The Airport Commission Consultation
Q1. What conclusions, if any, do you draw in respect of the three short-listed options? In answering this question please take into account the Commission's consultation documents and any other information you consider relevant. 
I conclude that a second runway at Gatwick should not be built, because adequate surrounding infrastructure cannot provided without much greater cost and environmental damage than is apparent from Gatwick Airport Ltd (GAL)’s application and the Commission’s assessment; because, in its recent actions, GAL has not demonstrated the necessary trustworthiness to act as a major infrastructure partner of the British Government.  
…”On the grounds that Gatwick Airport Ltd has totally failed to be transparent about its financial evaluation, and has concealed the public expenditure implications of the infrastructure needed for a second runway, its proposal should be rejected by the Airports Commission"
Sir John Stanley, MP, House of Commons, 18th December 2014
http://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2014-12-18a.1621.0
I also submit that para 3.45 of the Airport Commission’s Consultation Document is incorrect in stating; ‘Local opinion appears to be mixed with opposition from local community organisations and some local authorities, but support from others, subject to the provision of adequate environmental mitigation, and from regional business organisations’
Formal opposition to the second runway has been declared by West Sussex CC (Gatwick’s home county), Kent CC, Surrey CC and many District and Parish councils in the area (e.g. Tunbridge Wells, Horsham, Mole Valley and those within High Weald Councils Aviation Action Group). Thirteen campaign groups have been formed and subsequently supported by many thousands of local residents who resent the claims made by GAL (using discredited noise data) that relatively few people are affected by Gatwick.  
"You will have seen in the news however that Gatwick have postponed such a submission for change following significant local resistance." 
Peter Gardiner, Business Manager to the Chair and CEO, CAA, 1st October 2014 in relation to flight path changes.
Together the County Councillors of Kent, W.Sussex and Surrey represent over 3.354m people. (Source: Centre for English Policy Studies)

Their collective voice should not be ignored by the Commission.
I also submit that the knowledge and detail required to understand the Commission’s questions in this Consultation means that many members of the public like me can only complete a response with the help of campaign groups.  I request that the Commission gives full weight to my response, recognizing that I have added  my name under my free will to such a response.
Detailed conclusions

a. Gatwick – least economic benefit
Of all the options the Commission are considering, Gatwick brings the least economic benefit to the nation (Heathrow £112bn-£211bn/£101bn-£214bn versus Gatwick £42bn-£127bn); Heathrow would therefore ‘deliver substantially greater economic benefits’. The Commission’s own figures indicate the economic benefit to the UK from expanding Gatwick is half that of expanding Heathrow.
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ad2918a4-6972-11e4-9f65-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3PNkPACtI
None of the economic benefit assessments by the applicants or the Commission take account of the subsidy that aviation receives as a result of paying no fuel duty and no VAT (with only a quarter of the lost revenue made up by air passenger duty).

