
indication of who is responsible and the timing of implementation. chapters/documents. The Code of Construction Practice includes | Climate Change
For example, Appendix 5.3.2 Code of Construction Practice lists a number | an overview of relevant mitigation measures. This document is APP-040]
of ‘options for climate resilience measures’ which should also be included | referenced within Chapter 15 of the ES (Climate Change). The
in this report. Gatwick Airside Operations Adverse Weather Plan (GAL, 2021) Design and Access
sets out additional measures that should be followed during other | Statement Volume 5
Updated position (Deadline 1): It is acknowledged that the Applicant has | extreme weather events. The Outline Climate Resilience Design APP-257]
outlined mitigation and adaptation measures for the project in the report Principles captured within the Design and Access Statement detail
and appendixes, in addition to referencing existing policies and plans in how elements of the design have been developed to account for ES Appendix 5.2.3
place at GAL. climate change adaptation and would be implemented at the time | Mitigation Route Map
of construction. APP-078]
Updated position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of agreement has
now been removed. An additional summary of mitigation measures/commitments
made in relation to mitigation can be found in the Mitigation Route
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed. Map.
Additionally, several mitigation measures are already embedded
within the project. These are detailed within Table 15.8.4 and
15.9.1 in Chapter 15 of the ES (Climate Change).
2.4.4.2 Route Map The applicant should make the link clearer between ES Chapter 15 ES Chapter 15: Climate Change Chapter makes reference to Table 15.8.4 and Agreed
Climate Change and Appendix 5.2.3 Mitigation Route Map and ensure relevant chapters/documents within the DCO application that Table 15.9.1 of ES
they are consistent. specify relevant mitigation and management approaches in Chapter 15 Climate
relation to climate change. The measures within the Mitigation Change [APP-040]
Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted, no further comment. Route Map are consistent with those included in Chapter 15
(Climate Change) in Table 15.8.4 and Table 15.9.1. Appendix 5.2.3
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed. Mitigation Route Map
APP-078]
Other
There are no other matters relevant to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000908-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%205.2.3%20Mitigation%20Route%20Map.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000839-ES%20Chapter%2015%20Climate%20Change.pdf
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2.5. Construction

251 Table 2.5 sets out the position of both parties in relation to construction matters.

Table 2.5 Statement of Common Ground — Construction Matters

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Sighposting Status
2541 Construction-Traffie Removed as duplication of 2.2.4.3 above. The-impactifrom-construction-traffic-due-to-mevementof ES-Appendix53:2 Agareed-subieet
" .
2.5.1.2 Outline Construction The Outline Construction Management Plan (Appendix 5.3.2) does not provide | The impact from construction traffic due to movement of ES Appendix 5.3.2 Lhador
Management Plan sufficient certainty that impacts from construction traffic on Mid Sussex highway | construction materials will be managed in accordance with a Code of Construction | discussion No
network will be mitigated. Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). The impact of Practice Annex 2 — longer pursued
construction workforce travelling to and from the Airport will be Outline Construction
Updated position (Deadline 1): It is noted that the CTMP, Appendix A sets out | managed in accordance with a Construction Workforce Travel Plan | Workforce Travel
the routes that will be ‘restricted access’ routes. Proposed restrictions on (CWTP), both of which will be developed by GAL and its contractors | Plan [APP-084]
Radford Road and Balcombe Road are supported. during detailed design / pre-construction stage in accordance with
the Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan and Outline ES Appendix 5.3.2
Construction Workforce Plan. Code of Construction
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Paragraph 6.4.2 indicates that further work is required to identify the finer
details of local road restrictions.

Require that the provision of the CMTP is secured through the DCO.

Updated position (Deadline 5):: Concerns remain about the lack of clarity
about how contingency construction routes may be used. The criterion
suggested by the Applicant at April 2024 that they could be used for “local
suppliers” could potentially involve the use of local roads and could have
impacts on local residents.

Updated Position (12.08.24)
The response from the applicant is noted.

The detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) and
Construction Workforce Travel Plan (CWTP) will be developed
during detailed design and pre-construction stage in consultation
with the relevant highway authority and the National Highways.

Updated position (April 2024): The CTMP issued post DCO
approval will provide the criteria for when local roads will need to be
used e.g for local suppliers, emergency situations and when
construction is on the local road.

Updated position (July 2024): As stated above, details will be
provided when GAL have appointed a contractor and developed the

CTMPs with them.

Practice Annex 3 —
Outline Construction
Traffic Management

Plan [APP-085]
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2.6. Cumulative Effects and Interrelationships
2.6.1 Table 2.6 sets out the position of both parties in relation to cumulative effects and interrelationships matters.

Table 2.6 Statement of Common Ground — Cumulative Effects and Interrelationships Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
2.6.1.1 Capacity of Crawley The Authorities have not yet been assured by the Applicant that Thames Updated position (July 2024): The ExA has accepted the Under
Sewerage Treatment Water has confirmed that the impact of the DCO’s increased wastewater | Applicant’s Second Change Application for a on-airport WTWW. DiscussionAgreed
Works, flows, together with those from planned development in the area have Details have been set out in the accompanying Change Report to
been taken into account. which MSDC has provided its comments. The Applicant would

appreciate MSDC confirming this matter is now agreed.

If upgrades to the Works are deemed necessary, there is no clarity on
whether this could impact on phasing for other developments,
Confirmation from Thames Water.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has now notified the ExA
and is consulting on a Change to the DCO to provide an on-airport foul
water treatment works. MSDC will review the information with regard to
the impact of these works.

Updated Position (12.08.24) MSDC notes that acceptance of the
Applicants Second Change application for an on airport WWTW. MSDC
will revert to Thames Water to set out its position.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Draft DCO and Explanatory Memorandum

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Table 2.7 sets out the position of both parties in relation to Draft DCO and Explanatory Memorandum matters.

As regards the draft DCO, the table below (and particularly where matters are marked 'Not Agreed") should be read in conjunction with the Applicant's Response to the ExA's Proposed Schedule of Changes to the

draft DCO (Doc Ref. 10.72) and the Applicant's Closing Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.73) on the draft DCO. In those documents the Applicant has set out the further changes it has made to the draft DCO after the

publication of the ExA's Proposed Schedule of Changes to the draft DCO [PD-028], some of which will resolve matters that were not agreed at the time the below table was most recently exchanged with the JLAs.

Where the Applicant has identified points raised by the JLAs which remain outstanding as at Deadline 9, it has included and addressed these in its Closing Submissions (Doc Ref. 10.73) on the draft DCO. On that basis,

specific additional responses have only been added to the below table by exception where new material is raised in these SoCGs that is not otherwise addressed elsewhere.

2.7.3 _Similarly the Leqgal Partnership Authorities will be submitting a consolidated response to the draft DCO including comments on the ExA further changes at Deadline 9, therefore the table below should also be read in

conjunction with this document and the JLA’s closing statement.

24—

Table 2.7 Statement of Common Ground — Draft DCO and Explanatory Memorandum Matters

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

Updated position (Deadline 1): All references in this column to the draft
Development Consent Order (“dDCQ”) are to Version 3.0 of the dDO
[PDLA-004] dated February 2024. This column provides a summary of
the Council’s position in respect of the points detailed in Table 2.7.
Further detail, particularly in respect of points not addressed in Table 2.7,
will be submitted at Deadline 1.

It is noted that each of the 15 exceptions to the definition of
‘commencement” is either included in at least one of the following made
DCOs: Sizewell C, Manston Airport, and M25 Junction 28, or “aligns with
emerging drafting submitted in the Luton Airport Expansion” dDCO.

The SoCG and Explanatory Memorandum (“EM”) [AS-006] identify
precedents; however, this is not enough. For instance, it does not follow
that a provision relevant to the authorisation of a nuclear-powered
generating station in Suffolk or the alteration of a motorway junction in
Essex is relevant to the instant project. The relevance must be explained
and the inclusion of the provision justified. The same point applies to
provisions based on those which are included in airport DCOs, made or
otherwise.

the version commented upon. There are now 15 exceptions at sub-
paragraphs (a) to (o) of article 2(1).

These exceptions are all precedented by at least one of the
Sizewell C (article 2), Manston Airport (article 2) or M25 J28 (article
2) DCOs or align with emerging drafting submitted in the Luton
Airport Expansion application (Schedule 2, Part 1). The only
additional provision is sub-paragraph (n) (establishment of
temporary haul roads), which has been included as a separate limb
for clarity, though the stated activity falls within the scope of other
more generally worded exceptions from "commencement" in
precedent DCOs (e.g. 'construction of temporary structures').

As per paragraph 3.4.1 of the Explanatory Memorandum to the
Draft Development Consent Order ("ExM"), it is reasonable and
proportionate to include the specified exceptions to enable the
efficient use of time in the construction timetable prior to the
triggering of "commencement" under the DCO. All pre-
commencement activities will be subject to the Code of
Construction Practice and its associated management plans (see
requirement 7) and must be carried out in accordance with the
Carbon Action Plan (see requirement 21).

The activities specified in this definition were selected to accord
with precedent and as activities which can be (and, in many cases,

006)

Paragraph 3.4.1 of the
Explanatory
Memorandum to the
Draft Development
Consent Order [AS-
006

ES Chapter 5 Project
Description (REP1-
016)

Reference | Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
2.7.1.1 The drafting of the draft DCO | As currently drafted the Development Consent Order does not provide The Council's specific concerns are responded to below. Draft DCO (REP3- N/A
sufficient controls to manage development proposals. 006)
Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted
2.7.1.2 Definition of “commencement” | The definition of “commencement” and, in particular, the implications The drafting of the definition of "commence" has advanced since Draft DCO (REP3- Not Agreed
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Advice Note Fifteen: Drafting Development Consent Orders (republished
July 2018 (version 2)) is clear on this point. It states —

“If a draft DCO includes wording derived from other made DCOs,
this should be explained in the Explanatory Memorandum. The
Explanatory Memorandum should explain why that particular
wording is relevant to the proposed draft DCO, for example
detailing what is factually similar for both the relevant consented
NSIP and the Proposed Development. It is not sufficient for an
Explanatory Memorandum to simply state that a particular
provision has found favour with the Secretary of State previously;
the ExA and Secretary of State will need to understand why it is
appropriate for the scheme applied for. Any divergence in wording
from the consented DCO drafting should also be explained. Note,
though, that policy can change and develop”.

(Paragraph 1.5, emphasis added).

In the light of the above, it is clear the applicant should give reasons
specific to each exception being suggested, rather than seeking to rely on
the generic reference to precedent made in the EM and SoCG.

The Council notes pre-commencement activities are subject to the COCP;
however, this is not clear from Requirement 7 (code of construction
practice) and it should be made explicit on the face of the dDCO. The
limitations of the COCP, and the Council’'s concerns about that document,
are described elsewhere in this document.

Paragraph 3.4.1 of the EM [AS-006] states the excluded operations “do
not give rise to any materially new or materially different environmental
effects to those assessed in the Environmental Statement (Doc Ref. 5.1),
being either de minimis or having minimal potential for adverse effects, in
line with the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 15”. Paragraph 3.4.1
then goes on to refer to them as “low impact preparatory works”.

Certain of the excluded operations would seem capable of giving rise to
significant effects and it is not clear how the dDCO restricts these works to
“low impact preparatory works”. To give one example, sub-paragraph (k)
(“erection of temporary buildings and structures”) does not place any limit
on the size of the “buildings and structures” or indicate what “temporary”
might mean. An explanation is needed.

Regarding temporary exempted works generally (for instance, as well as
the temporary buildings and structures already referred to, sub-paragraph
(n) provides for the “establishment of temporary haul roads” and sub-
paragraph (o) for the “temporary display of site notices, advertisements or

must be) carried out early in the construction timetable. As per the
ExM, the activities do not give rise to materially new or materially
different environmental effects to those assessed in the ES.

The ES assesses the environmental impacts from preparatory and
construction activities for the project, and the activities captured by
the exceptions to the definition of "commence" have been assessed
as part of this exercise. However, given that the exceptions are
categories of activities which form part of the wider preparatory and
construction works timetable, there are not specific passages of the
ES which can be cited in respect of each individual exception.
Certain of the pre-commencement activities which can be identified
with particular certainty at this stage are described from Paragraph
5.3.8 of ES Chapter 5: Project Description.

Updated position (April 2024):

The Applicant reiterates that the approach of excepting certain
construction activities from triggering "commencement" of the DCO
is well precedented in made DCOs. The Council's comments on the
relevance of precedent are noted, but the Applicant considers that it
is useful to bring this to the ExA's attention to demonstrate where
drafting approaches are commonly deployed by promoters and
accepted by the Secretary of State. The justification for excepting
activities from "commencement" accompanies the references to
precedent in paragraph 3.4.1 of the Explanatory Memorandum to
the Draft Development Consent Order [REP1-007].

In respect of the Council's comment on the CoCP, this is already
apparent on the face of the DCO. Requirement 7 specifies that
"Construction of the authorised development must be carried out
in accordance with the code of construction practice unless
otherwise agreed with CBC" (emphasis added). There is no
reference to commencement. Therefore, any part of the authorised
development being carried out is subject to the CoCP. Duplicative
wording in a separate location of the draft DCO is unnecessary.

All pre-commencement activities will be subject to the CoCP and its
associated management plans (see requirement 7); the written
schemes of investigation for Surrey and West Sussex (see
requirement 14); the Carbon Action Plan (see Requirement 21) and
the flood resilience statement (see Requirement 24). These control
measures provide sufficient assurance that impacts of pre-
commencement works will be adequately managed.
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information”) it is not clear how these will be dealt with when they are no
longer needed. Again, this needs to be made clear on the face of the
dDCO.

The Council is surprised by the applicant’s conclusion that no passage
from the ES can be cited in respect of any exception (noting that, to give
one example, the exception could provide for a temporary building of
limitless size). The Council considers this approach to pre-
commencement activities to be too casual and owing to this, and the lack
of certainty as to what the exceptions to “commencement” would entail,
considers these works should be subject to the approval of either the local
planning authority or local highway authority, depending on the type of
works involved.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)
The Applicant states “Certain of the pre-commencement activities which
can be identified with particular certainty at this stage are described from
paragraph 5.3.8 of ES Chapter 5: Project Description. [REP1-017]". In
that document, Table 5.3.1: Indicative Sequencing of Construction Works
identifies the following pre-commencement activities —
e pre-construction activities (including surveys for any Unexploded
Ordnance (UXO) and any necessary pre-construction
surveys). This would seem to fall within sub-paragraph (b) of the
definition of “commence” in article 2(1) (interpretation);
e establishment of compounds. This would seem to fall within sub-
paragraph (m) of the definition of “commence”;
o fencing. This would seem to fall within sub-paragraph (e) of the
definition of “commence”; and
e diversion works and re-provision of essential replacement
services. These would seem to fall within sub-paragraph (h) of
the definition of “commence”.

No mention of the remaining elements of the definition of "commence” is
included in Table 5.3.1.

The Council therefore maintains its position as set out in Update 1: the
applicant should give reasons specific to each exception being suggested.
For instance, no justification is given for the inclusion of the “erection of
temporary buildings and structures” (sub-paragraph (k) and no idea is
provided regarding the size of these or what “temporary” might

mean. Regarding the “establishment of temporary haul roads” (sub-
paragraph (n)), and the “temporary display of site notices” it is not clear
how these will be dealt with when they are no longer needed.

Updated position (12 August 2024)

Updated position (July 2024)

The Applicant maintains the position set out in its earlier updates,
but refers to the additional explanation provided in response to
DCO.2.1 in its Response to ExQ2 — Development Consent Order

and Control Documents (Doc Ref. 10.56) which signposts how
each activity specified in the definition is subject to controls
elsewhere in the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 2.1) and in the Code of
Construction Practice (Doc Ref. 5.3) (CoCP).

The Applicant continues to consider that the JLAS' concern is
targeted more at how the activities it references are controlled more
broadly, rather than their inclusion in the definition of "commence”,
and hopes that this additional explanation (along with new drafting
that has been added to the CoCP) satisfies any remaining
concerns.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project

Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0

Page 31




LONDON

GATWICK

G

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

The Authorities welcome the Applicant’s further detail on these points,
particularly in the updated (ie D7) COCP.

As mentioned previously, the Authorities main concerns are with the
potential impacts of the works that fall within paragraphs (k), (m), (n)

and (o).

Regarding (m), the establishment of construction compounds, the
Authorities welcome paragraph 5.4.14 of the COCP which states -

“Temporary construction compounds will be reinstated to their previous
use and habitats will be restored to their existing ecological value (as a

minimum)”.

The Authorities consider the COCP should include similar commitments in

respect of the following paragraphs and would be grateful if the
Applicant could confirm the COCP will be updated accordingly —

(k) erection of temporary buildings and structures;

(m) establishment of construction compounds;

(n) establishment of temporary haul roads; and

(o) the temporary display of site notices, advertisements or information.

2.7.1.3 Article 3

The drafting of article 3 (development consent etc. granted by Order).

Updated position (Deadline 1): A drafting point regarding article 3(2): the
EM says this paragraph is precedented in art.3(2) of the Manston Airport
DCO 2022; however, while Gatwick refers to “Any enactment applying to
land within or adjacent to the Order limits ...” Manston refers to “Any
enactment applying to land within, adjoining or sharing a common
boundary with the Order limits”.

The Council would be grateful if the applicant could confirm why it
departed from the cited precedent.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)

The Applicant states “Certain of the pre-commencement activities which
can be identified with particular certainty at this stage are described from
paragraph 5.3.8 of ES Chapter 5: Project Description. [REP1-017]". In
that document, Table 5.3.1: Indicative Sequencing of Construction Works
identifies the following pre-commencement activities —

e pre-construction activities (including surveys for any Unexploded
Ordnance (UXO) and any necessary pre-construction surveys).

Several precedent DCOs contain a separate article authorising the
operation and use of the authorised development — see, for
example, article 7 of the Sizewell C DCO: "The undertaker is
authorised to operate and use the authorised development for
which development consent is granted by this Order."

In drafting article 3 of the draft DCO, it was considered that it was
clearer and more succinct to subsume the separate authorisation of
operation and use into a single provision in article 3.

Updated position (April 2024):

The Applicant considers that "adjacent" is more appropriate than
the wording cited in the Manston Airport Development Consent
Order 2022. It is not clear to the Applicant the distinction between
land "adjoining" the Order limits and land "sharing a common
boundary with the Order limits" from the Manston Order. Use of
"adjacent" captures enactments which affect land adjoining the
Order limits and land otherwise very near to the Order limits, both of
which may still (if not taking effect subject to the provisions of the

Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

Not

AgreedAgreed
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This would seem to fall within sub-paragraph (b) of the definition
of “commence” in article 2(1) (interpretation);
e establishment of compounds. This would seem to fall within sub-
paragraph (m) of the definition of “commence”;
e fencing. This would seem to fall within sub-paragraph (e) of the
definition of “commence”; and
e diversion works and re-provision of essential replacement
services. These would seem to fall within sub-paragraph (h) of
the definition of “commence”.
No mention of the remaining elements of the definition of "commence” is
included in Table 5.3.1.

The Council therefore maintains its position as set out in Update 1: the
applicant should give reasons specific to each exception being suggested.
For instance, no justification is given for the inclusion of the “erection of
temporary buildings and structures” (sub-paragraph (k) and no idea is
provided regarding the size of these or what “temporary” might mean.
Regarding the “establishment of temporary haul roads” (sub-paragraph
(n)), and the “temporary display of site notices” it is not clear how these
will be dealt with when they are no longer needed.

Updated position (12 August 2024)

The Council confirms this point has been resolved.

Order) hinder the carrying out of the authorised development (e.g.
by preventing access to the site).

The Applicant notes that the drafting in article 3(2) of the draft DCO
(including "or adjacent”) is well precedented in made DCOs,
including article 3(9) of the National Grid (Yorkshire Green Energy
Enablement Project) Development Consent Order 2024, article 4(2)
of the A66 Northern Trans-Pennine Development Consent Order
2024 and article 3(2) of the Boston Alternative Energy Facility Order
2023.

Updated position (July 2024)

The JLAS' latest comment appears to be a duplicate of the above
row.

In relation to article 3, the Applicant is not aware of any outstanding
concerns of the JLAs and has therefore marked this row 'Agreed'.

2.7.1.4 Article 9

The drafting of article 9 (planning permission) and confirmation regarding
which planning permission and conditions the applicant is concerned
about.

Updated position (Deadline 1): To allow the Council to understand the
full implications of article 9(3) and (4), the Council requests the applicant
provides a full list of the existing planning permissions (including deemed
planning permission) which are at issue. Once that information is
provided, the Council will be better able to say whether those provisions
are acceptable.

Regarding article 9(4), who will decide what “incompatible” means and
how that will be conveyed to other parties (e.g. the local planning
authority)?

Regarding article 9(5), the Council disagrees with the applicant’s analysis
that retaining permitted development rights would “allow for minor works
to be separately consented without needing to rely on an amendment to
the Order, which would be disproportionate and impractical”.

Please refer to paragraphs 4.24 — 4.28 of the ExM, which explains
the rationale for article 9 in light of the recent Supreme Court
decision in Hillside Parks Ltd v Snowdonia National Park Authority
[2022] UKSC 30. Other recently submitted DCO applications make
similar provision, including the draft Luton Airport Expansion DCO
(article 45) and Lower Thames Crossing DCO (article 56).

As regards the cited wording which disapplies incompatible
conditions of previously granted planning permissions, similar
wording features in article 45(2)(c) of the draft Luton Airport
Expansion DCO.

In response to the further queries:

1) The drafting at article 9(1) of the draft DCO is a model
provision (article 36) which is well-established in numerous
precedent DCOs. The drafting is by reference to section
264 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 ("TCPA
1990") and the effect is to ensure that permitted
development rights attaching to the undertaker in relation to

Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

Paragraphs 4.24 —
4.28 of the
Explanatory
Memorandum to the
Draft Development
Consent Order [AS-

006]

Not Agreed
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First, the Council considers the potential scope of development permitted
by the provisions cited in article 9(5) cannot be dismissed as “minor
works” and is unconvinced these should be retained. Second, if further
development, which is not authorised by the DCO, is to take place at the
airport, it should be subject to control by the local planning authority.
Third, if the applicant wants the DCO to authorise yet further works, these
should be included in Schedule 1 in the usual way (and their effects
assessed). This approach is consistent with Advice note thirteen:
Preparation of a draft order granting development consent and
explanatory memorandum (Republished February 2019 (version 3)) which
states (at paragraph 2.9) the dDCO should include the following —

e “Afull, precise and complete description of each element of the
NSIP, preferably itemised in a Schedule to the DCO; and
e Afull, precise and complete description of each element of any
necessary “associated development™.
The retention of permitted development rights could, contrary to Advice
note thirteen, result in a partial and incomplete description of the proposed

development being included in the dDCO.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)

The Council is mainly concerned with paragraphs (4) and (5), neither of
which is included in the corresponding provisions of the Lower Thames
Crossing or Luton draft DCOs. (See article 56 of the former [REP10-005]
and article 45 of the latter [REP11- 092]).

Article 9(4): regarding paragraph (4), the Applicant has confirmed in its
answer to ExQ1 GEN1.2 [REP3-091]- "The operation of the repositioned
northern runway, once implemented, would be incompatible with the
restrictions on its use under the 1979 planning permission. As such,
Article 9(4) would be engaged and that use restriction under the 1979
planning permission would cease to have effect”. In its Deadline 4
response to this answer, the Council states the power under paragraph (4)
should be limited to the identified mischief i.e. the relevant conditions of
the 1979 planning permission. The Council considers there is no
justification for this power, which is extraordinary for a private company, to
be cast any wider.

Article 9(5): the Council maintains the position, which has been articulated
in previous submissions, that the exceptions concerning permitted
development rights within article 9(5) (and requirements 4 and 10) should
be removed and drafting included which provides the permitted
development rights do not apply. (Please see, for example, column 6 of
Appendix M to the West Sussex LIR [REP1-069], action point 10 of Legal
Partnership Authorities Responses to Applicants Written Summary of Oral
Submissions and Responses to Actions (from Issue Specific Hearings 1-
5) [REP2-081], and paragraph 4.2 of Issue Specific Hearing 2: Control
Documents and the DCO Post Hearing Submission [REP2-212].

operational land have effect as they would do if planning
permission had been granted for the authorised
development. "Operational land" is defined in section 263
TCPA 1990.

2) Sub-paragraphs (2) and (3) address legal risk arising from
the Hillside decision and ensure that (i) the authorised
development can continue to be carried out notwithstanding
an incompatible planning permission and (ii) planning
permissions granted and initiated prior to commencement
of the authorised development under the DCO can continue
to be lawfully implemented thereafter. Whether activities
authorised by the DCO are taking place pre- or post-
commencement do not affect these principles.

3) As above.

4) ‘'Incompatibility’ is as discussed in the Hillside decision. A
planning permission would be 'incompatible’ with the
development authorised by the DCO if it were physically
impossible to build out both developments (e.g. due to
overlapping consented structures).

There is no sub-paragraph (9) in article 9 of the current draft DCO
and it is presumed that this point is in reference to sub-paragraphs
(5) and (6) of the present drafting. These make clear that the DCO
does not restrict the future exercise by the undertaker of permitted
development rights. This is necessary to ensure that GAL as airport
operator can continue to rely on its extant permitted development
rights to facilitate the ongoing operation of the airport and allow for
minor works to be separately consented without needing to rely on
an amendment to the Order, which would be disproportionate and
impractical.

Updated position (April 2024):

The Applicant refers to the explanation provided at paragraph
4.1.24 of its Written Summary of Oral Submissions from Issue
Specific Hearing 2: Control Documents / DCO [REP1-057].

The Applicant does not consider that a prescribed mechanism is
required as regards potential incompatibility dealt with by article
9(4). The question of incompatibility under article 9(4) is only likely
to arise in the event that enforcement action is pursued in respect of
an extant planning permission. In such circumstances, it would be
for the defendant party to rely on article 9(4) and particularise how it
affects the enforcement action in question.

As regards article 9(5), all works forming part of the Project have
been included in the Applicant's application. As per the Applicant's
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Updated position (12 August 2024)
Article 9(4)

In both the Authorities D7 “Consolidated Submissions on the draft DCO”
[REP7-108] and the updated version of that document which was
submitted at D8 [see Part B], the Authorities suggested two Alternatives —
Alternative A and Alternative B — for article 9(4). The text below is taken
from the D8 document —

Alternative A

The Authorities note that, in the latest version of Appendix A to the
Planning Statement [REP7-057], the Applicant has identified (in paragraph
1.2.2) two conditions from “the 1979 Permission” [i.e. planning permission
CR/125/1979] as “inconsistent with the Project” namely —

“Condition 3 restricts the use of the emergency runway to times when the
main runway was temporarily not in operation; and Condition 4 requires
the western noise mitigation bund to remain in place”.

Paragraph 1.2.3 states: “These restrictions are the only inconsistent
conditions that the Applicant is aware of”. [Emphasis added].

The Authorities do not disagree with this analysis. Owing to the fact the
Applicant and Authorities consider only two conditions are inconsistent
with the DCO application, the Authorities would suggest that the
Applicant’s proposed paragraph (4) (which the Authorities considered
should be deleted at D7) should be amended as follows —

“(4) Conditions 3 and 4 of planning permission CR/125/1979, which are
incompatible with the requirements of this Order or the authorised
development, shall cease to have effect from the date the authorised
development is commenced.”

If this amendment were made, the new paragraph (5), which was
introduced by the Applicant at D7 [REP7-006], should be deleted as it
would no longer be necessary (because paragraph (5) concerns a
notification point which would fall away in the light of the Authorities’
proposed amendments to paragraph (4)).

Alternative B

The Authorities have considered the planning permissions which affect the
airport. If this drafting is retained, the Authorities consider the following

response to Action Point 10 in The Applicant’s Response to
Actions from Issue Specific Hearing 2: Control Documents /
DCO [REP1-063], many of the works forming part of the DCO
application could otherwise have been carried out by the Applicant
under its permitted development rights. The Applicant has chosen
to seek a DCO for the Project as a whole, holistically, and accepts
that the Project should be controlled as a whole through the DCO
and related control documents.

However, this approach does not mean that the Applicant should be
deprived of its permitted development rights over the operational
airport in future if the DCO is granted, as now appears to be the
Council's suggestion. The Applicant does not consider it appropriate
for a DCO, which is granted in respect of a defined project which
will be built out and in due course completed, to disapply permitted
development rights relating to that site for the purpose of future,
distinct development. The rationale for the provision by Government
(under the authority of Parliament) of permitted development rights
to airport operators such as the Applicant is to allow them to carry
out development in support of the effective and efficient running of
an airport. This rationale remains — and is indeed amplified — if this
DCO is granted and the northern runway is brought into routine use.

In any event, article 9(5) merely restates and clarifies what the
Applicant considers to be the existing position at law, and the
Applicant does not consider that a DCO without this wording would
restrict the subsequent use of permitted development rights.
However, it is considered preferable to clarify this expressly.

Updated position (July 2024):

Useful discussions continue between the parties to try and find an
agreed approach to article 9(4) and the notification of any
incompatible planning conditions. The Applicant has included a
notification provision in article 9(5) in version 8 of the draft DCO
submitted at Deadline 6 [REP6-005] and is hopeful that this wording
will be agreeable to the JLAs.

In respect of what was article 9(5) (now numbered article 9(6) in
version 9 of the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 7 (Doc Ref. 2.1)),

conditions should be excepted from article 9(4) because they are not

the Applicant understands that agreement will not be reached with

incompatible under paragraph (4) and so, for the avoidance of doubt,

the JLAs.

should be preserved —

New Schedule

The JLASs set out their position in [REP6-110] that they wish article
9(5) to prohibit (i) the exercise of any permitted development rights
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SCHEDULE [X on Museum Field, Pentagon Field and the reed beds (i.e. Work No.
43) and (ii) the exercise of any permitted development rights to
deliver car parking anywhere on the airport.

CONDITIONS EXCEPTED FROM ARTICLE 9(4)

Condition Planning permission Site address
3 CR/2020/0707/NCC Ten. o R, For the reasons set out above, the Applicant continues to consider
Longbridge House it disproportionate, unjustified and unnecessary to disapply broad
swathes of the Applicant's permitted development rights over the
8 CR/2015/0802/FUL Ao ] s, Sl whole airport. In relation to airport-wide development of car parking,
Terminal the Applicant has explained its position on several previous
= CR/2019/0802/FUL Bloc Hotel, South || 5casions, and most recently in response to DCO.2.6 in its
Terminal Response to ExQ2 — Development Consent Order and Control
NI} CR/2017/0116/FUL Boeing Hangar Documents (Doc Ref. 10.56). This notwithstanding, in cognisance
25 CR/2017/0116/FUL Boeing Hangar of the JLAS' particular concerns, the Applicant has sought to offer a
9 CR/2011/0620/FUL Pollution Control | | reasonable compromise position that represents a significant
Lagoon concession on behalf of the Applicant.
9 CR/2011/0014/FUL Sofitel London Gatwick
: - In version 9 of the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 7 (Doc Ref.
10 CR/2011/0014/FUL Sofitel London Gatwick - — - -
2.1), the Applicant has specified in article 9(7) that it must not
1 CR/2010/0396/NCC Runway Shoulders exercise any permitted development rights for any development on
2 B North Terminal Museum Field or for any car parking development on Pentagon
4 CR/2002/0865/FUL Travel Inn, Longbridge | | Fie|d or the water treatment works (i.e. the reed beds, Work No.
bizaz 43). The disapplication of permitted development rights more
8 CR/1999/0243/FUL Jetset  House  and || jy/oadly than for car parking for the latter two sites is considered
Compound Adjacent_to | | jishroportionate because these sites are identified by the Applicant
Perimeter Road South as potentially suitable for future development such as for solar
4and5 CRALDS7/013/FUL Car. Park_2, Southern | | )onels. In any event, the Applicant would be bound to comply with
Perimeter Area any landscape and ecology management plan approved for those
2 CR/1997/311/FUL Com?Uter Leatre, sites under requirement 8 of the draft DCO and would breach the
Beckinghar Gals DCO were it to use its permitted development rights contrary to the
11and 12 CR/127/1979 Outline _application _for landscaping secured in such plans.
Airport Passenger Terminal
and associate access

Article 9(5)

The Authorities welcome the removal of permitted development rights, as
suggested by the EXA, for the reasons set out in various earlier
representations.

The Authorities will of course consider any proposals by the Applicant as
an alternative means of achieving the same objective but the Authorities

would want to be reassured that any proposed cap put forward by the
Applicant on parking numbers would be capable of enduring for the
lifetime of the operation, and would indirectly exclude the provision of
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additional parking within the perimeter of the Airport, whether that
be through the exercise of permitted development rights or through
any express planning permissions. This suggestion would not address
the Authorities concerns were it to simply be a cap which only
reqgulates development as long as it's being undertaken under the
DCO. The Authorities await further information as to the Applicant’s
proposal for a parking cap.

2.7.1.5 Article 14(5)

The standard to which alternative routes must be provided under article
14(5) (temporary closure of streets).

Updated position (Deadline 1): New sub-paragraph after sub-paragraph
®)

The Council cannot envisage a situation when it would not want an
alternative temporary route to be provided and considers it would be more
straightforward if this was made clear in the DCO.

“Must not be of a lower standard”
The Council notes the applicant’s response and is considering its position.

Deeming provision
The extension of deadline from 28 to 56 days is welcomed; however, the
Council maintains its in-principle objection to the deeming provision.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)
Deeming provision

Regarding deemed consent, the Council agrees with the position set out
in row 9 of Appendix M to the Joint West Sussex LIR [REP1-069]: the
deeming provision should be deleted. The Council’s notes the Applicant’s
position that a “failure to respond to requests for consent/approval in a

timely manner can lead to significant delays in a construction timetable”.

The Council does not disagree with this; however, owing to the fact that
(per paragraph (3)), the consenting authority must not unreasonably
withhold or delay consent, the scenario envisaged by the applicant is
unlikely to arise. In any event, it is unreasonable to include the deeming
provision and the “unreasonably withhold or delay consent” wording.

Turning to the precedents mentioned by the applicant, the inclusion of a
“deeming provision” does not appear to have been controversial in any of
those projects and so the issue was not considered in detail by the
Examining Authority or Secretary of State. The position is clearly different
here.

The drafting of article 14 has advanced since the version
commented on by the Councils.

New sub-paragraph after sub-paragraph (5)

The additional wording proposed to be included after existing sub-
paragraph (5) is not considered necessary. Sub-paragraph (4)
already provides that: "The undertaker must not temporarily alter,
divert, prohibit the use of or restrict the use of any street without the
consent of the street authority, which may attach reasonable
conditions to any consent but such consent must not be
unreasonably withheld or delayed". Should the street authority wish
to request an alternative route to the temporarily
altered/diverted/restricted etc. street be provided, it can do so as a
condition to its consent (provided that such a condition is
reasonable in the circumstances).

Materially similar formulations of article 14 (without the additional
proposed wording) were included in precedent DCOs including the
M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley Interchange (article 14) and A38 Derby
Junctions (article 15) DCOs. It is also noted that a similar approach
has been taken in the emerging draft Luton Airport Expansion DCO
(article 13).

"Must not be of a lower standard"

The further proposed amendment in bold to what is now sub-
paragraph (5) ("and must not be of a lower standard") is not
justified. Where a street is being temporarily altered, diverted or
restricted (etc.), it is not reasonable to require that the temporary
diversion be of the same standard as the main permanent route.
Indeed, this is unlikely to be the case.

Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

AgreedAgreed
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Deeming provision

“Must not be of a lower standard”
Several provisions of the DCO (including this article 14) contain
The Council is no longer pursuing this point. deeming provisions where the consent of a third-party body is
required. A failure to respond to requests for consent in a timely
manner can lead to significant delays in a construction timetable.
Use of deeming provisions in respect of some key consents is
therefore considered reasonable and in alignment with the
objectives of the Planning Act 2008 to ensure efficient delivery of
nationally significant infrastructure projects. To reflect the Councils'
concern regarding deemed approval, the time period after which
consent is deemed given has been extended to 56 days rather than
the 28 days included in the version of the DCO upon which the
Councils have commented.

Updated position (12 August 2024)
The Council welcomes the deletion of “or delayed” from the articles which
include a deeming provision.

Updated position (April 2024):

New sub-paragraph after sub-paragraph (5)

The Council's position on this is noted, but the Applicant does not
consider it useful to any party to limit the relevant Council's
discretion to address a variety of situations that may arise under
article 14 when the existing drafting would already facilitate the
solution the Councils are seeking (i.e. temporary diversions on a
case-by-case basis should the relevant street authority consider this
necessary). In any event, it is noted that Horsham District Council is
not a street authority and therefore does not appear to have a
relevant interest in this provision.

“Must not be of a lower standard”
Noted.

Deeming provision

The Applicant reiterates its position that deeming provisions are
justified and appropriate. A failure to respond to requests for
consent/approval in a timely manner can lead to significant delays
in a construction timetable. Use of deeming provisions in respect of
some key consents/approvals is therefore considered reasonable
and in alignment with the objectives of the Planning Act 2008 to
ensure efficient delivery of nationally significant infrastructure
projects.

The time period after which consent is deemed given has been
extended to 56 days in response to the Councils' previous
comments and the Applicant considers that this period is sufficient
for matters subject to deemed consent to be thoroughly considered

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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and a decision reached, even if further information is requested of
the undertaker.

It is noted that deeming provisions are well precedented in recently
made DCOs, including the National Grid (Yorkshire Green Energy
Enablement Project) Development Consent Order 2024, the A12
Chelmsford to A120 Widening Development Consent Order 2024
and the Boston Alternative Energy Facility Order 2023 (all of which,
it is noted, use a shorter period than the draft DCO of 28 days after
which consent is deemed to have been granted).

Updated position (July 2024):

The Applicant has amended the relevant articles in version 9 of the
draft DCO submitted at Deadline 7 (Doc Ref. 2.1) to remove
reference to consent being "unreasonably... delayed” where there
is also a deeming provision. The Applicant understands that this
resolves the JLAS' concerns with the deeming provisions.

2.7.1.6 Article 23

The drafting of article 23, which concerns trees and hedgerows.

Updated position (Deadline 1): If “the removal of hedgerows, trees and
shrubs” (i.e one of the exceptions from the definition of “commence” per
article 2(1)(f)) is to be controlled by article 25, the Council considers this
should be made explicit in the article itself.

The applicant suggests that updated article 25 will refer to tree and hedge
works needing to be carried out in accordance with BS 3998:2010 (or
more recent industry best practice). However, the most recent dDCO
[PDLA-004] does not include this (well-precedented) wording and the
Council would be grateful if the applicant could explain its position.

Paragraph 22.1 of Advice Note Fifteen: Drafting Development Consent
Orders (Republished July 2018 (version 2)) states —

“It is recommended that DCO Atrticles of this kind [i.e. which articles which
provide for interference with hedgerows] are made relevant to the specific
hedgerows intended for removal. To support the ExA, the Article should
include a Schedule and a plan to specifically identify the hedgerows to be
removed (whether in whole or in part). This will allow the question of their
removal to be examined in detail. Alternatively, the Article within the DCO
could be drafted to include powers for general removal of hedgerows (if
they cannot be specifically identified) but this must be subject to the later
consent of the local authority”.

While "removal of hedgerows, trees and shrubs" is excluded from
the definition of "commence" in article 2 as noted, the present
article (now article 25) will still govern how these activities are
carried out, article 25 providing the underlying authority for these
activities.

The wording relating to "important hedgerows" has been removed
from the latest draft of article 25, following confirmation that no such
hedgerows are anticipated to be affected by the proposed
development.

Defining "hedgerow" by reference to the Hedgerow Regulations
1997 is well-established in many DCO precedents, including the
Sizewell C (article 81), Southampton to London Pipeline (article 42)
and Manston Airport (article 34) DCOs. Including a bespoke
definition would be a significant departure from precedent and is not
considered to be justified.

The drafting of article 25 has advanced since the version
commented upon by the Councils. For example, article 25(1)(b)
now includes "or property within the authorised development". GAL
will carefully consider the other proposed additions and will include
them in the next draft of the DCO where reasonable and justified. It
is not anticipated that there will be any concerns with tree and

Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

Not Agreed
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Article 25 is inconsistent with this recommendation: it does not include a
schedule or plan, yet it seeks to remove (under article 25(5)) any
obligation to secure consent. No reasonable justification is given for this
inconsistency. The Council considers the hedgerow-related provisions
need to be recast to make them consistent with paragraph 22.1.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)

While the Council welcome the amendments made to article 25, the
Council considers they do not go far enough.

The most significant omission is the need for article 25 (in accordance
with the relevant guidance, Advice Note Fifteen: Drafting Development
Consent Orders) to either — (i) include a schedule and a plan which
identifies the hedgerows to be removed (whether in whole or in part) or (ii)
make the power for general removal of hedgerows subject to local
authority consent.

Detailed justification and suggested amendments are included in row 31
of Appendix M [REP1-069], which the Council agrees with.

Updated position (12 August 2024)

Article 25

The Authorities have consistently said (see the West Sussex Authorities LIR

[REP1-069], Appendix M, for example) that the hedgerows affected by this

article should be listed in a Schedule. This would provide the authority and

others certainty over which hedgerows are to be affected and follows

precedent in many other DCOs (including DCOs where more hedgerows

are affected.

The Authorities are content with an alternative solution of a reference

within Article 25 to a separate document which contains a schedule and

plan of all hedgerows which may be removed (partially or in full) and this

is shown in Part C to the Authorities “Consolidated dDCO Submissions”

submitted at Deadline 7.

Apart from those hedgerows mentioned within response to EN.2.4 (in

reference to those hedgerows in proximity to the A23 and Pentagon Field),

the 0AVMS contains appropriate plans which display hedgerow retention

and removal. Suitable schedules which could be referenced are presented

within Appendices D and E of the Tree Survey Report and Arboricultural

Impact Assessment [REP6-038].

