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X. Airports Commission Consultation – Gatwick Second Runway 

Purpose of Report 

1. The purpose of this report is to seek Members’ endorsement of a response to the 

consultation by the Airports Commission on its shortlisted options for providing a new 

runway in the South East of England. 

 

Summary  

 

2. This report sets out the background to the current consultation by the Airports 

Commission and provides a brief summary of the appraisal framework on which the 

Commission’s assessment has been based. For each of aspect of the appraisal, it 

considers the issues of most relevance to Mid Sussex and identifies issues on which it 

is proposed the Council should respond.  

 

Recommendations 

 

3. Members are recommended: 

(i) To support a response to the Commission as set out in bold under the 
headings ‘Proposed Response’ in the report and to request that as this 
issue spans a number of portfolios, the Leader submits this response to 
the Commission on behalf of the Council prior to 3rd February; and; 

(ii) To support the submission to the Commission of a covering letter from the 

Leader of the Council (to be tabled at the meeting).   

Background 

4. The Government announced its establishment of a new Airports Commission in 

September 2012.  Its remit, as summarised in the Government’s Aviation Policy 

Framework, published in March 2013, is to: 

 “examine the scale and timing of any necessary steps to maintain the UK’s status as 

Europe’s most important aviation hub and identify how any need for additional 

capacity should be met in the short, medium and long term”.  

 

5. The Commission published an interim report in December 2013 which concluded, 

amongst other things, that, whilst the UK faces no immediate capacity crisis in its 

airports system, “there is a case for at least one net additional runway in London and 

the South East by 2030” and that there is likely to be a demand case for a second 

runway by 2050. From a raft of proposals submitted to it, the Commission selected 

three options which warranted detailed consideration: 

 Gatwick: a new runway set sufficiently south of the existing runway to allow 

fully independent operation 
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 Heathrow (1): a new runway to the northwest of the existing airport set 

sufficiently apart to permit fully independent operation 

 Heathrow (2): an extension to the existing northern runway to the west, 

lengthening it sufficiently for it to be operated as two separate runways, one 

for departures and one for arrivals 

At this stage, a number of other options in the South East were ruled out, together with 

an option for expanding Birmingham Airport.  Proposals for a new airport in the Inner 

Thames Estuary were looked at further but subsequently rejected. 

6. To enable the three options to be assessed, the Commission established and 

consulted on a detailed appraisal framework.  The Commission has now completed its 

assessment and is consulting on the results of its work.  Once it has considered all the 

views expressed, the Commission intends to complete its final report and 

recommendations in the summer of 2015. 

 

The Consultation 

7.  The Consultation is based on the framework established in 2014 and is intended to 

enable a fair and comparable assessment of the options. It is based around 29 

objectives and 16 separate modules covering a range of social, economic, transport and 

environmental issues as well as the 'strategic fit' of each option, its anticipated costs and 

its deliverability 

8. In carrying out its appraisal, the Commission has recognised that there is considerable 

uncertainty over the way in which the aviation sector and indeed the wider UK and 

Global economy will develop.  To allow for this, the assessment of each option is set 

within a series of different scenarios, each of which impacts on the benefits, impacts and 

feasibility of the shortlisted options. These scenarios are themselves subdivided 

depending on the approach taken nationally and globally towards carbon emissions from 

aviation.  

9.    The consultation is set against the background of the Commission’s initial conclusions 
that there will be a need for additional runway capacity in the South East of England by 
2030. Those conclusions do not form part of the current consultation which is focussed 
on the three shortlisted options and it is not proposed that the Council should comment 
on these wider issues at this stage. 

 
10. In due course, the Commission can be expected to use the appraisal, amended as it 

sees fit after the consultation, as the basis for a comparative assessment of the options.  
Whilst, the Commission invites consultees to indicate their conclusions on the shortlisted 
options, it would be difficult, and indeed inappropriate, at a local level, to try to make 
detailed comparisons between the options and to draw conclusions as to which is the 
most suitable.  The focus in preparing to respond to the Commission has been on the 
Gatwick option, so that, when it makes its final recommendations, the Commission is 
well informed on issues of particular concern to the Council and the local community.  