b. Gatwick – not supported by the major airlines
"I would not support a runway at Gatwick because I don’t think there is a business case to support it”  Willie Walsh, CEO, IAG (BA’s parent company)
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/newsbysector/transport/11201064/Willie-Walsh-No-business-case-to-support-a-second-runway-at-Gatwick.html
‘Carolyn McCall, easyJet CEO…called into question Gatwick’s push for expansion by saying that customers wanted extra capacity at Heathrow. Ms McCall…said easyJet was “quite concerned” at the prospect that airport landing charges could rise at Gatwick to cover the costs of a second runway.  .. ‘If Gatwick’s charges doubled to an average of £15 to £18 as predicted by an independent commission examining the case for expansion “that is quite worrying in terms of our economic case”
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/8596d4c2-6ef7-11e4-8d86-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3PNkPACtI
c. Gatwick – poorer existing surface infrastructure
Existing surface access infrastructure is considerably less advanced around Gatwick.  The access rail line (serving Brighton and area) is already fully utilized and insufficient allowance has been made for the very high cost – in money, time and environmental impact – of having to expand it to cope with additional numbers.  Road links from Gatwick to Central London and the rest of the UK will also be inadequate for the extra traffic contemplated – no proper allowance has been made for the cost, time and environmental damage that will be caused by addressing this weakness. Finally it is unclear where housing, schools and hospitals can be built for the additional workforce required by an expanded Gatwick, since in the region of the airport is already effectively full and these facilities will have to be provided in the area for the extra workforce needed.  This would require a widespread dismantling of existing Green Belt policies, thereby adding to the risk, complexity, costs and damage of the Gatwick proposal.  These factors have not been properly addressed by Gatwick’s application or the Commission’s analysis so far. 
d. Gatwick – unknown financial evaluations
A proper financial evaluation of even its own inadequate infrastructure cost has not been made public for scrutiny by GAL. Sir John Stanley, MP, said this in the House of Commons on December 18th 2014
"I consider that Gatwick Airport Ltd has failed - and failed scandalously - to be open and transparent about the financial evaluation of its project…
…Gatwick Airport Ltd is simply seeking a blank cheque from UK taxpayers…"
http://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2014-12-18a.1621.0
e. Gatwick – a financial high risk profile
According to Moody’s, the credit rating agency, GAL’s financial risk profile is high. Any failure (such as to complete the infrastructure required) will fall on the British tax payer to stand behind, making Gatwick’s proposal more risky.
“The financial risks associated with the scheme are high given the size of the project in relation to the company’s size and Gatwick’s relative lack of experience undertaking such a transformational capital expenditure programme.” … “Gatwick, on the other hand, would be vulnerable to airlines switching to an expanded Heathrow, whilst a new runway at Gatwick would increase its airport charges and could alienate its price-sensitive airlines.”
Xavier Lopez Del Rincon, VP, Moody’s
http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/dec/10/new-london-runway-damage-gatwick-creditworthiness
f. Gatwick – the wrong strategic fit 

An expanded Gatwick would be half a hub in the wrong place, connected to Heathrow via the M25 that would not be able to cope with the planned passenger numbers requiring transit – see earlier comments on road and rail infrastructure.  Gatwick’s easterly location gives substantially reduced ease of access for both business and non-business connectivity with Central, Western and Northern UK regions
‘[Gatwick’s] southerly location would see relatively long journey times by road access from areas north of London’
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/381912/AC01_tagged_amend_25_11.pdf
g. Gatwick – the Economic & Business Case 
The regional economy around Gatwick (radius 30 miles) is significantly dependent on tourism, attracted by the peace and tranquility of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and numerous heritage sites.  Substantial additional air-traffic noise will reduce or in some cases terminate this trade with significant economic and environmental damage (eg Hever Castle has already cancelled all summer theatre productions with just one runway). The loss of local employment in these heritage assets and AONBs has not been adequately assessed by Gatwick or the Airport Commission.

h. Employment  
Unemployment levels in area surrounding Gatwick are below 2%. Therefore new employees will be coming from outside the area affected.

Heathrow options offer more jobs (179,000 by 2050 vs 49,000 at Gatwick) with limited freight related job opportunities at Gatwick relative to Heathrow

Q2. Do you have any suggestions for how the short-listed options could be improved, i.e. their benefits enhanced or negative impacts mitigated? The options and their impacts are summarised in Section 3 of the Consultation Document.
Mitigating negative impacts
Abandoning current flight path policy, which unfairly targets rural areas, areas of tranquility and areas of low-density population by concentrating flight paths over them.
Arrivals
No night flights : ceasing all night flights between the hours of midnight and 6.00 a.m., in order to eliminate the most disturbing aircraft noise for the benefit of our communities.

Using PBN to achieve the greatest possible safe height with smooth Continual Descent Approach at all times

Using PBN to achieve maximum dispersal of flight approach paths without using merge points, introducing a policy that offers maximum rolling respite for all communities and individuals affected, and is based upon geography rather than size of population.
Departures
No night flights - as with Departures above. 

Using PBN to achieve the greatest possible safe height with smooth Continual Ascent Departure at all times

Using PBN to achieve the maximum dispersal of flight departure paths (restricted to areas previously overflown) within Noise Preferential Routes, introducing a policy that offers maximum rolling respite for all communities and individuals affected, and is based upon geography rather than size of population.

Abandoning current policy, which unfairly targets rural areas, areas of tranquility and areas of low-density population by concentrating flight paths over them.