Without addressing the above, the Authorities do not consider that Article

25 provides appropriate controls.

hedge works needing to be carried out in accordance with BS
3998:2010 (or more recent industry best practice).

By way of initial comment on the remaining suggested additions,
the new proposed sub-paragraph (3) does not appear necessary
because:

e itis unclear what is meant by "relative bodies";

e (3)(a) is not needed because authority is only conferred on
the undertaker to fell or lop in the circumstances specified
in sub-paragraphs (1)(a) and (b);

e (3)(b) is not needed because the DCO will not obviate the
need for consents required for protected species or laws
related thereto;

e (3)(c) is not needed because the draft DCO does not
contain drafting obviating the need to obtain a felling
licence and such a licence would therefore be required prior
to felling; and

(3)(d) is not needed because the existence and protection afforded
by tree preservation orders is not disturbed by the DCO (in the
absence of express provision).

Updated position (April 2024):

The Applicant does not consider it necessary to include additional
unprecedented text in article 25 confirming the existing position that
article 25 will control any works to hedgerows, trees and shrubs.

The Council's reference to Advice Note Fifteen is noted but the
Applicant draws the Council's attention to the fact that this offers
only a recommendation in respect of articles of this kind, rather than
a binding rule or precedent.

Indeed, the weight of precedent in made DCOs is for articles that
authorise the removal of hedgerows within the Order limits without
subsequent local authority consent. For example, article 17(6) of
the A66 Northern Trans-Pennine Development Consent Order
2024, article 31(4) of the Drax Power Station Bioenergy with
Carbon Capture and Storage Extension Order 2024 and article
34(4) of the Manston Airport Development Consent Order 2022 all
authorise the removal of any hedgerow within the Order limits.
None of these precedents refer to a plan specifically identifying
hedgerows to be removed.
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The Applicant's article 25 offers greater protection than these
precedents in that it provides that the undertaker may only fell, lop
or remove a hedgerow if it reasonably believes it to be necessary to
prevent the hedgerow from obstructing or interfering with the
construction, maintenance or operation of the authorised
development or related apparatus, rather than the broader
precedented wording that the removal is "required". The Applicant's
article 25 also offers the largely unprecedented protection that
works must be carried out in accordance with BS 3998:2010, as
previously requested by the Councils, and includes the standard
entittement to compensation should persons be harmed by the
works authorised by the article. The Applicant therefore considers
that article 25 as currently drafted is proportionate and justified and
rejects the alternative articles proposed.

Updated position (July 2024):

The Applicant maintains the position described above and refers to
the explanation provided in response to DCO.2.12 in its Response
to ExQ2 — Development Consent Order and Control Documents

(Doc Ref. 10.56). The Applicant particularly flags the latest
guidance on articles such as this and how this departs from Advice
Note Fifteen cited by the JLASs.

2.7.1.7 Schedule 1

The inclusion of Work Nos. 26, 27, 28 and 29 (which all concern hotels) in
Schedule 1 (authorised development).

Updated position (Deadline 1): Planning Act 2008. There does not
appear to be an explanation in the EM. A satisfactory explanation is
needed. Moreover, the Council is concerned about the prospect of these
works evading proper environmental controls. Owing to these facts, the
Council considers these Works should be deleted from the dDCO.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)

The Council’s latest position on this issue is summarised at row 3 of the
Legal Partnership Authorities’ Deadline 1 document “Issue Specific
Hearing 1: Case for Proposed Development Post Hearing Submission”
[REP1-211], which states —

“The Authorities recognise that it is proposed that the 4 hotels should be
“Associated Development” and so authorised by the development consent
order. Whilst the Applicant argues that this development supports
operation of airport, reduces impacts and is subordinate, the Authorities
(and in particular Crawley Borough Council) have concerns regarding the
need to ensure that Control Documents include adequate controls,
especially on the provision of additional on-airport parking at hotels. The

Section 115 of the 2008 Act provides that development consent
may be granted for “associated development” alongside
“development for which development consent is required”.
“Associated development” is defined as development associated
with the principal development.

As per the 'Guidance on associated development applications for
major infrastructure projects' (Department for Communities and
Local Government — April 2013), it is for the Secretary of State to
decide on a case-by-case basis whether development constitutes
“associated development”. By reference to the 'core principles' that
the guidance notes the Secretary of State will take into account:

e Associated development should support the construction or
operation of the principal development or help address its
impacts. Hotel accommodation on-site supports the
operation of the airport in providing necessary
accommodation for passengers. It further helps to address
the airport's impacts, as alluded to in the Councils'
comment, by reducing the need for transport between
accommodation and the airport.

N/A

AgreedAgreed
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Authorities’ view is that any such parking should be operational parking
only so as to support the Applicant’s Surface Access Commitments. This
is particularly important as the hotels will, in due course, exist as
commercial operations operated by other parties and so there is no
reason that they should be exempt from the Local Planning Authorities
wider policies in relation to car parking merely by virtue of their conception
under the DCO for authorising consent. The Authorities also need to be
assured that all other aspects that would be addressed were the hotels to
come forward as TCPA development (such as design/materials and
sustainable construction/energy use) will be adequately controlled if they
are to be authorised by the DCO.”

Updated position (12 August 2024)

Generally, the Authorities consider that more detail is required in relation
to the car park, hotel and office accommodation elements of the
development, and including limitations on parking space numbers, guest
bedroom spaces and office floor areas is a reasonable minimum

expectation.

In relation to hotels, the Authorities suggested a new requirement in
[REP7-108] which would impose controls on the type of parking that could

be provided.

The Authorities have therefore suggested (see [REP7-108], for example)
that the following Work Nos. should be amended as follows —

Work No.22

Works associated with the North Terminal building including works to—

(a) extend the International Departure Lounge on levels 20, 30 and 40 to
the north;

(b) extend the International Departure Lounge on levels 10, 20 and 30 to
the south;

(c) extend the baggage hall and baggage reclaim;

(d) construct the North Terminal autonomous vehicle station;

(e) construct the autonomous vehicle maintenance building;

(f) reconfigure internal facilities;

(g) construct a multi-storey car park with provision for no more than 890
parking spaces for cars;

(h) demolish the CIP building and circulation building;

(i) remediate the coaching gates.

Work No. 28

e Associated development should be subordinate to the
principal development. The hotels are subordinate to the
use of the airport and facilitate this use. They are not an
aim in themselves.

e Development should not be treated as associated
development if its purpose is solely to cross-subsidise the
principal development. That is not the case here.

e Associated development should be proportionate to the
nature and scale of the principal development. The hotels
are a proportionately small part of the overall proposed
development.

In light of the above application of the 'core principles', GAL
considers that it is open to the Secretary of State to conclude that
the hotels are "associated development", and that such a
conclusion is clearly justified.

Updated position (April 2024):

The Applicant's original response (directly above) explained how
the hotels met the meaning of "associated development” by
reference to the relevant guidance. If the Council disagrees with this
analysis, please provide detailed justification by reference to this
guidance and the reasoning above.

It is not clear on what basis that Council asserts that hotel works
may "evad[e] proper environmental controls”. These works would
form part of the authorised development under the DCO and
therefore be subject to the requirements, including the CoCP by
virtue of requirement 7. Further detail is requested from the Council
as to the precise nature of their concern.

Updated position (July 2024)

The JLAS' position regarding car parking is noted from the lefthand
column, however that does not bear on the inclusion of hotels in
Schedule 1 (authorised development). On the basis that the said
inclusion is understood to now be agreed, the Applicant has marked
this row as 'Agreed'.

The Applicant has added new requirement 34 (office occupier) in
version 9 of the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 7 (Doc Ref. 2.1),
which secures that the occupier of the new office to be constructed
on the Car Park H site must be an entity related to, or whose
business and/or operations are related to, the airport, air travel
and/or aviation, unless otherwise agreed in writing by CBC.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Works associated with the Car Park H Site including works to—

(a) construct a hotel;

(b) construct an office with provision for up to 5,000 square metres of
office floor space;

(c) construct a multi-storey car park with provision for no more than 3,700
parking spaces for cars;

(d) demolish Car Park H;

(e) external vehicle and pedestrian accesses.

Work No. 29

Works to convert Destinations Place office into a hotel with provision for
up to 250 bedrooms and refurbishment of the building exterior.

Work No. 30

Works to construct Car Park Y including—

(a) earthworks and works to construct an attenuation storage facility with
a capacity of approximately 32,000m3;

(b) construction of a multi-storey car park with provision for no more than
3,035 parking spaces for cars.

Work No. 31

Works associated with Car Park X including—

(a) earthworks and landscaping;

(b) construction of a flood compensation area with a capacity of
approximately 55,000m3;

(c) construction of an outfall structure;

(d) access improvements;

(e) deck parking provision with provision for no more than 3,280 parking
spaces for cars, including a re-provision of Purple Parking and surface
parking amendments.

(f) [delete sub-para (f)]

Work No. 32

Works to remove existing car parking at North Terminal Long Stay car park
and construct a decked car parking structure with provision for no more
than 1,680 parking spaces for cars if Work No. 44 (wastewater treatment
works) is not implemented or 2,842 parking spaces for cars if Work No.
44 is implemented.
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Work No. 33

Works associated with the existing Purple Parking car park including—

(a) removal of existing decked car parking structure;

(b) partial removal of existing surface car parking;

(c) erection of a fenceline;

(d) re-configuration of remaining surface level car parking with provision

for no more than 700 parking spaces for cars.

Work No. 38

Works to construct the habitat enhancement area and flood

compensation area at Museum

Field including works to—

(a) construct a flood compensation area with a capacity of approximately

27,600m3;52

(b) extend Gatwick greenspace footpath;

(c) construct a maintenance access road;

(d) undertake earthworks, landscaping and a bund (up to 6 metres in
height above datum) around the southern and eastern perimeter;

(e) construct footbridge;

(f) construct two farm access bridges

New requirement 34

The Council welcomes proposed new requirement 34,

2.7.1.8 Schedule 2

The drafting of several requirements (Schedule 2) including: the drafting of
“start date” (R.3(2) (time limits and notifications); the 14-day notification
period in R3(2); why some documents must be produced “in accordance
with” the certified documents and others must be produced either “in
general accordance” or “in substantial accordance” with them; paras 12
(construction traffic management plan) & 13 (Construction workforce
travel plan) — “following consultation with the relevant local planning
authority on matters related to its function.”; the drafting of R.14
(archaeological remains); and of those which concern noise (e.g. R.15 (air
noise envelope), R.18 (noise insulation scheme)); the ambiguous drafting
in R.19 (airport operations); para 21 (carbon action plan) ambiguous
“general accordance” is vague.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Requirements: general

The precise nature of the Council's concerns in respect of the cited
drafting is not clear from this comment — please clarify.

Where appropriate and reasonable, some requirements allow (i)
activities to be carried out either "in general accordance" or
"substantially in accordance" with specified control documents or (ii)
subsequent details/plans to be submitted which are "in general
accordance" or "substantially in accordance" with prior
documents/strategies.

Use of these terms in the former context allows for departures
which are minor or inconsequential and not of substance, without
giving rise to a criminal offence. It is beneficial to draft control
documents in clear and straightforward language. Strict compliance

Draft DCO (REP3-006)

Paragraphs 9.4 — 9.36
of the Explanatory
Memorandum to the
Draft Development
Consent Order [AS-

006]

Not Agreed
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The Council notes the response in Row 20.29 in Table 20 of the Issues
Tracker; however, it does not consider it answers its question. Put
another way, the Council would like to understand why "in general
accordance" has been used in Requirements 8(3), 10(2), 11(2), 21 and
22(2); and why “substantially in accordance" has been used in
Requirements 7, 8(4), 12(2), 13(2) and 22(3).

Requirement 3: start date

By Requirement 3(1), development must commence within 5 years of the
“start date” i.e. the later of the day after (a) the day on which the period for
legal challenge of the Order under the 2008 Act has expired; and (b) the
final determination of any legal challenge under the 2008 Act. The Council
objects to the extended duration of “start date”, which should be when the
order comes into force.

Requirement 3: notice period etc.

By Requirement 3(2), the relevant planning authority must be given 14
days' notice of commencement of each part of the authorised
development. The Council considers a more generous notice period
should be included. The Council also considers the local highway
authority, which is also a discharging authority for certain requirements,
should be notified of commencement.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)

Requirement 3: start date

Regarding “start date”, see the answer in row 2.7.1.13 above.
Requirement 3: notice period

The Council considers —

e amore generous notice period for the commencement of each
part of the authorised development should be provided,

e the other local authorities should also be notified of
commencement (the administrative burden of doing so will be
negligible),

o before Requirement 3, there should be a requirement which
provided that no part of the authorised development can
commence until a masterplan for each part of the development
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the relevant
planning authority. (Example drafting is set out in the Authorities’
answer to DCO.1.40 (R3).

Further detail on these points is set out in the Legal Partnership
Authorities’ response to ExQ1 DCO.1.40 (R3) [REP3- 135]) in respect of
the amendments that should be made to this requirement.

with such wording may not always be possible. Without the wording
above, in such circumstances the relevant requirement would be
too easily breached and a criminal offence too easily committed.
The wording above therefore ensures a proportionate approach.

Use of these terms in the latter context allows for minor
improvements (e.g. due to advances in technology or best practice)
to the principles underlying the original document/strategy upon
submission of the subsequent details. In any event, the submitted
details will be subject to the approval of the relevant body under the
terms of the requirement.

Paragraphs 9.4 — 9.36 of the ExM contain further details in respect
of each requirement.

Updated position (April 2024):

Requirements: general

The drafting of the requirements in Schedule 2 to the draft DCO has
advanced significantly since these comments. References to
"general accordance" have been replaced and, where appropriate
to provide for a degree of flexibility, "substantially in accordance"
has been used. This is subject to the new definition of this phrase in
article 2 (interpretation).

Requirement 3: start date

It is appropriate and necessary for the time period to commence on
the "start date" (as defined in the draft DCO) due to the increasing
prevalence of judicial review challenges by objector groups to high-
profile DCOs. The government's policy paper 'Getting Great Britain
building again: Speeding up infrastructure delivery' (2023) notes
that "over half of all legal challenges to NSIP decisions have been
brought since 2020" and that even unsuccessful legal challenges
can "set a project back years in delays"™. It is inappropriate for the
period within which the undertaker can begin development to be
reduced (potentially substantially) while legal challenges are finally
determined.

Requirement 3: notice period etc.

1
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Requirement 15 (air noise envelope)

The Council notes the Applicant’s response; however, it considers the
requirement should make provision for local authority control.

At Deadline 4, the Joint Local Authorities submitted their Introduction to a
proposal for an Environmentally Managed Growth Framework [REP4-050]
(“the Introduction”), which explains that the DCO requirements which
include controls related to environmental effects provide the Applicant with
too much flexibility. The Introduction states the Joint Local Authorities
consider a bespoke Environmentally Managed Growth Framework should
apply to the proposed development and that a worked-up Framework will
be submitted to the Examination as soon as possible. The Framework
will apply to the air noise envelope (requirements 15 and 16), and to
requirements 19 (airport operations), 20 (surface access), and 21 (carbon
action plan).

Requirement 19 (airport operations)

The Council maintains its position regarding paragraph (2) being too
broad. The Council disagrees that its proposed wording “lacks precision”
since it is similar to the wording used in condition 3 of the 1979 planning
permission.

The Council agrees with the position set out in the Legal Partnership
Authorities Response to the Applicant’s Schedule of Changes, which is
included at Appendix A of [REP4-042].

Regarding paragraph 4(a), the proposed drafting is again too broad. For
instance, condition 3 (runway use) of the 1979 planning permission allows
use of the emergency runway when the “main runway is temporarily non
operational by reason of an accident or a structural defect or when
maintenance to the main runway is being undertaken”.

The Council considers it would be reasonable if similar wording were
incorporated into paragraph 4(a). Condition 3 also requires GAL to notify
the local planning authority in advance of when maintenance is to be
carried out. A similar provision should be included in Requirement 19. The
Council does not agree to the inclusion of paragraph (4)(b) because it
could have the effect of overriding the prohibition under paragraph (3).
The Council does not consider this approach to be reasonable. It is noted
that while the Explanatory Memorandum [REP3-008] summarises
paragraph (3), it does not justify the inclusion of paragraph (4).

In the light of the above comments, the Authorities’ proposed
amendments to existing Requirement 19 are set out in row 92 of Appendix
A to [REP4-042]. The Council obviously agees with these proposed
amendments.

The points made above under “Requirement 15 (air noise envelope)”
regarding the Environmentally Managed Growth Framework also apply to
this requirement.

The notice provisions have developed significantly since the
Council's comment and the Council is invited to review the latest
version of the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 3 [REP3-006].

Updated position (July 2024)

Requirement 3 — 'start date' and notice periods

The Applicant and the JLAS' solicitors continue to have positive
engagement on the drafting of requirement 3 (including the use of
'start date') and the Applicant is hopeful that this wording can be
agreed. Pending resolution, the Applicant maintains its position set
out above.

Requirement 15 — noise envelope

The Applicant maintains its position set out above and refers to its
previous submissions on the appropriate independent air noise
reviewer, which it maintains should be the CAA. Please see further
the Applicant's Written Summary of Oral Submissions - ISH8 =
Noise [REP6-081].

Requirement 19 — airport operations

The Applicant and the JLAS' solicitors continue to have positive
engagement on the drafting of requirement 19 and the Applicant is
hopeful that this wording can be agreed. The Applicant understands

that there is only a definitional point outstanding between the
parties.
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Updated position (12 Auqust 2024)

Requirement 3

These amendments are intended to correct the position following
submission of amendments at D6 in which references to “business” days
were removed.

(a) within the period of 7 days beginning with the date on which the
authorised development begins;

(b) at least 42 days prior to the anticipated date of commencement of the
authorised development, provided that commencement may still lawfully
occur if notice is not served in accordance with this sub-paragraph;

(c) within the period of 7 days beginning with the actual date of
commencement of the authorised development;

(d) at least 42 days prior to the anticipated date of commencement of dual
runway operations; and

(e) within the period of 7 days beginning with the actual commencement
of dual runway operations.

Requirement 15

The Authorities’ latest comments on requirement 15 are set out in Part C
of their D8 submission “Consolidated submissions on the draft DCO —
Update at Deadline 8”. (The Examination Library reference was not
available when this document was updated).

Requirement 19

The Authorities will consider the updated requirement 19 at Deadline

2.7.1.9

Schedule 11

The 8-week deadline in Schedule 11 (procedure for approvals, consents
and appeals) for determining significant applications (e.g., the waste
recycling facility).

Updated position (Deadline 1): For certain major works which are listed
in Schedule 1 (including, but not limited to Work Nos. 26 to 29) the
standard 6-week/ 8-week deadline is unreasonably short. The Council
notes paragraph 1(2)(a) and (b) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 is subject to the
applicant agreeing to an extension. There is no guarantee that an
extension would be agreed and no obligation for the applicant to act
reasonably in considering any request for extension.

The 8-week period (or 6-week where the discharging authority need
not consult with any other body) is the default period within which
the discharging authority must respond. If further information is
requested from the undertaker by the discharging authority, the 8/6
weeks run from the day immediately following that on which said
further information is supplied. If a longer period is required, the
undertaker and discharging authority can agree such longer period
in writing (paragraphs 1(2)(a) and (b), Part 1, Schedule 11).

Given the above, the specified periods provide sufficient time for the
discharging authority to scrutinise applications pursuant to the

Draft DCO (REP3-
006)

Not Agreed
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The Council considers it would be more straightforward if the major works
had their own deadlines. More detail on this point will follow at Deadline 1.

The Council disagrees that such an approach would cause unnecessary
delay. Major applications under the TCPA 1990 regime can take 13 weeks
(or longer) to determine. Providing a 6 or 8 week deadline runs the risk of
the application having to be refused and the parties spending time and
resources on an appeal which might have been avoided if the Schedule
included a reasonable timeframe for determination.

Updated Position: Deadline 5 (6 June 2024)

Regarding the Applicant’s reluctance to include a longer deadline for
determining major works, while the Council notes the Applicant states the
undertaker is “going to take a pragmatic approach to agreeing any request
from the discharging authority for an extension of time”. This gives cold
comfort when the period for determining major works is either 6 weeks or
8 weeks, which is substantially shorter than if a local planning authority
were to discharge a major works application under the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990. The Council reiterates its position that major works
should have their own deadline.

Updated position (12 August 2024)

The Authorities consider the period for determining “major works” under

Schedule 11 is too short and this should be increased to 13-weeks, which

is consistent with the timeframe within which a major application must be

determined under the Town and Country Planning Act regime.

The Authorities consider (see REP7-108, row 44) that the following works

should be treated as “major works” -

“(i) Work No. 9 (Works to construct the replacement Central Area Recycling
Enclosure (CARE) facility);

(i) Work No. 16 (new hangar);

(iii) Work No. 22 (Works associated with the North Terminal building);

(iv) Work No. 23 (Works associated with the South Terminal building);

(v) Work No. 24 (Works to upgrade the North Terminal forecourt including
access roads);

(vi) Work No. 25 (Works to upgrade the South Terminal forecourt including
access roads);

requirements of the draft DCO. Any longer period would unduly and
unnecessarily delay progress in implementing the authorised
development.

Updated position (April 2024):

The Council's comment is noted. However, it is likely that the
undertaker would agree an extension with the discharging authority
were this required following an application being made for "major
works". The alternative would be that the application would be
refused by the discharging authority or not decided in time, either of
which could only be escalated through the appeal process in
paragraph 4 of Schedule 11 to the draft DCO. This process would
likely require significant time and expenditure and the undertaker
would be mindful of that before triggering those provisions. The
undertaker is therefore realistically going to take a pragmatic
approach to agreeing any request from the discharging authority for
an extension of time. In any event, the Applicant considers that the
standard 6 or 8 week deadline is perfectly adequate for detailed
consideration of details that may be subject to approval.

Updated position (July 2024):

The Applicant maintains the position set out above. It is understood
that the JLAs will be proposing a 16-week decision period for
detailed design approval for certain works. The Applicant considers
that to be excessive given that this period, in the context of the
TCPA 1990, applies only to applications requiring their own
Environmental Impact Assessment. Here, an EIA has already been
undertaken and will be considered through the Secretary of State's
decision on the DCO. A decision period of a length to encompass
undertaking that process from scratch is not appropriate for the
discharge of requirements pursuant to a made DCO for which an
EIA will already have been carried out.
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(vii) Work No. 26 (Works to construct a hotel north of multi-storey car park

3);

(viii) Work No. 27 (Works to construct a hotel on the car rental site);

(ix) Work No. 28 (Works associated with the Car Park H Site);

(x) Work No. 29 (Works to convert the existing Destinations Place office into

a hotel);

(xi) Work No. 30 (Works to construct Car Park Y);

(xii) Work No. 31 (Works associated with Car Park X)

(xiii) [Others TBC]”

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.8. Ecology and Nature Conservation
28.1 Table 2.8 sets out the position of both parties in relation to ecology and nature conservation matters.

Table 2.8 Statement of Common Ground — Ecology and Nature Conservation Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Sighposting Status

There are no issues relating to Ecology and Nature Conservation in this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.9. Forecasting and Need
29.1 Table 2.9 sets out the position of both parties in relation to forecasting and need matters.

Table 2.9 Statement of Common Ground — Forecasting and Need Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position ‘ Gatwick Airport Limited Position Sighposting Status

Please see the joint Statement of Common Ground prepared in relation to Forecasting and Need (Doc Ref. 10.1.19).

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.10. Geology and Ground Conditions
2.10.1 Table 2.10 sets out the position of both parties in relation to geology and ground conditions matters.

Table 2.10 Statement of Common Ground — Geology and Ground Conditions Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status

There are no issues relating to Geology and Ground Conditions within this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Table 2.11 sets out the position of both parties in relation to greenhouse gases matters.

Table 2.11 Statement of Common Ground — Greenhouse Gases Matters

to CO2e have been undertaken. Such calculations, could potentially
increase the total emissions by around 20%. Therefore, millions of tonnes
of CO2e are not accounted for, which is non-compliant with the GHG
Protocol Corporate Accounting Standard and GHG accounting best
practice.

Updated position (Deadline 1): This comment was about WTT as well
which was not addressed. It is acknowledged that excluding specific
emission sources from the assessment is valid for the purpose of
conducting a like-for-like comparison against a carbon budget/trajectory.

However, given that transparency is a fundamental principle of GHG
accounting, GAL should openly report these potential emission sources at
least qualitatively.

Updated position (Deadline 3): Under the IEMA GHG Assessment
methodology used in the ES, the Applicant must update the assessment to
evidence that exclusions are <1% of total emissions and where all such
exclusions total a maximum of 5%.

Updated Position (Deadline 5):

and that this was then converted to estimated tCOze using the
appropriate conversion factor. All aviation emissions within the ES
are reported to reflect tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent
(tCO2e).

Updated position (April 2024)

It is acknowledged that the inclusion of WTT for Construction,
ABAGO, and Surface Access would be useful for
contextualisation against the UK Carbon Budgets. The WTT
emissions for these will be calculated and provided at Deadline 4.

Updated position (July 2024):

The quantification for net impact of the Project, including WTT, at
a level of 0.649% has been presented as this informs the
assessment of significance.

Including WTT within the evaluation of emissions across the
whole airport would include the contribution to carbon budgets as
follows:

Reference | Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
Baseline
There are no issues relating to the baseline for this topic within this Statement of Common Ground.
Assessment Methodology
21121 Cumulative impact GAL have not assessed the cumulative impact of the project in the context | It is considered within the assessment that Jet Zero, and the ES Chapter 16: Agreed
of the overall UK airport expansion in passenger numbers. underlying modelling carried out by UK Government as part of Greenhouse Gases
this, provides a more comprehensive cumulative assessment of APP-041]
Updated position (Deadline 1): No Comment. aviation emissions than could be carried out by the Applicant. This
is noted in ES Paragraph 16.10.4 that references the IEMA
Updated position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of agreement has Guidance noting that “The inappropriateness of undertaking a
now been removed. cumulative appraisal (other than by contextualising against
Carbon Budgets) is reflected in the IEMA guidance. This guidance
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed. notes that ‘effects from specific cumulative projects...should not
be individually assessed, as there is no basis for selecting any
particular (or more than one) cumulative project that has GHG
emissions for assessment over any other’.”
2.11.2.2 Assessment methodology No carbon calculations for well to tank emission and conversions from CO2 | The modelling process estimated fuel consumption from aviation, n/a Not Agreed
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In Deadline 4, the Applicant has provided WTT estimates for construction,
ABAGO, surface access, and aviation. These updates increase the total
emissions from the project between 2018 and 2050 by 3,978,000 tCO2e,
representing a 19.83% increase.

To contextualise these emissions against the carbon budget, the Applicant
references DUKES 2023 Chapter 3: Oil and Oil Products, estimating that
around 36% of WTT aviation emissions occur within the UK boundary.
Using this justification, the Applicant compares only this portion of aviation
WTT emissions to the carbon budget, along with the WTT emissions from
construction, ABAGO, and surface access.

The Applicant then presents only the net impact, stating it accounts for
0.649% of the UK's 6th carbon budget, without displaying the total future
impact of the airport as done in the ES.

The Applicant should further forecast the percentage impact on future
estimated carbon budgets using the CCC projections to estimate the
project's impact on future carbon budgets to understand if it is
decarbonising in line with the estimated net zero trajectory.

Updated Position (12.08.24):
The CCC's balanced net zero pathway serves as a guide for governments
and institutions aiming to assess and determine strategies for achieving net

zero emissions. While these guidelines are not legally binding, they
illustrate the necessary carbon reductions to meet the legally binding net
zero mandate set by the amended Climate Change Act.

Furthermore, the IEMA GHG Assessment guidance, which the Applicant
uses for its evaluation, recommends contextualising a project's emissions
by referencing the UK carbon budgets and net zero trajectory. This
approach is considered good practice.

In addition, for aviation emissions, the Applicant uses the entirety of the Jet
Zero High Ambition Scenario budget to demonstrate alignment with the net
zero trajectory. However, the Applicant does not allocate the budget
proportionally based on GAL's size. Therefore, it would be more
appropriate for the Applicant to estimate how much of the Jet Zero High
Ambition Scenario budget should be allocated to GAL and then use this
allocation as a benchmark to determine if future emissions are within the
allocated budget.

. Fourth carbon budget: 0.171% (vs 0.144% presented in
ES)

. Fifth carbon budget: 0.161% (vs 0.139% presented in ES)
. Sixth carbon budget: 3.383% (vs 3.136% presented in
ES)

This incorporates the assumption relating to the proportion of
aviation fuel imported to the UK.

The CCC projections do not reflect the level that future budgets
will actually be set at. On this basis there is no appropriate detail
which would support an assessment against carbon budgets

beyond 2038.

Updated position (Deadline 9): Please see the Applicant’s final
position with respect to this issue please within the greenhouse
gases section of the Applicant’s Closing Submission (Doc Ref.

10.73).

2.11.2.3

Guidance

The applicant has not considered all the latest up-to-date guidance on this
issue. There is no reference to PAS2080:2023 (publicly available standard
Carbon Management in buildings and Infrastructure), nor the latest

The Environmental Statement was submitted in July 2023, with
the updated PAS2080 published in March 2023. The modelling
and assessment of impact was complete prior to March 2023, and

n/a

Agreed
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) ARG report. whilst GAL is considering the update, it is not expected that the
PAS2080:2023 places more emphasises on decisions and actions that update will materially affect the assessment or the conclusions
reduce whole-life carbon more than PAS2080:2016 referred to in the drawn from the assessment.
report. The ARG report considers many new updates concerning GHG
Assessment, which should be reviewed.
Updated position (Deadline 1): No Comment.
Updated Position (Deadline 5):Addressed.
2.11.2.4 Baseline Information review The scope of the GHG emissions arising from airport buildings and ground | The methodology for the assessment was structured to follow the | ES Appendix 5.4.2 Agreed
operations does not cover maintenance, repair, replacement or ANPS classification of emissions into four categories, and the Carbon Action Plan
refurbishment emissions. Therefore, this would under-count the operational | assessment of Construction impacts was limited within the ES to APP-091]
GHG emissions. those impacts prior to opening. The assessment was not seeking
to provide a Whole Life Carbon assessment of the Project - a
Updated position (Deadline 1): Under the IEMA GHG Assessment point explicitly noted within the ES.
methodology used in the ES, the Applicant must update the assessment to
evidence that exclusions are <1% of total emissions and where all such Maintenance and repair of the newly constructed elements within
exclusions total a maximum of 5%. the Project will be required. A full life cycle carbon assessment
would seek to quantify this over a defined study period, which
Additionally, GAL should recognise the potential impact of emissions would likely extend beyond the 2050 assessment period (which is
stemming from airport operations at least qualitatively for the sake of used based on assessing risk to UK achieving carbon targets).
transparency. This acknowledgment aligns with one of the key principles of | Within the timescales between opening year (2029) and the end
GHG accounting. of the assessment year (2050) it is considered unlikely that
maintenance, repair, replacement, and refurbishment GHG
Updated Position (Deadline 5) In Deadline 4, the Applicant has submitted | emissions would be so great as to materially change the
updated calculations estimating emissions from maintenance, repair, assessment of operational emissions. The mitigation set out in the
replacement, and refurbishment activities. These emissions account for Carbon Action Plan, specifically regarding to employing PAS2080
approximately 2.12% of the total emissions. The Applicant demonstrates as a Carbon Management System, would necessitate GAL
that these emissions fall below the IEMA threshold, and therefore, they are | adopting a whole life carbon approach in the management and
not required to be included in the total whole-life carbon assessment. mitigation of emissions from Modules B2-B5 as part of their wider
carbon management approach.
Updated position (April 2024)
We intend to provide further analysis to inform the scale of
emissions arising from maintenance, repair, replacement or
refurbishment within the study period as part of a submission at
Deadline 4.
Updated position (July 2024)
It is considered this matter can be marked as ‘agreed’.
2.11.25 Assessment of significant The GHG Assessment does not assess the cumulative impact of the It is considered within the assessment that Jet Zero, and the ES Chapter 16: Agreed
effects project in the context of eight of the biggest UK airports planning to underlying modelling carried out by UK Government as part of Greenhouse Gases
increase to approximately 150 million more passengers a year by 2050 this, provides a more comprehensive cumulative assessment of APP-041]
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relative to 2019 levels. This will greatly increase the UK's cumulative
aviation emissions, which may have significant consequences for the UK's
net zero trajectory.

Updated position (Deadline 1): No Comment.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed.

aviation emissions than could be carried out by the Applicant. This
is noted in ES Paragraph 16.10.4 that references the IEMA
Guidance noting that “The inappropriateness of undertaking a
cumulative appraisal (other than by contextualising against
Carbon Budgets) is reflected in the IEMA guidance. This guidance
notes that ‘effects from specific cumulative projects...should not
be individually assessed, as there is no basis for selecting any
particular (or more than one) cumulative project that has GHG

emissions for assessment over any other’.

2.11.2.6 Assessment of significant
effects

No carbon calculations were carried out in the ES for well-to-tank
emissions, which is non-compliant with the globally recognised GHG
Protocol Corporate Accounting Standard and goes against the UK
Government’s carbon accounting methodology from BEIS (2022). This
results in a gross underestimation of the GHG emissions associated with
aviation since an approximately 20.77% (BEIS, 2023) uplift would be
required on all aviation emissions. This would result in 1,106,530tCO2e not
being accounted for in 2028 during the most carbon-intensive year.

Updated position (Deadline 1): It is acknowledged that excluding specific
emission sources from the assessment is valid for the purpose of
conducting a like-for-like comparison against a carbon budget/trajectory.
However, given that transparency is a fundamental principle of GHG
accounting, GAL should openly report these potential emission sources at
least qualitatively.

Updated Position (Deadline 5):In Deadline 4, the Applicant has provided
WTT estimates for construction, ABAGO, surface access, and aviation.
These updates increase the total emissions from the project between 2018
and 2050 by 3,978,000 tCO2e, representing a 19.83% increase.

To contextualise these emissions against the carbon budget, the Applicant
references DUKES 2023 Chapter 3: Oil and Oil Products, estimating that
around 36% of WTT aviation emissions occur within the UK boundary.
Using this justification, the Applicant compares only this portion of aviation
WTT emissions to the carbon budget, along with the WTT emissions from
construction, ABAGO, and surface access.

The Applicant then presents only the net impact, stating it accounts for
0.649% of the UK's 6th carbon budget, without displaying the total future
impact of the airport as done in the ES.

The Applicant should further forecast the percentage impact on future
estimated carbon budgets using the CCC projections to estimate the

The assessment does not seek either to develop a Corporate
Reporting Account (which is informed by the GHG Corporate
Protocol Standard) nor a Whole Life Carbon Appraisal for the
Project - the methodology has been developed to allow for the
assessment of impact, and doing this within the context of the
contextualisation exercise that forms part of the assessment. It is
not debated that Well-to-tank emissions arise in the supply chain
for fuels and methodologies for estimating these (as an uplift to
direct emissions) are well established.

However, the approach adopted is based on the assessment
process which is contextualising emissions against a) the UK
carbon budget and b) the Jet Zero Strategy. The context for Jet
Fuel usage is specifically challenging due to the proportion of this
fuel that is imported from outside the UK (approximately 70% in
recent years [Ref 1]) and as a result WTT emissions would
predominantly fall outside the scope of the UK carbon budgets
and the Net Zero commitment. Additionally the aviation strategy
set out in Jet Zero does not include WTT within the main
emissions calculation methodology. For these reasons WTT has
been excluded from the aviation impact assessment. For
consistency across the assessment methodology it has also been
removed from other aspects of the GHG assessment.

Ref 1: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/petroleum-

chapter-3-digest-of-united-kingdom-enerqgy-statistics-dukes

Updated position (April 2024)
Please refer to the response at 2.11.2.2.

Updated position (July 2024):
Please refer to the response at 2.11.2.2.

Updated position (Deadline 9): Please see the Applicant’s final
position with respect to this issue please within the greenhouse

n/a

Not Agreed
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project's impact on future carbon budgets to understand if it is
decarbonising in line with the estimated net zero trajectory.

Updated Position (12.08.24):
The CCC's balanced net zero pathway serves as a guide for governments
and institutions aiming to assess and determine strategies for achieving net

zero emissions. While these gquidelines are not legally binding, they
illustrate the necessary carbon reductions to meet the legally binding net
zero mandate set by the amended Climate Change Act.

Furthermore, the IEMA GHG Assessment guidance, which the Applicant
uses for its evaluation, recommends contextualising a project's emissions
by referencing the UK carbon budgets and net zero trajectory. This
approach is considered good practice.

In addition, for aviation emissions, the Applicant uses the entirety of the Jet
Zero High Ambition Scenario budget to demonstrate alignment with the net
zero trajectory. However, the Applicant does not allocate the budget
proportionally based on GAL's size. Therefore, it would be more
appropriate for the Applicant to estimate how much of the Jet Zero High
Ambition Scenario budget should be allocated to GAL and then use this
allocation as a benchmark to determine if future emissions are within the
allocated budget.

gases section of the Applicant’s Closing Submission (Doc Ref.

10.73).

2.11.2.7 Assessment of significant

effects

It is not clear if a conversion was undertaken from CO2 to COZ2e for
aviation emissions, which would result in a 0.91% increase in all aviation
emissions (BEIS, 2023).

Updated position (Deadline 1): It looks like the wrong comment has been
responded to here.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed.

The most distant time period chosen for the assessment was
2050-2079 (2060s), not 2040-2069. This time period was selected
to represent a reasonable worst-case scenario at the highest
resolution that is available. The UKCP18 12km projections used
within the assessment do not go beyond 2080. This dataset also
include a range of useful variables to support the assessment
(e.g. the number of hot days). The probabilistic projections do not
contain these variables. In addition to this, it is recommended by
the Met Office that consistency is maintained between the time
periods used within an assessment. The most pessimistic RCP
scenario was also employed to provide an indication of potential
worst-case scenario conditions. Climate projections up to 2100
are used in ES Chapter 12: Traffic and Transport and ES Chapter
11: Water Environment in accordance with DMRB guidance.

Updated position (April 2024)
Noted — the text above relates to the incorrect comment.

All aviation emissions have been calculated and reported in
tCO2e using the BEIS GHG conversion factor as set out in

ES Chapter 12:
Traffic and Transport

APP-037]

ES Chapter 11: Water
Environment

APP-036]

Updated position
(April 2024)

Appendix 16.9.4:
Assessment of
Aviation Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

[APP-194]

Agreed
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Appendix 16.9.4 Assessment of Aviation Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.
Assessment
There are no issues relating to this topic within this Statement of Common Ground.
Mitigation and Compensation
2.11.41 General The applicant does not confirm if they are committed to best practice by not | The assessment considers GHG impacts beyond just the n/a Agreed
demonstrating GAL’s commitment to the Science Based Target initiative corporate reporting scope of Gatwick Airport Ltd. The assessment
(SBTI), which would commit GAL to achieving a net zero trajectory aligned | does not require all parties responsible for the generation of GHG
with the 1.5°C Paris Agreement across all emission scopes. emissions to adopt a specific standard for reducing GHG
emissions, instead it uses those commitments by GAL as one
Updated position (Deadline 1): No Comment element within the broader assessment of GHG emissions. As
such the adoption of SBTi is not, in and of itself, a requirement of
Updated Position (Deadline 5):Addressed. the assessment process.
Other
21151 Jet Zero Aviation policy Assessment fails to consider the risks of the Jet Zero Aviation policy and It is not for the applicant or for the examination to assess risks on | n/a Agreed
how this could compromise the UK’s net zero trajectory. the basis that government policy will fail.
CIpe it [posiiten (SEERING HE O SemiEnt It is apparent that government is committed to its net zero target
and to closely monitoring aviation and other trajectories to ensure
Updated position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of agreement has compliance.
now been removed.
Updated Position (Deadline 5):Addressed.
2.11.5.2 Assessment of significant Airport expansion, demand management, and reliance on nascent It is not for the applicant or for the examination to assess risks on | n/a Agreed
effects technology are three key areas raised by the UK’s Climate Change the basis that government policy will fail.
Committee (CCC) that could jeopardise the UK's net zero trajectory. The
GHG Assessment fails to consider the risks of the Jet Zero Aviation Policy It is apparent that government is committed to its net zero target
and how this could compromise the UK's net zero trajectory. CCC has and to closely monitoring aviation and other trajectories to ensure
raised this concern with the UK Government. compliance.
Updated position (Deadline 1): No Comment.
Updated Position (Deadline 5)Addressed.
2.1153 Mitigation, enhancement and Purchasing ‘Renewable Energy Guaranteed of Origin’ (REGO) certificates | The Carbon Action Plan commits Gatwick to a transition through ES Appendix 5.4.2 Agreed
monitoring does not mean that GAL will receive 100% renewable electricity. In reality, carbon neutrality and towards Net Zero, and Absolute Zero, over Carbon Action Plan
on low wind and solar energy generation days, much of the electricity time. It is entirely appropriate within this framework to consider the | [APP-091]
supplied on green energy tariffs still comes from fossil fuel production. use of a range of market mechanisms at such stages are as
Consequently, GAL cannot reply upon REGOs to justify its zero-carbon appropriate - and this includes the use of REGOs as part of this.
commitment. The Carbon Action Plan notes GAL's commitments to use
internationally recognised offsetting schemes (CAP Para 1.1.4).
Updated position (Deadline 1): Aligned with SECR, GAL's reporting Within the CAP GAL also commits to investment in carbon
should clearly delineate the distinction between market-based emission removal mechanisms in preference to commonly used offsetting
factor reporting and localised values for REGOs. This clarity is essential to | mechanisms.
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identify the extent of potential residual emissions stemming from electrical
energy use.

Updated Position (Deadline 5):Addressed.

Updated position (April 2024)

The assessment incorporates a range of different emissions
sources, some of which are not addressed within SECR, which is
intended for use as a corporate reporting methodology. GAL
already provides reporting in line with its SECR requirements
within its corporate Annual Report.