 
11. The nature of the Commission’s assessment does not make it easy to identify, in detail, 

the implications which a new runway at Gatwick would have on the local area.  The 
range of scenarios used by the Commission results in markedly different outcomes.  The 
Commission does not indicate whether it considers one of the scenarios to be more 
likely that the others and advises against assuming a mid-case option.  In this context, a 
local response needs to recognise the uncertainty, but be set within the context of what 
could happen if the Airport were to grow at the fastest rate identified by the Commission.  
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The Gatwick Option 
 
12.  The Gatwick option, as described by the Commission, is based on a new southern 

runway, separated from the existing runway by 1,045 metres, with a new terminal, 
located between the two runways. It includes a range of surface access improvements, 
some of which form part of the Commission's 'baseline' - schemes either already agreed 
and funded or reasonably expected in order to meet the background growth in demand 
for travel - whilst others are directly related to the Gatwick scheme.  The scheme-
specific schemes relate primarily to road improvements or changes in the vicinity of the 
airport. 

 
13.  The new runway would be constructed primarily within Crawley, covering an area 

safeguarded for a possible second runway in the 2003 Government White Paper on 
Aviation, and partly in Horsham.  To the east, the Airport would extend to the edge of the 
M23, South of Junction 9.  

 
14. The additional runway would double the number of aircraft movements from the existing 

280,000 to 560,000 per annum.  Up to 96 million passengers per annum would pass 
through Gatwick by 2050 compared to about 38 million now (which could increase to 45 
million with a single runway). 

 
15. By way of comparison, the existing two runway Heathrow airport had 470,000 aircraft 

movements and 72 million passengers in 2013.  In terms of land take, Heathrow 
currently covers 942 hectares whereas the expanded Gatwick would cover 1202 
hectares.  The proposal at Gatwick is therefore 20-30% larger than the current Heathrow 
operation.  

 
The Commission’s’ Assessment of The Gatwick Option  
 

Strategic Fit 
 
16. The Gatwick option is viewed by the Commission as providing sufficient capacity to meet 

its assessment of need by 2030, providing the largest increase in capacity of the three 
options.    

 
17.  The Commission’s assessment of the ‘strategic fit’ illustrates the uncertainty surrounding 

the way the aviation sector, and indeed the global economy, will grow and change over 
the coming years.  The assessment shows that Gatwick has the potential to deliver 
substantial benefits in terms of the UK’s overall connectivity.  However the scale and 
nature of that growth varies significantly depending on the scenario.  Whilst there is a 
similar analysis for Heathrow, the variations are somewhat smaller, reflecting perhaps 
the established status of Heathrow and its perceived potential to offer capacity for both 
low cost and network carriers.  

 
National Economy 

 
18.  At a national level, the scale of the benefits deriving from a new runway at Gatwick are 

assessed to be significantly less than those which might accrue from the Heathrow 
options. The methodology which has resulted in these conclusions is likely to be the 
subject of considerable scrutiny by the promoters of the schemes and by regional and 
national organisations.  For the purposes of a local response, however, the results have 
been noted but not examined in detail. 
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Local and Regional Economy 
 
19. The different scenarios used by the Commission, create a wide range of possible 

employment generation figures.  By 2050, without a second runway, employment at the 
Airport is forecast to fall under all scenarios as a result of ongoing productivity 
improvements. A second runway is forecast to generate between 500 and 23,600 extra 
jobs by 2030 and between 7,900 and 32,600 extra jobs by 2050. The Commission 
considers that this scale of growth would not be sufficient to change significantly the 
local economy or add substantial pressure to the local area. 

 
20. Including the wider catalytic effects of a second runway at Gatwick (jobs created 

because of the opportunities that access to an expanded airport bring), the Commission 
suggests that a total of 49,600 new jobs could be created by 2050 (25,100 in London 
and the South East and 21,500 in the rest of England) and 90,400 by 2060. The 
potential for economic activity generally to be attracted to the area around the Airport 
itself is recognised  but how far this develops into extensive clustering of businesses is, 
the Commission suggests ‘difficult to anticipate’ 

 

Proposed Response 

 

21. This Council is positive about economic growth and welcomes opportunities to 

support the Mid Sussex economy in line with the Council’s Economic Strategy, 

which includes supporting knowledge based business and utilising a highly 

skilled workforce to support such high value sectors.  

22. The Council notes that the increased jobs for an expanded Gatwick airport are 
anticipated to remain relatively low-skilled.  The Commission needs to appreciate 
that surrounding authorities, such as Mid Sussex, have very low levels of 
unemployment (currently only 0.5% or 480 people in Mid Sussex are on Job 
Seekers Allowance).  In addition the skills profile of Mid Sussex is high. Over 67% 
of the working age population is qualified to ‘A’ level or above and less than 4% 
have no qualifications. 

 
23. The Council’s Economic Development Strategy seeks to provide additional jobs to 

enable residents to work within their communities and reduce the need to 
commute.  To achieve this it is important to match new jobs with the skills and 
capacity of the existing workforce.  This means encouraging knowledge-driven, 
creative and high technology businesses which deliver high value, skilled jobs. 