Consultation
Greater public involvement in all stages of selection of inbound and outbound flight routes as part of any changes arising from London Airspace Consultation.

Revising terms of reference and management of Airport Consultative Committees to make them independent, representative, transparent and effective.

Aircraft modification
Advocate a national policy within the United Kingdom to ensure  all Airbus 318, 319 and 320 aircraft which call at UK airports are retrospectively fitted with a modification to reduce FOPP cavities and similar aircraft noise.

Noise management
Establish an Independent Noise Authority with the majority of the Board made up of non-aviation industry personnel, to oversee the management and delivery of Noise Action Plans and Airport Master Plans, with fully effective powers of enforcement.

Adopt modern noise measurement standard to replace noise averaging (as represented by current use of the 57dBLAeq), so as to better reflect actual impact of individual noise events. 

Health Impacts
Increased research into health management issues with regard to aviation noise and the environmental impact on communities of increased numbers of aircraft flying below 7000 feet.

Road congestion. 
The only realistic ‘mitigating’ action is not to permit a second runway to be built. 

I submit that the Airport Commission has seriously underestimated the increase in road traffic that would result from a second runway at Gatwick for two reasons:

1. The Commission’s assessment is based on forecast road traffic in 2030, when the new runway would be operating below its full capacity
2. The Commission has only looked at the extra road traffic caused by air passengers and on-airport staff, and left out of their assessment the road traffic due to catalytic and induced employment.
Airports Commission: Surface Access: Gatwick Airport Second Runway.
The Commission also needs to take into account the extra traffic on A roads and local roads. This is likely to require many new traffic engineering schemes, increasing the financial burden on West Sussex, East Sussex and Surrey County Councils and causing damage to historic town and village centres, many of which have conservation area status. 
Extra road traffic due to a new runway would come on top of a forecast growth in weekday car trips and distance travelled in South East England of 40% by 2041.

Banks, Bayliss and Glaister. RAC 2007
Already the M25 is frequently at a standstill for parts of each day. 

The M23 near Gatwick has an ‘on time’ score of under 60%.

Department for Transport . February 2014
GACC (a respected and well-established campaign organization) has estimated that the number of extra road journeys would be around 100,000 vehicles a day.
www.gacc.org.uk/the-runway-issue

On top of that would be the increase in delivery and heavy goods vehicles generated by the activity of the new firms attracted to the area. 

Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 
This huge vehicular increase would put pressure not only on the M23 and M25, and but also on many A roads and local roads within 20 miles around the airport. Gatwick lacks any good road connections to the east or west. Many local roads through the neighbouring towns and villages would become congested with queues at junctions, making journeys to work or to school frustrating and time-consuming.
Beyond that, the Commission appears to accept Gatwick’s assumption that they can rely on improvements to the M23 and M25 that are already in hand. These improvements, such as hard-shoulder running on the M25, are required to deal with the existing and forecast growth in road traffic without a new runway. 
Bad for Business. www.gacc.org.uk/latest-news
Knock-on effect
A new runway would be likely to bring forward the need for significant changes in a number of local towns: e.g. a new bypass or tunnel might be needed at Reigate, at considerable cost and causing substantial environmental damage. A new western bypass around Crawley has already been suggested, resulting in more loss of countryside, and a further adverse impact on Ifield.  There appears to be no space for a new road on the southern side of the new airport boundary without demolishing more houses on the northern side of Crawley. 

Rail over-crowding 
The only realistic ‘mitigating’ action is not to permit a second runway to be built at Gatwick. I submit that the Commission has significantly underestimated the increase in rail traffic that would result from a second runway at Gatwick because:

1. Its assessment is based on forecast rail traffic in 2030, when the new runway would be operating at well under its full capacity.

2. It has looked only at the extra rail traffic caused by air passengers and on-airport staff, and left out of their assessment the road traffic due to catalytic and induced employment.
See Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraph 2.26.
The detailed Surface Access report prepared for the Commission indicates that when the second runway is operating at full capacity ‘Further options would involve a more significant investment in infrastructure’. I agree with this analysis, but it is not rigorously pursued in the Commission’s work.  Given that the London-Brighton rail line, on which Gatwick lies, is already operating at full capacity, very substantial infrastructure works such as a new rail tunnel from the Purley area into (or through) central London and incorporating an underground station at Croydon, would be required to expand it, but this is not costed.   It is disingenuous to claim benefit calculated on a new runway operating at full capacity, while assessing the road and rail cost implications based on the new runway being only half full. 