2.11.54

The unsustainable growth of
airport operations may result in
significant adverse impacts to
the climate.

To monitor and control GHG emissions during the project construction and
operation it is suggested a control mechanism to similar to the Green
Controlled Growth Framework submitted as part of the London Luton
Airport Expansion Application, is provided. 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. Where appropriate the Applicant should
undertake emission offsetting in accordance with the Airport Carbon
Accreditation Offset Guidance Document to comply with this mechanism.

In addition, and where reasonably practical, the airport will seek to utilise
local offsetting schemes that can deliver environmental benefits to the area
and local community around the airport.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): The Applicant should consider how it can
foster sustainability into the projects governance processes to demonstrate
that it will monitor and control GHG emissions during operation using
control mechanism to similar to the Environmentally Managed Growth
Framework.

The JLAs submitted an introduction to their proposal for an Environmentally
Manged Growth Framework at Deadline 4 [REP4-050].

Updated Position (12.08.24):

The unsustainable growth of airport

The JLAs have detailed their full position in the D7 EMG Framework
response concerning the control of greenhouse gases from surface access
and ABAGO to support sustainable growth.

In summary the JLAs are concerned, on the level of ongoing enforcement
on greenhouse emissions, including consequences if targets are not being
met, and considers an Environmentally Managed Growth (EMG) framework

would act as a safety net and provide this reassurance.

The Applicant appears to be taking a reactive approach to managing
greenhouse gas emissions, failing to set thresholds or limits to support
sustainable growth. This contrasts with best practices, such as the Luton
Airport Green Controlled Growth Framework which supports a similar
framework.

Updated position (April 2024)

The Climate Change Act places a duty on the Secretary of State
to prepare “such proposals and policies as the Secretary of State
considers will enable the carbon budgets that have been set
under this Act to be met.” (Section 13).

That duty lies with the Secretary of State and it is apparent that
the Government has put in place a clear framework of policy to
ensure that the Government’s duty and commitment is met. The
Jet Zero Strategy forms part of that policy framework and, within
it, the Government makes clear that its modelling demonstrates
that the commitment can be met without demand management —
i.e. without constraining the growth of airports. That conclusion is
reached in the light of the acknowledged importance of aviation to
the UK and the critical importance of the Government supporting
growth in the aviation sector, whilst meeting its binding carbon
reduction targets.

The JZS is also clear that the Government is monitoring the
position closely and will take further measures if necessary, if it
becomes apparent that the trajectory of aviation emissions is not
being achieved. In these circumstances, a control of the type
proposed by the local authority in this case would cut across the
balance being struck by government and would not meet the
relevant tests of necessity or appropriateness.

Updated position (July 2024):

The Applicant has responded to the JLASs’ Introduction for a
proposal for Environmentally Managed Growth at Appendix B of
The Applicant’s Response to Deadline 4 Submissions (Doc
Ref 10.38) submitted at Deadline 5 and The Applicant's
Response to Deadline 5 Submissions - Response to JLA's
EMG Framework Paper [REP6-093] submitted at Deadline 6.
Together, these submissions detail why the Applicant considers
an EMG framework is neither necessary nor appropriate for the

Project.

With regards to offsetting, GAL has been carbon neutral since
2017. Carbon neutrality is recognised through the ACI Airport
Carbon Accreditation scheme (ACA) with offsets bought covering

The Applicant’s
Response to Actions

ISH6: Climate
Change (including
Greenhouse Gases)

REP4-036]

Appendix B —
Response to the
JLAS’
Environmentally
Managed Growth
Framework
Proportion Version 1

REP5-074]

The Applicant's
Response to
Deadline 5
Submissions -
Response to JLA's
EMG Framework
Paper [REP6-093].

Not Agreed
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Alternative Changes if EMGF is Not Accepted

ABAGO

Unlike Surface Access Journeys, there is no dedicated group to hold the
Applicant accountable for ABAGO commitments. It is recommended to

Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG emissions (as well as business
travel). GAL is currently accredited at Level 4+ of ACA and is
committed to maintaining this.

To maintain ACA accreditation, GAL can only purchase offsets

establish a similar group with relevant local authorities and stakeholders for

that are aligned to schemes recognized by the ACA. The ACA

regular reviews.

If the EMGEF is not accepted, the ABAGO Annual Monitoring Report should

Offsetting Guidance is publicly available:
https://www.airportcarbonaccreditation.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/12/ACA-Offset-Guidance-Document-FINAL-

outline the carbon reduction trajectory and thresholds towards the 2030

09112023-2.pdf

and 2040 targets, providing early warnings if commitments are not met.

This will enable the Applicant to take corrective action if targets are missed,

As GAL transitions from carbon neutral to net zero status,
absolute carbon reductions are being achieved. Consequently,

reporting to the forum on measures to limit growth until targets are
achieved.

This approach ensures proactive rather than reactive measures, keeping

residual emissions, and the amount of offsets required, are
reducing. For net zero only removal offsets are allowed. GAL is in
the process of transitioning from reduction to removal offsets. For
2023, GAL bought 25% removal offsets and 75% reduction

the Applicant on track with ABAGO commitments in the CAP [APP-091].

offsets.

The Applicant should extend its emission scope to include Scope 3
emissions within its targets. The CAP [APP-091] strateqgy balances
remaining emissions from sources under GAL's jurisdiction with removals,

GAL provided an offsetting statement in the 2023 Decade of
Change Performance Summary which is publicly available:
https://www.gatwickairport.com/company/reports/sustainability-

aiming for zero emissions for Scope 1 and 2 by 2040, but currently does

reports.html.

not offset Scope 3 emissions.

Scope 3 emissions should be included in the CAP [APP-091] as a net limit,

Currently GAL buys offsets annually in arrears from the voluntary
carbon market (VCM). GAL is investigating developing a local

including any offsetting measures, ensuring emissions stay within the CAP

removal offsetting project which would, ideally, provide all offsets

limit.

The Applicant has committed to net zero Scope 1 and 2 emissions by 2030
and zero emissions by 2040, aligning with Jet Zero. A reduction trajectory

from 2030. It should be noted that any local offsetting scheme will
have to be accredited by an ACA recognised scheme.

Further information was given in GAL'’s response to Action Point

should be presented to minimise reliance on removals by 2040, with a
suggested linear reduction for net zero by 2030 and zero emissions by

13 following ISH6 in The Applicant’'s Response to Actions ISH6:
Climate Change (including Greenhouse Gases) [REP4-036].

2040.

Surface Access Journeys
If EMG is not accepted, the Transport Annual Monitoring Report should

Updated position (Deadline 9): Please see the Applicant’s final
position with respect to this issue please within the greenhouse
gases section of the Applicant’s Closing Submission (Doc Ref.

include GHG emissions against reduction targets. If targets are not met, the

10.73).

Applicant should report actions to limit growth until targets are achieved.

Similar to the Luton Airport Green Controlled Growth Framework, JLAsS
suggest GAL should offset net surface access journey emissions when
thresholds are exceeded.
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2.11.5.5 If the Applicant does not The Applicant must actively promote the transition to a decarbonised Updated position (April 2024) Transport Agreed
provide infrastructure or economy, incentivising airport users to adopt low-carbon technologies like The Transport Assessment [AS-079] and the Surface Access Assessment [AS-
services to help decarbonise electric cars and public transportation systems. The Applicant should Commitments (SAC) [APP-090] set out how the Applicant’s 079]
surface transport emissions it provide infrastructure within the Airport to support the anticipated uptake of | commitments to sustainable travel are binding under the DCO.
may have the potential to electric vehicles and provide electric vehicle charging infrastructure. Achieving the modes shares set out will significantly reduce Surface Access
result in the underreporting of surface transport emissions. We are continuing to invest in .
: . o . . Commitments [APP-
the Proposed Development’s The Applicant should support a Green Bus Programme such as the charging infrastructure for passengers and staff within a wider
impact on the climate. The full | expansion of the network of hydrogen buses used in the Gatwick/Crawley strategy for EVs on the campus as part of our Decade of Change 0901
impact of the Proposed area into Mid Sussex with accompanying infrastructure programme independent of the DCO. This includes a partnership
Development on the with Gridserve to provide an electric vehicle charging forecourt on
government meeting its net Updated Position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has demonstrated in airport, completed in early 2024. Our passenger valet parking
zero targets cannot be Deadline 3 that it is committed to providing charging infrastructure for service also offers an EV charging service. For operational
identified. electric vehicles used to access the Airport (both passenger and staff) to vehicles there is a programme underway to deliver the Applicant’s
facilitate the use of ultra-low and zero emission vehicles for those journeys | and third party airfield EV charging requirements.
that are made by car. The Applicant is also committed to investing £1m to
Metrobus in hydrogen buses for the local network. The Applicant has invested or pledged over £1m to Metrobus in
hydrogen buses for the local network serving the airport and
continues to support the transition to ultra low or zero emission
vehicles in local bus services and in the Applicant’s own surface
transport fleet.
Decarbonisation of all surface transport is a matter for
Government policy and the Applicant cannot mandate that all
surface access journeys are by zero emission vehicles ahead of
meeting those policy targets
Updated position (July 2024):
It is considered this matter can be marked as ‘agreed’.
2.11.5.6 GAL does not identify the risks | GAL should state if they comply with the Airport Carbon Accreditation Updated position (April 2024) Agreed
associated with using carbon Offset Guidance Document which specifies the type of offsetting Schemes | At Gatwick today, through its Airport Carbon Accreditation Level
offset schemes that need to be used. In addition, and where reasonably practical, GAL 4+, the Applicant buys offsets covering residual Scope 1 and 2
should seek to utilise local offsetting schemes that can deliver GHG emissions (as well as business travel).
environmental benefits to the area and local community
In order for the Applicant to maintain its ACA certification, any
Updated Position (Deadline 5): Addressed. offsets — removal and/or reduction — must be bought from
schemes accredited by the ACA.
ACA is the only global, airport-specific carbon standard which
relies on internationally recognised methodologies. It provides
airports with a common framework for active carbon management
with measurable goalposts. The programme is site-specific
allowing flexibility to take account of national or local legal
requirements, whilst ensuring that the methodology used is
always robust
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Details of Level 4+ available on the ACA website:
https://www.airportcarbonaccreditation.org/about/7-levels-of-

accreditation/

With a view to achieving Net Zero for Scope 1 and 2 GHG
emissions by 2030 (under both its existing Decade of Change
commitments, and the equivalent under the Carbon Action Plan
as part of the Project), the Applicant is in the process of
transitioning from use of carbon reduction offsets to carbon
removal offsets instead (as the use of carbon removal offsets
would not meet the definition of Net Zero). For 2023, GAL
purchased 25% removal offsets and 75% reduction offsets.

Furthermore, the Applicant is investigating the development of a
local removal project, independent of the Project. Any such project
will need to be accredited by the ACA.
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2.12. Health and Wellbeing

2121 Table 2.12 sets out the position of both parties in relation to health and wellbeing matters.

Table 2.12 Statement of Common Ground — Health and Wellbeing Matters

Reference Matter | Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signhposting Status

There are no issues relating to Health and Wellbeing within this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Table 2.13 sets out the position of both parties in relation to historic environment matters.

Table 2.13 Statement of Common Ground — Historic Environment Matters

and Gardens

have not been robustly assessed.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Further discussion regarding operational
aspects of the Project are still under discussion, including future use of
flightpaths.

The council will review position following further TWGs on these matters
programmed for Feb 2024.

Figure 8.6.7 shows in 2032 area to south of Wakehurst Place i.e. park and
garden will_move from 11 -50 flights to 51 — 100.

Table 8.9.1 [app-33] indicates that Wakehurst is currently overflow by 21
Gatwick flights increasing to 33 with project increase. Figure 8.6.7 shows
the site is right on the edge of a higher level of overflight. Therefore, impact
over wider site area could be much greater than the table indicates.

Version 3 Deadline 3 Response

MSDC does not consider that this matter has been addressed. The
Applicants response to NV.1.10 in relation to WIZAD SID (page 94) [REP4
-031] GAL states that the imposition of a limit on the number of aircraft
movements that could use the WIZAD route would “act to unnecessatrily
limit the operations of the airport and the wider benefits that it will provide”.
Contrary to previous statements by the Applicant, this appears to confirm
what the JLAs have always believed, namely that greater planned use of
the WIZAD route will be required in order to ensure that the NRP is capable
of delivering the full uplift in runway movements claimed contrary to the
Applicant’s previous claims that its use will remain purely as a tactical
offload route [REP3-038, 14.1AF page 192

Updated position (12.08.24)

single runway against future levels of demand using current
departures separation performance to determine the likely impact
this would have on holding times. While marginally higher than
previously modelled, they remain within acceptable limits (as defined
by capacity declaration parameters). It should be noted that, with
this added level of complexity, the AirTop model is not able to reflect
the true levels of throughput which can be achieved in dual runway
ops with improved sequencing so the modelled holding times
represent a worst case for dual runway ops. The level of
improvement which can be gained with optimised sequencing has
also been assessed.

GAL would be pleased to discuss these issues further through the
TWG and SoCG discussions.

Updated response (April 2024)

See the Applicant’s response to the ExA’s Written Questions (ExQ1)
- Historic Environment submitted at Deadline 3 [REP3-095] regarding
the application of the methodology for the assessment of air noise
impacts on heritage assets. The use and general application of this
methodology has been agreed with Historic England.

Note that the historic park and garden at Wakehurst Place is not
considered to be a ‘noise-sensitive’ heritage asset as per the criteria
set out in the approved methodology for this assessment.

Updated response (July 2024)
As no further response has been received from the Council regarding

this issue it is now considered closed.

Limited and Historic
England [REP1-035]

The Applicant's
Response to the ExA's
Written Questions
(ExQ1) - Historic
Environment [REP3-
095]

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status

Baseline

There are no issues relating to the baseline for this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Assessment methodology

There are no issues relating to the assessment methodology for this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Assessment

2.13.3.1 The assessment of the The Council is not yet satisfied that there will not be more intensive use of | While GAL has illustrated why it is reasonable to assume that Statement of Common| Under
potential for noise flightpaths that are currently infrequently used (i.e. route 9/WIZAD). The average 60s DD separations would be achievable in future (ref: Ground between diseussionNot
impact on the historic Parks | Council is concerned that noise impacts on the Historic Parks and Gardens | €arlier responses), GAL has modelled the operation of both dual and | Gatwick Airport Agreed
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This Council has responded and therefore MSDC does not consider that
this matter closed. The Council remains concerned about the potential for
increased overflight of historic parks and gardens. Controls over the use of
Route 9 (WIZAD) are required.

Mitigation and Compensation

There are no issues relating to mitigation and compensation for this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Other

There are no other issues relating to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project

Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0 Page 65



LONDON

«? GATWICK

2.14.

G

2.14.1

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Landscape, Townscape and Visual

Table 2.14 sets out the position of both parties in relation to landscape, townscape and visual matters.

Table 2.14 Statement of Common Ground — Landscape, Townscape and Visual Matters

categorised in the assessment criteria (Appendix 8.4.1, table 2.2.1). It is
the view of MSDC that assessment of tranquillity has underplayed the
magnitude of change arising from increase in overflights in nationally
designated landscapes (Appendix 8.4.1, table 2.2.7).

Updated position (Deadline 1): Whilst disturbance not perceivable to
some means that it will be to others, particular in an area of where
tranquillity is a valued characteristic (HAONB MGT Plan).

In figure 8.6.7 [app- 061] Noting that there is no figure showing Gatwick
only with project increase in overflight. In 2032 it shows area of
northwestern side of AONB will move from 11 — 51 to 50 100 overflights
as this area becomes larger. Figure shows that there could be double
the number of flights over parts of the AONB, which will be significant,
particular if number at the smaller end of the scale to begin with, as
changes in noise will be more noticeable.

Table 2.2.7 [APP-109] sates 15 — 20% increase in overflights will have a
negligible magnitude of change in perception of tranquillity, with a
negligible to minor adverse effect. For the reason set out above this is
not agreed.

In areas not currently overflight just a small change is likely to have
significantly more than a minor adverse effect.

Not convinced that impacts will not be immediately identifiable, should
currently infrequently used tracks be flown more often. The issue of
routes flown will be subject to further TWGs in February. The council will
review its position once these sessions have concluded.

Version 3 Deadline 3 Response

MSDC does not consider that this matter has been addressed. The
Applicants response to NV.1.10 in relation to WIZAD SID (page 94)
[REP4 -031] GAL states that the imposition of a limit on the number of
aircraft movements that could use the WIZAD route would “act to

as Very High or High value in Table 2.2.1 of ES Appendix 8.4.1:
LTVIA Methodology. People within nationally designated
landscapes are defined as High to Very High sensitivity within Table
2.2.7 of ES Appendix 8.4.1: LTVIA Methodology.

ES Chapter 8, Section 8.9 includes a thorough assessment of
effects on the perception of tranquillity within the High Weald AONB
and other nationally designated landscapes as a result of an
increase in the number of overflying aircraft up to 7,000 ft above
local ground level compared to the future baseline situation in 2032
(See Table 8.9.1 for summary of representative assessment
locations and overflight numbers). The maximum increase in daily
overflights of 15 to 20% is defined in Table 2.2.7 as ‘increase in
number of daily overflights discernible to people’. It is considered
that the increase in overflights may be imperceptible to some
receptors. The magnitude of change is generally considered to be
negligible and the level of effect up to Minor adverse.

Updated Response (April 2024)
Please refer to the Applicant’s response to ExQ1 LV.1.6 for
Deadline 3 in that it states:

No new flight paths are proposed as part of the Project. The
increase in the number of overflights in 2032 compared to 2019 in
the north-western part of the High Weald National Landscape
includes as a result of aircraft using WIZAD (Route 9), which is
illustrated in Figure 8.6.6 [APP-061]. The frequency of aircraft
movements and general orientation of flights are illustrated in
Figures 8.6.3 to 8.6.7 of the ES Landscape, Townscape and Visual
Resources Figures [REP2-007] including three well known locations
within the HWNL. Table 8.9.1 for summary of representative
assessment locations and overflight numbers includes Wakehurst
Place. At this location, the 2019 baseline number of Gatwick
overflights is 21, in the future baseline this increases to 28.2 in
2032, and with the project in 2032 increases to 33.8).

Landscape
Townscape and
Visual Impact
Assessment
Methodology [APP-
109

ES Chapter 8
Landscape,
Townscape and
Visual Resources

[APP-033]

ES Landscape,
Townscape and
Visual Resources

Figures [REP2-007]

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
Baseline

There are no issues relating to the baseline for this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Assessment methodology

2.14.2.1 Assessment of tranquillity The Council is not satisfied that the value of AONB has been correctly Nationally designated landscapes, including AONB'’s, are defined ES Appendix 8.4.1: Not Agreed
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unnecessarily limit the operations of the airport and the wider benefits
that it will provide”. Contrary to previous statements by the Applicant,
this appears to confirm what the JLAs have always believed, namely that
greater planned use of the WIZAD route will be required in order to
ensure that the NRP is capable of delivering the full uplift in runway
movements claimed contrary to the Applicant’s previous claims that its
use will remain purely as a tactical offload route [REP3-038, 14.1AF
page 192

Updated position (12.08.24)
The position of MSDC remains as set out above. The Councils position
hasn’t changed since Deadline 3.

People generally experience a relatively high level of tranquillity in
nationally designated landscapes of high scenic quality. These
receptors are likely to be of high or very high sensitivity to change.
Overflying aircraft at less than 7,000 feet above local ground level
currently form a regular visible or audible feature that forms a
slightly discordant aspect when experiencing the landscape. The
special qualities that people living within and visiting the High Weald
AONB experience, including distant scenic views and the
landscape’s relative tranquillity and dark skies, whilst affected to
some extent as a result of an increase in the number of overflying
aircraft, would still be positive qualities that would continue to be
experienced.

Updated position (July 2024)

The Stakeholders position is noted, however the Applicant
considers the April 2024 response above addresses the issue and
that the assessment of effects on the perception of tranquillity within

ES Chapter 8: Landscape, Townscape and Visual Resources
[APP-033] remains robust.

potential for noise impact on
the High Weald AONB

of flightpaths that are currently infrequently used (i.e. route 9/WIZAD).
The Council is concerned that noise impacts on the High Weald Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty have not been robustly assessed.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Further discussion regarding
operational aspects of the Project is still under discussion, including
future use of flightpaths.

The council will review position following further TWGs on these matters
programmed for Feb 2024.

Version 3 Deadline 3 Response

MSDC does not consider that this matter has been addressed. The
Applicants response to NV.1.10 in relation to WIZAD SID (page 94)
[REP4 -031] GAL states that the imposition of a limit on the number of
aircraft movements that could use the WIZAD route would “act to
unnecessarily limit the operations of the airport and the wider benefits
that it will provide”. Contrary to previous statements by the Applicant,
this appears to confirm what the JLAs have always believed, namely that
greater planned use of the WIZAD route will be required in order to
ensure that the NRP is capable of delivering the full uplift in runway
movements claimed contrary to the Applicant’s previous claims that its

average 60s DD separations would be achievable in future (ref:
earlier responses), GAL has modelled the operation of both dual
and single runway against future levels of demand using current
departures separation performance to determine the likely impact
this would have on holding times. While marginally higher than
previously modelled, they remain within acceptable limits (as
defined by capacity declaration parameters). It should be noted
that, with this added level of complexity, the AirTop model is not
able to reflect the true levels of throughput which can be achieved
in dual runway ops with improved sequencing so the modelled
holding times represent a worst case for dual runway ops. The
level of improvement which can be gained with optimised
sequencing has also been assessed.

GAL would be pleased to discuss these issues further through the
TWG and SoCG discussions.

Updated Response (April 2024)
Please refer to the Applicant’s response to ExQ1 LV.1.6 for
Deadline 3 in that it states:

No new flight paths are proposed as part of the Project. The
increase in the number of overflights in 2032 compared to 2019,

ES Landscape,
Townscape and
Visual Resources

Figures [REP2-007]

Assessment
2.14.3.1 The assessment of the The Council is not yet satisfied that there will not be more intensive use While GAL has illustrated why it is reasonable to assume that n/a Under-discussion
Not Agreed
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use will remain purely as a tactical offload route [REP3-038, 14.1AF
page 192

Updated Position (12.08.24)
The position of MSDC remains as set out above.

including as a result of aircraft using WIZAD (Route 9), is illustrated
in Figure 8.6.6 [APP-061]. The WIZAD route involves an initial
climb on westerly departures with a turn at approximately 2.3 miles
onto a heading which routes the aircraft between Crawley and the
northern edge of Horsham. The route onwards is across the High
Weald National Landscape. ES Chapter 8: Landscape, Townscape
and Visual Resources [APP-033] assesses impacts on the High
Weald National Landscape having regard to a number of matters,
including CAA guidance (CAP1616 Appendix B, para B30 and
B56). The frequency of aircraft movements and general orientation
of flights are illustrated in Figures 8.6.3 to 8.6.7 of the ES
Landscape, Townscape and Visual Resources Figures [REP2-007]
together with nationally designated landscapes and 10 popular and
well known locations within them.

The ES assesses effects on the perception of tranquility within the
High Weald National Landscape as a result of an increase in the
number of overflying aircraft up to 7,000 ft above local ground level
compared to the future baseline situation in 2032 (see ES Chapter
8: Landscape, Townscape and Visual Resources [APP-033]
Table 8.9.1 for summary of representative assessment locations
and overflight numbers — this includes assessment at Wakehurst
Place. At this location, the 2019 baseline number of Gatwick
overflights is 21, in the future baseline this increases to 28.2 in
2032, and with the project in 2032 increases to 33.8).

People generally experience a relatively high level of tranquility in
nationally designated landscapes of high scenic quality. These
receptors are likely to be of high or very high sensitivity to change.
Overflying aircraft at less than 7,000 feet above local ground level
currently form a regular visible or audible feature that forms a
slightly discordant aspect when experiencing the landscape. The
special qualities that people living within and visiting the High Weald
AONB experience, including distant scenic views and the
landscape’s relative tranquility and dark skies, whilst affected to
some extent as a result of an increase in the number of overflying
aircraft, would still be positive qualities that would continue to be
experienced.

Updated position (July 2024)

The Stakeholders position is noted, however the Applicant
considers the April 2024 response above addresses the issue and
that the assessment of effects on the perception of tranquillity within
ES Chapter 8: Landscape, Townscape and Visual Resources
[APP-033] remains robust.
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Mitigation and Compensation

There are no issues relating to mitigation and compensation for this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Other

There are no other issues relating to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.
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2.15. Major Accidents and Disasters

2151 Table 2.15 sets out the position of both parties in relation to major accidents and disasters matters.

Table 2.15 Statement of Common Ground — Major Accidents and Disasters Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Sighposting Status

There are no issues relating to Major Accidents and Disasters within this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.16.1 Table 2.16 sets out the position of both parties in relation to noise and vibration matters.

Table 2.16 Statement of Common Ground — Noise and Vibration Matters

provided. This includes Sound Exposure Level (SEL) and LAmax data (A-
weighted maximum sound level of a noise event) measured by Gatwick’s
Noise and Track Keeping system that was used to validate the air noise
model.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The use of ANCON is not disputed;
however, the level of detail provided on air noise modelling is not adequate
for a DCO application.

Details should be provided on measured SEL and LAmax for each aircraft
variant at each monitoring location along with user-defined approach and
departure profiles for each aircraft variant. Details should be provided
regarding the numerical accuracy of predictions in comparison to measured
LAmax and SEL for each aircraft at each monitoring location.

Updated position (Deadline 5): ERCD Report 2002 does not contain the
information requested. The information is important to understand the
aircraft noise contours has not been provided by the Applicant and
underpins the air noise assessment. The information was initially requested
after the MSDC review of the PEIR and the Applicant has not fulfilled the
request.

Updated position (12.08.24): The Applicant has provided information on
the validation of the Boeing 737-800 aircraft only [REP5-079]. The issue
regarding the lack of information on air noise model validation was raised at
ISH9 and the Applicant responded that the data was confidential to the CAA
and could not be releases. The JLAs have since contacted the CAA who
stated they would release the data with the consent of the Applicant. The
MSDC await provision of the following information

i) the results of statistical analysis of SEL and LAmax data for
individual aircraft at each monitoring location that feed into the validation
process at Gatwick along with a figure showing the monitoring locations on

a map. LAnd:Lii) a comparison of the measured SEL and LAmax

data against predicted levels for each aircraft. We would like to see this
information for all aircraft that make up 75% of the noise energy at the

airport.

the ANCON model and its validation, and it was discussed at the
TWG. The slide deck provided for this meeting included SEL and
Lmax levels from the Gatwick NTK and how they are used to
validate the model every year. Further information has been
added to the ES Appendix 14.9.2 Section 2.1 describing the air
traffic forecasts used, the distribution across routes and runways,
flight dispersion adopted, height and speed profiles, source terms
for next generation aircraft and the ANCON model and referring to
ECRD Report 2002: Noise Exposure Contour for Gatwick Airport
2019 for further detalils.

ERCD has been producing noise contours for Gatwick airport
using the ANCON model since 1988 including annual contours
every year. Up until 2015 the contours were produced for the DfT,
and since then they have been carried out for GAL. ERCD has a
team who maintain the model and calibrate it for Gatwick Airport
using thousands of data points every year. ANCON is used on
other UK airports as well as for international studies, and is
considered the most accurate tool available to model noise from
Gatwick Airport. it is strongly refuted that it is difficult to have
confidence in the noise model based on the information provided.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided full
details of the aircraft types modelling each year in Supporting
Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of
Common Ground, Appendix F - Aircraft Fleets for Noise

Modelling [REP3-071].

We note ‘the use of ANCON is not in dispute’. We refer back to the
various reports on the ANCON model including the following
extracts from ANCON model and referring to ECRD Report 2002:
Noise Exposure Contour for Gatwick Airport 2019 referenced
above:

2.1 Noise contours were calculated with the UK civil aircraft noise
model ANCON (version 2.4), which is developed and maintained

Air Noise Modelling
APP-172]

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position | Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
Baseline
2.16.1.1 Baseline Baseline data that feeds into the aircraft noise assessment should be CAA ERCD gave a presentation to the TWG on 7th June 2022 on | ES Appendix 14.9.2: Not Agreed

Gatwick Northern Runway Project

Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0

Page 71



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002160-10.13%20Supporting%20Noise%20and%20Vibration%20Technical%20Notes%20to%20SOCG.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001002-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2014.9.2%20Air%20Noise%20Modelling.pdf

¢~ LONDON

ﬂ Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

\a? GATWICK

by ERCD on behalf of the DfT. A technical description of ANCON
is provided in R&D Report 9842 (Ref 5). The ANCON model is
also used for the production of annual contours for Heathrow and
Stansted airports, and a number of other UK airports.

2.2 ANCON is fully compliant with the latest European guidance
on noise modelling, ECAC.CEAC Doc 29 (Fourth edition),
published in December 2016 (Ref 6). This guidance document
represents internationally agreed best practice as implemented in
modern aircraft noise models. The fourth edition introduced some
minor changes to the modelling of start-of-roll noise, which were
incorporated in the 2017 software update to ANCON (version 2.4).

Updated position (July 2024)

The information on the ANCON model validation is provided in
Annex a of 10.38 Appendix G - Response to the JLASs’
Comments at Deadline 4 on the Noise and Vibration
Technical Notes [REP5-079].

Updated position (Deadline 9)

In ISH9 The Applicant explained how a mass of noise
measurements are used by ERCD to calibrate the Gatwick model
each year, and that a sample of that has been shared with the
noise Topic Working Group last year. The Applicant did not say
this noise measurement data is confidential to the CAA. This
would have contacted the explanation he was providing that some
of it has been shared. The Applicant actually said (See Recording
of ISH9 Day 1 Part 2; 30 July 2024) time: 1:18:25) ‘The databases
that sit behind that are in fact confidential to the CAA’. That
database is the core of the model that it uses to predict SEL and
Lmax noise levels. Termed the Aircraft Noise Performance
database, ERCD has confirmed this is confidential and will not be
released to the JLAS.

Since Deadline 8, ERCD has shared with the Applicant their
analysis of 165,000 noise measurements carried out at 20 Noise
and Track Keeping monitors around Gatwick in 2018 and 2019
used to validate the noise ANCON noise model that has been
used for this Project. The Applicant understands ERCD has now
supplied this dataset to the JLAs. The Applicant trusts this now
puts an end to concerns that the ANCON model is not properly
validated for this study. The Applicant has been clear from the
start that the ANCON model is fully validated and is the best model

for the Project.

Assessment Methodology

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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ground noise

needed.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The level of detail provided on ground
noise modelling is not adequate for a DCO application.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has attempted to provide
some indication on how engine testing would contribute to the LAeq,T metric
with some rather outlandish assumptions. Paragraph 2.7.2 [REP1-050]
states that peak engine testing noise levels would last for two minutes and
events would occur, on average, 0.35 times per day. As such, engine testing
LAeq,T noise has been calculated based on event lasting for 0.7 minutes
(42 seconds); however, ground running events can last substantially longer.
This is not an appropriate assessment of ground running noise. Engine
ground running, auxiliary power unit, fire training ground activities and
engine around taxi noise should all be included in LAeq, T ground noise
predictions.

Updated position (Beadline 812.08.24): MSDCs position remains that the
LAeq,T is the most appropriate metric S0 assess engine ground run noise,
which “...lasts in the region of 30-60 minutes”. This is particular important to

and assessment.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
Supporting Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to
Statements of Common Ground, Appendix B - Ground Noise
Fleet Assessment [REP3-071] and Supporting Noise and
Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground,
Appendix E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs in
Supporting Noise and Vibration [REP3-071] which together
provide further details of ground noise and its mitigation.

Updated position (July 2024)
Engine Ground Running

The Applicant has provided a full explanation of the engine ground

running (EGR) noise assessment in the ES in Supporting Noise
and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of Common
Ground, Appendix E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs
(Doc Ref 10.13.5) [REP3-071]. Within this the information taken
from the airport on the locations, duration and frequency of engine
ground running that form the basis of the assessment is reported.

understand effects of ground running activities at the western end of the
Juliet runway. The JLAs would like to understand how receptors will be
affected during the period when there will be no barrier/ bund in place to
screen ground activities. This point could be addressed through a
commitment that there would be no ground running activities at the western
end of the Juliet runway during the period when the existing bund has been
removed and he replacement barrier/bund fully built.

This is also provided The Applicant's Response to ExQ1 -
Noise and Vibration [REP3-101] ref NV.1.5.

In the ES noise chapter [APP-039] it states, at paragraph
14.9.214, that in 2018 there were less than 200 EGR tests carried
out across the year, which is based on a review of data supplied
by the operations team. The actual recorded number of EGR tests
in 2018 was 192 and for comparison, it was 195 in 2017 and 211
in 2019. The paragraph goes on to state that up to 267 EGR tests

Ground Noise

Modelling [APP-173]

2.16.2.1 Methodology used to model | Further detail of the methodology used to model air noise impacts is ES Appendix 14.9.2 provides details of the air noise model and ES Appendix 14.9.2 Not Agreed
air noise needed. assessment. Various elements of the air noise model and its Air Noise Modelling
validation are described in the above responses. APP-172]
Updated position (Deadline 1): The level of detail provided on air noise
modelling is not adequate for a DCO application. Updated Position (April 2024): Please see 2.16.1.1 above.
Updated position (Deadline 5): ECRD Report 2002 does not contain the Updated position (July 2024)
information requested. The information is important to understand the The information on the ANCON model validation is provided in
aircraft noise contours and underpins the air noise assessment. The Annex a of 10.38 Appendix G - Response to the JLAs’
information was initially requested after the MSDC review of the PEIR and Comm_ents at Deadline 4 on the Noise and Vibration
. . . Technical Notes [REP5-079].
the Applicant has continually not fulfilled the request.
. N ) ) ) Updated position (Deadline 9)
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position on this matter is set out in B T e e e e Db Y D e e
row2.16.1.1 above and the acceptance of the ANCON model by the JLAs
expert advisors. The Applicant assumes this issue is how
resolved.
2.16.2.2 Methodology used to model | Further detail of the methodology used to model ground noise impacts is ES Appendix 14.9.3 provides details of the ground noise model ES Appendix 14.9.3 Not Agreed
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per year are forecast by 2038 with the Northern Runway

Project. 267 EGRs per year is on average 0.7 EGRs per day, i.e.
less than one per day.

There are 4 locations where EGR tests can occur spaced around
the airfield. —The highest noise levels at any given noise sensitive
receptor (NSR) will be from the nearest EGR, because the others
are a considerable distance from it. The most used location takes
about 50% of EGRS, so the worst case occurrence of EGR noise
at any NSR is 50% of 0.7 per day, i.e. 0.35/day.

As explained in REP3-071, during an engine test; the engines are
usually run at a thrust setting known as ‘ground idle’ for most of
the time across a nominal test period in the region of 30 — 60 mins
and only increase to higher thrust settings for brief periods within
this. At ground idle noise levels are 10-15dB lower than at higher
thrusts, (ke:less than half as loud when judged subjectively) and
do not contribute to Leg 16 hour noise levels significantly. From
observations at Gatwick the typical period of the highest peak
noise level with a sound power level of 148 dBA used in the
predictions occur for up to 2 minutes during an engine test. The
noise assessment uses this peak (Lmax) noise levels to assess
noise impacts. REP3-071 provides an assessment of the peak
noise levels in each assessment area. Significant impacts are not
identified.

The JLAs have asked how EGRs contribute to Leg 16 hour noise
levels and suggest it should be included in the assessment of Leq
16 hour noise levels. The contribution of EGR noise to Leq 16 hr
noise levels is given in REP3-071 as about 0.1dB ie it is negligible
(the same is the case when considering a worst case day with 1
EGR). The key parameters in calculating this are the peak noise
level, the number of EGRs per day and the duration of the

noise. These are all summarised above, based on observations
and measurements at Gatwick. The JLAs comment suggests
these assumptions are outlandish. The Applicant has shown
these assumptions are realistic and demonstrated that the
contribution of EGR noise to Leq 16 hr noise levels is
insignificant. So not including EGR noise in the Leq assessment
does not under-estimate noise impacts, and the approach of
assessing occasional noise in terms of the peak noise levels,
Lmax is correct, as reported in the ES.

End Around Taxiways

ES Paragraph 14.9.219 discussed end around taxiways (‘EATS')
noting that: “In order to allow for a small number of Category F
size aircraft- under dual runway operation, EATs have been
incorporated into the design”. The paragraph goes on to broadly
describe three locations which may be affected by the usage of
EATs: “The only location which is affected by more than 1 dB L.,
through the inclusion of EATs (under westerly operation) is

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Westfield Place located adjacent to the end of the northern
runway, within the Charlwood assessment area. The maximum
noise levels (L..) generated by the proposed EAT usage would
be 2 to 4 dB higher than the currently modelled development case
at two locations within the Bonnetts Lane assessment area
(Amberley fields Campsite and Westfield House)”. To be clear,
the change of more than 1 dB L.., at Westfield Place is actually
only 1.2 dB and the change at the two locations within the
Bbonnetts Lane assessment area would be no more than 0.6 dB
L.e. The low numbers of Category F movements mean that the
effects of EAT usage are generally better described by looking at
maximum L,,) rather than average (L..;) noise levels. Modelled
L.... hoise levels at all assessment locations for EAT usage are
given in ES Appendix 14.9.3 Table 6.2.3. Under westerly
operation, anticipated EAT usage generates 16 hr L., levels that
are 10 dB or more below L, levels generated by taxiing at all but
three locations (as discussed above where is makes an
insignificant contribution). Under Easterly operation, 16 hr Lae
levels related to EAT usage are all more than 18 dB below L.,
levels generated by taxiing.

Auxiliary Power Units

ES paragraph 14.9.217 and 14.9.218 discuss auxiliary power unit
(‘APU") noise. Internal (GAL) airport reports indicate that APUs are
very rarely used on stand and that this occurs less than 3% of the
time based on survey information. Modelled L. noise levels from
APU usage are given in ES Appendix 14.9.3 Table

6.2.3. Maximum levels generated by APU usage are generally
comparable to or significantly lower than maximum levels
generated by EAT usage and the APU usage is extremely low.

Summary
Where the worst-case maximum levels only have the potential to

generate L. levels that are 10 dB (or more) below the L.,
generated by taxiing aircraft, this will not add significantly to
predicted levels of ground noise from aircraft taxiing. The three
locations where there is a potential for a small increase to L e,
relating to EAT usage have been identified at paragraph 14.9.219
of the ES. Effects at all other locations are better represented by
using the secondary L ... metric which is reported for EGRs, EATs
and APUs at tables 6.2.3 and 6.2.4 of Appendix 14.9.3 Ground
Noise Modelling.

2.16.2.3 Local planning policy

Local planning policies relevant to noise and vibration are listed in ES
Chapter 14, Table 14.2.2, of the ES but no information is provided on how
these policies are addressed in the ES. Mid Sussex planning policy relating
to noise has been incorrectly reported in this table.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Local planning policies should be covered
in detail with information provided regarding where they have been
addressed in the ES.

The relevant planning policies relating to noise and vibration have
been identified in the assessment and reference to them is made
where relevant in the ES, e.g. Planning Advice Document Sussex
is used to assess fixed sources of ground noise, see para 7.1.2 of
ES Appendix 14.9.3: Ground Noise Modelling. Planning polies and
how they are addressed in relation to the application is principally
addressed in the Planning Statement.

ES Appendix 14.9.3:
Ground Noise
Modelling [APP-173]

Not-Agreed

No longer
pursued

Planning Statement

[APP-245]
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Updated position (Deadline 5): Local planning policies and how they have
been addressed in the noise assessment should be covered.

Updated position (12.08.24):. Mid Sussex Local Plan policies are not
referred to in the Planning Statement [APP-245]. ES Chapter 14, Table
14.2.2 [APP-039] refers to policies that no longer form part of the Mid
Sussex development plan. The absence of assessment against the Mid
Sussex Local Plan policy, is not a legal deficiency in the ES but is a
shortcoming affecting the weight given to benefits within the planning
balance related to the noise assessment. Therefore, MSDC is content to
move this matter to ‘ No longer pursued’

2.16.2.4 Assessment Methodology

Assessment criteria based around the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect
Level (LOAEL) and Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL)
focus on noise effects at residential receptors. Non-residential receptors
should be considered on a case-by-case basis with assessment criteria
defined depending on the non-residential use. For the ground noise and air
noise assessments, changes in noise should be identified for receptors
experiencing noise levels between LOAEL and SOAEL and for those
experiencing noise levels exceeding SOAEL.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Paragraph 14.4.76 [APP-039] states: “For
non-residential buildings specific noise assessment criteria are used where
significant noise increases are expected above the threshold levels
described above, with reference to their particular use, design and
circumstances”.

No specific noise assessment criteria for non-residential receptors are
defined. Additionally, the assessment of non-residential receptors is
included in secondary noise metrics, which the Applicant identifies are not
for identifying significant effects and are for context only.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): It is noted that the Applicant has provided
detailed non-residential screening criteria in The Applicant's Response to
ExQL - Noise and Vibration [REP3-101]. The criteria are not agreed as it
contains an error and criteria for schools is based on measured noise data
at a school near London Luton Airport, which is not relevant to Gatwick.

Updated Position (12.08.24)
MSDC accept the use of Luton Airport’s non-residential screening criteria,
which has been tested through DCO examination.

The methodology for assessing non-residential receptors is
summarised in ES para 14.4.76. Non-residential noise sensitive
receptors include: Educational facilities (schools, colleges,
nurseries) doctors medical centres, hospitals, auditoria (concert
halls, theatres, sound recording and broadcasting studios), places
of worship, offices, museums, community and village halls, courts,
libraries, hotels etc. Noise assessment criteria for these can be
drawn from various guidelines and in all cases are Leq 16 hour 50dB
or 55dB. Noise change criteria for significant effects are in all
cases 3dB or more. Hence, it is reasonable to use the residential
Leq16hr 51dB LOAEL as a scoping threshold for non-residential
receptors. As noted in ES para 14.4.76 for non-residential
buildings, sensitivity to noise tends to depend not just on the
building use, but also its construction and other factors. Therefore,
where noise levels above the scoping criterion are identified they
are assessed in a case by case basis.