 
24. Due to the relatively low-skilled nature of the new jobs, the Commission 

envisages being created by an expanded airport it is possible that those needed 
to fill these jobs would have to migrate into the area from elsewhere.  Whereas the 
provision of high skilled jobs could reduce existing out-commuting, if residents 
that currently commute out of the area take up jobs at the airport, this is unlikely 
to happen with lower skilled and lower paid jobs.  This has implications in terms 
of housing numbers.  The in-migration of lower-skilled workers also has 
implications for the provision of affordable / subsidised housing and the cost of 
the support needed for lower paid residents (such as benefits, Council tax 
support and health provision).  

 
25. The Council notes the Commission’s employment forecasts (and their consequent 

housing forecasts) are significantly lower than those used for Heathrow, because 
they assume that Gatwick will continue to have a focus on point to point and low-
cost sectors. However, if the development of Gatwick as a two runway airport 
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results in an increase in the amount of long haul travel, then this could result in 
higher levels of employment and housing than suggested by the Commission. 
The Council whilst keen to foster sustainable economic growth, has concerns 
about the negative impact such growth could have on the character of the area, as 
set out elsewhere in this response. 

 
26. The proposal by Gatwick Airport Limited to commit to funding 2,500 new 

apprenticeships is welcome, but further details of this scheme will be needed to 
ensure that it benefits residents of Mid Sussex, particularly young people entering 
the job market.   
 

27. The Council is very concerned about the Commission’s assumption that provision 
of premises to meet new employment needs would not be an issue within the 
wider area.  The Commission has not appreciated the severe environmental and 
infrastructure constraints of the area in accommodating additional development 
(expanded on elsewhere in this response).  The Council is positive about the 
provision of employment space in line with its Economic Strategy but considers 
the Commission has over-estimated the capacity of the area to accommodate 
employment space over and above that needed within current plans.  
 

28. The Commission is therefore asked to note that, due to the relatively low skilled 
nature of the additional jobs to be created, the expanded airport may have limited 
economic benefits to Mid Sussex.  This is because this Council considers it 
crucial to the sustainable growth of the local economy, that there is an increase in 
knowledge based, high value employment which builds on the skilled nature of 
the existing workforce.  Growth in lower-skilled jobs, as envisaged by the 
Commission, therefore does not fit well with the ambitions Mid Sussex has for its 
economy.  In addition, some existing local businesses have also expressed 
concern that the already limited labour market would be further reduced by the 
airport expansion and local firms would find it more difficult to recruit and retain 
staff. 

 
 
Housing and Social Infrastructure 
 
29. The Commission estimates that a new runway would generate a need for between 0 and 

18,400 additional households, of which 13,500 would be generated by the ‘direct’ 
employment needs of the airport.  It identifies a number of reasons why the amount of 
housing is unlikely to need to match this figure (including issues relating to population 
growth, net migration, unemployment and commuting) but does not explore these in 
detail. 
 

30. Whilst recognising that, in reality, there would not be an even split across the 14 local 
authority areas closest to Gatwick, the Commission notes that if this were to happen it 
would constitute an increase  of 130 homes per authority.  Even at the higher end, and 
recognising that many local authorities currently struggle to meet housing targets, the 
Commission considers the housing to be deliverable with ‘land availability unlikely to be 
affected by Green Belt issues’. 

 

31. The Commission notes that new housing and households would need to be supported 
by additional social infrastructure; its assessment indicates the need for additional form 
entries in local schools and two additional GPs per authority. 

 
Proposed Response 

 



6 
 

32. The pressure which growth at Gatwick will place on the housing market and the 
scale of new housing provision is a major issue for the area and the Commission 
needs to appreciate the severe environmental and infrastructure constraints of the 
area.  This means it is already very challenging to plan in a sustainable way to 
meet existing projected needs. 

 
33. Mid Sussex is a predominantly rural authority with a high level of environmental 

constraint.  A recent study demonstrates that 92% of Mid Sussex is constrained 
and, of the remaining 8%, 4% is already built upon.  The area surrounding Gatwick 
Airport is predominantly rural in nature and many areas comprise landscapes of 
the highest quality.  60% of Mid Sussex is either within the South Downs National 
Park or the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 24% of the District is 
woodland and 16% ancient woodland (32% of which is not in the National Park or 
AONB). 

 
34. In addition the European designated Ashdown Forest Special Protection Area and 

Special Area of Conservation in neighbouring Wealden District, means that 29% of 
the Mid Sussex is within the buffer zone for the Forest. Our District has 13 Sites of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and over a thousand listed buildings and 25 
scheduled monuments. 