Another infrastructure-led option identified is double-decking, but given limited capacity available in the terminating platforms at London Bridge, this is likely to involve extensive gauge clearance works covering the Thameslink tunnels and routes north of London, as well as the widening of the Balcombe and Clayton tunnels south of Gatwick. These schemes would not only be very expensive but also involve extensive disruption to network operations during construction.
See Airports Commission: Surface Access: Gatwick Airport Second Runway. Pages 6-7
When Gatwick reaches full capacity on two runways there will be on average around 90,000 extra journeys every day in the vicinity of the airport. 
Verbal evidence at Airports Commission public discussion session, 16th December 2014
Gatwick contends that many travellers use surface transport outside peak times. This is largely dependent on predicting the future of airline scheduling and with Gatwick’s own target market uncertain this cannot be assured. Also off-peak usage is unlikely to be the case for journeys made by the people in the new firms attracted to the area or indeed those brought in to construct the project.
See Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraphs 3.48 and 3.52
The Commission has accepted Gatwick’s contention that no new investments in railway infrastructure would be required other than those already planned. Yet already with no new runway, the Network Rail forecast is that passengers on the Brighton main line will rise by 30% between 2010 and 2020. The Commission admits that: ‘High levels of crowding would be felt in peak hours on some services, particularly into London Bridge, although this would largely be driven by background demand growth.’ 

Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraph 3.41
Q3. Do you have any comments on how the Commission has carried out its appraisal?
I submit that the Airport Commission has not been sufficiently rigorous in its approach to examining the costs, risks and environmental impact of regional infrastructure changes that would be required if a second runway was to be built at Gatwick.

Q4.  In your view, are there any relevant factors that have not been fully addressed by the Commission to date?
Yes, as follows:
a. Under utilised airports
The Commission has not fully examined the potential to utilise under-used airports north of London, particularly Stansted

b. North-south divide
At a time when international Climate Change legislation means that Britain may only be able to build one more major airport runway in the next fifty years, the government and Commission do not appear to have considered properly the full implications of basing that runway in the south of the country at a time when policy is to seek a rebalancing of the economic divide between Britain’s north and south. 
c. Flight path changes
The Commission has failed to investigate sufficiently thoroughly the true impact (ie not just the impact suggested by Gatwick) of new flight paths required by a second runway, particularly given the wide public outcry over recent changes to existing flight paths, denied by Gatwick yet accepted as fact by County Councils and thousands of their residents:- “It is quite clear that residents in west Kent are already suffering from significant levels of disturbance as a result of increased air traffic over the last few years and the recent changes in flight paths”. Paul Carter, CBE, Leader, KCC
c. Examining fully implications to AONB’s and Areas of Tranquility
The Commission has not examined properly the operators’ and regulators’ statutory requirement to fully take account of regulations surrounding over-flight of AONB’s, including the negative impact on jobs in the High Weald Tourist industry. 

Gatwick is surrounded on three sides by Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty – the High Weald AONB and the Surrey Hills AONB – each visited by over a million people each year in search of peace and tranquility.  

Local councils have a statutory duty to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of these areas, and this applies to any decisions they may take, not merely to planning applications.   

d. The relative availability of respite
Has the Commission fully examined the true availability (or not) of effective respite if a second runway is allowed at Gatwick? Gatwick with two runways proposes to handle 560,000 air traffic movements a year, compared to 250,000 at present.  Aircraft  presently take-off or land at a rate of nearly one a minute.  With a new runway it would be nearly two a minute. Has the Commission fully appreciated that with both runways handling arrivals and departures, there could be no scheme to provide respite by alternating the use of the runways, as at Heathrow.

e. True examination of actual noise levels
Has the Commission fully examined the true level of actual noise levels on the ground, throughout the potentially affected areas?