Construction noise has been modelled at all buildings regardless
of use. The residential daytime and where relevant night-time
LOAEL was used to scope impacts at all receptors including non-
residential. Paragraphs 14.9.17 to 14.9.43 identify various schools,
churches, open spaces, hotels and offices where these could be
exceeded and Table 14.9.4 identified mitigation and on a case by
case basis where impacts are likely.

Non-residential receptors were considered in assessing the worst
affected properties for baseline surveys, with measurements
carried out and used to characterise the ambient noise levels at
non-residential receptors in two of the 13 Noise Sensitive Receptor
Areas used in the ground noise assessment. Ground noise has
been modelled at all buildings regardless of use. The residential
LOAELs were used to scope impacts at all receptors including
non-residential. Appendix 14.9.3 provides predicted noise levels at
schools, offices, a care home and an aquatic centre and assesses
impacts where relevant on a case by case basis.

ES Chapter 14: Noise
and Vibration [APP-
039]

ES Noise and
Vibration Figures
[APP-063 to APP-065]

NetAgreed
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The air noise assessment provides modelled noise levels at non-
residential properties to scope impacts above the residential
LOAELSs. Figure 14.9.32 shows 50 noise sensitive community
buildings (21 schools, one hospital, 18 places of worship and 7
community buildings) for which noise levels are predicted and
assessed. The seven Community Representative Locations
chosen to describe impacts in more detail in para 14.9.150 to
14.9.158 are non-residential (6 schools and one care home).

Road traffic noise has been modelled at all buildings regardless of
use. The residential LOAELS were used to scope impacts at all
receptors including non-residential. Noise changes in the
Riverside Garden Park have been assessed in detail. Potential
noise impacts at two hotels and the Gatwick Airport Police Station
are assessed on a case by case basis.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided a
further response on this including criteria for non-residential
receptors and a full description of how they have been assessed in
The Applicant's Response to ExQL1 - Noise and Vibration (Doc
Ref 10.16), question NV.1.7.

Updated position (July 2024)

The errorin The Applicant's Response to ExQ1 - Noise and
Vibration [REP3-101]. in relation to noise change at schools
above Leq16hr 63dB is not relevant because as noted in the
Applicant’s response to ExXA question NV.1.7 the largest increase
in air noise at any school is Laeqisnr 1.4dB in 2032 with the Project
compared to the 2032 baseline, which is not significant.

2.16.2.5 Construction Noise

No information is provided on how the LOAEL is defined at sensitive
receptor locations in accordance with Table 14.4.4 in ES Chapter 14. It is
unclear what construction activities are occurring within each assessment
scenario.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The process when defining LOAEL and
SOAEL should be detailed including ambient noise levels at each receptor
group and the corresponding ABC defined construction noise thresholds for
relevant time periods.

Updated position (Deadline 5): the Applicant has not addressed this
matter

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC request was for the Applicant to
provide ambient noise levels (identifying if measured or predicted) along

Paragraphs 14.9.8, 14.9.9, 14.9.13 and 14.9.14 of the ES Chapter
14 give construction noise LOAELs and SOAELs. These are
derived from Table 14.4.4 using baseline (ambient) noise levels
that were either measured in 2016 or modelled in the road traffic
noise baseline model rounded to the nearest 5dB as required in
the BS5228 ABC method.

Updated position (July 2024)
Following on from the above, the full set of ABCs across all
receptor areas is as follows.

Paragraphs 14.9.8,
14.9.9, 14.9.13 and
14.9.14 of ES Chapter
14 Noise and

Vibration [APP-039]

Not Agreed
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with defined ABC categories. The Applicant’s July 2024 response does not
fully address this request.

Day Level Night Level BS5228 Category Day BS55228 Category Night

Balcombe Road 70 55 B C
Riverside, Horley €5 55 A C
Longbridge Road, Horley 65 55 A C
Povey Cross 65 55 A C
Farmfield 65 50 A B
Charlwood Road 65 55 A C
QOuter Charlwood 65 55 A C
Charlwood 65 55 A C
Bonnets Lane 70 55 B C
Lowfield Heath 65 55 A C
Rowley Farm 65 55 A C
Tinsley Green 65 55 A o

2.16.2.6 Construction Vibration

The construction vibration assessment only considers effects from sheet
piling and does not consider vibration effects from vibratory compactors and
rollers used in highway construction.

Updated position (Deadline 5): potential exceedances of the SOAEL are
identified in the assessment of vibration emissions from compactors and
rollers. The Applicant should provide information as to how potential
vibration impacts would be managed and levels monitored/controlled to
ensure that the SOAEL is not exceeded in practice.

Updated position (12.08.24): An exceedance of the SOAEL means that the

project does not align with NPSE aims and should be avoided regardless of

Vibratory compactors and rollers used in the highway construction
are not expected to be sufficiently close to noise sensitive
receptors to give rise to significant vibration effects. A note
providing further details on the use of vibratory compactors and
rollers will be provided to the TWG.

Updated Position (April 2024):. The Applicant has provided an
assessment of vibration from compaction and rollers which
confirms this will not give rise to significant effects in Supporting
Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of
Common Ground, Appendix A - Construction Vibration [REP3-
071].

duration. MSDC would like the Applicant to provide information as to how
potential vibration impacts would be managed and levels
monitored/controlled to ensure that the SOAEL is not exceeded in practice.

Updated position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided assessment of construction vibration
as requested by the local authority as referenced above. In
paragraph 4.1.2 this concludes:

It is unlikely that vibratory compaction will result in vibration
magnitudes above SOAEL for a sustained period of time within
any particular shift or during a particular phase of works.
Therefore applying the DMRB criterion set out in paragraph 2.1.2,
vibratory compaction will not give rise

to significant effects.

4.1.3 When works are further from the receptor, the vibration is
unlikely to exceed the SOAEL value at all. Therefore, the effects
are expected to be generally between the LOAEL and SOAEL at
times and may be perceptible, but are not expected to result in
significant vibration impacts. For this reason, they have been
classed as Minor Adverse based on the methodology in the ES.

Paragraph 2.1.2 states the DMRB guidance that for a significant
effect to arise the 1.0mm/s PPV value must be exceeded 10 or
more days or nights in any 15 consecutive days or nights; or a
total number of days exceeding 40 in any 6 consecutive months.
The assessment concludes this will not arise so significant effects
are not predicted, mitigation is not required so monitoring is not

required.

n/a

Under
discussion
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Updated position (Deadline 9)
The CoCP requires vibration monitoring where a risk is identified.
2.16.2.7 Aircraft Noise Details of the validation process, noise modelling process and any ES Appendix 14.9.3 provides details of the ground noise model ES Appendix 14.9.3 Not Agreed
assumptions and limitations applied should be provided. and assessment. Ground Noise
Modelling [APP-173]
Updated position (Deadline 1): Details should be provided of the validation | Updated Position (April 2024): Updated Position (Deadline 3):
process and noise modelling processes with any noise model assumptions | The Applicant has provided aircraft fleet for all years in
and limitations. Supporting Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to
Statements of Common Ground, Appendix F - Aircraft Fleets
Updated position (Deadline 5): ECRD Report 2002 does not contain the for Noise Modelling [REP3-071].See also our response to
information requested. The information is important to understand the comment 2.16.1.1 above on validation of the model.
aircraft noise contours and underpins the air noise assessment. The
information was initially requested after the MSDC review of the PEIR and Updated position (July 2024)
the Applicant has continually not fulfilled the request. The information on the ANCON model validation is provided in
Annex a of 10.38 Appendix G - Response to the JLAS’
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position on this matter is set out in Comm_ents at Deadline 4 on the Noise and Vibration
Technical Notes [REP5-079].
row 2.16.1.1
2.16.2.8 Aircraft Noise Aircraft fleets are not provided for the 92-day summer period. It is difficult to | ES Appendix 14.9.3 provides details of the ground noise model ES Appendix 14.9.3 Net-Agreed
understand what has been modelled and how fleet transition would occur and assessment. Ground Noise
without provision of aircraft fleets. Aircraft fleets used in noise models should Modelling [APP-173]
be provided along with an explanation of how the fleet is split between the Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
two runways. aircraft fleet for all years in Supporting Noise and Vibration
Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground, Appendix
Updated position (Deadline 1): Details of fleets for all assessment F - Aircraft Fleets for Noise Modelling [REP3-071].
scenarios should be submitted along with how aircraft are distributed
between the runways. Updated Position (July 2024)
The Applicant has provided the information requested.
Updated position (Deadline 5): Information on fleets has been accepted: An explanation as to how the fleet transition is forecast is provided
however, the Applicant should identify why the composition of the slower in'Chapter AR LIS o oo ol e et elte Clniirel Gt
. : . . Aircraft Fleet Report [REP4-004]
transition fleet is so different to the composition of the central case fleet.
2.16.2.9 Aircraft Noise No details of the noise modelling or validation process are provided. It is The fleets forecast are described in the Forecast Data Book and ES Appendix 4.3.1: Not Agreed
difficult to have any confidence in the noise model without details of the ES Appendix 14.9.5: Air Noise Envelope Background, however, Forecast Data Book
validation process, noise modelling process and the assumptions and this does not include full tables of the ANCON model types on the | [APP-075]
limitations that have been applied. average summer day and night periods, which will be provided to
the noise TWG. ES Appendix 14.9.5:
Updated position (Deadline 1): Details should be provided of the validation Air Noise Envelope
process and noise modelling processes with any noise model assumptions | Updated Position (April 2024): Updated Position (Deadline 3): | Background [APP-
and limitations. The Applicant has provided aircraft fleet for all years in 175]
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Supporting Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to
Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position that this Statements of Common Ground, Appendix F - Aircraft Fleets
information is important and underpins the air noise assessment. for Noise Modelling [REP3-071]. See also our response to
comment 2.16.1.1 above on validation of the model.
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position on this matter is set out in
row 2.16.1.1 Updated Position (July 2024)
The information on the ANCON model validation is provided in
Annex a of 10.38 Appendix G - Response to the JLAS’
Comments at Deadline 4 on the Noise and Vibration Technical
Notes [REP5-079].
2.16.2.10 Aircraft Noise It should be clarified what scenario has been considered when identifying The population exceeding SOAEL for each fleet are provided as ES Chapter 14 Noise | Not Agreed
receptors experiencing noise levels exceeding the SOAEL. It should be the upper and lower end of each range provided in each cell of and Vibration [APP-
identified how many properties are exposed to noise levels exceeding the Table 14.9.7. 039]
SOAEL for both the Central Case and the Slow Transition Case.
Where properties experiencing significant increases are discussed
Updated position (Deadline 1): This information should be provided in the | and identified in paragraphs 14.9.102 to 14.9.105 these are for the
ES so it is clear an understandable. slower transition case, i.e. the worst case. The day and night
SOAEL contours for the two fleets are within 50-100m of each
Updated position (Deadline 5): One scenario, which represents the most other in the majority of the populated areas, that are all rural with
likely scenario, should be assessed. The air noise assessment should low population densities, so the equivalent populations to be
clearly assess population experiencing noise levels between LOAEL and identified for the Central Case fleet would be very similar but
SOAEL and population experiencing noise levels exceeding SOAEL. slightly lower in number.
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position is that Chapter 14 should be | Updated position (July 2024)
updated to assess one scenario only and this should be the original Central | The Applicant has provided an assessment of noise impacts for
Case. the Updated Central Case fleet in ES Addendum - Updated
Central Case Aircraft Fleet Report [REP4-004] and in ISH8 and
Deadline 6 submissions [ES Appendix 14.9.7 The Noise
Envelope - Version 3 — Tracked]-confirmed its commitment to
setting the noise envelope based on the Updated Central Case
fleet. The population above LOAEL is 25,000 of which 1,100 are
above SOAEL, as provided in that addendum report:
Updated position (Deadline 9)
The Applicant has provided Consolidated Environmental
Statement [REP8-120] which signposts all the documents
relevant to the noise assessment that have been updated during
the Examination in response to questions raised by Interested
Parties.
2.16.2.11 Aircraft Noise The assessment of air noise only covers 2032 as it is identified as the worst- | The noise modelling method is summarised in Section 2 of ES Noise and Not Agreed
case; however, identification of significant effects for all assessment years Appendix 14.9.2 and was explained in a CAA ERCD presentation | Vibration Figures Part
should be provided. and slide deck hand out to the TWG on 7th June 2022. 1 [APP-063]
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Updated position (Deadline 1): All assessment years (2029, 2032, 2038 GAL engaged with the LPAs before and after the PEIR to discuss | ES Noise and

and 2047) should be covered in the assessment to understand temporal and explain the scenarios modelled and reported in the ES. These | Vibration Figures Part

effects on the local population. comprise: 2 [APP-064]

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this e 8 metrics - Leq 16 hr, Leq 8 hr night, N65 day, N60 night, | ES Noise and

matter. Lden, LNight, Lmax and overflights; Vibration Figures Part
e 5assessment years — 2019, 2029, 2032, 2038 and 2047 | 3 [APP-065]

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter. e 2 Fleet transition scenarios, the Central Case and Slower

A full assessment should be provided for each assessment scenario and Transition Case. ES Appendix 14.9.2:

Chapter 14 should be updated accordingly. Air Noise Modelling

These are presented in 71 figures in the ES relating to air noise [APP-172]
impacts with the data tabulated in ES Appendix 14.9.2. LPAs have
been given access to an air noise web viewer to download air
noise contours. This is considered a suitable set of noise
modelling scenarios to allow the ES to explain the likely significant
effects of the Project.

Updated position (July 2024)

ES Table 14.9.7 provides population estimates for day and night
noise contours for 2019 and with the Project for 2029, 2032, 2038
and 2047 illustrating that populations affected above LOAEL are
highest in 2032 and hence that noise levels are highest in this
assessment year. Table 3.2 within the Environmental Statement
Addendum — Updated Central Case Aircraft Fleet Report (fES
Addendum - Updated Central Case Aircraft Fleet Report
[REP4-004]) confirms this position for the updated central case
fleet. The series of tables ES Appendix 14.9.2 provide further
detail for each assessment year, and the air noise figures for each
assessment year also depict this. Table 14.9.8 within the Noise
and Vibration ES Chapter 14 and Table 3.3 within the ES
Addendum — Updated Central Case Aircraft Fleet Report
[REP4-004] shows the increases in the areas of the various noise
contours in each assessment year, that are greatest in 2032
indicating the largest noise increases in this year. Hence 2032 will
have the greatest noise impacts and the highest noise levels and
will-is therefore used to determine the extent of noise mitigation
required, including the contour areas for the noise insulation
scheme zones. The impacts in 2029, 2038 and 2047 will be lower
than in 2032, and the ES (which includes the Updated Central
Case Aircraft Fleet Report Addendum [REP4-004) reports the
likely significant impacts of the project, providing sufficient
information for the impacts in each year to be understood and to
confirm that the mitigation which is proposed is based on the
worst-case and will be adequate to mitigate effects in all
assessment years.
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around taxi noise’ is included in LAeq,T ground noise predictions.
Consequently, ground noise LAeq,T levels may be understated. All ground
noise sources should be included in LAeq,T predictions covering a
reasonable worst-case day.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The response does not address the
comment.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has attempted to provide
some indication on how engine testing would contribute to the LAeq,T metric
with some rather outlandish assumptions. Paragraph 2.7.2 [REP1-050]
states that peak engine testing noise levels would last for two minutes and
events would occur, on average, 0.35 times per day. As such, engine testing
LAeq, T noise has been calculated based on event lasting for 0.7 minutes
(42 seconds); however, ground running events can last substantially longer.
This is not an appropriate assessment of ground running noise. Engine
ground running, auxiliary power unit, fire training ground activities and
engine around taxi noise should all be included in LAeq, T ground noise
predictions.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position on this matter is set out at
row 2.16.2.2.

Ground Noise Baseline Report. See 13.19 above for noise
modelling references.

The overflight grid sizes has been reduced to 1km to improve
resolution. See para 2.2.9 of ES Appendix 14.9.2: Air Noise
Modelling.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details of ground noise sources modelled and a calculation
showing the contribution of engine ground running to Leq noise
levels is insignificant in Supporting Noise and Vibration
Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground, Appendix
E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs [REP3-071].

Updated position (July 2024)
Engine Ground Running

The Applicant has provided a full explanation of the engine ground
running (EGR) noise assessment in the ES in Supporting Noise
and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of Common
Ground, Appendix E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs
(Doc Ref 10.13.5) [REP3-071]. Within this the information taken
from the airport on the locations, duration and frequency of engine
ground running that form the basis of the assessment is reported.
This is also provided The Applicant's Response to ExO1 -
Noise and Vibration [REP3-101] ref NV.1.5.

In the ES noise chapter [APP-039] it states, at paragraph
14.9.214, that in 2018 there were less than 200 EGR tests carried
out across the year, which is based on a review of data supplied
by the operations team. The actual recorded number of EGR tests

Ground Noise
Baseline Report

APP-176]

ES Appendix 14.9.2:
Air Noise Modelling

APP-172]

2.16.2.12 Aircraft Noise Context for the aircraft noise assessment is provided through consideration | Paragraph 14.4.79 of the ES Chapter 14 explains: The ES Chapter 14: Noise | Not Agreed
of the secondary metrics; however, no conclusions as to how secondary assessment of significance is based primarily on the predicted and Vibration [APP-
metrics relate to likely significant effects have been made. The use of levels and changes in the primary noise metrics and the factors 039]
secondary metrics within the overall assessment of likely significant effects | described above, but additional noise metrics (the secondary noise
is therefore unclear. metrics) are used to provide more detail on the changes that would
arise.
Updated position (Deadline 1): Supplementary noise metrics should be
used supplement the primary metric assessment to identify likely significant | Updated Position (April 2024): This comment and others again
effects. asks for the significance of effect to be judged using the
supplementary noise metrics. Supplementary noise metrics, N65,
Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this N60, Lden, LNight, Lmax and overflights have been used to
matter. illustrate change in the ES as required by guidance and that
guidance is clear that Leq 16 hr and Leq 8 hour are the primary
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter. | metrics on which to judge significance for air noise.
2.16.2.13 Ground Noise It is not clear if ‘engine ground running’, ‘auxiliary power unit’ and ‘engine The 2016 ground noise survey is presented in ES Appendix 14.9.6 | ES Appendix 14.9.6 Not Agreed
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in 2018 was 192 and for comparison, it was 195 in 2017 and 211

in 2019. The paragraph goes on to state that up to 267 EGR tests
per year are forecast by 2038 with the Northern Runway

Project. 267 EGRs per year is on average 0.7 EGRs per day, i.e.
less than one per day.

There are 4 locations where EGR tests can occur spaced around

the airfield. —The highest noise levels at any given noise sensitive
receptor (NSR) will be from the nearest EGR, because the others
are a considerable distance from it. The most used location takes
about 50% of EGRSs, so the worst case occurrence of EGR noise

at any NSR is 50% of 0.7 per day, i.e. 0.35/day.

As explained in REP3-071, during an engine test; the engines are
usually run at a thrust setting known as ‘ground idle’ for most of
the time across a nominal test period in the region of 30 — 60 mins
and only increase to higher thrust settings for brief periods within
this. At ground idle noise levels are 10-15dB lower than at higher
thrusts, (ke-less than half as loud when judged subjectively) and
do not contribute to Leg 16 hour noise levels significantly. From
observations at Gatwick the typical period of the highest peak
noise level with a sound power level of 148 dBA used in the
predictions occur for up to 2 minutes during an engine test. The
noise assessment uses this peak (Lmax) noise levels to assess
noise impacts. REP3-071 provides an assessment of the peak
noise levels in each assessment area. Significant impacts are not
identified.

The JLAs have asked how EGRs contribute to Leg 16 hour noise
levels and suggest it should be included in the assessment of Leq
16 hour noise levels. The contribution of EGR noise to Leq 16 hr
noise levels is given in REP3-071 as about 0.1dB ie it is negligible
(the same is the case when considering a worst case day with 1
EGR). The key parameters in calculating this are the peak noise
level, the number of EGRs per day and the duration of the

noise. These are all summarised above, based on observations
and measurements at Gatwick. The JLAs comment suggests
these assumptions are outlandish. The Applicant has shown
these assumptions are realistic and demonstrated that the
contribution of EGR noise to Leq 16 hr noise levels is
insignificant. So not including EGR noise in the Leq assessment
does not under-estimate noise impacts, and the approach of
assessing occasional noise in terms of the peak noise levels,
Lmax is correct, as reported in the ES.

End Around Taxiways

ES Paragraph 14.9.219 discussed end around taxiways ('EATS')
noting that: “In order to allow for a small number of Category F
size aircraft- under dual runway operation, EATs have been
incorporated into the design”. The paragraph goes on to broadly
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describe three locations which may be affected by the usage of
EATs: “The only location which is affected by more than 1 dB L.,
through the inclusion of EATs (under westerly operation) is
Westfield Place located adjacent to the end of the northern
runway, within the Charlwood assessment area. The maximum
noise levels (L..) generated by the proposed EAT usage would
be 2 to 4 dB higher than the currently modelled development case
at two locations within the Bonnetts Lane assessment area
(Amberley fields Campsite and Westfield House)”. To be clear,
the change of more than 1 dB L,., at Westfield Place is actually
only 1.2 dB and the change at the two locations within the
Bbonnetts Lane assessment area would be no more than 0.6 dB
L.c. The low numbers of Category F movements mean that the
effects of EAT usage are generally better described by looking at
maximum L..,) rather than average (L..,) noise levels. Modelled
L... noise levels at all assessment locations for EAT usage are
given in ES Appendix 14.9.3 Table 6.2.3. Under westerly
operation, anticipated EAT usage generates 16 hr L., levels that
are 10 dB or more below L, levels generated by taxiing at all but
three locations (as discussed above where is makes an
insignificant contribution). Under Easterly operation, 16 hr L
levels related to EAT usage are all more than 18 dB below L.,
levels generated by taxiing.

Auxiliary Power Units
ES paragraph 14.9.217 and 14.9.218 discuss auxiliary power unit
(‘APU") noise. Internal (GAL) airport reports indicate that APUs are

very rarely used on stand and that this occurs less than 3% of the
time based on survey information. Modelled L. noise levels from
APU usage are given in ES Appendix 14.9.3 Table

6.2.3. Maximum levels generated by APU usage are generally
comparable to or significantly lower than maximum levels
generated by EAT usage and the APU usage is extremely low.

Summary
Where the worst-case maximum levels only have the potential to

generate L, levels that are 10 dB (or more) below the L.,
generated by taxiing aircraft, this will not add significantly to
predicted levels of ground noise from aircraft taxiing. The three
locations where there is a potential for a small increase to L.,
relating to EAT usage have been identified at paragraph 14.9.219
of the ES. Effects at all other locations are better represented by
using the secondary L ... metric which is reported for EGRs, EATs
and APUs at tables 6.2.3 and 6.2.4 of Appendix 14.9.3 Ground
Noise Modelling.

2.16.2.14 Ground Noise

The Central Case has been considered for the ground noise assessment;
however, higher levels of ground noise will be identified in the Slower
Transition Case. Consequently, there is potential for receptors to experience
significant noise effects that are identified in the Central Case assessment.

A sensitivity test of taxiing noise modelling with the slower
transition fleet will be provided.

Ground noise impacts are generally determined by the extent to
which ground noise exceeds ambient noise, usually road traffic

n/a

discussionNot
Agreed
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Ground noise emissions during the Slower Transition Case should be
assessed.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The information provided in The
Applicant's Response to ExQL1 - Noise and Vibration [REP3-101] does not
fully address MSDC'’s position. Contour plots should be provided to allow
better understanding of ground noise effects for each assessment year and
scenario. It would be expected that LAeq and LAmax contour plots are
provided. LAeq contours should be provided from the LOAEL upwards in
3dB increments.

Updated position (12.08.24): The Applicant has provided SOAEL contours
for day and night periods covering easterly and westerly operations for the
2032 Slower Transition Fleet only. This does not address the request of the
MSDC to provide LAeq and LAmax ground noise contour plots. LAeq
contours should be provided from the LOAEL upwards in 3dB increments.

noise, so ground noise impacts are greatest when ground noise
levels are highest in 2032.

Ground noise contours were discussed with the TWG. Because
ground noise impacts are determined by the change in ground
noise and the extent to which it exceeds ambient noise, contours
of ground noise levels can be misleading and are not considered
helpful to depict area of impact in the ES.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided an
assessment of ground noise with the slower transition fleet
showing it is not worse in Supporting Noise and Vibration
Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground, Appendix
E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs [REP3-071].

2.16.2.15 Ground Noise

It is not clear if fire training activities at the new fire training ground are
considered within the ground noise assessment. Noise emissions from fire
training ground activities should be assessed.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Fire training activities should be included in
the ground noise model as a reasonable worst-case.

Updated position (Deadline 5): It was requested in Table 4-7 of the
Scoping Opinion [APP-095] that the relocated fire training ground was
covered in the ground noise assessment. This request has been
consistently ignored by the Applicant. It is not agreed that activities over a
reasonable worst-case day would be insignificant in terms of LAeq, T noise
levels.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC accept the Applicant’s approach

regarding the assessment of the fire training ground area given that the

location is near to the existing location and activities will be screened by the

proposed barrier.

The fire training ground will be re-located to be about 200m north
of the Northern Runway within the air noise Leq 69dB daytime
noise contour, and over 300m from the nearest noise sensitive
receptor with 10m bunding screening noise propagation as
described in Table 14.8.3 of Chapter 14 of the ES. Fire training
activities will be in daytime only and are not expected to give rise
to noise levels higher than taxiing or airborne aircraft at nearest
receptors, so are not expected to give rise to significant noise
effects.

Updated Position (April 2024): The main noise source relating to
the fire training ground is the diesel engine of the vehicle carrying
the firefighting apparatus. The assumed sound power of an APU,
used in the predictions presented in Appendix 14.9.3, is 120 dBA
and the same level would apply for a diesel engine associated with
an HGV or similar vehicle. For a large taxiing aircraft, the assumed
sound power level (Table 3.1.1 Appendix 14.9.3) is more than 20
dB higher than this which means that maximum noise levels from
fire training activities could be expected to be more than 20 dB
below the highest levels that could be expected at residential
distances due to taxiing aircraft. The highest maximum levels
have therefore already been assessed in the ES and, since noise
from the fire training ground is expected to be so much lower, any
contribution to daytime Laeq levels would be insignificant.

Updated position (July 2024)

The new fire training ground has been designed with a 10 m high
perimeter noise barrier, unlike the current facility. Given this and
the above noise information, the Applicant’s position remains that
the fire training ground can be scoped out of the noise and
vibration assessment.

Table 14.8.3 of ES
Chapter 14 Noise and

Vibration [APP-039]

Net-Agreed
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2.16.2.16 Ground Noise The assessment of ground noise only covers 2032 as it is identified as the A sensitivity test of taxiing noise modelling with the slower n/a Not Agreed
worst-case; however, identification of likely significant effects for all transition fleet will be provided.
assessment years should be provided.
Ground noise impacts are generally determined by the extent to
Updated position (Deadline 1): 2032 is not the worst-case year for ground | which ground noise exceeds ambient noise, usually road traffic
noise as other assessment years show bigger increases in noise. All noise, so ground noise impacts are greatest when ground noise
assessment years (2029, 2032, 2038 and 2047) should be covered in the levels are highest in 2032.
assessment to understand temporal effects on the local population.
Ground noise contours were discussed with the TWG. Because
Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position that all ground noise impacts are determined by the change in ground
assessment years (including central case and slower transition case) should | noise and the extent to which it exceeds ambient noise, contours
be covered in the ground noise assessment of ground noise levels can be misleading and are not considered
helpful to depict area of impact in the ES.
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position that all
assessment years (including central case and slower transition case) should | Updated Position (April 2024):
be covered in the ground noise assessment as 2032 is not the worst-case The Applicant has provided Supporting Noise and Vibration
year for ground noise as other assessment years show bigger increases in Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground, Appendix
noise. B - Ground Noise Fleet Assessment [REP3-071] which provides
an updated assessment of ground noise with the slower transition
fleet. As in the ES Appendix 14.9.3 Ground Noise Modelling
[APP-173] this provides predicted noise levels and changes in
2029, 2032, 2038 and 2047. In some cases the noise changes
with the Project compared to the future baseline in 2038 and 2047
are 1 dB higher than in 2032, but in all cases the predicted
absolute levels with the Project are lower. Because the ground
noise assessment considers absolute levels and comparison with
ambient noise, change is not the only consideration, and the
impacts in 2038 and 2047 are not greater than impacts in 2032.
2.16.2.17 Ground Noise Context to the ground noise assessment is provided through consideration Paragraph 14.4.79 of the ES Chapter 14 explains: The Para 14.4.79 of ES Not Agreed
of the secondary metrics; however, no conclusions as to how secondary assessment of significance is based primarily on the predicted Chapter 14: Noise
metrics relate to likely significant effects have been made. The use of levels and changes in the primary noise metrics and the factors and Vibration [APP-
secondary metrics within the overall assessment of likely significant effects | described above, but additional noise metrics (the secondary noise | 039]
is therefore unclear. metrics) are used to provide more detail on the changes that would
arise.
Updated position (Deadline 1): Paragraph 14.4.84 [APP-039] states that:
‘Lmax levels have also been used to assist in determining significance of Updated Position (April 2024): Noted, the change in number of
effects for particular intermittent noise sources such as Engine Ground Lmax events above 65dB in the day and 60dB at night has also
Running and use of EATS.” been used in addition to Leq levels in some cases in arriving at the
overall assessment of significance. For example in the Charlwood,
Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant should clearly set out their Riverside Horley, Bonnetts Lane, and Lowfield Heath Assessment
methodology for the use of Lmax when identifying significant effects, Areas as discussed in Section 8 of ES Appendix 14.9.3 Ground
Noise Modelling [APP-173]
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Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC are at a loss to understand any point

Updated position (July 2024)

the Applicant makes:

1. The Applicant has used LAmax to assess significance of end
around taxi, engine ground running and APU noise, as per the guote at
Updated Position (Deadline 1) above. But there are no specific criteria to
assess this so how can the significance of these noise source be
assessed.? How can LAmax be used to confirm significant effects from
different noise sources?

2. The LAmax metric is used to understand how changes in LAeq,T

Since Lmax is a secondary metric, there are no specific criteria for
significance but the change in numbers of Lmax events above the
day and night thresholds are considered using professional
judgment to understand how changes in Laeqg may be perceived.
In some cases (Charlwood Road and Lowfield Heath Assessment
Areas) the increase in the numbers of Lmax events above
thresholds simply confirms that there is a significant effect which
has already been identified by the change in Laeq levels. In the
Bonnets Lane assessment area, the reduction in Lmax events

noise may be perceived but the Applicant’s position is that the noise sources

are not appropriate to be assessed using the LAeq,T metric.

MSDCs position is that there should be clear criteria as to how the Applicant
identifies significant effects using the LAmax metric. These effects should
NOT relate to how changes in ground noise LAeq,T levels may be perceived

as different noise sources are considered for LAmax and LAeq,T metric.
Any significant effects from both metrics at individual locations should be
considered as a cumulative significant effect.

helps to confirm that the effect is minor. Within the Lowfield Heath

assessment area, the increase in the numbers of Lmax events
above thresholds is used to confirm that changes in Laeq 0f 1 dB
are significant at properties where the Laeg is close to SOAEL
(these properties would otherwise be considered to have a minor
adverse effect according to para 14.4.93 of the ES).

effects for air noise

conclusions.

Provide a thorough assessment of significant effects that identifies how
communities will be impacted by air noise.

this assessment.

Updated position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided the number of properties newly above
SOAEL, which is approximately 100, and confirmed that in all
case the first aim of the NPSE will be met by the provision of
noise insulation with the Inner Zone package.

and Vibration [APP-
039]

ES Noise and
Vibration Figures
[APP-063 to APP-065]

2.16.2.18 Surface Access Noise One 20-minute survey and one 10-minute survey is not sufficient to provide | The noise surveys carried out in Riverside Garden Park were ES Chapter 14: Noise | Agreed
data suitable for validation of the road traffic noise model and indeed these | undertaken to better understand the overall noise environment in and Vibration [APP-
data are not used as such. There is therefore no validation of the road traffic | the park, not to calibrate the road traffic noise model. The road 039]
noise model in terms of measured levels. Long-term monitoring should be traffic noise model results have been reviewed by AECOM. In the
undertaken to provide confidence in the road traffic noise model. TWG meeting on 29/11/2022 the applicant responded to various
Consultation on the monitoring methodology should be undertaken with queries on the traffic noise model raised by two traffic noise
Local Authorities. modelling experts from AECOM.
Updated position (Deadline 5): The additional information is accepted The 2016 ground noise baseline noise survey included 2 sites
near the A23 where traffic noise was measured over period of
approximately 2 weeks. The survey results compare well with
baseline traffic noise modelling results. These results will be
provided in a technical note shared with NH and the TWG.
Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided this
information at Deadline 3 in Supporting Noise and Vibration
Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground, Appendix
D - Traffic Noise Important Area Assessment [REP3-071].
Assessment
2.16.3.1 Assessment of significant How the significant effects have been identified and the robustness of ES Chapter 14 and its associated appendices and figures provide | ES Chapter 14 Noise | Not Agreed

Gatwick Northern Runway Project

Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0

Page 87



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002160-10.13%20Supporting%20Noise%20and%20Vibration%20Technical%20Notes%20to%20SOCG.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000832-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2014%20Noise%20and%20Vibration.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000832-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2014%20Noise%20and%20Vibration.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000832-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2014%20Noise%20and%20Vibration.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000832-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2014%20Noise%20and%20Vibration.pdf

G

LONDON
GATWICK

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Updated position (Deadline 1): The air noise assessment does not
provide enough information regarding the effects of air noise on local
communities.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Population and properties that would
newly experience noise levels exceeding SOAEL should be identified for
each assessment scenario and year. The change in air noise should be
clearly detailed in a table for population experiencing noise levels between
LOAEL and SOAEL and population experiencing noise levels exceeding
SOAEL

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position is that there would be
substantial benefit in updating Chapter 14 to make this kind of important
information clear

Updated position (Deadline 9)

The Applicant has provided Consolidated Environmental
Statement [REP8-120] which signposts all the documents
relevant to the noise assessment that have been updated during
the Examination in response to questions raised by Interested
Parties.

ES Appendices 14.3.1
to 14.9.10 [APP-169 to
APP-180]

2.16.3.2 Assessment of significant How the significant effects have been identified and the robustness of ES Chapter 14 and its associated appendices and figures provide | ES Chapter 14 Noise | Not Agreed
effects for ground noise conclusions. this assessment. and Vibration [APP-
039
Provide a thorough assessment of significant effects that identifies how Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided an
communities will be impacted by air noise. assessment of ground noise with the slower transition fleet which ES Noise and
updates the results in the ES and shows it is not worse in Vibration Figures
Updated position (Deadline 1): The ground noise assessment does not Supporting Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to [APP-063 to APP-065]
provide enough information regarding the effects of air noise on local Statements of Common Ground, Appendix E - Ground Noise
communities. Engine Ground Runs [REP3-071]. ES Appendices 14.3.1
to 14.9.10 [APP-169 to
Updated position (Deadline 5): Engine ground running, auxiliary power Updated Position (July 2024) APP-180]
unit, fire training ground activities and engine around taxi noise should all be | Engine Ground Running
included in LAeq, T ground noise predictions. -
The Applicant has provided a full explanation of the engine ground
- . " . . running (EGR) noise assessment in the ES in Supporting Noise
Updated position (Beadline-812.08.24): MSDCs position on this matter is and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of Common
set out at row 2.16.2.2. Ground, Appendix E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs
(Doc Ref 10.13.5) [REP3-071]. Within this the information taken
from the airport on the locations, duration and frequency of engine
ground running that form the basis of the assessment is reported.
This is also provided The Applicant's Response to ExO1 -
Noise and Vibration [REP3-101] ref NV.1.5.
In the ES noise chapter [APP-039] it states, at paragraph
14.9.214, that in 2018 there were less than 200 EGR tests carried
out across the year, which is based on a review of data supplied
by the operations team. The actual recorded number of EGR tests
in 2018 was 192 and for comparison, it was 195 in 2017 and 211
in 2019. The paragraph goes on to state that up to 267 EGR tests
per year are forecast by 2038 with the Northern Runway
Project. 267 EGRs per year is on average 0.7 EGRs per day, i.e.
less than one per day.
There are 4 locations where EGR tests can occur spaced around
the airfield. —The highest noise levels at any given noise sensitive
Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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receptor (NSR) will be from the nearest EGR, because the others
are a considerable distance from it. The most used location takes
about 50% of EGRSs, so the worst case occurrence of EGR noise
at any NSR is 50% of 0.7 per day, i.e. 0.35/day.

As explained in REP3-071, during an engine test; the engines are
usually run at a thrust setting known as ‘ground idle’ for most of
the time across a nominal test period in the region of 30 — 60 mins
and only increase to higher thrust settings for brief periods within
this. At ground idle noise levels are 10-15dB lower than at higher
thrusts, (ke-less than half as loud when judged subjectively) and
do not contribute to Leg 16 hour noise levels significantly. From
observations at Gatwick the typical period of the highest peak
noise level with a sound power level of 148 dBA used in the
predictions occur for up to 2 minutes during an engine test. The
noise assessment uses this peak (Lmax) noise levels to assess
noise impacts. REP3-071 provides an assessment of the peak
noise levels in each assessment area. Significant impacts are not
identified.

The JLAs have asked how EGRs contribute to Leg 16 hour noise
levels and suggest it should be included in the assessment of Leq
16 hour noise levels. The contribution of EGR noise to Leq 16 hr
noise levels is given in REP3-071 as about 0.1dB ie it is negligible
(the same is the case when considering a worst case day with 1
EGR). The key parameters in calculating this are the peak noise
level, the number of EGRs per day and the duration of the

noise. These are all summarised above, based on observations
and measurements at Gatwick. The JLAs comment suggests
these assumptions are outlandish. The Applicant has shown
these assumptions are realistic and demonstrated that the
contribution of EGR noise to Leq 16 hr noise levels is
insignificant. So not including EGR noise in the Leq assessment
does not under-estimate noise impacts, and the approach of
assessing occasional noise in terms of the peak noise levels,
Lmax is correct, as reported in the ES.

End Around Taxiways

ES Paragraph 14.9.219 discussed end around taxiways (‘EATS')
noting that: “In order to allow for a small number of Category F
size aircraft- under dual runway operation, EATs have been
incorporated into the design”. The paragraph goes on to broadly
describe three locations which may be affected by the usage of
EATs: “The only location which is affected by more than 1 dB L,
through the inclusion of EATs (under westerly operation) is
Westfield Place located adjacent to the end of the northern
runway, within the Charlwood assessment area. The maximum
noise levels (L..) generated by the proposed EAT usage would
be 2 to 4 dB higher than the currently modelled development case
at two locations within the Bonnetts Lane assessment area
(Amberley fields Campsite and Westfield House)”. To be clear,
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the change of more than 1 dB L,., at Westfield Place is actually
only 1.2 dB and the change at the two locations within the
Bbonnetts Lane assessment area would be no more than 0.6 dB
L.c. The low numbers of Category F movements mean that the
effects of EAT usage are generally better described by looking at
maximum L..,) rather than average (La.,) noise levels. Modelled
L... noise levels at all assessment locations for EAT usage are
given in ES Appendix 14.9.3 Table 6.2.3. Under westerly
operation, anticipated EAT usage generates 16 hr L, levels that
are 10 dB or more below L., levels generated by taxiing at all but
three locations (as discussed above where is makes an
insignificant contribution). Under Easterly operation, 16 hr L
levels related to EAT usage are all more than 18 dB below L.,
levels generated by taxiing.

Auxiliary Power Units
ES paragraph 14.9.217 and 14.9.218 discuss auxiliary power unit
(‘APU") noise. Internal (GAL) airport reports indicate that APUs are

very rarely used on stand and that this occurs less than 3% of the
time based on survey information. Modelled L. noise levels from
APU usage are given in ES Appendix 14.9.3 Table

6.2.3. Maximum levels generated by APU usage are generally
comparable to or significantly lower than maximum levels
generated by EAT usage and the APU usage is extremely low.
Summary

Where the worst-case maximum levels only have the potential to
generate L. levels that are 10 dB (or more) below the Laeg
generated by taxiing aircraft, this will not add significantly to
predicted levels of ground noise from aircraft taxiing. The three
locations where there is a potential for a small increase to L.,
relating to EAT usage have been identified at paragraph 14.9.219
of the ES. Effects at all other locations are better represented by
using the secondary L .. metric which is reported for EGRs, EATs
and APUs at tables 6.2.3 and 6.2.4 of Appendix 14.9.3 Ground
Noise Modelling.

2.16.3.3 Aircraft Noise

Receptors newly experiencing noise levels exceeding the SOAEL are not
identified. It is important to identify how many properties are newly exposed
to noise levels exceeding the SOAEL to determine compliance with the
Airports National Policy Statement (ANPS).

Updated position (Deadline 1): This information should be clearly
presented in the ES.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has not addressed this
matter.

Updated position (Beadline-812.08.24): MSDCs position is that there
would be substantial benefit in updating Chapter 14 to make this kind of
important information clear

The increase in the population within SOAEL with the Project
compared to without the Project in the noisiest year, 2032, can be
seen by subtracting the population in Table 14.6.5 (baseline) from
those in Table 14.9.7 (with Project). For both day and night,
central case fleet and slower transition fleet this gives a population
of approximately 100 people. All properties forecast to be above
SOAEL with the Project in the noisiest year, 2032, with the slower
transition fleet will be offered the Inner Zone noise insulation
package consistent with the policy requirement to avoid significant
adverse effects on health and quality of life.

Updated position (July 2024)
The Applicant has provided the number of properties newly above
SOAEL, which is approximately 100, and confirmed that in all

Tables 14.9.5 and
14.9.7 of ES Chapter
14 Noise and

Vibration [APP-039]

Not Agreed
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case the first aim of the NPSE will be met by the provision of
noise insulation with the Inner Zone package.

Updated position (Deadline 9)

The Applicant has provided Consolidated Environmental
Statement [REP8-120] which signposts all the documents
relevant to the noise assessment that have been updated during
the Examination in response to questions raised by Interested
Parties.

2.16.3.4 Ground Noise

The ground noise assessment only accounts for the worst-case location
(Rowley Cottages) and contextualises the 82 dB LAmax predictions by
identifying car pass-by LAmax levels of 80 dB. However, there is no attempt
to contextualise LAmax engine ground running noise at any other receptor
location. The assessment of engine ground noise should cover all
assessment locations.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The logic that aircraft taxiing noise LAmax
noise levels are high so ground running noise LAmax noise levels are not
significant is inherently flawed.

Updated position (12.08.24): Can the Applicant direct MSDC to the
commitment secured in the DCO to minimise use of ground running
locations on taxiways Juliet and Yankee which are closest to residential

receptors?

A technical note will be provided to the TWG providing further
details of engine ground running noise levels at other receptor
locations which demonstrates the Project will not give rise
significant effects from engine ground running.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details of ground noise levels contextualised in all
assessment areas as necessary in Supporting Noise and
Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of Common Ground,
Appendix E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs [REP3-071].

Updated position (July 2024)

Engine testing, roughly once every 3 days, if relevant to a
particular receptor, will be perceived in the context of the baseline
that includes all existing airport noise including taxiing noise that
occurs as a result of a forecast of 816 aircraft taxiing in the airfield
per 16 hour day in the 2032 baseline. Furthermore, these isolated

noise events will not be happening any closer to residential
receptors than in the baseline scenarios and will therefore not be
getting any louder. It is only the Block 38S location which is
changing as part of the project and as stated at paragraph
14.9.215 of the ES, the intention is to minimise use of locations on
taxiways Juliet and Yankee which are closest to residential
receptors. The predicted frequency of occurrence of the highest
maximum levels is set out in a table at paragraph 2.6.3 of
Supporting Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to
Statements of Common Ground, Appendix E - Ground Noise
Engine Ground Runs (Doc Ref 10.13.5) where it can be seen
that numbers of events are predicted to reduce for 4 out of 6
assessment areas with the development compared to the
baseline. Whilst slight increases are predicted at 2 out of the 6
assessment areas, the effects of those increases is {identified to
be insignificant (paragraphs 2.6.7 and 2.6.8 of Supporting Noise
and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of Common
Ground, Appendix E - Ground Noise Engine Ground Runs

(Doc Ref 10.13.5)).

n/a

Under
discussion
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Mitigation and Compensation

Updated position (Deadline 1): More information should be provided
including details of the noise insulation roll out should be provided including
a market test the availability of contractors and insulation materials.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this
matter

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC welcome information on the noise
insulation scheme rollout but maintain the position that the Outer Zone
should be included in the ground noise insulation scheme.

will be implemented will be provided to the local authorities in due
course.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details of how provision of noise insulation will be
prioritised and programmed in 5.3 ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise
Insulation Scheme Update Note [REP2-032]. The Noise
Insulation Scheme will be updated and resubmitted to the
Examining Authority incorporating these additions at Deadline 4.

The Applicant has considered the speed at which the scheme can
be rolled out. In 2015 a single contractor delivered the current
scheme to 418 homes, and the Applicant is confident the new
scheme can be delivered if necessary using multiple contractors.

Updated Position (July 2024)

The Applicant has received specific comments on the NIS from
the JLAs at Deadline 5 and; is arranging a TWG to discuss these
and may then revise the NIS. The reason for not including an
outer zone for ground noise are explained in ISH8 as recorded in

Noise Insulation
Scheme [APP-180]

2.16.4.1 Noise Envelope Significant concerns relating to the definition, management and enforcement | Noise Envelope governance was discussed at length in the Noise | ES Appendix 14.9.7: Not Agreed

of the Noise Envelope. Envelope Group. Ground noise will continue to be managed as at | The Noise Envelope
present. Construction noise management is reported in the CoCP. | [APP-177]

Updated position (Deadline 1): Ground noise mitigation should be secured

in the DCO. Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided ES Appendix 14.9.8:
responses to all the council’s specific comments on the Noise Noise Envelope

The Noise Envelope is not policy compliant and not fit for purpose. Envelope below in 2.16.4.9 to 2.16.4.15. The Applicant strongly Group Output Report
refutes that the Noise Envelope is not policy compliant. APP-178]

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this

matter Updated Position (July 2024) ES Appendix 14.9.9:
The Applicant has provided a full description of how the noise Report on

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC support the JLAs submission for an envelope will operate on a forward looking basis, beginning two Engagement on the

Environmentally Managed Growth Framework [REP4-050] years in advan_ce_ of operations from the i Comme”d”‘_” S08S | Npise Envelope [AS-
to ensure the I|m|t§ are nor breached |_n 10.50.4 The Applicant's 023]
Response to Actions ISH8, Appendix A: Note on how the
Applicant will plan to stay in the Envelope and why this will
be effective. This approach is robust and will ensure that capacity | ES Appendix 5.3.2:
cannot be made available where there is a forecast breach and Code of Construction
that measures will be taken to prevent a breach arising. Practice (REP1-021)
The Noise Insulation Scheme is secured through Requirement 18
of Schedule 2 of the Draft Development Consent Order - Version 7
- Tracked [REP6-006]. The Western noise mitigation bund is
secured by Requirement 32 of the same.

2.16.4.2 Noise Insulation Scheme Lacks clarity as to what measures will be applied and where. See various rows within this table. Further details on how the NIS | ES Appendix 14.9.10: | Not Agreed
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para 2.2.15 of 10.49.3 The Applicant's Written Summary of
Oral Submissions ISH 8: Agenda Iltem 6 — Noise.

2.16.4.3 Fixed Plant Noise No mechanism for securing fixed plant limits for any future assessment of Noted, the noise limits provided should apply to all the Project’s n/a Not Agreed
fixed plant noise is provided. Fixed plant noise limits should apply to fixed noise sources together not any one separately. We would
cumulative levels of fixed plant noise and not to “any” fixed plant. envisage a monitoring report being provided to CBC following
commissioning of the plant.
Updated position (Deadline 1): Fixed plant noise limits and controls should
be secured in the DCO. GAL will consider how these limits can be secured within the draft
DCO.
Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC await an update from the Applicant
Updated Position (July 2024)
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDCs position is that the requirement does | The assessment of noise from fixed plant in the ES is covered at
not make a sufficient commitment to guarantee that fixed plant noise would | S€ction 7 of ES Appendix 14.9.3: Ground Noise Modelling (Doc
be suitably controlled. MSDC would like the Applicant to make a stronger Ref. ?"3) which identifies the m.ain facilities that will have noise
. i . emitting plant, the separation distances to the closest assessment
commitment to the control of fixed plant noise. location to each fixed plant location and the derived noise limits
for the relevant assessment area. Design Principle N2, provides
that "Plant associated with new facilities should be designed with
noise attenuation where necessary to avoid noise disturbance to
noise-sensitive uses on and off-site, in particular with reference to
BS4142 for off-site receptors." Requirement 4 therefore secures
the need for consultation and approvals of the detailed design of
fixed plant to ensure this does not cause noise disturbance to
noise sensitive receptors, having regard to the relevant British
Standard methodology for assessing the impact of plant noise.
2.16.4.4 Noise Insulation Scheme Residents of properties within the inner zone will be notified within 6 months | Paragraph 4.1.10 and 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 outline the ES Appendix 14.9.10 | Under
of commencement of works; however, the noise contours on which eligibility | process to prioritise the scheme with the Inner Zone first. Further | Noise Insultation diseussionNot
would be based upon are not clear. detail on implementation of the NIS is being prepared and will be Scheme [APP-180] Agreed
shared with the TWG. Further prioritisation will use higher noise
Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has not addressed this level bands to implement the scheme to those most affected first,
matter albeit it is considered that there is sufficient time for all properties
in the inner zone to receive noise insulation before operations
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC do not accept the updated map in commence.
Noise Insulation Scheme [REP4-017]. The map should contain sufficient
detail to identify residential properties, which it does not. Paragraph 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 explains how eligibility
for the Inner Zone noise insulation scheme will if necessary be
extended by measurement of cumulative ground and air noise.
Two small areas are noted as possible candidates but the vast
majority of eligibility will be clear from air noise contours with the
option to extend this if noise disturbance is reported by residents
beyond. Measurements would be carried out by installing noise
monitoring equipment in the relevant area.
Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Updated position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided a larger map in revisions to the NIS
ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise Insulation Scheme [REP4-017] and
the NIS boundaries are available in the Air Noise Viewer.

Updated position (Deadline 9)

The NIS has been updated again, see ES Appendix 14.9.10
Noise Insulation Scheme Tracked [REP8-086]. The ES Chapter
14 note in paragraph 14.9.80 GAL has developed an online
Northern Runway Project Air Noise Viewer to assist stakeholders
who wish to study the various air noise contours used in this ES.
The viewer was shared with Local Authority Noise Topic Group
members in March 2023 and is now available for public access at
the website address shown on the Gatwick Airport Northern
Runway Project website https://www.gatwickairport.com/business-
community/future-plans/northern-runway/. The NIS zones can be
seen on this viewer which as of July 2024 has been viewed over
2,600 times.

care homes, places of worship, village halls, hospitals etc.).

Updated position (Deadline 1): The noise insulation scheme should be
updated to include noise sensitive community buildings.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this
matter

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter

process to prioritise the scheme with the Inner Zone first. Further
detail on implementation of the NIS is being prepared and will be
shared with the TWG. Further prioritisation will use higher noise
level bands to implement the scheme to those most affected first,
albeit it is considered that there is sufficient time for all properties
in the inner zone to receive noise insulation before operations
commence.

Paragraph 4.1.13 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 explains: We propose
to base the new NIS on the worst-case end of this range,
associated with the Slow Transition Fleet. As such, we propose to

Noise Insultation

Scheme [APP-180]

2.16.4.5 Noise Insulation Scheme Residents in the outer zone should be offered more flexibility on the type of | The noise insulation package offered in the Outer zone will be ES Appendix 14.9.10 | Not Agreed
insulation rather than being restricted to ventilation. acoustic ventilators, and acoustic glazing where necessary to Noise Insultation
upgrade single glazing, to noise sensitive rooms. There will be Scheme [APP-180]
Updated position (Deadline 1): The noise insulation scheme should be some flexibility as to how the package is decided.
updated to allow flexibility for any type of insulation that may improve
internal noise conditions. Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details of how provision of noise insulation will be prioritised
Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this and programmed in 5.3 ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise Insulation
matter Scheme Update Note [REP2-032].
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter
2.16.4.6 Noise Insulation Scheme The noise insulation scheme should extend to community buildings (e.g. Paragraph 4.1.10 and 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 outline the ES Appendix 14.9.10 | Not Agreed
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use the forecast 2032 Leq contour area to set the geographical
boundary for our enhanced NIS.

The noise insulation package offered in the Outer zone will be
acoustic ventilators, and acoustic glazing where necessary to

upgrade single glazing, to noise sensitive rooms. There will be
some flexibility as to how the package is decided.

Paragraphs 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 outline the
noise insulation scheme for schools, and the kind of measures that
will be offered, noting that details will be developed on a case by
case basis. The scheme is intended only for community buildings
that are sensitive to noise because they are used for teaching.

Paragraph 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 explains how eligibility
for the Inner Zone noise insulation scheme will if necessary be
extended by measurement of cumulative ground and air noise.
Two small areas are noted as possible candidates but the vast
majority of eligibility will be clear from air noise contours with the
option to extend this if noise disturbance is reported by residents
beyond. Measurements would be carried out by installing noise
monitoring equipment in the relevant area.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details on the noise insulation scheme in 5.3 ES Appendix
14.9.10 Noise Insulation Scheme Update Note [REP2-032]. The
Noise Insulation Scheme will be updated and resubmitted to the
Examining Authority incorporating these additions at Deadline 4.
The schools scheme has been clarified to include nurseries with
rooms used for teaching.

The noise insulation scheme does not include other community
buildings because in all cases the noise increase due to the
project is small and as reported in ES Chapter 14 paragraph
14.9.161 the changes in aircraft noise are low and would result in
negligible or minor effects, which would not be significant.

Updated position (July 2024)
The Applicant has updated the NIS in this regard in ES Appendix
14.9.10 Noise Insulation Scheme [REP4-017].

The Applicant has received specific comments on the NIS from the
JLAs at Deadline 5 and; is arranging a TWG to discuss these and
will then revise the NIS. It should be noted the following the
submission of the revised noise envelope submissions [ES
Appendix 14.9.7 The Noise Envelope - Version 3 — Tracked]
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which reduced the noise envelope contour areas a further revision
of the noise insulation scheme will be submitted that includes
corresponding reductions in the Inner and Outer Zones.

2.16.4.7 Noise Insulation Scheme It is not clear if properties that have already received insulation would be Paragraph 4.1.10 and 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 outlines the | ES Appendix 14.9.10 | Not Agreed
eligible for upgraded noise insulation as part of the new scheme. process to prioritise the scheme with the Inner Zone first. Further | Noise Insultation
detail on implementation of the NIS is being prepared and will be Scheme [APP-180]
Updated position (Deadline 1): Comment is not addressed. shared with the TWG. Further prioritisation will use higher noise

level bands to implement the scheme to those most affected first,
Updated position (Deadline 5): It would be helpful if the Applicant could albeit it is considered that there is sufficient time for all properties

direct to the appropriate section of [REP4-018]. in the inner zone to receive noise insulation before operations
commence.

Updated position (12.08.24): Can the Applicant please explain how they

would determine if noise insulation provided under the previous NIS had Paragraph 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 explains how eligibility

deteriorated in acoustic performance. for the Inner Zone noise insulation scheme will if necessary be

extended by measurement of cumulative ground and air noise.
Two small areas are noted as possible candidates but the vast
majority of eligibility will be clear from air noise contours with the
option to extend this if noise disturbance is reported by residents
beyond. Measurements would be carried out by installing noise
monitoring equipment in the relevant area.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details of how provision of noise insulation including
confirmation that home already treated in the current scheme are
included, in 5.3 ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise Insulation Scheme
Update Note [REP2-032]. The Noise Insulation Scheme will be
updated and resubmitted to the Examining Authority incorporating
these additions.

Updated Position (July 2024)

Section 4 of [REP4-018] makes it clear the new scheme
enhances the current scheme, as follows. -

Para 4.1.4 provides: The Inner Zone will be based on the
predicted Leq 16 hr 63dB daytime and Leg 8 hr night 55dB
summer air noise contours for 2032. The inner zone would be
formed on the larger of these, the Leq 8 hr night 55dB, which fully
encloses the Leq 16 hr 63dB daytime contour. These noise levels
have been assessed as the levels where noise effects to health
and quality of life to residents would become significant if noise
insulation was not provided. We propose that people living in
these areas should be able to apply for a full package of noise
insulation (see the table below for details).

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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Para 4.1.7 further provides: The proposed outer zone covers a
significantly larger area than the existing single-tier scheme,
however, in a few areas the existing scheme extends a little
further from the airport than the proposed outer zone where its
boundary was drawn to match the patterns of settlement on the
ground. We have taken the view that we should nevertheless
include these areas within our scheme, despite the forecasts
indicating they would not experience noise levels of greater than
the Leq 16 hour 54dB limit. Our outer zone will provide for noise
insulation and ventilation to noise sensitive rooms (see the table
below) and is also open to people who have accessed the
previous scheme, where additional insulation or ventilation would
provide benefit.

Para 4.3.11 also provides: Only works to noise sensitive rooms
(bedrooms, studies, living rooms and dining rooms) will be paid
for. The acoustic insulation works are intended to improve
acoustic insulation to noise sensitive rooms, not to otherwise
improve the property. Any homeowner wishing to request
additional acoustic treatments may do so at the same unit rates,
paying any excess over the stated amount (as with the current
NIS). The scheme will not replace acoustic insulation installed
under the previous NIS unless its acoustic performance has
significantly reduced below the level expected.

It is clear from these paragraphs within the Noise Insulation
Scheme document that all properties within the inner zone and
outer zone would be eligible for upgraded noise insulation as part
of the new scheme, including where they have previously received

noise insulation.

2.16.4.8 Noise Insulation Scheme

No details are provided on how monitoring of ground noise would be
undertaken and how a property would be identified as appropriate for
monitoring ground noise.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The additional detail on ground noise
insulation is welcome; however, it is still unclear what the trigger for ground
noise insulation monitoring would be, what locations would be monitored
and how long would they be monitored for. MSDC’s position is that
monitoring is unreliable to base an insulation scheme on and would allow
significant effects to occur for an unspecified period of time before being
addressed.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC has yet to see any information to

address this matter.

Paragraph 4.1.10 and 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 outline the
process to prioritise the scheme with the Inner Zone first. Further
detail on implementation of the NIS is being prepared and will be
shared with the TWG. Further prioritisation will use higher noise
level bands to implement the scheme to those most affected first,
albeit it is considered that there is sufficient time for all properties
in the inner zone to receive noise insulation before operations
commence.

Paragraph 4.1.13 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 explains: We propose
to base the new NIS on the worst-case end of this range,
associated with the Slow Transition Fleet. As such, we propose to
use the forecast 2032 Leq contour area to set the geographical
boundary for our enhanced NIS.

The noise insulation package offered in the Outer zone will be
acoustic ventilators, and acoustic glazing where necessary to

ES Appendix 14.9.10
Noise Insultation
Scheme [APP-180]

Under
discussionNot
Agreed
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Updated position (Deadline 9): The JLAs will be submitting comments on
ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise Insulation Scheme Tracked [REP8-086] at
deadline 9.

upgrade single glazing, to noise sensitive rooms. There will be
some flexibility as to how the package is decided.

Paragraph 4.1.11 of ES Appendix 14.9.10 explains how eligibility
for the Inner Zone noise insulation scheme will if necessary be
extended by measurement of cumulative ground and air noise.
Two small areas are noted as possible candidates but the vast
majority of eligibility will be clear from air noise contours with the
option to extend this if noise disturbance is reported by residents
beyond. Measurements would be carried out by installing noise
monitoring equipment in the relevant area.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further details of how provision of noise insulation will be prioritised
and programmed in 5.3 ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise Insulation
Scheme Update Note [REP2-032]. Further details of properties
qualifying for noise insulation due to ground noise and how this will
be provided before the predicted noise impacts arise is given in
Supporting Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to
Statements of Common Ground, Appendix B — Ground Noise
Fleet Assessment [REP3-071]. The Noise Insulation Scheme will
be updated and resubmitted to the Examining Authority
incorporating these additions.

Updated Position (July 2024)
The Applicant has received specific comments on the NIS from the

JLAs at Deadline 5 and; is arranging a TWG to discuss these and
will then revise the NIS. It should be noted the following the
submission of the revised noise envelope submissions [ES
Appendix 14.9.7 The Noise Envelope - Version 3 — Tracked]
which reduced the noise envelope contour areas a further revision
of the noise insulation scheme will be submitted that includes
corresponding reductions in the Inner and Quter Zones.

Updated position (Deadline 9)
The NIS has been updated, see ES Appendix 14.9.10 Noise
Insulation Scheme Tracked [REP8-086].

2.16.4.9 Noise Envelope It should be demonstrated, as part of the Noise Envelope how the noise
benefits of future aircraft technology are shared between the airport and
local communities. Demonstrating how benefits are shared is a requirement
set out in the Aviation Policy Framework (Department for Transport, 2013).

Updated position (Deadline 1): Sharing the benefits has not been
removed from national aviation policy. GAL do not share any noise benefits

Paragraph 14.2.44 of the ES describes how the reference to
Sharing the Benefits of aircraft noise emission reduction has been
removed from the government’s Overarching Aviation policy
Statement in March 2023. We consulted on sharing the benefits
through our Noise Envelope Group in summer 2022.

ES Chapter 14 Noise
and Vibration [APP-

039]

Not Agreed
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from new aircraft technology up to and around 2029 in the slower transition
fleet case.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant's method for sharing the
benefits is flawed as it allows for a substantial increase in noise contour
area in the 2032 daytime period over the 2019 baseline. It is hard to
understand how it can be justified that any benefits have been shared with
the local community in this case.

Updated position (12.08.24): The Applicant has still not modelled 284,987
ATMs in 2029 i.e. the baseline scenario where no growth in the 2019
movements occurs, despite this approach being in line with the Planning
Inspectorate Scoping Report (para 2.3.13 Appendix 6.2.2 [APP-095]) which
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”,

It is noted that the applicant failed to provide this information:

i) in its Scoping Response to PINS set out in 2.3.11 of Appendix
6.2.3 [APP-096].
i) In response to the Surrey Local Impact Report - Appendix C:

Noise and Vibration District and Borough Profiles [REP1-100].

In its response opposite (connected to the updated central case) it appears
to be using the forecast ATM movements in 2029 with 2019 technoloqy,

An illustration of sharing the benefits was discussed and is
reported in pages 165 to 175 of ES Appendix 14.9.9: Report on
Engagement on the Noise Envelope.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided
further explanation of the analysis of sharing the benefits in
response to Examining Authority’s question NV.1.9 in The
Applicant's Response to ExQ1 - Noise and Vibration (Doc Ref
10.16) which concludes: Following the same methodology, the
GAL analysis showed that in 2038 when the Noise Envelope limits
reduce, compared to the future 2038 baseline the degree of
sharing the benefits would be 50% to the industry (as growth) and
50% to the community (as noise reduction) when measured in
terms of the area of the day LOAEL with the Slower Transition
Fleet. For night-time the degree of sharing the benefits would be
34% to the industry (as growth) and 66% to the community (as
noise reduction). It was noted that in the early years after opening
noise increases and there is a smaller benefit to the community...

Updated position (July 2024)

The Applicant’s method for calculating sharing the benefits is
taken from the Bristol Airport expansion Planning Inspectors
Report as noted in ES Appendix 14.9.9 Report on Engagement
on the Noise Envelope [APP-179] and shared with the local
authorities in June 2022. An alternative method was proposed by
GACC and discussed. A method proposed by the planning
authorities involved ignoring baseline traffic growth which was not
considered realistic. The sharing of benefits with the updated
Central Case which the Applicant has committed to through the

which is the reverse of the question being asked here.

revised noise envelope submissions [ES Appendix 14.9.7 The
Noise Envelope - Version 3 — Tracked] is discussed above at
row 2.16.2.12.

2.16.4.10 Noise Envelope

It is not appropriate to use the slow-transition case to define noise contour
limits. There is no incentive to push the transition of the fleet to quieter
aircraft technology. This means that the Noise Envelope would allow for an
increase in noise contour area on the opening day of the NRP.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The slower transition fleet case results in
increased noise contour areas from the 2019 baseline and allows GAL to
grow without making any commitments regarding fleet transition to new
quieter aircraft.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this
matter. The slower transition case is identified as a sensitivity test in
paragraph 6.2.14 [APP-250], which describes it as “This sensitivity assumes
that the rate of transition of Gatwick’s airline fleet takes longer to transition

We have explained within the Noise Envelope Group on several
occasions that GAL does not control airline fleet procurement and
that the airport sits within well-defined existing regulatory
frameworks governing noise management, airport charges, slots
and the requirement to consult on noise related actions which
could be operating restrictions. Airline feedback to the Noise
Envelope Group also explained that many factors can influence
fleet procurement, some of which could be outside of the airlines’
control. The York Aviation review of the PEIR for the Local
Authorities noted ‘We consider that the fleet mix assumed in the
Central Case for assessment is somewhat optimistic, particularly
in the early years given the deferral of aircraft orders that has
occurred during the pandemic, but that the Slower Transition Case
represents a robust worst case’.

ES Appendix 14.9.5:
Air Noise Envelope
Background [APP-

175]

ES Appendix 14.9.9:
Report on

Engagement on the
Noise Envelope [AS-

023]

ES Appendix 14.9.8:
Noise Envelope

Not Agreed
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to next generation aircraft. It has been used to understand how noise, air
quality and carbon impacts could be greater if the turnover of aircraft types
to next generation aircraft is slower than expected in the core forecasts”. As
such, it is hard to accept the Applicant’s assertion that it is a reasonable
case.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position that the original

Central Case provides the most realistic forecasts of future aircraft
movements.

The reasons for adopting the Slower Transition Fleet noise
contours areas are given in ES Appendix 14.9.5 Air Noise
Envelope Background at Section 3.2.

1. This has been discussed as part of the Noise Envelope
Group. Engagement on the Noise Envelope is set out in
ES Appendix 14.9.9 Report on Engagement on the Noise
Envelope (APP-179) pages 165 to 175 provide GAL’s
illustration of sharing the benefits.

2. Section 8 of the Noise envelope provides a review
process to enable this.

3. Section 7 of the Noise Envelope provides the actions that
must be taken.

4. Sections 7 and 8 of the Noise Envelope describe how it
will be managed and enforced including the role of the
CAA as Independent reviewer and the Secretary of State
as necessary.

5. Whilst Section 7 provides some ways in which compliance
will be achieved, GAL will have other methods available,
e.g. as included in the adopted 2019-2024 and draft 2025-
2029 Noise Action Plans under the Environmental Noise
(England) Regulations 2006, and others that make use of
emerging technologies.

6. The Night Flight Restrictions are administered by the DfT
and this will continue if there is a Noise Action Plan, quite
separately. See Section 2 of the Noise Envelope.

7. An extensive programme of consultation was undertaken
in summer 2022. See ES Appendix 14.9.9 Report on
Engagement on the Noise Envelope and Appendix 14.9.8
Noise Envelope Group Output Report.

8. Inthe PEIR GAL outlined a Noise Envelope and invited
suggestions. Discussions in the Noise Envelope Group
provide opportunities for local community groups and
other stakeholders to suggest details of the noise
envelope and numerous suggestions were made and
considered. SeeES Appendix 14.9.9 Report on
Engagement on the Noise Envelope and Appendix 14.9.8
Noise Envelope Group Output Report.

GAL has consulted on the noise envelope through the PEIR as
well as the Noise Envelope Group and with local authorities
through the TWGs.

Group Output Report
APP-178]
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Updated Position (April 2024): With the slower transition fleet the
area of the Leq 16 hr 51dB contour in 2032 is larger than that in
2019 but the area of the Leq 8 hr night 45 dB contour would not
be, it would be smaller (see ES table 14.9.6). The slower transition
fleet has been adopted as it is a reasonable case which may
occur, and which is therefore appropriate to be used to set the
noise envelope limits. The noise envelope limits will be subject to
review, to ensure they remain relevant..

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant has provided an
assessment of noise impacts for the Updated Central Case fleet in
ES Addendum - Updated Central Case Aircraft Fleet Report
[REP4-004] which is identified to be the most likely. In oral
evidence at ISH8 (summarised in The Applicant's Written
Summary of Oral Submissions ISH 8: Agenda Item 6 — Noise
[REP6-080]) and in ES Appendix 14.9.7 The Noise Envelope -
Version 3 — Tracked [REP6-056] submitted at Deadline 6 the
Applicant confirmed its commitment to setting the noise envelope
limits based on the Updated Central Case fleet.

An illustration of how the benefits of noise improvements is shared
is provided in ES Appendix 14.9.9 Report on Engagement on
the Noise Envelope [APP-179] pages 165 to 175 in respect of
the slower transition fleet. The methodology adopted is described
fully in that appendix, and is that referred to in the Inspector’'s
report on the Bristol Airport Planning Appeal Decision, Appeal
Ref: APP/D0121/W/20/3259234, 2 February 2022. The Inspector
in that decision considered sharing of the noise benefit in terms of
the proportion of the full potential reduction in LOAEL and SOAEL
contour areas possible due to fleet transition to quieter types,
which is then taken up by ATM growth and the amount of
reduction which is remaining. Page 168 of ES Appendix 14.9.9
provide a worked example of the method used for the Bristol

airport case.

Applied to this case, 2019 can be taken as the baseline starting
point. -The full potential reduction in LOAEL contour area in a
given year, eq 2038, is the difference between the contour area
with the 2019 fleet and the contour area with the fleet transitioned
in the future baseline without the Project. The extent of the
difference in the contour area which is then taken by ATM growth
is the proportion of the benefit goes to the airport/industry, with the
remaining share going to the community. Page 173 of Appendix
14.9.9 gives the calculation for the slower transition fleet. The
results are reproduced in the table below along with the results of
the same calculation using the Updated Central Case noise
contour areas reported in ES Addendum - Updated Central
Case Aircraft Fleet Report [REP4-004].] and values for 2032
added.
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Daytime Benefit Share Night Benefit !

B % to Community % to Commun
B 2032 2038 2032 203
Slower Fleet Transition +15% 50% 13% 664

Updated Central Case Fleet

31% 58% 50% 69

The following calculations show how these percentages are

calculated for the Updated Central Case fleet (UCC) using the

same methodology. The calculations for 2038 Slower Transition

Fleet (SFT) are in Appendix 14.9.9 on p173 day and 175 night.

2038 UCC Day:
2038 Baseline Contour Area with 2019 fleet = 144.0

2038 Baseline Contour Area with UCC fleet = 101.7

NE limit=119.4

Full benefit available =144.0-101.7 = 42.3
Community benefit = 144.0-119.4 = 24.6
% share to community = 24.6/42.3 = 58%

2038 UCC Night:
2038 Baseline Contour Area with 2019 fleet = 159.4

2038 Baseline Contour Area with UCC fleet = 123.4

NE limit = 134.6

Full benefit available = 159.4-123.4 = 36.2
Community benefit = 159.4-134.6 = 24.8
% share to community 24.8/36.2 = 69%

2032 UCC Day:
2032 Baseline Contour Area with 2019 fleet = 144.0

2032 Baseline Contour Area with UCC fleet = 116.5

NE Limit = 135.5

Full benefit = 144.0-116.5 = 27.5
Community benefit = 144.0-135.5 = 8.5
% share to community = 8.5/27.5 = 31%

2032 UCC Night:
2032 Baseline Contour Area with 2019 fleet = 159.4

2032 Baseline Contour Area with UCC fleet = 134.5

NE Limit = 146.9

Full benefit available = 159.4-134.5 = 24.9
Community benefit = 159.4-146.9 = 12.5
% share to community = 12.5/24.9 = 50%

2032 STF Day:
2032 Baseline Contour Area with 2019 fleet = 144.0

2032 Baseline Contour Area with STF fleet = 125.6
NE Limit = 146.7

Full available benefit = 144.0-125.6 = 18.4
Community benefit = 144.0-146.7 = -2.7
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% share to community = -2.7/18.4 = -15%

2032 SFT Night:

2932 Baseline Contour Area with 2019 fleet = 159.4
2032 Baseline Contour Area with STF fleet = 143.9
NE Limit = 157.4

Full available benefit = 159.4-143.9 = 15.5
Community benefit = 159.4-157.4 = 2.0

% share to community = 2.0/15.5 = 13%

The change made to the noise envelope limits to reflect the
Updated Central Case, increases the share of the benefits going
to the community.

In 2019 the area of the Leg16 hr day contour was 136.0 and the
area of the Leqg 8 hr night contour was 159.4. With the noise
envelope limits now based on the Updated Central Case Leq, 16
hour day or Leq, 8 hour night contours, for any year of operation
the noise envelope ensures that air noise contours do not exceed
contour areas with one runway in 2019, and that an amount of the
benefit of technological improvements in noise is always required
to be shared.

As can be seen from the above, the extent to which the benefits of
improvements in noise performance are shared with the
community -is greater in 2038 than it is in 2032, and this is
because in the early years there is anticipated to be a greater
increase in the number of ATM's, which would be expected of any
airport expansion project.

The above summarises a calculation of how the benefits of
improvements in aircraft noise performance are shared. There
are also significant wider socio-economic benefits of the airport
which arise from the point the runway opens and which are
relevant to the consideration of the benefits of the Project as a
whole.

The Applicant’'s method for calculating sharing the benefits is
taken from the Bristol Airport expansion Planning Inspectors
Report as noted in ES Appendix 14.9.9 Report on Engagement
on the Noise Envelope [APP-179] and shared with the local
authorities in June 2022. An alternative method was proposed by
GACC and discussed. A method proposed by the planning
authorities involved ignoring baseline traffic growth which was not
considered realistic. The sharing of benefits with the updated
Central Case which the Applicant has committed to through the
revised noise envelope submissions [ES Appendix 14.9.7 The
Noise Envelope - Version 3 — Tracked] is discussed above at
row 2.16.2.12.
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2.16.4.11 Noise Envelope Use of annual noise contour limits in addition to noise limits covering the 92-
day summer period would provide confidence that noise would be controlled

outside the 92-day summer period.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Details of fleets for all assessment
scenarios should be submitted along with how aircraft are distributed
between the runways.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Information on fleets has been accepted;
however, the Applicant should identify why the composition of the slower

transition fleet is so different to the composition of the central case fleet.

Updated position (12.08.24): Information has been accepted;

Notwithstanding the explanation provided, annual Lden and Lnight
contours are provided for baseline and with Project conditions in
Section 14.6 and 14.9 of ES Chapter 14 to illustrate noise changes
over the whole year including the winter months.

e Section 4 of Appendix 14.9.2 provides tables of annual
Lden and Lnight.

e Figures 14.9.28 and 14.9.39 show annual Lden and
Lnight contours.

e Para 14.9.136 to 14.9.139 discuss the changes in annual
Lden and Lnight contours compared to the changes in
summer season Leq 16 hr and Leq 8 hour night contours.

Gatwick with the NRP will also be subject to an overall annual
ATM limit of 386,000 movements.

Updated Position (April 2024): The Applicant has provided full
details of the aircraft types modelling each year in Supporting
Noise and Vibration Technical Notes to Statements of
Common Ground, Appendix F - Aircraft Fleets for Noise
Modelling [REP3-071], which shows how aircraft are distributed
between the two runways,

The limits are set for the whole 24 hour period by using 16 hour
day and 8 hour night limits, and for the 92 day summer season
which is the noisiest time of year when noise impacts are greatest.
The convention for assessing and controlling noise from UK
airports over the 92 day summer season has been in place for
many years, both in DfT policy and CAA guidance primarily
because UK airports tend to be noisier in the summer months
because of increased travel abroad in our holiday season and
also because in the summer when it is warmer windows tend to
be open more, increasing noise levels inside buildings.

Noise levels at Gatwick are highest in the summer. ES paragraph
14.9.138 notes that summer season Leqshr cONtours are about
35% larger than annual Lnight contours and summer season Leq g hr
night noise levels are about 1.7dB higher than annual Lnignt 8 hour
noise levels.

Annual Lden and Lnight contours are provided for baseline and with
Project conditions in Section 14.6 and 14.9 of ES Chapter 14 to
illustrate noise changes over the whole year including the winter
months. Section 4 of Appendix 14.9.2 provides tables of annual

Section 14.6 and 14.9
of ES Chapter 14:
Noise and Vibration

APP-039]

ES Appendix 14.9.2:
Air Noise Modelling

APP-172]

ES Appendix 6.2.1:
Scoping Report Part
1[APP-092]

ES Appendix 6.2.1:
Scoping Report Part

2 [APP-093]

ES Chapter 4:
Existing Site and

Operation [APP-029]

Net-Agreed
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Lden and Lnight. Figures 14.9.28 and 14.9.39 show annual Lden
and Lnight contours. Para 14.9.136 to 14.9.139 discuss the changes
in annual Lden and Lnight contours compared to the changes in
summer season Leq 16 hr and Leq 8 hour night contours.
Paragraph 14.9.139 concludes as follows. The increase in size of
the annual Lnight contours in 2032 due to the Project compared to
the 2032 base is 11-12%, which is slightly larger than the increase
in the summer Leq g nr NOiSe contours of 9%. The increase in area
of the annual day evening night Lden NOise levels due to the Project
in 2032 compared to the 2032 base is 17% which is the same as
the increase in the summer daytime Leq 16 hr 51 dB contours in
2032. Overall, this suggests that any seasonality in the way the
extra capacity delivered by the Project is used has little effect on
noise levels across seasons. The Applicant therefore concludes
that there is no need to add annual noise contour limits to limit
noise impacts, and adding annual noise contours limits to the
Noise Envelope would add complexity that is not necessary to
meet the purpose.

Updated Position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided the information requested.

An explanation as to how the fleet transition is forecast is provided
in Chapter 2 of 5.1 ES Addendum - Updated Central Case
Aircraft Fleet Report [REP4-004]

2.16.4.12 Noise Envelope The Noise Envelope should provide certainty about the levels of noise which
can be expected in the future in accordance with CAP 1129; however, the
Noise Envelope allows for noise contour limits to increase as a result of
airspace changes and new aircraft technology. There should be no
allowance for noise contour area limits to increase.

Updated position (Deadline 1): There should be no allowance for Noise
Envelope limits to increase to give certainty to local communities on future
noise levels.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this
matter

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter
that there shod be no allowance for Noise Envelope limits to increase

The Noise Envelope provides certainty for the periods which it is
set in accordance with CAP1129. The noise envelope should
reflect evidence of the improvements in average fleet noise
performance over time and should not function to prevent airlines
serving changing markets or introducing new carbon-efficient
aircraft. There may also be extraordinary circumstances in which it
could be necessary to review the noise envelope limits upwards.
These points are fully as described in Sections 6.3 to 6.7 of the
Noise Envelope.

Any change to the noise envelope would require a formal review
following the processes laid out in Section 8, including consultation
and approval of the Secretary of State.

Updated Position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided a full description of how the noise
envelope will operate on a forward looking basis, beginning two
years in advance of operations from the NRP commencing, so as
to ensure the limits are nor breached in 10.50.4 The Applicant's
Response to Actions ISH8, Appendix A: Note on how the
Applicant will plan to stay in the Envelope and why this will

ES Appendix 14.9.7
The Noise Envelope

APP-177]

Not Agreed
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be effective. This approach is robust and will ensure that capacity
cannot be made available where there is a forecast breach and
that measures will be taken to prevent a breach arising.

that action can be implemented prior to a contour limit breach occurring.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Preventative action should be applied
when noise contours areas based on actuals or forecast movements are
approaching the limits.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position. There is no
evidence that forecasts can reliably predict what actually happens in reality.
Noise controls should have a forward-looking component that can be
applied during scheduling to provide confidence that noise limits would not
be exceeded.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC support the JLAs submission for an
Environmentally Managed Growth Framework [REP4-050]

year an Annual Monitoring and Forecasting Report will be required
to not only report monitoring of last year’s performance against the
Noise Envelope limits but to forecast compliance 5 years ahead,
so that noise control measures can be planned an implemented in
advance. The Noise Envelope, in Section 7.3, puts restrictions of
further capacity declaration in the event that an exceedance of the
noise envelope is forecast. The approach ensures action is taken
in a timely manner to require compliance, with the sufficient threat
of capacity restrictions if a breach is not remedied through the
action plan measures within a reasonable time period. This strikes
an appropriate fair balance, for the in the unlikely event of actual
breach taking into account the purposefully forward-looking nature
of the annual monitoring and forecasting approach.

Updated Position (April 2024): Where a limit is being
approached but not breached or forecast to be breached in the
future there is no need for any preventative measures, as in those
circumstances compliance is achieved,.

The Noise Envelope

APP-177]

2.16.4.13 Noise Envelope Local authorities should have a regulatory role in the Noise Envelope that During consultation with the TWGs and the Noise Envelope Group | ES Appendix 14.9.7 Not Agreed
involves reviewing and approving submissions. This role should allow action | (NEG) in summer 2022 the local authorities were consulted on the | The Noise Envelope
to be taken in the event of a breach. concept and make-up of a “Review Body” which would review and | [APP-177]
approve the outputs from the noise envelope when it becomes
Updated position (Deadline 1): The Host Authorities should be part of an active. GAL’s proposal for a sub-committee of GATCOM was
independent group set up to regulate the Noise Envelope. opposed by the LPAs. The suggestion of having Local Authorities
as the “Review Body” was also discussed during the NEG
Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC are of the opinion that the joint meetings and there was concern on the part of Community
local authorities should be part of a Noise Envelope scrutiny group. Representatives regarding there being a conflict of interest
between economic benefit in that some councils receive money
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter. | from the Airport as part of the S106 agreement but are impacted
little by the noise from airlines using the airport. There was no
clear resolution on the issue within the NEG and GAL
subsequently decided that the CAA would be best placed to
perform the function of Independent Reviewer as explained in ES
Appendix 14.9.7: The Noise Envelope. The Local Authorities can
monitor the outputs of the review process and in the case of a
breach take enforcement action as appropriate.
2.16.4.14 Noise Envelope Thresholds should be adopted within the Noise Envelope with the intention | As described in ES Appendix 14.9.7: The Noise Envelope, each ES Appendix 14.9.7 Not Agreed
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Updated Position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided a full description of how the noise
envelope will operate on a forward looking basis, beginning two
years in advance of operations from the NRP commencing, so as
to ensure the limits are not breached in 10.50.4 The Applicant's
Response to Actions ISH8, Appendix A: Note on how the
Applicant will plan to stay in the Envelope and why this will
be effective. This approach is robust and will ensure that capacity

cannot be made available where there is a forecast breach and
that measures will be taken to prevent a breach arising.

2.16.4.15 Noise Envelope

Capacity declaration restrictions are a weak form of noise control as new
slots within that capacity can be allocated. Slot restriction measures should
be adopted.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Capacity restrictions are not sufficient to

prevent potential breaches and slot restriction measures should be adopted.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC maintain their position on this
matter.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC maintain their position on this matter.