When account is taken of background noise levels, it can be shown that the difference in the level of disturbance at Gatwick compared to Heathrow would be much less marked than shown in the usual simplistic Leq figures.  Leq measures noise but does not measure the LMax annoyance impact.  The International Standards Organisation recommends a 10dB difference in the assessment of noise in rural areas compared to urban residential areas, to allow for the difference in background noise levels.   At Gatwick, with a second runway, 13,200 people would fall within the 57 Leq contour.  If they were all living in a rural area as GAL suggest, then the 57 Leq contour would be equivalent to the 67 Leq contour at Heathrow – which has 9,500 currently living within it.   

f. A thorough examination of night flights and the effect of sleep deprivation. 
I submit that this key difference between the Heathrow options and Gatwick  has not been fully taken into account  by the Commission.

The LMax of flights coming over the High Weald between 2500 and 3500 feet is 90db, sufficient to wake even deep sleepers. Long term sleep deprivation reduces life expectancy according to the World Health Organisation. 

Heathrow accepts a quota of 3,500 night flights, the current Commission assumption is a Gatwick quota of 11,800.  Heathrow puts the majority of night flights before 11.30pm and after 6.30am and unlike Gatwick it at least attempts to be a Good Neighbour. Gatwick night flights arrive all through the night.  Critically, I see no examination of this key difference between the bids in terms of negative impact on health and well-being. The commission seems preoccupied with a quantitative analysis of the noise issues rather than a qualitative one in which ambient noise, LMax and effect on quality of life are taken fully into account
g. Gatwick’s stated goal of selling the company in 2019.  
Has the Commission fully examined what incentive Gatwick have to fulfil obligations after this time?  There needs to be an "equitable charge” introduced on any such sale, based on amount funded by Government and tax payers
h. The negative impact on West Kent and East Sussex
Focus seems to have been on the areas immediately surrounding Gatwick  without adequate examination of the impact on areas of Sussex and Kent that are slightly more distant, but nevertheless heavily affected, for example by noise and transport bottlenecks . Kent residents are outside the employment and general benefit area for Gatwick, yet would suffer the majority of the negative environmental and quality of life changes from any Gatwick expansion due to the way that arriving aircraft would be streamed (westerly wind direction averages 73% of any given year). Gatwick’s flight paths are forced below those of Heathrow, hence increasing the noise disturbance through the inevitable relatively low altitudes of approaching aircraft.
Q5. Do you have any comments on how the Commission has carried out its appraisal of specific topics (as defined by the Commission’s 16 appraisal modules), including methodology and results?
Yes, as follows:-

a. Consultation
The types of appraisal carried out by the commission may, by necessity, be accessible only to experts or those with the time and energy to ask questions and keep asking.  What they imply will have a very great impact on many ordinary people including in some cases how long they live for.  

I suggest that there has not been much room in the early part of the Commission’s process for those who will be most severely impacted to have their say.  The sudden appearance of a multitude of Campaign Groups and Councils (parish, District and County) opposed to the Gatwick proposal might give the commission cause to think that the appraisal process, while methodical, detailed and rational has lacked the sufficient breadth and rigour to be endorsed by the general public and councils in the High Weald.
b. Noise 
Noise in rural areas is more disturbing because of reduced ambient noise.  The Commission’s simple comparison of numbers at Heathrow and Gatwick is not a valid comparator.

c. Biodiversity
Has the Commission fully examined the effect of the loss of 70 ha. of woodland including 14 ha. of ancient woodland if Gatwick’s second runway is built?

Similarly, has the Commission fully examined the loss of countryside due to the need for 40,000 new houses?

d. Operational risk
With only one motorway and one rail line as surface supporting infrastructure and access, has the Commission fully examined how Gatwick would really cope in the event of either or both being closed for any reason?

e. Charts
The charts in 3.31; 3.32 and 3.33 do not have labels on the axes and are difficult to understand.  They show numbers of those affected by noise but not the marginal impact of increased frequency of noise.