As described in ES Appendix 14.9.7: The Noise Envelope, each
year an Annual Monitoring and Forecasting Report will be required
to not only report monitoring of last year’s performance against the
Noise Envelope limits but to forecast compliance 5 years ahead,
so that noise control measures can be planned an implemented in
advance. The Noise Envelope, in Section 7.3, puts restrictions of
further capacity declaration in the event that an exceedance of the
noise envelope is forecast. The approach ensures action is taken
in a timely manner to require compliance, with the sufficient threat
of capacity restrictions if a breach is not remedied through the
action plan measures within a reasonable time period. This strikes
an appropriate fair balance, for the in the unlikely event of actual
breach taking into account the purposefully forward-looking nature
of the annual monitoring and forecasting approach.

Updated Position (April 2024): The noise envelope covers the
busiest three months of the year at which there is currently little
available capacity and close to 100% slot utilisation over the
operational day. From the point that the noise envelope is
introduced, GAL will treat the noise envelope limits as a
scheduling constraint such that there will be a link formed
between it and the capacity declaration. The allocation of new
slots in any year is predicated on the take-up of those slots not
resulting in an exceedance of the noise envelope. The ATM
forecast will be processed through the noise model to check it
meets the noise envelope limit for the forecast capacity before the
slots are allocated. This should ensure the subsequent allocation
and take-up of those slots within the capacity declaration will not
result in a forecasted exceedance of the noise envelope limits. It
is anticipated that actual performance will track well to forecast
performance, particularly as those are refined against one another
over time through the production of the Annual Monitoring and

ES Appendix 14.9.7
The Noise Envelope

APP-177]

Not Agreed
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Forecasting Reports, and this proposal is therefore considered to
be the most effective method to prevent breaches arising.

Updated Position (July 2024)

The Applicant has provided a full description of how the noise
envelope will operate on a forward looking basis, beginning two
years in advance of operations from the NRP commencing, so as
to ensure the limits are not breached in 10.50.4 The Applicant's
Response to Actions ISH8, Appendix A: Note on how the
Applicant will plan to stay in the Envelope and why this will
be effective. This approach is robust and will ensure that capacity
cannot be made available where there is a forecast breach and
that measures will be taken to prevent a breach arising.

Other

There are no other issues relating to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.17. Planning and Policy

2.17.1

Table 2.17 sets out the position of both parties in relation to planning and policy matters.

Table 2.17 Statement of Common Ground — Planning and Policy Matters

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Updated position (Deadline 1): Awaiting legal advice.

Updated position (Deadline 5):

MSDC'’s concerns with Requirement 19 are set out in row 2.7.1.8 above,
its proposed amendments to the provision are set out in row 92 of
Appendix M to the West Sussex Authorities’ LIR [REP4-042].
Furthermore, at Deadline 4, the Joint Local Authorities submitted their
Introduction to a proposal for an Environmentally Managed Growth
Framework [REP4-050] (“the Introduction”), which explains that the DCO
requirements which include controls related to environmental effects
provide the Applicant with too much flexibility. The Introduction states the
Joint Local Authorities consider a bespoke Environmentally Managed
Growth Framework should apply to the proposed development and that a
worked-up Framework will be submitted to the Examination as soon as

relationship between the DCO Project and airspace regulations was
set out in paragraphs 3.3.10 to 3.3.13 of the Autumn 2021
Consultation, contained in Consultation Report Appendices, Part B,
Volume 2.

Updated position (April 2024): Requirement 19 of the Draft DCO
REP3-006] secures the operation of the repositioned northern
runway.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has responded to
the JLAS’ Introduction for a proposal for Environmentally Managed
Growth at Appendix B of The Applicant’'s Response to Deadline 4
Submissions (Doc Ref 10.38) submitted at Deadline 5.

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant has responded to the

JLAS’ Introduction for a proposal for Environmentally Managed

APP-225]

Appendix B of The
Applicant’s
Response to
Deadline 4
Submissions (Doc
Ref 10.38)

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
2.17.11 Planning Statement The Planning Statement sets out the various mechanisms that will be GAL will issue a draft of the Section 106 Agreement in connection n/a blefgroodllndor
used to mitigate the impacts of the project. It provides further detail of the | with the NRP to the local authorities. GAL looks forward to receiving diseussionAgreed
mitigations that will be secured. MSDC would want to be a signatory to initial feedback on the first draft and continuing engagement with
legal agreements to secure the necessary mitigation. the parties to ensure a final, signed version has been submitted by
the close of the examination.
Updated position (Deadline 1): S106 still under discussion.
Updated position (April 2024): The Joint Local Authorities and
Updated position (Deadline 5): Discussion on the draft S106 are still GAL are continue to work together and engaging on the draft
ongoing. Section 106 Agreement. At the time of writing, the Applicant and
JLAs have agreed a series of meetings on each of the schedules of
Updated position (12.08.24) It is noted that MSDC will not be a signatory the s106 agreement.
to any S106 agreement.
Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant is continuing to
S106 is subject to ongoing discussion between the Applicant and local engage with the Local Authorities on the drafting of the Section 106
authorities. Agreement. On this basis, the Applicant would kindly request clarity
from MSDC on why this item has been marked as ‘not agreed’
given the ongoing discussions.
Updated position (Deadline 9): The Section 106 Agreement is
being submitted at Deadline 9 and this matter can now be agreed.
2.17.1.2 Planning Statement How the changes mentioned in paragraphs 1.3.7 and 1.3.8 will be Airspace within the UK is regulated by the Civil Aviation Authority Consultation Lader
secured. (CAA) and managed by NATS En Route, which is a subdivision Report Appendices, | discussionNot
within the National Air Traffic Services. An explanation of the Part B, Volume 2 Agreed
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possible. The Framework will apply to, amongst other provisions,
Requirement 19.

Growth at Appendix B of The Applicant’s Response to Deadline
4 Submissions (Doc Ref 10.38) submitted at Deadline 5 and The
Applicant's Response to Deadline 5 Submissions - Response
to JLA's EMG Framework Paper [REP6-093] submitted at
Deadline 6. Together, these submissions detail why the Applicant
considers an EMG framework is neither necessary nor appropriate

for the Project.

29) falls within the scope of the DCO regime. The same point applies to
the proposed commercial space.

Updated position (Deadline 1): See response for 20.22.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): The council wish to reiterate concerns
regarding hotels made in West Sussex Local Impact Report [REP1-068]
paragraph 17.92 (page 315) hotel parking should not be used for
commuter or customer (including guest) use, as this would create
unnecessary car-based journeys to the airport, undermining the
Applicant’s ability to achieve its Surface Access Commitments. The
council remains of the view that hotels coming forward through the DCO

Development within the Project was provided at the Planning TWG
in November 2022 justified against the Planning Act 2008 and
Government’s supporting guidance, and no subsequent queries
were raised by the LAs. A response was also provided on this
against Item 3.93 in the October 2023 versions of the Issues
Trackers.

Updated position (April 2024): Please may MSDC clarify which
document the 20.22 reference is made in relation to, noting that
para 20.22 of the Joint West Sussex Local Impact Report [REP1-
068] relates to health and wellbeing.

2.17.1.3 Planning Statement The legal and/or policy basis for the statement that it is “appropriate to use | The Airport National Policy Statement (para 1.41) itself confirms The Applicant’s Under
the policy framework of the [Airports National Policy Statement] as the that “the Secretary of State considers that the contents of the Written Summary of | diseussiorAgreed
primary framework against which the project as a whole should be tested” | Airports NPS will be both important and relevant considerations in Oral Submissions
(paragraph 1.5.19). the determination of such an application [not comprising an from ISH1 [REP1-
application for the Heathrow Northwest Runway], particularly where | 056]
Updated position (Deadline 1): Awaiting legal advice it relates to London or the South East of England.”
The Applicant’s
.Updated position (Deadline 5): Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant has responded on Response to ISH1
this matter through the Issue Specific Hearings and submissions to | Actions [REP1-062]
The Council’s position on this is set out in the Authorities response to previous deadlines. Most notably in The Applicant’s Written
ExQ1 CS.1.27 [REP2.3-132]. The Authorities and Council continue to Summary of Oral Submissions from ISH1 [REP1-056], The The Applicant’s
discuss the approach to be taken to sections 104-105 and the Applicant's | Applicant’s Response to ISH1 Actions [REP1-062] and The Response to Local
Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-031] states the Applicant Applicant’s Response to Local Impact Reports [REP3-078]. The | Impact Reports
intends to prepare a further submission on this issue at Deadline 5. Applicant would welcome an updated position or response from [REP3-078]
MSDC against this SoCG item in response to those submissions.
The Applicant’s
Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant provided further Position on
detail on its position within The Applicant’s Position on Sections | Sections 104 and
104 and 105 of the Planning Act 2008 [REP6-095]. The Applicant | 105 of the Planning
notes the Legal Partnership Authorities’ response at Deadline 7 Act 2008 [REP6-
[REP7-107] in which the LPASs state in their concluding remarks that | 095]
“the disagreements do not need to be resolved in order for a lawful
decision to be made”.
2.17.1.4 Planning Statement Why the Applicant considers the provision of hotels (Works 26, 27, 28 and | An explanation of hotel and office provisions as Associated n/a Not Agreed
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001852-10.8.2%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH1%20Case%20for%20the%20Proposed%20Development.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001858-10.9.2%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Actions%20-%20ISH1%20Case%20for%20the%20Proposed%20Development.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002171-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002761-10.53%20The%20Applicant's%20Position%20on%20Sections%20104%20and%20105%20of%20the%20Planning%20Act%202008.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002873-%20submissionsreceived%20by%20Deadline%206.%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001852-10.8.2%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH1%20Case%20for%20the%20Proposed%20Development.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001852-10.8.2%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH1%20Case%20for%20the%20Proposed%20Development.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001858-10.9.2%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Actions%20-%20ISH1%20Case%20for%20the%20Proposed%20Development.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002171-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002761-10.53%20The%20Applicant's%20Position%20on%20Sections%20104%20and%20105%20of%20the%20Planning%20Act%202008.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002761-10.53%20The%20Applicant's%20Position%20on%20Sections%20104%20and%20105%20of%20the%20Planning%20Act%202008.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
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should be subject to parking controls (secured via obligation) that limit
parking as set out above.

Regarding commercial space, the Applicant’s response to CBC SoCG
April 2024 (to point 2.19.5.3) suggests that offices are intended to be
used by occupiers that are not related to the operation of the airport. If that
is the case, this would mean that the offices within the DCO are not
Associated Development because they could be used by any business
with no connection whatsoever with the operation of the airport. The
Planning Statement [App-245] states at paragraph 4.5.70 that “Additional
office and hotel provision is proposed to meet the needs of airport
companies and passengers” which is inconsistent with the April 2024
response from the Applicant. Controls restricting use to airport-related
uses only are essential, or this element of the Project should be removed..

example, which parts of the ddco are relevant).

Updated position (Deadline 1): Welcome clarification on this point.

In project elements and approach to mitigation for CBC.

Update position (Deadline 5)

MSDC welcomes the submission of the updated Mitigation Route Map,
MSDC provided further comments on the Mitigation Route Map in the
response to the Approach to Tracking Mitigation ExXAQ1 (DCO 1.42) in
[REP3-135]. WSCC would like to see the development of the Route Map
from its current form, into a Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC) document. This would be an effective way to track
progress against commitments made, which could then be secured
through the DCO, rather than just for information, as currently proposed.

DCO Examination to reflect any changes / updates made through
the process. The next iteration (and any subsequent updates) will
specific the relevant schedule/requirement of the draft DCO, as
requested by MSDC.

Updated position (April 2024): The updated Mitigation Route
Map [REP2-011] submitted at Deadline 2 identifies which part of the
Draft DCO is relevant to specific mitigation / commitment.

Mitigation Route
Map [APP-078]

2.17.1.5 Planning Statement How the Flood Resilience Statement will be secured (paragraph 5.5.8 and | GAL will consider how best to secure the Flood Resilience n/a Under-discussion
Table 5.2). Statement and confirm in due course. Agreed
Updated position (Deadline 1): Further discussion required. Updated position (April 2024): The Draft DCO [REP1-004] was
updated at Deadline 1 to include Requirement 24 which secures the
In project elements and approach to mitigation for CBC, who suggest Flood Resilience Statement.
moving to ‘Water Environment’.
Updated position (July 2024): On the basis of MSDC’s Deadline 5
Update position (Deadline 5) response, this item has been marked as agreed.
MSDC note the Applicants response. No further comment.
2.17.1.6 Planning Statement Whether an updated Mitigation Route Map will be prepared (stating, for The Mitigation Route Map will be updated during the course of the ES Appendix 5.2.3: | Agreed
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an important and relevant matter in the context of policy compliance).

Updated position (Deadline 1): This issue has not been addressed.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): MSDC notes that the Applicant has now
prepared Local Planning Policy Compliance Tables [REP3-055]. In its
response to this document, [Table 6.11 REP4-042] the council has
highlighted areas, including socio-economic policies, where it disagrees
with the Applicant’s commentary on policy requirements and compliance.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC notes the updated position of the
Applicant. The position of MSDC has been set out as noted by the
Applicant. Matters relating to the assessment of socio-economic
matters are set out in Table 2.19.

specific local plan policies in Section 6.6 of the Planning Statement.

The purpose of the Planning Policy Compliance Table is to set out
and consider relevant national policies against the Project
proposals, in recognition that the Government’s National Policy
Statements provide the primary planning policy framework for
NSIPs under the Planning Act 2008.

Updated position (April 2024): A series of Local Planning Policy
Compliance Tables [REP3-055] were submitted at Deadline 3.
Annex E relates to MSDC’s local planning policies and was
prepared taking account of the Joint West Sussex Local Impact

Report [REP1-068].

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant’s response to CBC,
HDC and MSDC comments on the Local Planning Policy
Compliance Tables [REP3-055] is set out in paragraph 3.17.21 of
The Applicant’'s Response to Deadline 4 Submissions [REP5-072].
As set out in that response, CBC, HDC and MSDC comments
largely pointed to the content of the Joint West Sussex Local Impact

Report [REP1-068] and which the Applicant responded to at
Deadline 3. The Applicant has no further responses to make on the
LPAs’ submissions that have not been responded to within the
Local Compliance Tables themselves, the Applicant’s Response to
the Local Impact Report [REP3-078] or in subsequent submissions
responding to the Local Authorities comments, including the
Applicant’s Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-031] and

Planning Statement
Appendix C
Planning Policy
Compliance Table

[APP-248]

Local Planning
Policy Compliance

Tables [REP3-055]

2.17.1.7 Planning Statement Why highway improvements will not be in place and open to the public An explanation of the timing of the surface access improvement Planning Statement | No longer being
until after the northern runway comes into commercial use (paragraph works is contained further in the Planning Statement, within Section | [APP-245] pursued Net
7.2.9). 8.4. Further detail is also contained in ES Chapter 12: Traffic and Agreed
Transport and the Transport Assessment, underpinned by the traffic | ES Chapter 12:
Updated position (Deadline 1): To confirm position with Highways modelling. Traffic and
Authority. Transport [APP-037]
Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant would welcome
In project elements and approach to mitigation for CBC. clarification on MSDC'’s updated position. Is MSDC proposing that Transport
this matter is deferred to the SoCGs with CBC and the relevant Assessment [APP-
Update position (Deadline 5) MSDC defer this matter to the relevant Highway Authorities? 258]
Highway Authority.
Updated position (July 2024): On the basis of MSDC’s Deadline 5
submission, the Applicant has changed the status of this item to no
longer pursing.
2.17.1.8 Planning Statement Why the Planning Policy Compliance Tables appear to make no reference | Relevant local policies are set out within the DCO Application, Planning Statement | Net-Agreed
at all to Local Plan policies (contrasting with the Manston DCO where, in namely within the legislation and policy sections of the topic-specific | [APP-245] Under
the decision letter, the Secretary of State listed the Thanet Local Plan as ES Chapters (namely ES Chapter 7 to 20) and Gatwick Airport- discussionNo

longer pursued.
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002144-7.1%20Planning%20Statement%20-%20Appendix%20E%20Local%20Policy%20Compliance%20Tables.pdf
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in the Applicant’'s Response to Deadline 4 Submissions [REP5-
072].
If HBEMSDC has outstanding concerns, the Applicant would
suggest that this SoCG item is marked as ‘resolved’ or ‘no longer
being pursued’ as any policy specific concerns are captured in other
SoCG items.
2.17.1.9 Planning Statement Why there is no reference to Local Plan policies in the following sections: Relevant local policies are set out within the DCO Application, Planning Statement | NetAgreed
Air Quality (8.5); Noise and Vibration (8.6); Greenhouse Gas Emissions namely within the legislation and policy sections of the topic-specific | [APP-245] Under
(8.7); Biodiversity and Ecological Conservation (8.9); Agricultural Land ES Chapters (namely ES Chapter 7 to 20) and Gatwick Airport- disecussionSee
Use and Recreation (8.10); Resource and Waste Management (8.11); specific local plan policies in Section 6.6 of the Planning Statement. | Local Planning matters set out in
Flood Risk (8.12); Water Environment (Water Quality and Resources) Policy Compliance | Table 2.19 Socio-
(8.13); Historic Environment (8.14); Landscape, Townscape and Visual Updated position (April 2024): A series of Local Planning Policy | Tables [REP3-055] Economics
Resources (Visual Impacts) (8.15); Geology and Ground Conditions Compliance Tables [REP3-055] were submitted at Deadline 3.
(8.16); Artificial Light, Smoke and Steam (8.17); Major Accidents and Annex E relates to MSDC'’s local planning policies and was
Disasters (8.18); Health and Wellbeing (8.19); Sustainability (8.20); prepared taking account of the Joint West Sussex Local Impact
Community Compensation (8.21); Community Engagement (8.22). Report [REP1-068].
Updated position (Deadline 1): This issue has not been addressed. Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant’s response to CBC,
HDC and MSDC comments on the Local Planning Policy
Updated Position (Deadline 5): MSDC notes that the Applicant has now | Compliance Tables [REP3-055] is set out in paragraph 3.17.21 of
prepared Local Planning Policy Compliance Tables [REP3-055]. In its The Applicant’s Response to Deadline 4 Submissions [REP5-072].
response to this document, [Table 6.11 REP4-042] the council has As set out in that response, CBC, HDC and MSDC comments
highlighted areas, including socio-economic policies, where it disagrees largely pointed to the content of the Joint West Sussex Local Impact
with the Applicant’s commentary on policy requirements and compliance. Report [REP1-068] and which the Applicant responded to at
Deadline 3. The Applicant has no further responses to make on the
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC notes the updated position of the LPAs’ submissions that have not been responded to within the
Applicant. The position of MSDC has been set out as noted by the Local Compliance Tables themselves, the Applicant’s Response to
Applicant. Matters relating to the assessment of socio-economic matters the Local Impact Report [REP3-078] or in subsequent submissions
are set out in Table 2.19. responding to the Local Authorities comments, including the
Applicant’s Response to Deadline 3 Submissions [REP4-031] and
in the Applicant’'s Response to Deadline 4 Submissions [REP5-
072].
If HBEMSDC has outstanding concerns, the Applicant would
suggest that this SoCG item is marked as ‘resolved’ or ‘no longer
being pursued’ as any policy specific concerns are captured in other
SoCG items.
Updated position (Deadline 9): Please defer to the status of matters
set out in Table 2.19.
2.17.1.10 Planning Statement It is not clear whether the mitigation set out in section 8 (planning Please may MSDC provide further detail on this concern or confirm | The Applicant’s Agreed
assessment) is sufficient. if its concerns on mitigation set out in Section 8 are covered Response to Local

Gatwick Northern Runway Project

Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0

Page 113



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002144-7.1%20Planning%20Statement%20-%20Appendix%20E%20Local%20Policy%20Compliance%20Tables.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001044-7.1%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002144-7.1%20Planning%20Statement%20-%20Appendix%20E%20Local%20Policy%20Compliance%20Tables.pdf

G

LONDON
«? GATWICK

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Updated position (Deadline 1): This will be explored in more detail
through LIR and WR.

Update position (Deadline 5): The Applicant response is noted and it is
accepted that topic specific matters are dealt with elsewhere in this
SOCG. Therefore this general issue can be marked as agreed.

elsewhere in its RRs and PADS (and therefore responded to
elsewhere in these Issues Tables).

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant has responded to
matters in the Joint West Sussex Local Impact Report [REP1-
068] (which includes MSDC) and MSDC’s Written Representation
REP1-083] through submission made at Deadline 3, including The
Applicant’s Response to Local Impact Reports [REP3-078] and
The Applicant’s Response to Written Representations [REP3-

072].

Impact Reports

[REP3-078]

The Applicant’s
Response to
Written
Representations

[REP3-072]

2.17.1.11

Planning Statement

The adequacy of the Employment, Skills and Business Strategy (ESBS)
(paragraph 8.3).

Updated position (Deadline 1): Feedback has been provided following
TWG’s as requested by applicant.

Updated position (Deadline 5)
This issue is repeated at matter 2.19.4.1.

Updated position (12.08.24)
Matter is covered in Table 2.19: Socio Economic

Please may MSDC provide further detail on this concern or confirm
if its concerns on the ESBS are covered elsewhere in its RRs and
PADS (and therefore responded to elsewhere in these Issues
Tables).

Updated position (April 2024): The ESBS has been subject to
discussions at Issue Specific Hearing 3 contained in The
Applicant’s Written Summary of ISH3 Oral Submissions [REP1-
058] and The Applicant’s Response to ISH3 Actions [REP1-064]
were submitted at Deadline 1. Subsequent to this, a draft ESBS
Implementation Plan [REP3-069] has been submitted at Deadline
3 including further information on the activities to be delivered and
who GAL will work with partners and stakeholders. Other SoCG
SoCG matters on socio-economics and the ESBS is contained in
Section 2.19 of this SoCG.

Updated position (July 2024): On the basis of MSDC Deadline 5
response, this item has been marked as covered by Row 2.19.4.1
to avoid duplication in this SoCG.

n/a

i :
—seeCovered by
matters_in Row
Table 2.19

2.17.1.12

Planning Statement

It is not clear how the mitigation referred to in paragraph 8.17.11 (Artificial
Light, Smoke and Steam) will be secured.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Draft DCO is under discussion.
Updated Position (Deadline 5)

It is noted that mitigation measure for lighting are contained within the
design principles, in Appendix 1 of the Design and Access Statement
[REP3-056] and secured under the draft DCO (i.e. Requirements 4,5, and
10). Discussions on the dDCO are ongoing.

(No comment on Smoke and Steam)

Updated Position (12.08.24) No further comment.

Mitigation measures for lighting are contained within the design
principles, in Appendix Al of the Design and Access Statement
(Volume 5) and secured under the draft DCO (i.e. Requirements 4,
5 and 10).

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant would welcome an
updated position or response from MSDC against this SoCG item,
or confirmation if this item can be marked as ‘agreed’.

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant would welcome
clarification from MSDC on whether this item can be marked as
‘agreed’ or ‘resolved’. Items on the dDCO are covered elsewhere in
this SoCG.

Appendix Al of the
Design and Access
Statement (Volume

5) [APP-257

Draft DCO (REP1-
021

T -
No longer
pursued
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001699-D1_Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council_Written%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002171-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002166-10.14%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002166-10.14%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002171-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002166-10.14%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001854-10.8.4%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH3%20Socio-Economics.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001854-10.8.4%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH3%20Socio-Economics.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001860-10.9.4%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Actions%20-%20ISH3%20Socio-Economics.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002158-10.11%20Draft%20Section%20106%20Agreement%20Annex%20ESBS%20Implementation%20Plan.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001052-7.3%20Design%20and%20Access%20Statement%20-%20Volume%205.pdf
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2.17.1.13

Planning Statement

Several queries about the claimed benefits of the project as set out in
section 9 (planning balance and conclusions).

Updated position (Deadline 1): This will be explored in more detail
through LIR and WR.

Update position (Deadline 5)

The Applicant response is noted and it is accepted that topic specific
matters are dealt with elsewhere in this SOCG. Therefore this general
issue can be marked as agreed

Please may MSDC provide further detail on which benefits in
Section 9 of the Planning Statement it has queries or concerns, if
these are not covered elsewhere in its RRs and PADS (and
therefore covered elsewhere in these Issues Tables).

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant has responded to
matters in the Joint West Sussex Local Impact Report [REP1-

Planning Statement

[APP-245]

The Applicant’s
Response to Local
Impact Reports
[REP3-078]

068] (which includes MSDC) and MSDC’s Written Representation

REP1-083] through submission made at Deadline 3, including The
Applicant’s Response to Local Impact Reports [REP3-078] and
The Applicant’s Response to Written Representations [REP3-

072].

The Applicant’s
Response to
Written
Representations

[REP3-072]

Agreed
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001749-D1_Crawley%20Borough%20Council,%20Horsham%20District%20Council,%20Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council%20and%20West%20Sussex%20County%20Council_Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001699-D1_Mid%20Sussex%20District%20Council_Written%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002171-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002166-10.14%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002166-10.14%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001044-7.1%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002171-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002166-10.14%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Written%20Representations.pdf
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2.18. Project Elements and Approach to Mitigation
2.18.1 Table 2.18 sets out the position of both parties in relation to project elements and approach to mitigation matters.

Table 2.18 Statement of Common Ground — Project Elements and Approach to Mitigation Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Sighposting Status

There are no issues relating to Project Elements and Approach to Mitigation in this Statement of Common Ground.

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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2.19.1

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Socio-Economics and Economics

Table 2.20-19 sets out the position of both parties in relation to socio-economics and economics matters.

Table 2.19 Statement of Common Ground — Socio-Economics and Economics Matters

to-date data should be used given it will impact on labour supply/housing
conclusions. The assessment also makes optimistic projections on
housing and does not appear to fully consider existing constraints.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The Applicant should source up-to-data
for all data sources used in the chapter to avoid adopting an inconsistent
approach to the assessment.

data (i.e. pre-Covid) given that the economy and wider socio-
economic conditions are expected to rebound to pre-pandemic
levels before the Project’'s commencement. For the same reasons,
the same approach is carried over in the ES, however, where
appropriate, relevant data sources such as labour market and
employment indicators have been updated to reflect the latest
available position based on data availability.

Updated position
(April 2024):

ISH3 Action Point 5 in
The Applicant’s
Response to Actions

ISH2-5 [REP2-005]

Reference | Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status
Baseline
2.19.11 Baseline Data The applicant should revisit its approach to estimating construction The estimate of construction employment is provided by GAL’s ES Appendix 17.9.1: No_longer
employment and forecasting availability of temporary accommodation construction team. The estimate is sound. Gatwick tpursuing
given reliance on old data and not accounting for local variations. See 3.28 for a response on the availability of accommodation. Construction Agreed
Workforce
Updated position (Deadline 1): Up-to-date data should be used to inform | Updated position (April 2024): Distribution
the assessment of impacts related to construction employment and The Applicant has provided a revised assessment of the housing Technical Note [APP-
temporary accommodation. need during construction using updated data from the 2021 Census | 199].
and has provided a further assessment of the construction
Updated Position (Deadline 5): MSDC have set out their concerns with workforce in a separate note in response to the Local Impact Updated position
regards to construction employment and temporary accommodation in Reports. (April 2024):
their Deadline 4 response [ and Deadline 3 West Sussex Joint Local Section 6 of ES
Authorities response [REP3-117] Sections 2.2 and 2.3. and in their Updated position (July 2024): Appendix 17.9.3:
Deadline 4 response [REP4 — 042] paragraphs 2.81 to 2.94. This estimate of the NHB proportion is a different issue that is Assessment of
addressed elsewhere. The matter will be discussed further at a Population and
MSDC welcome the Applicant having updated its construction phase TWG. Housing Effects
housing need assessment using 2021 census data. However, the council [APP201]
remain concerned that the Applicant’'s assumptions relating to NHB Regarding construction worker shortage, the latest CITB Labour
workers are not suitably precautionary when compared with assumptions Market Intelligence Report for the South East The Applicant’s
made for other DCOs in the south east of England, and having regard to (https://www.citb.co.uk/media/vjlpgwg0/ctb1003 csn- Response to Local
existing skills shortages within the construction industry. Further, as set rep_reqgional south-east _aw?2.pdf) now includes the NRP in its Impact Reports
out West Sussex Deadline 3 Submission [REP3-117] Sections 2.2 and forecasts and is still showing a decline in activity in the Appendix D —
2.3, the council retains its concerns about the availability of temporary and | infrastructure sector from 2024-2028. This remains the best Construction Labour
short-term accommodation during the construction phase, given existing consideration of cumulative demand for relevant skilled workers. Market and
constraints on the supply of such accommodation (reflected in declaration | GAL therefore retains its position that there will not be a shortage of | Accommodation
of the CBC Housing Emergency and the pressure on the wider Housing workers (and even if there were, GAL would not be responsible for Impacts [REP3-082]
Market Area for North West Sussex) mitigating it).
Updated position (12.08.24): No longer pursuing.
2.19.1.2 Baseline Data The assessment of housing and population relies on out of date data. Up- | The analysis presented in the PEIR was primarily based on 2019 n/a Not Agreed
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https://www.citb.co.uk/media/vjlpqwg0/ctb1003_csn-rep_regional_south-east_aw2.pdf
https://www.citb.co.uk/media/vjlpqwg0/ctb1003_csn-rep_regional_south-east_aw2.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000882-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.1%20Gatwick%20Construction%20Workforce%20Distribution%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000882-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.1%20Gatwick%20Construction%20Workforce%20Distribution%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000884-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.3%20Assessment%20of%20Population%20and%20Housing%20Effects.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002170-10.15%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20the%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20-%20Appendix%20D%20-%20Construction%20Labour%20Market%20and%20Accommodation%20Impacts.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001902-D2_Applicant_10.9.7%20The%20Applicants%20Response%20to%20Actions%20-%20ISHs%202-5.pdf
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Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant should obtain up-to-data
for all data sources used in the chapter to avoid adopting an inconsistent
approach to the assessment. Latest update by Applicant has not provided
this.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC'’s concern is that the 2021 Census
reflects temporary and unprecedented changes to the housing market
arising from the Covid-19 pandemic, whereby there was a greater than
normal availability of PRS, representing a deviation from long-term trends.

This was addressed by MSDC and the Authorities in their Deadline 3
Submission [REP3-117] Section 2.3, specifically paragraphs 2.3.5 to
2.3.7, With the market now returning to pre-pandemic levels, MSDC
contend that the supply of available bedspaces measured at the 2021
Census would be higher than in today’s more normal operating market if

Updated position (April 2024):
The Applicant has provided data from the 2021 Census in its
response to Action 5 of Issue Specific Hearing 3.

The Applicant has also provided a response during Issue Specific
Hearing 3 on using a mixture of pre-Covid and post-Covid data.
Some data has inevitably changed since submission of the
application and will continue to change but it does not materially
change the assessment. There is also no requirement to update
data throughout the Examination as new data becomes available.

Please also refer to the response at Row 2.19.1.1 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):

measured again. This is reflected in the council’s own experience, where

No change

there has been a significant worsening in the availability of short- and
medium-term accommodation in the years since the 2021 Census was
undertaken.

Deadline 1
Submission — Written
Summary of Oral
Submissions from
Issue Specific
Hearing 3: Socio-
economics [REP1-
058] — Section 3.1

Assessment Methodology

economic Topic Working Group meetings, there is still no assessment of
effects undertaken at a local authority level. The impacts of the project on
key variables such as employment, labour market, housing (including
affordable), social infrastructure and temporary accommodation need to
be assessed given they affect both functioning and decision making at the
local level.

magnitude criteria.

Detailed analysis of the construction employment expected to be
generated by the Project is provided in ES Appendix 17.9.1:
Gatwick Construction Workforce Distribution Technical Note,
including an assessment of the potential construction labour supply
and their spatial distribution. This data has informed the

Economics [APP-042]

2.19.2.1 Assessment Methodology Several of the baseline data sources in ES Chapter 17 Socio-Economic The analysis presented in the PEIR was primarily based on 2019 n/a Removed
[APP-042] and Appendix 17.9.3 [APP201] are out of date which is a data (i.e. pre-Covid) given that the economy and wider socio-
concern given the reliance on these sources to inform the various economic conditions are expected to rebound to pre-pandemic
assessments. Up-to-date baseline data should be sourced to inform levels before the Project’s commencement. For the same reasons,
assessments. This should include obtaining relevant data from local the same approach is carried over in the ES, however, where
authorities. appropriate, relevant data sources such as labour market and
employment indicators have been updated to reflect the latest
Updated position (Deadline 1): The Applicant should source up-to-data available position based on data availability.
for all data sources used in the chapter to avoid adopting an inconsistent
approach to the assessment. Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.1.1 of this Table.
Updated Position (Deadline 5). This matter can be removed as repetition
of matter 2.19.1.2
2.19.2.2 Assessment Methodology Despite being raised as a gap in the assessment at several Socio- Please see the response provided at Row 3.7 of this table for ES Chapter 17 Socio- | Net-AgreedNo

longer pursued

ES Appendix 17.9.1:
Gatwick
Construction
Workforce
Distribution
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001854-10.8.4%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH3%20Socio-Economics.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001854-10.8.4%20Written%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20-%20ISH3%20Socio-Economics.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000834-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2017%20Socio-Economic.pdf
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Updated position (Deadline 1): An assessment of impacts is required at
the local authority level. Concerns related to sensitivity and magnitude
criteria for several socio-economic receptors.

Updated position (Deadline 5): As set out at 2.86 of the West Sussex
Deadline 4 Submission [REP4-042] and at several points prior to this, the
Applicant has not provided a satisfactory response to the Local
Authorities’ point that assessments at the local authority level are needed
for those to inform potential socio-economic effects at a local level. The
Local Authorities are still waiting for reasonable explanation for why an
assessment at the local level has not been undertaken. Whilst the
Applicant cross-refers to information provided submitted prior to Deadline
1, this does not address the points that assessment at the local level is
required which is supported by a qualitative commentary on the
implications of the Project.

The council has discussed ongoing concerns through West Sussex LIR
[REP1-068] Sections 18.36 to 18.48, West Sussex Deadline 3 Submission
[REP3-117] Sections 2.2 and 2.3, and West Sussex Deadline 4
Submission [REP4-042] Sections 2.118 to 2.124. These principally focus
on whether the Applicant’s assumptions for NHB workers are sufficiently
precautionary, particularly given more conservative assumptions made for
other DCOs in the south east of England, and having regard to existing
skills shortages within the construction industry.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC'’s position is as set out at Issue
Specific Hearing 9 whereby its Counsel stated that the absence of a local
authority level assessment is not a legal deficiency in the ES but is a
shortcoming affecting the weight given to benefits within the planning
balance related to the socio-economic assessment. The consequences of
the absence of a local level assessment could in some way be alleviated
through the ESBS however this will depend on the extent to which it
addresses local need. MSDC is content to move this matter to * No longer
pursued’, subject to the ESBS and Implementation Plans including
mechanism to target sectors of the local economies that may require
intervention to ensure no adverse impact.

assessment of the labour market within Section 17.9 of ES Chapter
17: Socio-Economic.

Wider effects of the construction phase have been assessed in
terms of potential impacts on the construction supply chain
measured relative to the scale of construction sector enterprises (as
opposed to employment which is used for direct effects only) in
each of the assessment areas.

GAL’s response reiterated that an assessment of the potential
demand for housing during the construction phase has been added
to the Assessment of Population and Housing Effects.

As set out in response to point 3.4, impacts are assessed at the
appropriate functional spatial scale and with additional information
also provided at local authority level.

Updated position (April 2024):

The Applicant restated its position in Issue Specific Hearing 3 —
information is provided on impacts at local authority level but the
assessment of significance is (correctly) done at the functional
market area level.

ES Appendix 17.9.3: Assessment of Population and Housing
Effects contains a housing assessment at a local authority level and
the Applicant’s Response to Issue Specific Hearings includes a
local authority-level assessment for all authorities where more than
one non-home based worker is expected to be based (Crawley,
Reigate and Banstead, Mole Valley, Mid Sussex, Tandridge,
Horsham and Croydon).

Construction employment at the local authority level is provided in
ES Appendix 17.9.1: Gatwick Construction Workforce Distribution
Technical note.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

Technical Note [APP-
199]

ES Chapter 17:
Socio-Economic

[APP-042]

ES Appendix 17.9.3
Assessment of
Population and
Housing Effects

APP-201]

Updated position
(April 2024):

ISH3 Action Point 5 in
the Applicant’s
Response to Actions

ISH2-5 [REP2-005]

Appendix 17.9.1:
Gatwick
Construction
Workforce
Distribution
Technical Note [APP-

199]

2.19.2.3

Magnitude of impacts
definition

Appendix 17.9.3 Paragraph 17.4.25 [APP-201] presents tables defining
the scale of magnitude of impacts for construction and operational periods
of the project. The use of numbers and percentages to quantify impact
can be challenging especially given all study areas are different and can
be influenced by a number of different factors. It is not clear how these the
ranges were defined to inform the assessment.

As shown in ES Chapter 17 Socio-Economics, the thresholds
applied vary across receptors and geographies. These are
ultimately based on a professional judgment, however proposed
thresholds were presented during Topic Working Groups for
comment

Updated position (April 2024):

ES Chapter 17 Socio-
Economics [APP-042]

Net-AgreedNo

longer pursued.
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000882-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.1%20Gatwick%20Construction%20Workforce%20Distribution%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000882-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.1%20Gatwick%20Construction%20Workforce%20Distribution%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000834-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2017%20Socio-Economic.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000884-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.3%20Assessment%20of%20Population%20and%20Housing%20Effects.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001902-D2_Applicant_10.9.7%20The%20Applicants%20Response%20to%20Actions%20-%20ISHs%202-5.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000882-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.1%20Gatwick%20Construction%20Workforce%20Distribution%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000882-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%2017.9.1%20Gatwick%20Construction%20Workforce%20Distribution%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000834-5.1%20ES%20Chapter%2017%20Socio-Economic.pdf
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Updated position (Deadline 1): Applicant has not explained how the
ranges have been defined which can lead to question marks around
assessment robustness.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Applicant has still not explained how the
ranges have been defined hence there are question marks around

assessment robustness.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC acknowledge the Applicant’s further

The magnitude criteria in ES Chapter 17: Socio-Economic have
been based upon industry best practice. The Applicant has also
justified sensitivity at various socio-economic receptors in Table
17.6.6. Other projects reviewed include London City, London Luton
and Manston, which are relevant as a function of being other
aviation projects located in London and the wider South East.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

explanation at the recent TWG that the scale of magnitude and sensitivity
criteria are based on professional judgement. Its position is that no further
discussion will resolve its concerns and as such it is content to consider
this ‘No longer pursued’ and for the EXA to consider in determining weight
afforded to the assessment within the overall planning balance.

2.19.2.4 Baseline Data

The methodology used to assess of operational employment — direct,
indirect, induced and catalytic should explain the approach to
displacement and additionality assumptions.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The Applicant needs to explain their
assumptions in relation to additionality, catalytic effects have been
overestimated.

Updated position (Deadline 5): It is noted that the Applicant is preparing
a further explanatory note. The Council will provide further comment once
this note has been received and reviewed.

Updated Position (12.08.24): The position direct, indirect, induced
sectors is agreed. SEE Row 2.19.3.1 for position on CATALYTIC

employment.

ES Chapter 17: Socio-Economics provides an assessment of the
Project's effects on the labour market during construction and
operational periods. This is underpinned by Section 5 of ES
Appendix 17.9.3: Assessment of Population and Housing Effects
which provides the labour supply analysis, from both a labour
demand and housing delivery perspective.

Section 17.9 of ES Chapter 17: Socio-Economics provides an
assessment of the indirect, induced, catalytic effects arising from
the operational phase of the Project, based on the data in ES
Appendix 17.9.2: Local Economic Impact Assessment. The
assessment within ES Chapter 17 is provided on the basis of study
areas, including Six Authorities Areas and Northern West Sussex
Functional Economic Market Area and as well as nationally.
Detailed data at the local authority level is contained in Table 3.1.2
of ES Appendix 17.6.1: Socio-Economic Data Tables.

The estimate of total net effect (direct, indirect, induced and
catalytic) i.e. taking account of additionality is set out in Table 6.1.

Updated position (April 2024):

The underlying methodology for calculating the total of DIl and
Catalytic is net of displacement. It is the net change in employment
expected across the region from the growth of the airport, net of any
displacement or crowding out. No individual assumptions are made
— it is inherent in the methodology.

Following TWGs, the Applicant is preparing a further explanatory
note to go to the Council’s advisers.

ES Appendix 17.9.3:

Assessment of
Population and
Housing Effects

APP-201]

ES Chapter 17:
Socio-Economics

[APP-042]

ES Appendix 17.6.1:

Socio-Economic
Data Tables [APP-

197

ES Appendix 17.9.2:

Local Economic
Impact Assessment

APP-200].

Updated position
(April 2024):

The Applicant’s
Response to the
ExA’s Written
Questions (ExQ1) —
Socio-Economic

Not-Agreed
Agreed but see
2.19.3.1 for
position on
Catalytic
employment
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Updated position (July 2024):
The Applicant has provided an explanatory note on catalytic

employment.

Effects [REP3-103] —
SE.1.20.

Updated position
July 2024):

Explanatory note on

Catalytic
Employment [REP7-

077]

authority level. This is despite ongoing issues concerning labour supply,
housing (including affordable housing) and temporary accommodation in
the local authorities located close to the project. As a result of this
approach, the assessment does not identify specific impacts on these
areas.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Assessment is required at the local
authority level to inform potential implications on labour supply, future
housing growth and demand for affordable housing, temporary
accommodation.

Whilst the Applicant presented their method and assessment at the TWG
sessions, these were not agreed with by the local authorities who provided
written feedback on their concerns to the Applicant.

labour market baseline, population and housing baseline, and
community facilities baseline. Detailed data is provided in ES
Appendix 17.6.1: Socio-Economic Data Tables for all of the socio-
economic characteristics profiled across all the study areas, as well
as at the individual Local Authority level.

The methodology and presentation of the assessment was
discussed and agreed through a series of Socio-Economics TWGSs,
including sessions on 16th May, 7th July, 28th September, 18th
November and 6th December 2022, and 31st July 2023.