Q6. Do you have any comments on the Commission’s sustainability assessments, including methodology and results?
Yes, as follows:-

a. The CAA and statistics
If the Commission has relied upon the CAA for any statistics, they must be fully and independently checked for accuracy because dialogue with the CAA has shown that even the office of the Chair and CEO of that regulator are unaware of some basic facts that affect hundreds of thousands of people – such as the wind direction on any given day. The following information has been sent out many times by the CAA and cannot be regarded as a one-off error

'This year [2014] Gatwick has seen record levels of traffic, which might have increased your awareness of noise in the area but at least 50% of operations have been on the easterly runway, which would in itself have reduced the impact in your area'. 
PA to Dame Deirdre Hutton, Chair & Andrew Haines, CEO, 08.09.14.  This vital statistic was incorrect at the time and is incorrect now. No month in 2014 saw ‘at least 50% of operations have been on the easterly runway’ and the average split for 2014 was 68/32
http://www.gatwickairport.com/Global/b_0_business_and_community_images/b_7_aircraft_noise/FPT%20Qrt%203%20report.pdf
I also refer you the CAA’s failure to acknowledge the existence of the Airbus A319 series whine, as detailed below.
b. Aircraft Noise Certification.  
I contend that the Commission should include pitch and frequency in its considerations of noise impact.

When airports and airlines have enquiries from members of the public over aircraft noise they are often advised that the investigation has found the aircraft concerned was operating within the permitted rules. There are few rules and no UK statutory laws covering aircraft noise. Aircraft have to operate within International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) noise energy standards  which are awarded when a new aircraft receives certification.  In modern aircraft that is at Chapter 4 standards. Earlier and noisier aircraft would be in Chapters 1, 2, or 3. To determine sound energy emissions for certification noise is measured at three points around a runway: Fly-over - 6.5kms from brake release point, under take-off path; 

Sideline - the highest noise measurement at any point from 450m from the runway axis during take-off; 

Approach – 2km from the runway threshold, under the approach flight-path. 

What is not measured is the pitch or frequency of the sound emissions. 

c. Airbus A319/320/321 Airframe Whine.  
For residents living under the long low flight path for aircraft arrivals there is a high pitched whine to content with emitted by the Airbus A319/320/321 series of aircraft. The causes of this nuisance are cavities on the wings which allow air to resonate at a high frequency but a simple modification is available known as a ‘vortex generator’ which cancels out this nuisance. 

The high pitched frequencies are not recorded in sound energy measurements for certification of aircraft nor are they measured by the ANCON 57dB LAeq contours.  However in the very real world they affect people’s lives day and night up to 25 miles from airports along the arrival flight paths. Although this nuisance was known to the CAA as long ago as 2005 they only finally admitted to this fact on 16th October 2013, when they confirmed that the noise was emitted around Hz500-600 which is at the peak sensitivity of human hearing and therefore very noticeable. 

At night time over 70% of all flight arrivals at Gatwick are of the Airbus A319 variants and nearly all are operated by easyJet. Throughout the day these aircraft interfere with the public’s enjoyment of the High Weald, a recognised AONB and many internationally recognised cultural and historic tourist attractions such as Penshurst Place, Chiddingstone Castle and Hever Castle. 

At night the whine repeatedly interferes with people’s sleep patterns; the Government, Commission, CAA, airport and airline operators should show more concern for local residents’ well-being and long term health issues. 
d. Measurement of Aircraft Noise Around Airports.  
The formula for measuring nuisance for residents living around airports is old and unscientific by contemporary standards.  The ANCON 57dB LAeq contours method was  originally conceived on limited research in the 1960s and has been  tinkered with regularly since then.  Although now widely discredited, it is still used by the Civil Aviation Authority to measure sound contours around airports, using a continuous 16 hour period.  The formula suggests that people only become irritated by noise when it reaches 57 decibels on a continuous basis. This makes no sense, particularly in the countryside where the ambient noise level is recognised as being 10 decibels lower than in the urban areas. 

On examining the contour maps drawn for each airport, it becomes obvious how restrictive these measurements are, as they extend 6 miles only either end of the end of a runway and less than ¾ mile in width from the projected centreline. This will then conveniently demonstrate that as far as Gatwick Airport is concerned, people living only within a derisory 40.4km2 are affected by noise. The reality is that the area around Gatwick Airport affected by decibels in excess of 57 dBs is at least 1172 km2, and much of it across Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and encompassing many villages and towns, schools, hospitals and care homes. 

The CAA’s report claiming fewer people are affected today by aircraft noise is incorrect.  More people on a national and international level are being affected not just on increased flight movements but from the toxic mix of sound at excessive decibels and high frequency pitch airframe whine. 

It is disappointing that the aviation industry continues to quote ANCON contours despite the well-known shortcomings of this metric.  The Commission should hold itself to a more scientific standard. 
e. Place and Population
I am not convinced that the Commission has fully examined the business case or sustainability assessment of West Kent and East Sussex, both to the east of the airport.

There are 200,000 residents in the High Weald and 2 million visitors who will be directly affected by expansion at Gatwick.  Hever Castle last year had 276,000 visitors excluding children under 5. With weddings, theatre, private functions, children and corporates the Director estimates over 300,000 people visit a year. Penshurst Place has 100,000 visitors. Other important national heritage sites include Chiddingstone Castle and Groombridge Place, all directly under the westerly approach path. Ashdown Forest, which has important European and UK protected status, receives at least one million visitors and  it is under the proposed flight paths, yet appears to have been ignored in the sustainability assessment. 

The catalytic effect of expansion at Gatwick on the communities, businesses and heritage assets in West Kent and East Sussex should be incorporated into the Commission’s work on Gatwick, but is notable by its absence.  Such a narrow view of which businesses and communities are directly affected by the proposal undermines the credibility of the important work of the Commission.

f. Wellbeing and night time flights
This response has made much of night flights and the effect of sleep disturbance which leads to sleep deprivation and to a considerable impact on well-being.  The Commission’s assertion in para 15.2 of the Gatwick sustainability assessment is invalid:-
“Living in a night time aircraft noise contour was not associated with any effect on subjective wellbeing.” I can tell you this is simply not true from my own experience.  Night flying is the activity I resent most and has the greatest negative impact on my well-being.  

g. Employment sustainability
Given the relatively small number of unemployed (figures from those on Jobseekers’s allowance) within the area affected, substantial in-migration of workers would be required to fill the anticipated job levels on either a permanent or daily basis.

This will strain local services while placing yet more burden on surface transport infrastructure required to cope with a potential trebling of passenger numbers. Given that many of the jobs created will be low-wage jobs it is hard to see large numbers of workers being prepared to travel long distances in and out daily, so permanent in-migration is the only way to meet the job demand. This brings the focus back very firmly on to the inadequate measures for infrastructure, including supply of housing, schools and hospitals

Q7. Do you have any comments on the Commission’s business cases, including methodology and results?
Yes, as follows

Affordability is the most important aspect of any business case.  In the case of the Gatwick business case cannot be proven. The ratings agency Moody’s has assessed that the debt Gatwick says it can afford to enable the construction of the second runway runs a considerable risk of being unaffordable in the context of increased charges. Furthermore financial information from Gatwick made available to the Commission has not been made available to the public.  

We cannot therefore be confident that Gatwick has made a sound financial case. Given the Moody’s report we believe this merits further investigation by the Commission and a demand by them that Gatwick’s financial evaluations be made public for full scrutiny in the public domain.

The wider business case depends on the taxpayer making improvements to local infrastructure and surface access.  It seems inconceivable to me that an airport bigger than Heathrow will be constructed with simple tweaking to existing surface access rail and road access.  The cost of providing resilience to those networks both in themselves and the provision of alternatives from Gatwick has not been openly or fully evaluated.

Q8. Do you have any other comments?
Gatwick Airport Ltd cannot be trusted. It has lost the trust of the people surrounding it as a result of misleading them over flight paths and mis-representing the numbers of people affected by its noise.  It pays no Corporation tax in the UK, it has disguised the need for additional infrastructure in its application and its owners take no long-term view of their obligations to surrounding communities because they will almost certainly sell the company if they get the one thing they want: permission to build another runway.
"…the impression may be that something has changed, although I can assure you nothing has…"  Stewart Wingate, CEO, Gatwick Airport to Charles Hendry, MP, re flight paths, 18th July 2014
Can there be any more serious a charge against a business hoping to engage with Government on multi-billion pound infrastructure project than a lack of trustworthiness?