A range of geographies are used on the basis that significant
effects on socio-economic receptors might differ in geography
depending on the receptor. This includes the Project Site Boundary,
Local Study Area, North West Sussex Functional Economic Market

APP-042] and ES
Appendix 17.6.1:

Socio-Economic
Data Tables [APP-

197].

2.19.2.5 Baseline Data The applicant should revisit sensitivity and magnitude gradings for several | As shown in ES Chapter 17 Socio-Economics, the thresholds ES Chapter 17 Socio- | Net-AgreedNo
assessments in the socio-economic chapter. applied vary across receptors and geographies. These are Economics [APP-042] | longer pursued
ultimately based on a professional judgment, however proposed
Updated position (Deadline 1): Council has concerns related to sensitivity | thresholds were presented during Topic Working Groups for
and magnitude criteria for several socio-economic receptors. comment.
Updated position (Deadline 5): Council concerns remain related to Updated position (April 2024):
sensitivity and magnitude criteria for several socio-economic receptors, Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.3 of this Table.
Applicant has not addressed this.
Updated position (July 2024):
Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC acknowledge the Applicant’s further | This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.
explanation at the recent TWG that the scale of magnitude and sensitivity
criteria are based on professional judgement. Its position is that no further
discussion will resolve its concerns and as such it is content to consider
this ‘No longer pursued’ and for the EXA to consider in determining weight
afforded to the assessment within the overall planning balance.
2.19.2.6 Baseline Data The assessment of socio-economic effects has been undertaken at An overview of the baseline environment is set out in Section 17.6 ES Chapter 16: Net-Agreed
different geographical levels but has not assessed impacts at a local of ES Chapter 17: Socio-Economic, including the economic and Socio-Economics subject to s106
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Updated position (Deadline 5): Assessment is required at the local
authority level to inform potential implications on labour supply, future
housing growth and demand for affordable housing, temporary
accommodation.

As set out at 2.86 of the West Sussex Deadline 4 Submission [REP4-042]
and at several points prior to this, the Applicant has not provided a
satisfactory response to the Local

Authorities’ point that assessments at the local authority level are needed
for those to inform potential socio-economic effects at a local level. The
Local Authorities are still waiting for reasonable explanation for why an
assessment at the local level has not been undertaken. Whilst the
Applicant cross-refers to information provided submitted prior to Deadline
1, this does not address the points that assessment at the local level
supported by a qualitative commentary is required to understand the local
implications of the Project.

The council has discussed ongoing concerns through West Sussex LIR
[REP1-068] Sections 18.36 to 18.48, West Sussex Deadline 3 Submission
[REP3-117] Sections 2.2 and 2.3, and West Sussex Deadline 4
Submission [REP4-042] Sections 2.118 to 2.124. These principally focus
on whether the Applicant’s assumptions for NHB workers are sufficiently
precautionary, particularly given more conservative assumptions made for
other DCOs in the south east of England, and having regard to existing
skills shortages within the construction industry.

Applicant states the methodology of the assessment was discussed and
agreed through the TWG meetings, we note there is no mention of this in
their updated position. It is incorrect to say there was an agreement.
There was no agreement and written feedback was shared with the
Applicant in relation to these concerns.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC'’s position is as set out at Issue
Specific Hearing 9 whereby its Counsel stated that the absence of a local
authority level assessment is not a legal deficiency in the ES but is a
shortcoming affecting the weight given to benefits within the planning
balance related to the socio-economic assessment. The consequences of
the absence of a local level assessment could in some way be alleviated
through the ESBS however this will depend on the extent to which it
addresses local need.

Area (also the same as the North West Sussex Housing Market
Area, ‘NWS HMA’), Labour Market Area and Six Authorities Area.
Reasoning and justification for these is given within the Socio-
Economic Chapter. Local authority level outputs are also provided.
A further study area has also been adopted for the purposes of
assessing housing effects, as housing effects are felt across
housing market areas which are not reflected in any of the other
geographies. In response to the Summer 2022 consultation it was
commented the analysis did not address previous concerns about
most of the demand for housing being concentrated in the NWS
HMA. Subsequently, for the assessment of population and housing
effects, outputs are given at a local authority level within Annexes

including for the key scenarios a total specifically for the NWS HMA.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.2 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The topic of ESBS is Agreed,
subject to the s106 Agreement and therefore it is considered that
the absence of a local level assessment is agreed.

Assessment
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2.19.3.1 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, leading to an overstatement of
the likely benefits in the local area.

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.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Awaiting Consultant input following TWG
15 Feb.

Updated position (Deadline 5): It is noted that the Applicant is preparing
a further explanatory note. The Council will provide further comment once
this note has been received and reviewed.

Updated position (12.08.24)

There has not been any productive progress on this outstanding area of
disagreement since the submission of Statements of Common Ground at
Deadline 5.

In overall terms, there remains concern that aspects of the benefits may
have been overstated, particularly in terms of the national level economic
benefits and this could weigh too highly in the planning balance.

At a more local level, there is concern that the catalytic benefits to local
employment are simply not robust and appear more likely to have been
overstated (see below). However, because of the uncertainties regarding
how the methodology has been applied in the UK context, it is also
possible that the impacts could have been understated. If so, this would
give rise to further concerns regarding the implications for the local
housing market. It remains uncertain whether the assessment of these
effects represents a worst case in terms of the economic benefits to be
realised nor broader consequences. This links to the absence of any
robust sensitivity testing of the demand forecasts, again meaning that a
reasonable worst case cannot be assessed in terms of either downside
risks to benefits or upside potential to effects.

Updated position (Deadline 9):

Although further discussions have been held, there has not been any
productive progress on this outstanding area of disagreement since the
submission of Statements of Common Ground at Deadline 5.

Catalytic impacts refers to the economic activity of firms that are not
in the indirect or induced footprint of the airport choosing to locate
near the airport because of the connectivity that it offers. The
catalytic effect is derived as a residual from total net impacts and
footprint impacts. Total net impacts are estimated on the basis of an
elasticity relationship we have derived between air traffic and local
employment. This elasticity relationship represents a net
relationship as it accounts for the net increase in local employment
generated by an increase in air traffic.

The assessment of national impacts follows DfT’'s TAG and
assesses costs and benefits from the scheme where possible given
the available data and information at the time of submission. While
this type of assessment is not required for private-sector schemes,
we use TAG welfare analysis as it is considered a useful framework
to assess and present the economic impacts (costs and benefits) of
the Project that are additional at the national level. Benefits included
in the Net Present Value calculations exclude impacts that would
potentially double-count benefits (e.g. trade benefits are quantified
but not included in the NPV).

We are arranging a technical working group meeting to address
these issues in early January 2024.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.4 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):
The Applicant has provided an explanatory note on catalytic

employment.

Updated position (Auqust 2024): The Applicant submitted an
updated explanatory note on catalytic employment in response to
the actions from ISH9. It’s final position is set out in that note and
the socio-economic section of the Closing Submissions (Doc Ref.

10.73).

ES Appendix 17.9.2
Local Economic
Impact Assessment

APP-200]

Needs Case
Appendix 1 - National
Economic Impact
Assessment [APP-

251].

Updated position
July 2024):

Explanatory note on

Catalytic
Employment [REP7-

077]

The Applicant’s
Response to ISH9
Action Point 38
Updated Position on

Catalytic
Employment Benefits

AS-163]

discussion Not
Agreed
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In overall terms, there remains concern that aspects of the benefits may
have been overstated, particularly in terms of the national level economic
benefits and this could weigh too highly in the planning balance.

At a more local level, there is concern that the catalytic benefits to local
employment are simply not robust and appear more likely to have been
overstated. It remains uncertain whether the assessment of these effects
represents a worst case in terms of the economic benefits to be realised
nor broader consequences. This links to the absence of any robust
sensitivity testing of the demand forecasts, again meaning that a
reasonable worst case cannot be assessed in terms of either downside
risks to benefits or upside potential to effects.

2.19.3.2 Assessment of impacts on

labour supply

Appendix 17.9.3 Paragraph 5.2.14 [APP-201 states that the project is only
expected to be a determinant in whether there is labour shortfall or surplus
in the HMA for one area (Croydon and East Surrey) where the project tips
surplus into supply in a single year. The basis for this conclusion does not
appear robust, as based on the analysis the project is shown to
exacerbate labour shortfall issues across multiple areas. Furthermore, if
underlying inputs in the model are changed to reflect the fact that the
labour market is already more constrained as has been modelled, it is
likely shortfalls would be greater across many of the areas.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Applicant hasn’t taken account of
existing labour market constraints and an assessment of impact at local
authority level should be undertaken.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC remains concerned that there are
already local labour supply constraints in the construction sectors (as
evidence in LIR [REP1-068] paragraph 18.73 to 18.75) and question
whether an assumption of the of 20% NHB workers is sufficiently
precautionary given much higher NHB worker assumptions factored into
the methodology of other DCOs elsewhere in the south-east of England.

An assessment of impact at local authority level to robustly understand the
local implications of the Project.

It is not clear what the Applicant means when it says ‘There is no Mid-
Sussex construction labour market'.

Updated Position (12.08.24): The Authorities requested at the TWG
meeting (06.08.24) that the Applicant provide further details of future skills
shortages and flagged other sources indicating skills shortages such as
data produced by Future Skills Sussex as reference in the WSCC LIR

The assessment shows that across the study area as a whole there
is a labour surplus even with the project as well as a surplus in
individual housing market areas except Croydon and East Surrey.

The assessment is very conservative in assuming all jobs are net
additional above the forecasts and that there is no change in
employment or economic activity rates or commuting.

As set out in response to point 3.4, impacts are assessed at the
appropriate functional spatial scale and with additional information
also provided at local authority level.

Updated position (April 2024):

There is no Mid-Sussex construction labour market. It is appropriate
to do the assessment at functional market area level. There is also
no evidence that construction skills shortages give rise to
constraints either in general or for this project specifically.

However, the assessment already takes account of workers
travelling from outside the area, including NHB workers. The
assessment assumes 20% NHB which is significantly higher than
the national and regional averages of 5% and 6%.

A bottom-up cumulative assessment of construction activity over
the next 10 years would show significantly more labour available
than there is demand because most construction projects over that
time period are not yet planned.

The latest data from the CITB shows a decline in demand for
infrastructure construction workers in the next few years.

ES Appendix 17.9.3:
Assessment of
Population and
Housing Effects

APP-201].

The Applicant’s
Response to Local
Impact Reports
Appendix D -
Construction Labour
Market and
Accommodation

Impacts [REP3-082]

Not Agreed
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[REP-068] . MSDC'’s position overall in respect of the implications of this is
as set out at Issue Specific Hearing 9 whereby its Counsel stated that the
absence of a local authority level assessment is not a legal deficiency in
the ES but is a shortcoming affecting the weight given to benefits within
the planning balance related to the socio-economic assessment. The
consequences of the absence of a local level assessment could in some
way be alleviated through the ESBS however this will depend on the
extent to which it addresses local need.

Matters relating to the Applicant’s assumption on the number of non-

A further response on the construction workforce and
accommodation issues is provided in the Construction Labour
Market and Accommodation Impacts note in response to Local
Impact Reports.

The Assessment of Housing and Population Effects shows the
potential number of workers that may live in affordable housing.
This is under very conservative assumptions. Most of those
workers are already within the existing population. Please refer to
the response at Row 2.19.2.2 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):

home based workers remain not agreed.

The latest CITB Labour Market Intelligence Report for the South
East (https://www.cith.co.uk/media/vjlpgwg0/ctb1003 csn-
rep_regional_south-east _aw?2.pdf) now includes the NRP in its
forecasts and is still showing a decline in activity in the
infrastructure sector from 2024-2028. This remains the best
consideration of cumulative demand for relevant skilled workers.
GAL therefore retains its position that there will not be a shortage of

workers (and even if there were, GAL would not be responsible for

mitigating it).

2.19.3.3 Labour supply

Labour supply - SE lower than average share of workers in infrastructure
and because of decline in infrastructure out put there is unlikely to be a
shortage in labour supply. Given large proportion of Gatwick jobs are likely
to require skills which are interchangeable across several industries and
based on projected increase in total output. This would suggest local
labour available for scheme maybe more limited.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Applicant hasn’t taken account of
existing labour market constraints and an assessment of impact at local
authority level should be undertaken.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Applicant hasn’t taken account of
existing labour market constraints and an assessment of impact at local
authority level should be undertaken. Applicant continues to not address
this.

Updated position (12.08.24): Please refers to the council’s responses to

ES Chapter 17: Socio-Economics provides an assessment of the
Project's effects on the labour market during construction and
operational periods. This is underpinned by Section 5 of ES
Appendix 17.9.3: Assessment of Population and Housing Effects
which provides the labour supply analysis, from both a labour
demand and housing delivery perspective.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.3.2 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):
The matter regarding local authority level assessments will be
discussed further at a TWG.

Regarding construction worker shortage, the latest CITB Labour
Market Intelligence Report for the South East
(https://www.citb.co.uk/media/vjlpgwg0/ctb1003 csn-

Row 2.19.3.2.

rep_regional_south-east _aw?2.pdf) now includes the NRP in its
forecasts and is still showing a decline in activity in the
infrastructure sector from 2024-2028. This remains the best
consideration of cumulative demand for relevant skilled workers.

ES Chapter 17 Socio-
Economic [APP-042].
ES Appendix 17.9.3
Assessment of
Population and
Housing

Effects [APP-201].

Not Agreed
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GAL therefore retains its position that there will not be a shortage of
workers (and even if there were, GAL would not be responsible for

mitigating it).

Report

account of increased pressure on temporary accommodation created by
migration. This is too large to capture impacts at a local authority level.
How will local authorities understand the extent of impacts on their areas?

Updated position (Deadline 1): Lack of consideration of locally specific
pressures on temporary accommodation.

Updated position (Deadline 5): In relation to housing, please refer to
Deadline 3 West Sussex Joint Local Authorities response [REP3-117]
Sections 2.2 and 2.3.

Updated position (12.08.24): Stock of PRS using Census 2021 data is
broadly correct albeit stock has not improved since Census 2021 data was

captured.
There are pressures in the private rented sector which have increased

since the Census 2021 data suggesting that vacancy is more limited than

workers (ie those who will temporarily migrate to the are) allocated
to each local authority area has been compared with the total
number of bed spaces available in the private rented sector. Table
6.1.1 of ES Appendix 17.9.3 sets out the distribution of NHB
construction works (at peak) within the key authorities. In MSDC, it
is expected that there would be six NHB workers requiring
temporary accommodation within the district. Represented as a
proportion of total bed spaces in MSDC, this accounts to 1.41%.

Updated Position (April 2024):

A further response on the construction workforce and
accommodation issues is provided in the Construction Labour
Market and Accommodation Impacts note in response to Local
Impact Reports.

Updated position (July 2024):

Economic [APP-042].
ES Appendix 17.9.3
Assessment of
Population and
Housing

Effects [APP-201].

Updated position
(April 2024):

The Applicant’s
Response to Local
Impact Reports
Appendix D —
Construction Labour
Market and

2.19.34 New construction labour New construction labour - Assumption that there will be new entrants to There will be new entrants in all labour market sectors over the next | ES Appendix 17.9.1: Under
construction, is the applicant going to be identifying where these entrants | seven years. These (broadly) will come from the same places as Gatwick discussion-as-at
will be coming from. Not specific about where these are coming from. No where existing workers live (ie existing towns and cities). The Construction 12.08-24Aqgreed
analysis of existing skills in local areas has been undertaken to inform this | spatial distribution of those workers is set out in ES Appendix Workforce subject to s106
analysis. 17.9.1. This is specific to the existing construction skills in the local | Distribution

area. Technical Note [APP-
Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Further discussion through 199
ESBS. Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.3.2 of this Table. Updated position
Updated Position (Deadline 5): The Local Authorities have set out their Additionally, as noted, a draft ESBS Implementation Plan has been | (April 2024):
concerns with regards to the ESBS in their Deadline 4 response. [REP4- | provided and will be updated iteratively. Ultimately, it will feature Draft Section 106
042] paragraphs 7.13.1 to 7.13.27. measures to boost local employment in the construction sector and | Agreement Annex:
support upskilling and training. The proposed governance of the ESBS
It is also noted that a further workshop and further iteration of the ESBS ESBS includes a proposed multi-agency Steering Group that will Implementation Plan
will be published by the Applicant at Deadline 6. The Council will make approve the Implementation Plan and oversee its delivery. [REP3-069]
further comment once the updated ESBS has been published and
reviewed. Updated position (July 2024): Updated position
The Applicant has provided an updated ESBS Implementation Plan | (July 2024):
Updated position (12.08.24): The council welcomes the updated Draft and discussions will continue at future workshops with JLAS. Appendix 6 of Draft
ESBS Implementation Plan being provided by the Applicant. Example Section 106
Thematic/delivery Plans have also been shared by the Applicant which Updated position (Deadline 9): The topic of ESBS is Agreed, Agreement Version 2
provide further detail. The review of these is ongoing by MSDC and the subject to the s106 Agreement and therefore it is considered that [REP6-063]
Authorities. It is understood that an updated ESBS and ESBS the absence of a local level assessment is agreed.
Implementation Plan will be submitted at Deadline 8a which will
necessitate further response.
2.19.3.5 Population and Housing Population and Housing Report - Impact on housing does not take full To determine the potential housing effects, the number of NHB ES Chapter 17 Socio- | Not Agreed
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what the data suggests. Pressure is felt through shorter void periods and

This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

Accommodation

calibrating

theoretical example assuming all construction workers are home based

(90 mins). Theoretical breakdown of where these would be based. Gravity

model captures distribution of construction work force. It is not clear how
numbers have been split by locality, types of workers based in different
localities and whether there would be sufficient supply of labour to fill
these positions.

Updated position (Deadline 1): The Applicant has not taken account of
current labour supply constraints within the local area.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicant has not given a clear
response to the question above ‘ how have numbers been split by
locality, types of workers based in difference localities and whether
would be sufficient supply of labour to fill these positions.

The Local Authorities have set out their concerns with regards to labour
supply constraints in their Deadline 4 response [REP4- 042].

4 of ES Appendix 17.9.1 Gatwick Construction Workforce
Distribution Technical Note. Table 5-2 sets out the distribution of
home based workers across the local authority areas. This is based
on both the number of construction workers who live there and the
distance from the site.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.3.2 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

Gatwick
Construction
Workforce
Distribution
Technical Note [APP-

199]

high demand per unit on the market but data is limited. Demand from Impacts [REP3-082]
Government seeking to place asylum seekers in either the PRS or hotels
adds to the pressures, albeit there is limited data available. NHB workers
using hotels also makes it harder for the JLAs to source emergency hotel
accommodation for homeless people. Local authorities have observed an
increase in the per night rate of hotel accommodation locally which, it is
believed, is adding to these pressures.
2.19.3.6 Population and Housing Population and Housing Report - What data sources are being used to Lichfields undertook primary research, splitting them into three n/a Not Agreed
Report assess hotel, B+B and temporary accommodation capacity. broad categories — on-airport, off airport in close proximity (i.e.
within 15 minutes), and off-airport (up to 30 minutes away). Updated position
Updated position (Deadline 1): Lack of consideration of locally specific (April 2024):
pressures on temporary accommodation. Updated position (April 2024): ES Chapter 17:
A further response on the construction workforce and Socio-Economics
Updated position (Deadline 5): In relation to housing, please refer to accommodation issues is provided in the Construction Labour APP-042]
Deadline 3 West Sussex Joint Local Authorities response [REP3-117] Market and Accommodation Impacts note in response to Local
Sections 2.2 and 2.3. Impact Reports. The Applicant’s
Response to Local
The JLA’s have responded to [REP3-082] at deadline 4 in [REP4 — 042] Updated position (July 2024): Impact Reports
paragraphs 2.118 — 2.124. This matter will be discussed further at a TWG. Appendix D —
Construction Labour
Updated position (12.08.24): Position is as per response at Row Market and
2.19.3.5. Accommodation
Impacts [REP3-082]
2.19.3.7 Gravity Model testing / Gravity Model testing/calibrating and Results - 100% home based The approach to developing the Gravity Model is set out in Section ES Appendix 17.9.1 Not-AgreedNo

longer pursued.
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Updated position (12.08.24): The Gravity model was not specifically
mentioned at the further TWG. The specific analysis requested has not
been prepared by the applicant. However, MSDC’s position overall in
respect of the implications of this is that the absence of this information is
not a legal deficiency in the ES but is a shortcoming affecting the weight
given to benefits within the planning balance related to the socio-
economic assessment. On that basis the position is recorded as ‘No

longer pursued.’

2.19.3.8

Demand by occupations

Demand by occupations - sets out potential demand for occupations from
project. No further information about where potential employees for these
occupations would reside. Have info by LA in other places so why not
here.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Assessment required at the local
authority level to understand local implications of the Project.

Updated position (12.08.24):

The demand by occupation point was not specifically mentioned at the
further TWG. The specific analysis requested has not been prepared by
the applicant. However, MSDC'’s position overall in respect of the
implications of this is that the absence of this information is not a legal
deficiency in the ES but is a shortcoming affecting the weight given to
benefits within the planning balance related to the socio-economic
assessment. On that basis the position is recorded as ‘No longer

pursued.’

The Gravity Model uses data on all construction workers at local
authority level. Occupations are not sufficiently disaggregated at
that spatial scale.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

ES Appendix 17.9.1
Gatwick
Construction
Workforce
Distribution
Technical Note [APP-
199

Under
discussion No

longer pursued.

2.19.3.9

Travel to work data

Travel to work data is pre — covid. Based on GAL'’s update, it confirms that
the extent to which Covid-19 implications have not been MSDC N/A The
analysis presented in the PEIR was primarily based on 2019 data (i.e. pre-
Covid) given that the economy and wider socio-economic conditions
Gatwick Airport Northern Runway Project

Statement of Common Ground — Appendix 3: Issues Trackers Page 42
Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick considered and that no
update of the data will be made prior to submission. Suggest that GAL
should be updating TWT data.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Employer Survey data is out of date.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Employer Survey data is now
significantly out of date and is potentially unreliable.

The analysis presented in the PEIR was primarily based on 2019
data (i.e. pre-Covid) given that the economy and wider socio-
economic conditions considered and that no update of the data will
be made prior to submission. Suggest that GAL should be updating
TWT data are expected to rebound to pre-pandemic levels before
the Project’'s commencement. For the same reasons, the same
approach is carried over in the ES, however, where appropriate,
relevant data sources such as labour market and employment
indicators have been updated to reflect the latest available position
based on data availability. There is no evidence that Covid has
changed the spatial distribution of travel to work patterns. It has
changed the frequency with which some occupations attend their
place of work or work from home. Many roles at Gatwick cannot be
done from home so these would not be affected by such changes.

n/a

Updated position
July 2024):

SE.2.14 of Response
to the Examining
Authority’s Written
Questions (ExQ2) —
Socio-Economic
Effects [REP7-091]

Agreed.
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Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC acknowledge the publication of the
2023 Travel Survey.

The Employer Survey therefore remains the most robust means of
estimating travel patterns.

Updated position (April 2024):
The pre-Covid survey remains the best assessment of the location
of employees.

Updated position (July 2024):

The Applicant has conducted an assessment of the 2023 Staff
Travel survey and its conclusions are presented as a response to
question SE.2.14 from the Examining Authority. The results are
similar to the previous survey.

2.19.3.10 Study areas We understand what the applicant’s study areas are but don't fully agree
with the rationale for selecting these study areas. The applicant has not
considered sensitivities or capturing impacts at individual local authority
level. Therefore, this assessment falls short in identifying how the scheme
will impact on receptors within specific local authorities. At the minimum,
why is it not possible for the applicant to focus on an assessment of

effects for those local authorities in close proximity to the scheme?

Updated position (Deadline 1): An assessment of impacts is required at
the local authority level. Whilst the Applicant presented their method and
assessment at the TWG sessions, these were not agreed with by the local
authorities who provided written feedback on their concerns to the
Applicant.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Assessment is required at the local
authority level to inform potential implications on labour supply, future
housing growth and demand for affordable housing, temporary
accommodation.

Applicant states the methodology of the assessment was discussed and
agreed through the TWG meetings, we note there is no mention of this in
their updated position. It is incorrect to say there was an agreement.
There was no agreement and written feedback was shared with the
Applicant in relation to these concerns.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC'’s general position in respect of local
authority level analysis is as set out at Issue Specific Hearing 9 whereby
its Counsel stated that the absence of a local authority level assessment
is not a legal deficiency in the ES but is a shortcoming affecting the weight
given to benefits within the planning balance related to the socio-
economic assessment. The consequences of the absence of a local level

ES Chapter 17: Socio-Economics provides an assessment of the
potential socio-economic effects of the Project, including effects on
employment and the labour market. Economic activity We have
explained the approach to assessment at TWGs. The assessment
focuses on the five defined study areas, but also provides
employment estimates at the Local Authority level. Detailed data on
economic activity at the local authority level is contained ES
Appendix 17.6.1:Socio-Economic Data Tables, namely Tables 2.1.5
and 2.1.6.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.2 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

ES Chapter 17 Socio-
Economics [APP-
042].

ES Appendix 17.9.1:
Gatwick
Construction
Workforce
Distribution
Technical Note [APP-

199]

Section 17.9 of ES
Chapter 17: Socio-
Economic [APP-042].

Not-Agreed No
longer pursued.
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assessment could in some way be alleviated through the ESBS however
this will depend on the extent to which it addresses local need. . On that
basis the position is recorded as ‘No longer pursued.’

with an assumption that 80% of construction workers were home based
(within 90min of the airport) and 20% were non-home based (NHB). The
applicant confirmed that the 20% NHB assumption was informed by the
Gatwick construction team — function of the contracting (contractors for
some of those things will come from other parts of the country). They
argued that there is a lot of construction workers and specialists living in
the area given the location of Gatwick - unlike Hinckley Point, for example,
which had a NHB worker ratio of 64% (highly specialised infrastructure
and located in a rural area). It is still not entirely clear that this assumption
is based on actual evidence/data and it would be helpful if this were
confirmed. At the minimum, and alongside the information from the
construction team, we would have thought the applicant could
demonstrate some appropriate comparators to further justify the 20%.

Note. The average proportion of non-home based workers in
England is 5% and in the South East is 7%. Based on GAL’s
experience of major construction, a higher % was tested because of
the specialist areas of work required and the need to contract for
these workers nationally rather than regionally. This therefore tests
a higher impact on local accommodation markets.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.3.2 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):

The latest CITB Labour Market Intelligence Report for the South
East (https://www.citb.co.uk/media/vjlpgwg0/ctb1003 csn-
rep_regional_south-east aw?2.pdf) now includes the NRP in its
forecasts and is still showing a decline in activity in the

Appendix 17.9.1:
Gatwick
Construction
Workforce
Distribution
Technical Note [APP-

199]

2.19.3.11 Induced effects of Assessment of induced effects of construction employment - In the Detailed analysis of the construction employment expected to be Agreed
Construction employment workshop, Applicant said it didn’t make sense to do this. We will need generated by the Project is provided in ES Appendix 17.9.1:
further clarity on the reasons for this as typically induced effects are taken | Gatwick Construction Workforce Distribution Technical Note,
account of as part of socio-economic assessment work. including an assessment of the potential construction labour supply
and their spatial distribution. This data has informed the
Updated position (Deadline 5): Clarity not provided by the Applicant. assessment of the labour market within Section 17.9 of ES Chapter
17: Socio-Economic. Wider effects of the construction phase have
Updated position (12.08.24): This matter is agreed been assessed in terms of potential impacts on the construction
supply chain measured relative to the scale of construction sector
enterprises (as opposed to employment which is used for direct
effects only) in each of the assessment areas.
Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.
2.19.3.12 Construction workers At a previous workshop there was a presentation of a theoretical exercise | This is explained in the Gatwick Construction Workforce Distribution | Section 4.1 of ES Not Agreed
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Updated position (Deadline 1): No Applicant hasn’t taken account of infrastructure sector from 2024-2028. This remains the best
existing labour market constraints and an assessment of impact at local consideration of cumulative demand for relevant skilled workers.
authority level should be undertaken. GAL therefore retains its position that there will not be a shortage of
workers (and even if there were, GAL would not be responsible for
Updated position (Deadline 5): The Local Authorities have set out their mitigating it).
concerns with regards to labour supply constraints in their Deadline 4
response. An assessment of impact at local authority level should be
undertaken to determine local implications of the Project.
The JLA’s have responded to [REP3-082] at deadline 4 in [REP4 — 042]
paragraphs 2.118 — 2.124.
Updated Position (12.08.24): Please refer to the council’s response to
Row 2.19.2.2
2.19.3.13 | Supply of Infrastructure labour | The applicant confirms that they are not projecting that the supply of This is an infrastructure project, so the supply of infrastructure ES Under
infrastructure labour will fall but that the CITB is projecting demand for labour is most relevant. To the extent that other types of Appendix 17.9.1: discussion-as-at
infrastructure labour to fall. The point made by AECOM on Slide 52 from construction workers could have relevant skills that would increase Gatwick 12.08.24Agreed
the previous presentation, that whilst the projection for infrastructure the supply of available labour. ES Appendix 17.9.1 is based on all Construction subject to s106
output is showing a decline, the “total” output (last row in the table) is construction workers, not just those in infrastructure. Workforce
showing an increase over the same period. The applicant’s response does Distribution
not address this question. Given the nature of the skills required for the Updated position (April 2024): Technical Note [APP-
Gatwick scheme, the majority would be applicable across multiple sectors, | Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.3.2 of this Table. 199
not just infrastructure. Therefore, it is questionable whether the demand of
labour relevant to the Gatwick scheme will actually fall as suggested in A draft ESBS Implementation Plan has been provided and will be Updated position
Slide 52 (previous presentation). updated iteratively. Ultimately, it will feature measures to boost local | (April 2024):
employment in the construction sector and support upskilling and Draft Section 106
Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Still unclear what skills shortages | training. The proposed governance of the ESBS includes a Agreement Annex:
exist and how addressed through ESBS. proposed multi-agency Steering Group that will approve the ESBS
Implementation Plan and oversee its delivery. Implementation Plan
Updated Position (Deadline 5): The Local Authorities have set out their [REP3-069]
concerns with regards to the ESBS in their Deadline 4 response. Updated position (July 2024):
The Applicant has provided an updated ESBS Implementation Plan | Updated position
Updated Position (12.08.24): The council welcomes the updated Draft and discussions will continue at future workshops with JLASs. (July 2024):
ESBS Implementation Plan being provided by the Applicant . Example Appendix 6 of Draft
Thematic/delivery Plans have also been shared by the Applicant offline Updated position (Deadline 9): The topic of ESBS is Agreed, Section 106
which present further detail. The review of these is ongoing by MSDC and | subject to the s106 Agreement and therefore it is considered that Agreement Version 2
the Authorities. It is understood that an updated ESBS and ESBS the absence of a local level assessment is agreed. REP6-063]
Implementation Plan will be submitted at Deadline 8a which will
necessitate further response to be included..
2.19.3.14 | Gravity Model Distribution of construction workforce by local authority has been captured | ES Appendix 17.9.1: Gatwick Construction Workforce Distribution ES Appendix 17.9.1: Not-AgreedNo
through a Gravity Model (function of labour supply by travel zone and Technical Note sets out the technical detail behind the Gatwick Gatwick Longer pursued.
distance from the site). The model distributes/allocates workers between Gravity Model (GGM). It explains the inputs into the GGM, the Construction
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the zones based on distance alone. It is not clear how this distribution
between each zone is made. The use of distance from the site as primary
criteria for allocation of construction workforce seems very simplistic and
would assume that all zones in the 90-min area have a similar proportion
of construction workforce. This is unrealistic and there needs to be a
further granular assessment.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Applicant hasn’t taken account of
existing labour market constraints.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Local Authorities have set out their
concerns with regards to labour supply constraints in their Deadline 4
response.

The JLA’s have responded to [REP3-082] at deadline 4 in [REP4 — 042]
paragraphs 2.118 — 2.124.

Updated position (12.08.24):
The Gravity model was not specifically mentioned at the further TWG. The

specific analysis requested has not been prepared by the applicant.
However, MSDC'’s position overall in respect of the implications of this is
that the absence of this information is not a legal deficiency in the ES but
is a shortcoming affecting the weight given to benefits within the planning
balance related to the socio-economic assessment. On that basis the
position is recorded as ‘No longer pursued.’

estimated distribution of workers by Local Authority (LA) and the
robustness checks undertaken. The distribution between each zone
is based on its distance from the site and the number of workers
who live there. The Gravity Model uses distance because it draws
on a dataset of construction worker travel patterns which is itself
distance-based.

Updated position (April 2024):

Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.3.2 of this Table. The
Applicant has provided a revised assessment of the housing need
during construction using updated data from the 2021 Census and
has provided a further assessment of the construction workforce in
a separate note in response to the Local Impact Reports.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

Workforce
Distribution
Technical Note [APP-
199] Section 6.1.

Updated position
(April 2024):

ISH3 Action Point 5 in
The Applicant’s
Response to Actions

ISH2-5 [REP2-005]

The Applicant’s
Response to Local
Impact Reports
Appendix D -
Construction Labour
Market and
Accommodation

Impacts [REP3-082]

2.19.3.15 Magnitude of impact

Due to the number of receptors, phases and impact areas, the applicant
has opted to assess magnitude of impact based on set thresholds. These
thresholds are not informed by guidance but decided by the applicant and
are similar across all receptors, phases and impact areas:

* Up to 1% change: very low magnitude of impact

* 1% to 7.5% change: low magnitude of impact

* 7.5% to 15%: medium magnitude of impact

» Over 15% change: high magnitude of impact

This approach appears very simplistic. Whilst we do appreciate the high
number of assessments that will be needed, applying the same thresholds
to all receptors skew the analysis. For instance, we would expect an
increase of 5% in housing demand to be high, not low. On the other hand,
an increase of 5% in access to sport, leisure facilities and open space
may be considered as low.

Updated position (Deadline 5): Council concerns remain related to
sensitivity and magnitude criteria for several socio-economic receptors,
Applicant has not addressed this.

As shown in ES Chapter 17 Socio-Economics, the thresholds
applied vary across receptors and geographies. These are
ultimately based on a professional judgment, however proposed
thresholds were presented during Topic Working Groups for
comment.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.3 of this Table.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

ES Chapter 17 Socio-
Economics [APP-042]

NotAgreedNo

Longer pursed

Table 17.4.5-6
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Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC acknowledge the Applicant’s further
explanation at the recent TWG that the scale of magnitude and sensitivity
criteria are based on professional judgement. Its position is that no further
discussion will resolve its concerns and as such it is content to consider
this no longer pursued’ and for the ExA to consider in determining weight
afforded to the assessment within the overall planning balance.

supply

appendix to the Population and Housing Report. There is mention of local
pinch points, with that in mind can you clarify to what extent there will be
interpretation and analysis of these outputs at a local authority level
particularly for those authorities located in close proximity to the scheme.
Can you also confirm how will this be taken account of to inform the socio-
economic assessment given this is being undertaken at a larger study
area level. Could you also confirm the extent to which you have engaged
with local authorities to inform these outputs?

Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Under discussion pending
completion of LIR.

includes presentation of the outputs at a local authority level. The
evaluation of this data is set out in ES Chapter 17 Socio Economic.
A range of geographies are used on the basis that significant
effects on socio-economic receptors might differ in geography
depending on the receptor. This includes the Project Site Boundary,
Local Study Area, North West Sussex Functional Economic Market
Area (also the same as the North West Sussex Housing Market
Area, ‘NWS HMA’), Labour Market Area and Six Authorities Area.
Reasoning and justification for these is given within the Socio-
Economic Chapter. The methodology and presentation of the
assessment was discussed and agreed through a series of Socio-
Economics TWGs, including sessions on 16th May, 7th July, 28th

Data Tables [APP-
197]

ES Chapter 17 Socio-
Economic [APP-042]

2.19.3.16 | Study areas of socioeconomic | From what we understand, the study area for the socio-economic Detailed data is provided in ES Appendix 17.6.1: Socio-Economic ES Appendix 17.6.1: Not-Agreed-No
assessment assessment is the Labour Market Area. This is too large a study area to Data Tables for all of the socioeconomic characteristics profiled Socio-Economic longer pursued
capture impacts at a local authority level. How will local authorities across all the study areas, as well as at the individual Local Data Tables [APP-
(particularly those in close proximity to the scheme) understand the extent | Authority level. The methodology and presentation of the 197]
of impacts on their areas? assessment was discussed and agreed through a series of Socio-
Economics TWGs, including sessions on 16th May, 7th July, 28th
Updated position (Deadline 1): Whilst the Applicant presented their September, 18th November and 6th December 2022, and 31st July
method and assessment at the TWG sessions, these were not agreed 2023
with by the local authorities who provided written feedback on their
concerns to the Applicant. Updated position (April 2024):
Noted. Under discussion pending completion of LIR. Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.2 of this Table.
Additionally, the affordable housing assessment also includes
Updated position (Deadline 5): As set out in LIR [REP1-069] Section 18, | analysis at local authority level (for the local authorities adjacent to
and WR to EXA Q1,SE1.15 [REP3-135] the Applicant has failed to Gatwick) for recent completions, local authority evidence of need,
consider housing demand, including affordable housing, at a local local plans and pipeline supply.
authority level. A review of overall housing completions and pipeline
supply does not give the full picture of the issues impact housing delivery Updated position (July 2024):
in the North West Sussex HMA, for the reasons explained in MSDC This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.
Written Rep [REP1 — 083]
Updated position (12.08.24): Please see response at Row 2.19.2.2.
2.19.3.17 Outputs for population, We understand that outputs for population, housing, jobs and labour ES Appendix 17.6.1: Socio-Economic Data Tables contains the ES Appendix 17.6.1: Under
housing, jobs and labour supply will be presented for each scenario at local authority level in an outputs that have informed the socioeconomic assessment. This Socio-Economic diseussion No

longer pursued.
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Updated position (Deadline 5):. An assessment of impact at local
authority level should be undertaken to determine local implications of the
Project.

Updated position (12.08.24): Please see response at Row 2.19.2.2.

September, 18th November and 6th December 2022, and 31st July
2023.

Updated position (April 2024):

Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.2 of this Table.
Additionally, the affordable housing assessment also includes
analysis at local authority level (for the local authorities adjacent to
Gatwick) for recent completions, local authority evidence of need,
local plans and pipeline supply.

Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.

with the Northern Runway. Therefore, 19 to 22.5 hectares of airport
related land requirement is attributable to the Northern Runway. Slide 45
then states that of the 19-22.5 ha, around 15-18 ha could be attributed to
off-airport requirement, equivalent to less than 1 ha per annum potentially
across the ARELS FEMA. It is unclear how it was estimated that 15-18ha
could be attributed to “off-airport” requirement and what “off-airport”
means. The airport related land requirement will cater for hotels, industry

consideration has been given to the existing total employment land
as well as the total projected pipeline across the ARELS FEMA.
Consideration has been given to LPA’s assessment of their own
economic growth potential and whether the LPA has a current and
forecast surplus or shortfall in space. The ARELS has assessed the
total quantum of future airport related space. GAL would be happy
to discuss the ARELS work with the authorities; however, it should

Updated position

(July 2024):
SE.1.16 of The
Applicant’s
Response to the
ExA’s Written
Questions (ExQ1) —

2.19.3.18 Outputs at LPA level We understand the applicant will present the outputs for the HMA (but not | A range of geographies are used on the basis that significant ES Chapter 17 Socio- | Ynder
LPA area, as there are too many of them) at next meeting. Outputs at LPA | effects on socio-economic receptors might differ in geography Economic [APP-042] | diseussien No
level will be calculated but won’t be shared with LPAs before the DCO depending on the receptor. This includes the Project Site Boundary, longer pursued,
submission. Whilst presenting all outputs for all 17 authorities is helpful, Local Study Area, North West Sussex Functional Economic Market
there is a need to demonstrate that key issues/pinch points/constraints Area (also the same as the North West Sussex Housing Market
within local authorities are sufficiently taken account of particularly those Area, ‘NWS HMA’), Labour Market Area and Six Authorities Area.
authorities in close proximity to the scheme. Please can you clarify how Reasoning and justification for these is given within the Socio-
you will provide reassurance that locally specific issues within these areas | Economic Chapter. The methodology and presentation of the
have been appropriately taken account of. assessment was discussed and agreed through a series of Socio-
Economics TWGs, including sessions on 16th May, 7th July, 28th
Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Under discussion pending September, 18th November and 6th December 2022, and 31st July
completion of LIR. 2023.
Updated position (Deadline 5):. An assessment of impact at local Updated position (April 2024):
authority level should be undertaken to determine local implications of the | Please refer to the response at Row 2.19.2.2 of this Table.
Project. Additionally, the affordable housing assessment also includes
analysis at local authority level (for the local authorities adjacent to
Updated position (12.08.24): Please see response at Row 2.19.2.2. Gatwick) for recent completions, local authority evidence of need,
local plans and pipeline supply.
Updated position (July 2024):
This matter will be discussed further at a TWG.
2.19.3.19 | ARELS ARELS said that airport-related land requirement to 2038 is in the order of | The ARELS work has been completed. The study has assessed n/a Under
16-17 hectares in the base case scenario, increasing to 35-39.5 hectares | land supply implications associated with identified growth — diseussionNo

longer pursued
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and warehousing (cargo, freight, airline catering, maintenance, distribution
and logistics) as well as office. It would therefore be reasonable to
assume that all that land requirement will be needed in immediate
proximity of the airport. Therefore, there would still be a requirement to
deliver 35-39.5 hectares of airport-related land in and around the airport
by 2038 (and not 15 to 18 ha within the entire FEMA as slide 45 seems to
suggest). Slide 46 suggests that one of the next steps will be to verify
whether there is a current and forecast surplus or shortfall in space,
identified employment land allocations and the availability at certain sites
within the FEMA. This verification should be done at a more local level,
where land will be required (rather than the FEMA level). As well as
making the identification of suitable land more challenging, the
concentration of activities around the airport will result in a concentration
of the impact more locally (note: partially included but not specific issue).

Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Under discussion until work on
the LIR is complete.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Applicants response to ExQ1
SE.1.17 is noted. The AERALS does not form part of the DCO.

Updated position (12.08.24): Applicant’s response noted

be noted that the ARELS has not assessed suitability or
deliverability of the land identified by local authorities (i.e. where
space should be located). Growth as a result of the NRP will
emerge over a long period of time and will to a large extent be
indistinguishable from background changes in land use patterns.
Businesses serving the airport or its supply chains, or those that
use it as passengers will have the opportunity to grow and some of
that will mean they need to expand. How and where they do that
will be a matter for them and their ability to either find premises or
get planning consents to accommodate that growth. It would be
spurious to seek to estimate with any precision how space should
be provided and where it should be located.

Updated position (July 2024):
The Applicant’s response is at ExQ1 SE.1.16, not SE.1.17 as
mentioned by the local authority.

Socio-Economic
Effects [REP3-103]

Mitigation and Compensation

Economic Skills and Business
Strategy [APP-198] - Lack of
information on implementation
plan, performance,
measurable targets, funding
and financial management,

2.19.4.1

monitoring and reporting.
Route map from ESBS to
Implementation Plan is not
identified.

Options identified in the ESBS are not necessarily directly aligned with
local specific issues and need. The document states that performance,
financial management, monitoring and reporting systems will be set out in
detail in the Implementation Plan. It is unclear why the Applicant is unable
to provide further details on these arrangements within the ESBS in order
to provide sufficient reassurance that appropriate systems will be in place.
The ESBS also provides no explanation on whether it would differentiate
between the provision and outputs offered through the DCO vs. provision
and outputs offered in a Business as Usual (BAU) scenario. Furthermore,
the ESBS does not set out any process for how the Implementation Plan
would be developed. Given the Applicant is currently suggesting that the
majority of the relevant content for the local authorities will be set out in
the Implementation Plan, it is essential that the Applicant provides further
details on the process for delivering this.

Updated position (Deadline 1): More detailed information is required in
the ESBS as set out in our response to TWG.

Updated pPosition (Deadline 5): It is also noted that a further workshop
and further iteration of the ESBS will be published by the Applicant at

Please refer to ES Appendix 17.8.1 Employment, Skills and
Business Strategy for details.

The plan will include more specific detail on the objectives,
initiatives and activities, targets, milestones, implementation
processes and partners, including how objectives will be met at the
local level. The approach to monitoring and evaluation of actions
and impacts will be included. GAL recognises that the skills,
employment and business growth and productivity fields are
dynamic and fast-moving in terms of national and local policy
responses, skill needs and demands and technological changes.
The project will be delivered over a period of 15+ years. Thus, the
strategy and implementation plan will need to incorporate capacity
for the projects and associated targets and outcomes to flex and
change in response effectively to changing circumstances as
required.

Updated position (April 2024):
Please refer to the response at Row 2.9.3.13 of this Table.

ES Appendix 17.8.1
Employment, Skills
and Business

Strategy [APP-198]

Not
; )
12.08-24Aqgreed

Updated position

July 2024):
Appendix 6 of Draft
Section 106
Agreement Version 2

[REP6-063]

subject to s106
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Deadline 6. The Council will make further comment once the updated The Implementation Plan will include specific delivery plans for

ESBS has been published and reviewed. each of the 6 themes in the ESBS. These Delivery Plans will
differentiate between BAU activity related to the relevant theme,

Updated position (12.08.24): The council welcomes the updated Draft details of any pilot activity currently being undertaken in that theme,

ESBS Implementation Plan being provided by the Applicant. Example and proposed delivery post consent.

Thematic/delivery Plans have also been shared by the Applicant which

present further detail. The review of these is ongoing by MSDC and the An updated draft Implementation Plan and two examples of

Authorities. It is understood that an updated ESBS and ESBS proposed draft Delivery Plans was circulated to local authorities on

Implementation Plan will be submitted at Deadline 8a which will 20 March in advance of a workshop held on 8 April (following an

necessitate further response to be included. initial stakeholder workshop on 25 March) to gather Local Authority

feedback on the draft Implementation Plan and gather further input
into the detail of the six draft Delivery Plans. A further workshop is
planned on 30 May to continue to progress development of the draft
Implementation Plan and draft Delivery Plans.

Updated position (July 2024):
The Applicant has provided an updated ESBS Implementation Plan
and discussions will continue at future workshops with JLASs.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The topic of ESBS is Agreed,
subject to the s106 Agreement and therefore it is considered that
the absence of a local level assessment is agreed.

Other

There are no other issues relating to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.
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2.20. Traffic and Transport

2.20.1

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Table 2.1 sets out the position of both parties in relation to traffic and transport matters.

Table 2.20 Statement of Common Ground - Traffic and Transport Matters

noted. Since emerging from the pandemic more representative transport
data continues to become available and therefore this data should be
used to validate that the proposed approach is robust and takes accounts
of changes since the 2016 base and any travel changes due to Covid 19.
The applicant should also review the latest Department for Transport (DfT)
guidance TAG Unit M4, Forecasting and Uncertainty, and ensure the
modelling takes account of the latest DT advice. Therefore, the Council is
not yet satisfied that impacts on the Mid Sussex highway network have
been robustly assessed and fully mitigated.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Reviewing Accounting for Covid 19 in
Transport Modelling Book 8 Application Document Reference 8.5 PINS
Reference Number TR020005.

Updated position (Deadline 5):

The Applicant has submitted Accounting for Covid-19 in Transport
Modelling (AS-121) which updates the assessment taking account of the
impacts of Covid 19 in the transport modelling.

However, the Highway Authority still have technical matters relating to the
transport modelling that need to be addressed. Concerns remain that the
level of growth assumed by the Applicant is too high, these concerns are
supported by the assessment made by York Aviation (see Chapter 6 and
Appendix F of the Joint West Sussex LIR). This could be resulting in an
over forecast of the demand and therefore over provision of car parking
and highway elements of the infrastructure.

Updated position (12.08.24) MSDC will defer to Highways Authority on
this matter.

response to look at accounting for COVID-19 in the transport
modelling. This work is being undertaken for submission to the ExA
in due course.

Updated response (Deadline 1): The response to the ExA’s
Procedural Decision on accounting for Covid-19 in the transport
modelling has been submitted and is available on the Project
Webpage.

Updated position (April 2024): No further update.

Updated position (July 2024): Regarding the concerns on the
level of growth and potential over-forecasting of demand, the
Applicant has addressed the York Aviation alternative scenarios in
Response to Rule 17 Letter - Future Baseline Sensitivity
Analysis [REP5-081] which provides further assessment of the
potential implications of those scenarios in relation to traffic and
transport matters.

Transport Modelling
[AS-121] and its
Appendices [AS-122]

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signhposting Status
Baseline
2.20.1.1 Baseline Data The use of 2016 data to inform the baseline assessment and the reasons | The Examining Authority has made a Procedural Decision dated 24 | Accounting for Under

for the use of this data, such as the impact Covid 19 had on travel, are October 2023 to request the Applicant to provide a detailed Covid-19in diseussion No

longer pursued

Assessment Methodology

2.20.2.1 Traffic & Transport section
of Environmental Statement
(Chapter 12 Traffic &
Transport [AS-076])

The Traffic & Transport Chapter has been undertaken in accordance with
guidance contained within Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment

of Road Traffic (IEMA 1993). New IEMA guidance entitled, Environmental
Assessment of Traffic and Movement, which updates and replaces the

The Examining Authority has made a Procedural Decision dated 24
October 2023 to request the Applicant to provide a detailed
response to the new IEMA guidance. This work is being undertaken
for submission to the ExA in due course.

Accounting for
Covid-19in
Transport Modelling

Agreed
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undertaken in accordance
with historical and replaced
guidance.

referenced 1993 guidance, was issued in July 2023. Further details are
available here: This information also has implications for the assessment
of Air Quality.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Reviewing Accounting for Covid 19 in
Transport Modelling Book 8 Application Document Reference 8.5 PINS
Reference Number TR020005.

Updated Position (Deadline 3): This principal matter of disagreement
has been removed.

Updated response (Deadline 1): The response to the ExA’s
Procedural Decision on accounting for Covid-19 in the transport
modelling has been submitted and is available on the Project
Webpage.

Updated position (April 2024): No update required.

[AS-121] and its
Appendices [AS-122]

Assessment

There are no issues relating to the assessment in this Statement of Common Ground.

Mitigation and Compensation

2.20.4.1

Surface Access
Commitments (SACs) and
target mode shares

Concerns are held about the SACs that underpin the creation of a new
Surface Access Strategy and the approach to meeting and monitoring
these commitments. We are also concerned about how they will help
deliver improvements to sustainable travel modes in Mid Sussex.

Updated position (Deadline 1): There is a lack of information available
that sets out the surface access improvements will encourage residents of
Mid Sussex, particularly in the north of district closer to airport, both
passengers and employees.

Commitments (SACs) and target mode shares. Concerns are held about
the SACs that underpin the creation of a new Surface Access Strategy
and the approach to meeting and monitoring these targets. Some of the
concerns include:

Commitment 1, to ensure 55% of passenger journeys is made by public
transport is not considered ambitious or of sufficient challenge. Prior to the
Pandemic the airport achieved 47.8% public transport modal share in the
12 months up to March 2020.

Target mode shares set out as Commitments are only set out as
percentages. The percentages masks trends in absolute numbers and
permit significant increases in car trips to and from the airport.

Insufficient evidence and justification are provided to demonstrate how the
mitigation proposed can provide sufficient sustainable and active travel
infrastructure to successfully meet the some of the target modal splits.
Commitments are made in relation to bus and coach service provision.
Determination of mode of travel takes into a variety of factors rather than
just provision of service. The Applicant has not assessed or considered
the attractiveness of modes or how this could be increased.

Further clarification is requested to specify the concerns.

Updated position (April 2024): In relation to the Green Controlled
Growth approach, the commitments being made by the Applicant
and the way in which they are structured are appropriate in the
context of the anticipated rate of growth which is forecast for dual
runway operations at the airport . The updated version of the
Surface Access Commitments [REP3-028] sets out a monitoring
strategy which is in keeping with the existing process for monitoring
ASAS targets and the development of Action Plans in consultation
with the Transport Forum Steering Group.

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant has responded to the
JLAs’ EMG Framework Paper [REP5-093] in The Applicant’s
Response to Deadline 5 Submissions — Response to JLAs’ EMG
Framework Paper [REP6-093] noting that the aggregate surface
access mitigation proposed for the Project is comprehensive,
including that in ES Appendix 5.4.1: Surface Access Commitments
[REP6-030] which was reviewed at Deadline 6 to incorporate further
comments from the JLAs and is secured through Requirement 20 of
the draft DCO [REP6-006].

n/a

Not Agreed

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0

Page 138



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001382-8.5%20Accounting%20for%20Covid-19%20in%20Transport%20Modelling.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001383-8.5%20Accounting%20for%20Covid-19%20in%20Transport%20Modelling%20-%20Appendices.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002118-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%205.4.1%20Surface%20Access%20Commitments%20-%20Version%202%20-%20Clean.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002573-%20submissionsreceived%20by%20Deadline%204%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002759-10.52.3%20The%20Applicant's%20Response%20to%20Deadline%205%20Submissions%20-%20Response%20to%20JLA's%20EMG%20Framework%20Paper.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002696-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%205.4.1%20Surface%20Access%20Commitments%20-%20Version%203%20-%20Clean.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-002671-2.1%20Draft%20Development%20Consent%20Order%20-%20Version%208%20-%20Clean.pdf

LONDON
GATWICK

G

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

Updated Position (Deadline 3): There is considered to be a lack of detalil
and robustness to the SACs and lack of clarity or suitable control should
the SACs not be met. The specific concerns, relating to the SACs, are set
out in the Joint West Sussex LIR but include:

e Commitment 1, to ensure 55% of passenger journeys is made by
public transport is not considered ambitious or of sufficient
challenge. Prior to the Pandemic the airport achieved 47.8%
public transport modal share in the 12 months up to March 2020.

e Target mode shares set out as Commitments are only set out as
percentages. The percentages masks trends in absolute numbers
and permit significant increases in car trips to and from the airport.

e Insufficient evidence and justification are provided to demonstrate
how the mitigation proposed can provide sufficient sustainable
and active travel infrastructure to successfully meet the some of
the target modal splits.

e Commitments are made in relation to bus and coach service
provision. Determination of mode of travel takes into a variety of
factors rather than just provision of service. The Applicant has not
assessed or considered the attractiveness of modes or how this
could be increased.

e Should the SACs not be met the proposed approach allows for
higher levels of vehicular traffic than is targeted by the SACs for a
substantial period of time. The Applicant will produce an Action
Plan to address the failure to meet the targets. This does not
provide sufficient control and the Highway Authority advocate a
Green controlled Growth approach, similar to that adopted by
Luton Airport.

Updated position (Deadline 5): The Highway Authority’s concerns in
relation to the SACs (REP3-028 version 2) remain. MSDC remain of the
view that there is not sufficient controls in place should the modal split
targets not be met.

Updated position (12.08.24)

The Highway Authority still has concerns in relation to the SACs. The
Joint Local Authorities (excluding Kent) position on the SACs and all the
changes that they consider are necessary are set out in the Joint Local
Authorities Deadline 7 Submission — Response to the Applicant’s
Deadline 6 Submissions — Appendices [REp7-104] (Appendix A).

2.20.4.2 Lack of Car Parking

Strategy

Without an overarching Car Parking Strategy the need cannot be
understood and neither can future car parking demand be robustly
managed.

Further information is being prepared on the justification for the
proposed number of car parking spaces. This will be shared with
the local authorities in due course.

Car Parking Strategy
(REP1-051)

Not-AgreedNo
longer pursued
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Updated position (Deadline 1): Further information awaited.

Updated Position (Deadline 3): The JLAs have made a number of
comments on the Car Parking Strategy submitted at Deadline 1, including
matters for the Applicant to address. These are set out in the WSCC JLAs
response to documents published at Deadline 1.

Updated Position (Deadline 5): Updated position (Deadline 5): It is
noted that the Applicant has submitted additional information in Car
Parking Strategy [REP1-051] and in response to EXA Q1 [REP3-104].

Duplication with matter 2.20.4.6.

Updated position (12.08.24) duplication, no longer pursued

Updated position (Deadline 1): A Car Parking Strategy has been
submitted as part of Deadline 1.

Updated position (April 2024): The Applicant has responded to
points made in relation to car parking by the WSCC JLAs, in
Section 8.6 of the Applicant's Response to Deadline 2 Submissions

REP3-106].

In addition to the Car Parking Strategy [REP1-051] submitted at
Deadline 1, the Applicant has provided additional background to the
calculation of future parking demand in The Applicant's Response
to the Examining Authority's Written Questions (1) [REP3-104],
specifically in response to questions TT.1.38, TT.1.39 and TT.1.41
which provide further narrative on the use of Park & Fly trip
volumes to determine future parking demand and the anticipated
levels of parking provision in the assessment years of 2029, 2032
and 2047. These figures now exclude the 820 spaces at the Hilton
hotel, as the Applicant has acknowledged the lapsing of the
relevant planning permission (Section 4.6 of The Applicant's
Response to Actions - ISHs2-5 [REP2-005]) and that these spaces
should no longer be included in the future baseline or with Project
figures. The Applicant is not seeking additional parking to
compensate for those spaces

Updated position (July 2024): MSDC has noted that this item
duplicates with matter on row 2.20.4.6. The Applicant will suggest
that this row is resolved / no longer pursuing or consolidated with
row 2.20.4.6.

2.20.4.3 Surface Access The applicant has made several ‘Commitments’ to increase staff and
Commitments passenger sustainable travel mode share (Appendix 5.4.1). However, the
targets for modal shift are not ambitious enough. It is not clear why the
longer term targets cannot be secured through the DCO, bearing in mind
the growth forecasts of the project look to 2047.

Updated position (Deadline 1): No further information provided, so no
change in authority position.

Updated position (Deadline 5):

The Highway Authority’s concerns in relation to the SACs (REP3-028
version 2) remain. MSDC remain of the view that there is not sufficient

controls in place should the modal split targets not be met.

Our mode share commitments within the Surface Access
Commitments document represent the position we are committing
to achieve, based on our modelling of mode choice and transport
network operation. The SAC also includes a section on our further
aspirations, which includes more ambitious mode share targets
which we will be working towards, but we have set the committed
mode shares explicitly to ensure that the core surface access
outcomes set out in ES Chapter 12: Traffic and Transport and in the
Transport Assessment are delivered.

Further clarification is sought as to why the commitments are not
considered ambitious.

Updated position (April 2024): An updated version of ES
Appendix 5.4.1: Surface Access Commitments [REP3-028] has
been submitted at Deadline 3 which adds further detail to the

ES Appendix 5.4.1:
Surface Access
Commitments [APP-

090]

ES Chapter 12:
Traffic and Transport

AS-076]

Not Agreed
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000919-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%205.4.1%20Surface%20Access%20Commitments.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-001264-PD006_Applicant_5.1%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapter%2012%20Traffic%20and%20Transport%20(Clean)%20-%20Version%202.pdf
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Updated position (12.08.24)

The Highway Authority still has concerns in relation to the SACs. The
Joint Local Authorities (excluding Kent) position on the SACs and all the
changes that they consider are necessary are set out in the Joint Local
Authorities Deadline 7 Submission — Response to the Applicant’s
Deadline 6 Submissions — Appendices [REp7-104] (Appendix A).

commitments related to the interventions. The Applicant maintains
its position in relation to Commitments 1-4 to the specific mode
shares set out in the SAC document

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant’s position remains
unchanged. Further updates to ES Appendix 5.4.1: Surface Access
Commitments [REP6-030] and the Draft Section 106 Agreement
[REP6-063] have been submitted at Deadline 6.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has updated the
SACs at Deadline 9. This matter should be read in the context of
the Joint Position Statement and the Applicant’s Closing
Submission (Doc Ref. 10.73) in relation to surface access.

Commitments

and convenient alternative modes of transport for the residents of Mid
Sussex. This is surprising given the role Mid Sussex has in providing the
labour market for the project during construction and in operation.
Significant numbers of residents will also use the airport as passengers.

Updated position (Deadline 1): No further information provided, so no
change in authority position.

Updated position (Deadline 5): It is noted that SAC [REP3-028].
However MSDC continues to have reservation about the level of surface
access mitigation in Mid Sussex. Further detail is set out at ref 2.20.4.8
and 2.20.4.9 below, therefore no longer pursuing this point.-

coach services identified and included in the modelling work, and
GAL is committed to provide reasonable financial support in relation
to the services, or others which result in an equivalent level of
public transport accessibility.

The routes identified are based on the likely catchments to
maximise the potential of achieving the committed mode shares.

Updated position (April 2024): An updated version of ES
Appendix 5.4.1: Surface Access Commitments [REP3-028] has
been submitted at Deadline 3 which adds further detail to the
commitments related to the interventions.

Surface Access
Commitments [APP-

090]

2.20.4.4 Surface Access It is disappointing that there is not an updated Airport Surface Access The SAC document sets out the commitments we are making to ES Appendix 5.4.1: Not-Agreed No
Commitments Strategy (ASAS). This would provide more clarity as to exact surface deliver sustainable travel to and from the Airport. It also makes Surface Access longer pursued
access mitigations that are being delivered and clarity on how they will be | clear that any future ASAS developed after the DCO is granted will | Commitments [APP-
secured. take account of the commitments set out in the SAC document. 090]
This will become the means through which the commitments are
Updated position (Deadline 1): No further information provided, so no delivered, in conjunction with the SAC document which would be
change in authority position. secured under the DCO.
Updated position (Deadline 5): It is noted that SAC [REP3-028]. Updated position (April 2024): An updated Surface Access
However MSDC continues to have reservation about the level of surface Commitments [REP3-028] document has been submitted at
access mitigation in Mid Sussex. Further detail is set out at ref 2.20.4.8 Deadline 3.
and 2.20.4.9 below, therefore no longer pursuing this point.-
Updated position (July 2024): Similar response to row 2.20.4.2,
the Applicant would suggest that this row is resolved / no longer
pursuing or consolidated with rows 2.20.4.8 or 2.20.4.9.
2.20.4.5 Surface Access The applicant has not done enough to support the provision of frequent The Surface Access Commitments document sets out bus and ES Appendix 5.4.1: Not-Agreed No

longer pursued
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000919-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%205.4.1%20Surface%20Access%20Commitments.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020005/TR020005-000919-5.3%20ES%20Appendix%205.4.1%20Surface%20Access%20Commitments.pdf
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Updated position (July 2024): Similar response to above row
2.20.4.4, the Applicant would suggest that this row is resolved / no
longer pursuing or consolidated with rows 2.20.4.8 or 2.20.4.9.

2.20.4.6 Parking

The restriction and demand management of parking at the airport is one
way in which the applicant is seeking to achieve modal shift. However,
there is no robust assessment of current and future demand for car
parking, looking at both on-site and offsite parking provision. Therefore it
is not possible to make informed decisions about the levels of future car
parking that will be required. Once this information is available, a robust,
evidence-based Car Parking Strategy can be developed to properly
manage parking provision in a way that supports the modal shift ambitions
of the applicant.

Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. Await further information from
applicant.

Updated position (Deadline 5): It is noted that the Applicant has
submitted additional information in Car Parking Strategy [REP1-051] and
in response to EXA Q1 [REP3-104].

The council strongly disagrees with the Applicant having omitted existing
on-airport spaces from its calculations on the basis that these are not
operated by GAL. Whilst not operated by GAL, factually these spaces are
situated on-airport (located within the CBC Local Plan airport boundary)
and are used by passengers travelling to/from the airport, thereby adding
to the percentage of airport users travelling to the airport by private
vehicle. These should be taken into account by the Applicant in its
calculation of future passenger parking spaces to support the DCO, and
this issue brings into question the need for 1,100 further spaces as part of
the Project, so to ignore existing on-airport spaces simply because these
are not operated by GAL will potentially result in an over-provision. This
brings into question the transparency of the SACs, as it is now unclear
iffnow non-GAL operated on-airport parking is factored into the Applicant’s
approach.

To clarify, the annual parking survey counts non-GAL operated spaces,
where located within the airport boundary, as on-airport.

The applicant appears to be inconsistent with its inclusion/exclusion of
non- GAL operated on airport spaces. (Non- GAL operated carparking at
Hilton hotel was included and now excluded seemingly only because the
planning permission for an additional 820 spaces has lapsed.

Updated position (12.08.24): MSDC welcomes clarification by the
Applicant that on-airport spaces operated by third parties are included in

Further information is being prepared on the justification for the
proposed number of car parking spaces. This will be shared with
the local authorities in due course.

Updated position (Deadline 1): A Car Parking Strategy (Doc Ref.
10.5) has been submitted as part of Deadline 1.

Updated position (April 2024): In addition to the Car Parking
Strategy [REP1-051] submitted at Deadline 1, the Applicant has
provided additional background to the calculation of future parking
demand in The Applicant's Response to the Examining Authority's
Written Questions (1) [REP3-104], specifically in response to
questions TT.1.38, TT.1.39 and TT.1.41 which provide further
narrative on the use of Park & Fly trip volumes to determine future
parking demand and the anticipated levels of parking provision in
the assessment years of 2029, 2032 and 2047. These figures now
exclude the 820 spaces at the Hilton hotel, as the Applicant has
acknowledged the lapsing of the relevant planning permission
(Section 4.6 of The Applicant's Response to Actions - ISHs2-5
REP2-005]) and that these spaces should no longer be included in
the future baseline or with Project figures. The Applicant is not
seeking additional parking to compensate for those spaces

Updated position (July 2024): The Applicant’s Response to D4
submission [REP5-072] contains responses on issues raised on
non-GAL operated car parking.

The estimate of spaces not held by the airport operator but located
within the airport boundary are included in the annual Gatwick
Parking Survey used as the basis for modelling as part of the
Transport Assessment. All of the car trips to and from these spaces
are also included in the model as they have been captured in the
extensive data collection supporting the model development. These

car trips exist in the base transport model and are subject to growth
in accordance with the forecast methodology. They are considered
as airport related trips within the trip matrices. The authorised on
airport spaces provided by others are located close to airport-
operated car parks and are therefore accessed in the same way.

The Applicant confirms that in the context of the Car Parking

Strategy [REP1-051], “on-airport” parking spaces refers to

GAL operated on-airport spaces and “off-airport” parking

Car Parking Strategy
(REP1-051)

Net

AgreedAgreed
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the survey data used to underpin the modelling and in the forecasts for

spaces refers to non-GAL operated parking spaces counted

future mode shares. If it is now clarified that, for the purposes of the mode

in the annual Gatwick Parking Survey (whether they are

share targets all of those non-GAL on-airport spaces and trips to them are

located within the airport boundary or not).

included and count as car journeys against the Applicant - then the
Authorities' preference for presenting those spaces in certain figures is

The Applicant has set out its reasons for this distinction in its

less critical, provided that the controls achieve their intended purpose.
MSDC remain of the view that the Applicant should clarify in its
documents that its definition of ‘on-airport’ and ‘off-airport’, as taken for the

purposes of the DCO, differs to that applied in Crawley Local Plan Policy
GAT3. This is required to avoid the introduction of unnecessary ambiquity
and to ensure continued effective application of Policy GAT3. However,
the overall position is that the Applicant’'s methodology for identification of
new passenger parking numbers is agreed.

Response to Rule 17 Letter - Car Parking [REP6-067] and The
Applicant’s Response to Deadline 2 Submissions [REP3-106]; the
GAL-operated on-airport spaces are the only spaces that the
Applicant can control directly and therefore influence demand to
meet mode share commitments and contribute to sustainable travel,

whereas non-GAL operated parking spaces are considered
alongside other off-airport spaces which are assumed to have a
fixed location, quantity and capacity which does not change within
the Future Baseline or with the Proposed Development. For clarity,
the parking capacity provided by non-GAL operated parking spaces
is included in the estimate of off-airport parking as counted annually
by Crawley Borough Council and is therefore included in the
assessment of parking need. All of the trips to and from non-GAL
operated parking spaces have been modelled as part of the
Transport Assessment (as airport-related trips). The Applicant has
assumed capacity of those parking spaces will remain constant.
The Applicant therefore does not consider that there is any over-
estimate of the number of new parking spaces required.

in northern Mid Sussex, a real choice of sustainable transport modes and

is committing to, together with commitments to the interventions

Surface Access

2.20.4.7 Parking Enforcement The Applicant's commitment to supporting local authorities’ actions Further information is being prepared on the application of these ES Appendix 5.4.1: Under
against unauthorised off-airport passenger car parking is welcomed. measures in support of the Surface Access Commitments. This will | Surface Access discussion
However, there is no detail of the scale of the support, to which local be discussed with the local authorities in relation to the SoCG and Commitments [APP-
authorities it will apply and how it will be secured. the S.106. 090]
Updated position (Deadline 1): Welcome further discussion on this Updated position (April 2024): The draft Section 106 Agreement
matter to ensure mitigation is secured to mitigate effects in Mid Sussex. REP2-004] secures the proposed level of funding to support local
authorities enforcement actions against unauthorised parking, in
Updated position (Deadline 5) : MSDC welcomes the Applicant’s offer to | Clause 7 of Schedule 3
make an annual financial contribution towards airport-related parking
investigation/enforcement. We do however have concern that the monies Updated position (July 2024): An updated Draft Section 106
proposed are not sufficient to fund a post at the required level. This matter | Agreement [REP6-063] was submitted at Deadline 6.
is subject to ongoing negotiation through the S106 agreement process.
Paragraph 17.86 of the West Sussex LIR refers. Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has updated the
SACs at Deadline 9. This matter should be read in the context of
Updated position (12.08.24) Under discussion as part of S106 agreement. | the Joint Position Statement and the Applicant’s Closing
Submission (Doc Ref. 10.73) in relation to surface access.
2.20.4.8 Sustainable transport Provision of choice of sustainable transport modes from villages in north GAL has developed Surface Access Commitments (SACs) which Section 5.2 of ES Under
modes Mid Sussex — Crawley Down and Copthorne. In order to provide residents | identify the sustainable transport mode share outcomes which GAL | Appendix 5.4.1: discussion
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reduce the reliance on the private car further investment in bus
connectivity is required. This is particularly import when relying on these
areas for labour supply and taking into account the unsociable hours that
many roles within the airport have. Local bus enhancements should be
sought on routes in these areas to provide fast and frequent direct service
to Gatwick.

Updated position (Deadline 1): No further information provided, so no
change in authority position.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC welcomes the opportunity for
further discussion on this matter. Further detail on the specific investment
on services in Mid Sussex is required, along with how the figure of a
minimum of £10 million has been arrived at. This is required to determine
whether or not £10 million is the correct level of funding to support the
introduction or operation or use of bus and coach services (taking into
account the large geographical area this fund needs to cover).

Updated Position (12.08.24) No further discussion has been had
between the applicant and MSDC on this matter. It is noted that the SAC
includes commitment to improve bus services through Crawley Down and
Copthorne to Gatwick. Under discussion as part of S106 agreement/dDCo

Requirement.

The Highway Authority still has concerns in relation to the SACs. The
Joint Local Authorities (excluding Kent) position on the SACs and all the
changes that they consider are necessary are set out in the Joint Local
Authorities Deadline 7 Submission — Response to the Applicant’s
Deadline 6 Submissions — Appendices [REp7-104] (Appendix A).

and measures that GAL will use to achieve those mode shares.
These interventions include measures that will increase public
transport choice and encourage the use of public transport and
active travel modes, alongside measures aim to reduce levels of
private care use amongst air passengers and staff. Further
information on the SACs is included in Section 12.8 of Chapter 12
and within the SACs document itself.

Updated position (April 2024): The position remains unchanged.
The Applicant will continue to engage with Mid Sussex District
Council on this matter. Paragraph 5 of Schedule 3 to the draft DCO
S106 Agreement [REP2-004] secures a minimum £10 million
investment from the Applicant to support the introduction or
operation or use of bus and coach services.

Updated position (July 2024): An updated Draft Section 106
Agreement [REP6-063] was submitted at Deadline 6.

Updated position (Deadline 9): The Applicant has updated the
SACs at Deadline 9. This matter should be read in the context of
the Joint Position Statement and the Applicant’'s Closing
Submission (Doc Ref. 10.73) in relation to surface access.

Commitments [APP-

090]

2.20.4.9 Bus strategy

Bus Strategy — lack of improvement to services in rural areas of Mid
Sussex, acting as barrier to mode shift. Where rail links do exist at
Haywards Heath and Burgess Hill, connections to neighbouring
settlements is poor acting as a barrier to use. The current strategy
therefore risks leaving large parts of the district, which is geographically
very close to the airport, with no realistic alternative to car travel. Mid
Sussex council would therefore like to understand the potential impacts of
introducing bus priority measures and/or an extension to the Fastway
service along the A264 corridor and would strongly encourage
undertaking feasibility and modelling work to quantify what impact these
interventions could make to support mode shift to sustainable travel, as
currently presented the strategy overall appears to not be sufficient to
achieve the mode share targets.

GAL has developed Surface Access Commitments (SACs) which
identify the sustainable transport mode share outcomes to which
GAL is committing, together with commitments to the interventions
and measures that GAL will use to achieve those mode shares. The
assessment presented in Section 7 and other parts of the Transport
Assessment indicates that the measures suggested by Mid-Sussex
Council are not necessary to achieve the mode share
commitments. GAL’s existing Sustainable Transport Fund (STF) is
already used to create a funding stream for initiatives aimed at
increasing the use of sustainable transport modes, in support of the
measures contained in the current ASAS. Initiatives that are part or
wholly funded through the STF are discussed and agreed with the
TFSG. The STF is currently administered under periodic Section
106 commitments, which are regularly reviewed and renewed. GAL

ES Appendix 5.4.1:
Surface Access
Commitments [APP-
090]. Section 7 of the
Transport
Assessment

[APP-258]

Not Agreed
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Updated position (Deadline 1): No further information provided, so no
change in authority position.

Updated position (Deadline 5): MSDC welcomes the opportunity for
further discussion on this matter. Further detail on the specific investment
on services in Mid Sussex is required.

Under discussion as part of S106 agreement

Updated Position (12.08.24) No further discussion has been had
between the applicant and MSDC on this matter. It is noted that the SAC
includes commitment to improve bus services through Crawley Down and
Copthorne to Gatwick. Under discussion as part of S106 agreement/dDCo

Requirement.

The Highway Authority still has concerns in relation to the SACs. The
Joint Local Authorities (excluding Kent) position on the SACs and all the
changes that they consider are necessary are set out in the Joint Local
Authorities Deadline 7 Submission — Response to the Applicant’s
Deadline 6 Submissions — Appendices [REp7-104] (Appendix A).

will continue to use the STF to support measures that will help to
achieve the mode share commitments.

Updated position (April 2024): The position remains unchanged.
The Applicant will continue to engage with Mid Sussex District
Council on this matter. Schedule 3 of the Draft S106 Agreement
REP2-004] sets out the funding for surface access including
arrangements to continue the STF

Updated position (July 2024): An updated Draft Section 106

Adgreement [REP6-063] was submitted at Deadline 6.

2.20.4.10 Sustainable transport mode | Concern is raised regarding the target for staff sustainable transport mode | The Surface Access Commitments document sets out the Transport Under
share share with low emission travel initiatives (i.e. electric vehicles), this will not | committed mode shares, and Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment discussionNo
relieve issues with congestion and could risk investment being directed Assessment sets out the interventions which have been tested in APP-258] longer pursued
away from more sustainable modes such as bus, rail, walking and cycling | the model to demonstrate the mode shares are achievable.
and should therefore be separated from the target for sustainable modes. | Definitions are provided in paragraph 4.2.2. of the Surface Access ES Appendix 5.4.1
Commitments document. Low / zero emission vehicles are not Surface Access
Updated position (Deadline 1): Noted. included in the definitions associated with the mode share Commitments [APP-
commitments. 090]
Updated position (12.08.21): Duplication - matter addressed in Rows Lo el (BERO (DIl AR IND LREE HD ARG [Pese,
above via Surface Access Commitment comments. No longer pursued.
Updated position (July 2024): Clarification has been provided on
this issue and no further comments are made at Deadline 5 by
MSDC. The Applicant would suggest that this issue is resolved.
Other

There are no other issues relating to this topic in this Statement of Common Ground.
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2.21. Waste and Materials
2211 Table 2.21 sets out the position of both parties in relation to waste and materials matters.

Table 2.21 Statement of Common Ground — Waste and Materials Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signhposting Status

There are no issues relating to Waste and Materials in this Statement of Common Ground.
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2.22. Water Environment
2221 Table 2.22 sets out the position of both parties in relation to water environment matters.

Table 2.22 Statement of Common Ground — Water Environment Matters

Reference Matter Stakeholder Position Gatwick Airport Limited Position Signposting Status

There are no issues relating to Water Environment in this Statement of Common Ground.
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3 Signatures
3.1.1 The above SoCG is agreed between the following:
Duly authorised Name

for and on behalf  Jonathan Deegan
of Gatwick Airport

Limited, The Job Title

Applicant Planning & Environment Lead
Date
21/08/2024
Signature

Duly
for and on behalf

of Mid Sussex

District Council Job Title_Assistant Director, Planning and Sustainable Economy

Date 21.08.24

Signature
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Appendix 1: Record of Engagement Undertaken

Date Form of Correspondence

Details

13 February 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on DCO Application

7 March 2019

In-Person Meeting

NRP update given to Gatwick Officers Group

8 May 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on NRP update

5 June 2019

In-Person Meeting

NRP update given to Local Authorities Gatwick Officers Group

20 August 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Land Environment

21 August 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Surface Access and Transport

28 August 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Air Quality, Carbon and Climate Change, and Major
Accidents and Disasters

28 August 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Economics and Employment

29 August 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG Meeting on Noise

3 September 2019

In-Person Meeting

Technical Officers Group Meeting

18 September 2019

In-Person Meeting

Health Stakeholder Meeting

26 September 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on MAAD

27 November 2019

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Consultation Update

27 January 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG Air Quality, Carbon and Climate Change and MAAD

30 January 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG Economics and Employment

3 February 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Land Based Topics

4 February 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Surface Access

5 February 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Noise

6 February 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Water Environment

26 February 2020

In-Person Meeting

TWG on Consultation Update

27 July 2021 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Surface Access

29 July 2021 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG Landscape, Visual and Land and Water Environment

3 August 2021 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Economy, Employment, Housing and Health

4 August 2021 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Health and Wellbeing

5 August 2021 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Land Use and Recreation, Geology, Heritage, and Ecology

12 August 2021 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

TWG on Air Quality, Carbon and Climate Change, and MAAD

16 March 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

TWG on Post Consultation Update

4 May 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Noise
(Recorded)

10 May 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Land and Water Environment
(Recorded)

11 May 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Air Quality
(Recorded)

12 May 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Planning (Mitigation update and Design)
(Recorded)

16 May 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Econ & Soc-Econ
(Recorded)

17 May 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Transport
(Recorded)

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
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25 May 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning (Forecasting & Capacity)

07 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

09 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Land and Water Environment

14 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Econ & Soc-Econ

15 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Transport

20 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Health & MAAD

21 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Air Quality

28 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

29 June 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Land & Water Environment

(Recorded)

5 July 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Planning (Mitigation Update and Design)
(Recorded)
7 July 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Econ & Soc-Econ
(Recorded)
14 July 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Air Quality
(Recorded)
26 July 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Transport
(Recorded)
27 July 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Health & MAAD
(Recorded)
8 August 2022 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Planning B (Forecast & Capacity)

16 September 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning B (Forecast & Capacity)

26 September 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Land & Water Environment

27 September 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Transport

28 September 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Econ/Soc-Econ

3 October 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Carbon & Climate Change

4 October 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Health

14 October 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

19 October 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning A (Mitigation Update & Design)

21 October 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Air Quality

31 October 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Land & Water

1 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Transport

2 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Econ/Soc-Econ

7 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Carbon & Climate Change

8 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Health

8 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

Biodiversity Sub-Group Meeting

10 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

Minerals Scoping meeting with WSCC/SCC
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18 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Econ/Soc-Econ (mop up session)

23 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning A (Mitigation Update & Design)

24 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning B (Forecast & Capacity)

29 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

30 November 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

LLFA/GAL meeting on FRA and River Mole culvert

2 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Land & Water

5 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Transport

6 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Air Quality

8 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Carbon & Climate Change

12 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Major Accidents & Disasters

14 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise (Noise Envelope)

14 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

Biodiversity Sub-Group Meeting

14 December 2022

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Econ/Soc-Econ

4 January 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

10 January 2023 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Land & Water
(Recorded)

16 January 2023 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Air Quality
(Recorded)

17 January 2023 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Planning (Mitigation Update and Design)
(Recorded)

18 January 2023 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Carbon
(Recorded)

19 January 2023 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Health and MAAD
(Recorded)

31 January 2023 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Transport

(Recorded)

8 February 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

9 February 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Land & Water

7 March 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning B (Forecast and Capacity)

13 March 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Air-Quality

14 March 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Planning B (Forecast and Capacity)

10 November 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Transport (Highways)

11 December 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Greenhouse Gases

12 December 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Employment Skills & Business Strategy

13 December 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Air Quality

15 December 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Transport (Post-COVID Modelling)

20 December 2023

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Noise

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0

Page 151



LONDON
\a? GATWICK

Our northern runway: making best use of Gatwick

9 February 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Ops and Capacity

15 February 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams
(Recorded)

TWG on Catalytic Impacts Assessment

15 February 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

TWG on Needs and Forecasting

(Recorded)
25 March Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on ESBS
(Recorded)
8 April 2024 In Person Meeting ESBS Strategy Workshop
15 April 2024 In Person Site Visit York Aviation (on behalf of JLAs) NRP visit to the Old Control Tower
simulator
22 April 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Air Quality
(Recorded)
29 April 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams $106 Community Fund
29 April 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams s106 Surface Access
9 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Transport Modelling
(Recorded) GAL/Surrey CC
10 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams $106 Biodiversity
10 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams $106 Noise
10 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams $106 Air Quality
10 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Transport Modelling
(Recorded) GAL/WSCC
14 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Landscape Visuals
(Recorded)
15 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Transport Modelling
(Recorded) GAL/SCC
30 May 2024 In-Person Meeting Draft ESBS Implementation Plan Workshop
31 May 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG Historic Environment WSCC

(Recorded)

7" June 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

Ordinary watercourses with WSCC, SCC and GAL

(Recorded)

11" June 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

PROW and active travel

(Recorded)

14" June 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

Catalytic Impacts Assessment with York Aviation/GAL

24" June 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

Lane Rental and Permit Scheme

(Recorded)

28" June 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Capacity meeting with York Aviation/GAL
(Recorded)

2" July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Community Fund with Community Foundations
(Recorded)

2" July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Design Principles
(Recorded)

5% July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Air Quality
(Recorded)

11% July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams ESBS Stakeholder Workshop 3
(Recorded)

9" July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Update on Brook Farm active travel proposals
(Recorded)

12" July 2024

Virtual Meeting — MS Teams

WIZAD SID discussion with York Aviation, David Monk and GAL

(Recorded)
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18" July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Noise with EHOS from JLAs
(Recorded)
24" July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Transport meeting with SCC and GAL
(Recorded)
25" July 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams Transport meeting with WSCC and GAL
(Recorded)
6" August 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Socio-economics
(Recorded)
8" August 2024 Virtual Meeting — MS Teams TWG on Socio-economics (wash up session en-asylum-seekers)
(Recorded)

Gatwick Northern Runway Project
Statement of Common Ground — GAL and Mid Sussex District Council — Version 3.0 Page 153



	10.1.5 MSDC SoCG - Tracked Version (1).pdf
	Book 10
	VERSION: 3.0
	DATE: AUGUST 2024
	Application Document Ref: 10.1.5
	PINS Reference Number: TR020005
	APFP Regulations 5(2)(q)        Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009