 
35. Mid Sussex has a rich network of ecological and historic assets. The area is rural 

in nature, tranquil and those living within it enjoy a high quality of life (17th out of 
405 authority areas in the Halifax Quality of Life survey 2014). Therefore it is 
extremely important that the Commission takes into careful account the impact of 
developing a huge airport, bigger than the existing Heathrow, in the middle of the 
Sussex and Surrey countryside. 

 
36. This Council believes the impact would be to change the nature of this historic 

and beautiful area irreparably. Indeed it could be argued it will change the 
environment from rural to urban. 

 
37. In the wider area, neighbouring authorities are also heavily constrained, including 

by metropolitan Green Belt.  As a result the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 
Partnership area (which covers most of the 14 authorities in the Gatwick study 
area) is currently projected to under-provide by 2,000 homes per annum 
compared to its existing predicted needs.  This makes it highly unlikely that the 
area would be able to deliver the additional housing generated by an expanded 
Gatwick Airport. 

 
38. The Commission’s assumption that the housing pressure would be shared 

equally amongst the 14 authorities is completely unrealistic.  At present nearly 
half of the airport’s workforce resides in Crawley, Mid Sussex and Horsham, 
known collectively as the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area.  Due to the 
physical constraints of Crawley (which is built up to its administrative boundary) 
and the environmental and infrastructure constraints of Horsham and Mid Sussex, 
this Housing Market Area is currently unable to meet its existing predicted 
housing needs, and would not be able to meet the needs of the expanded airport 
without severe environmental damage and over-burdening the already failing 
infrastructure. 
 

39. Additionally there is already an affordability issue in the area, with average house 
prices exceeding average salaries by a factor of 10.  If the additional homes 
generated by the airport expansion are predominantly for low-skilled workers they 
are unlikely to be able to afford open-market homes to rent or buy.  The provision 
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of social housing is severely restricted due to reductions in Government grant 
and policies which reduce the ability of local authorities to require developers to 
provide a proportion of new homes for this sector. 
  

40. Mid Sussex already experiences a significant infrastructure deficit.  For current 
planned levels of growth up to 2031, the infrastructure needs are estimated to 
cost £138 million, of which only £19 million is currently committed or can be 
reasonably anticipated under s106 developer contributions. Assuming that 
infrastructure costs in the other authorities affected are similar to those in Mid 
Sussex, then an additional 18,400 homes brings with it an infrastructure bill of at 
least £184 million towards transport, education, health and other community 
infrastructure.  The Commission must recognise the need for and cost of 
additional infrastructure to support additional housing generated by the expanded 
airport as this will affect the deliverability and cost of the scheme.  Gatwick has 
pledged £46.5 million towards community infrastructure and £10 million towards 
local road improvements.  However, this will not be sufficient to address strategic 
needs in the area, and the Commission will need to recognise that substantial 
Government investment will need to supplement developer funding.   

 

41. The Council is also concerned that the increased infrastructure itself will add to 
the development pressures in the area and adversely impact on its rural 
character.  New schools and health facilities have a land take and often have to be 
located on green field sites. Improvements to roads and junctions to increase 
capacity can significantly change their character and lead to a general 
urbanisation of the area and loss of the distinctive character of rural Sussex lanes 
which is highly valued by Mid Sussex residents. 

 

42. The Commission is therefore asked to review the level of commitment needed to 
infrastructure, to include recognition of: 

 

 the existing infrastructure deficit which must be addressed before further 
development pressures can be placed on this area; 

 the additional costs of providing additional infrastructure to meet this 
deficit and the needs of the expanded airport, and the need for substantial 
Government investment as well as that pledged by Gatwick Airport Ltd; 

 the need to put appropriate mechanisms in place to secure the funding 
and provision of this infrastructure; and 

 the impact of the increased infrastructure itself on the rural character of 

the area. 

 
Surface Access 
 
43.  For each of the options, the Commission has produced a baseline which sets out the 

transport schemes which, it considers, will be needed to accommodate background 
growth whether or not there is an additional runway.  For Gatwick this includes 
enhanced capacity on the Brighton Main Line (both planned over the next few years and 
projected for the longer term) and improvements to the M23 between Junctions 8 and 10 
(to create a ‘managed motorway’).  In addition the Commission identifies the transport 
investment which it sees as directly related to the construction of a new runway.  These 
relate primarily to the access to the airport, the realignment of the A23 South of the 
Airport and the re-provision of Balcombe Road to the eastern edge of an extended 
Airport. GAL has pledged to contribute £10million to help improve the local road network 
where Gatwick is a contributor to traffic. 
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The Commission considers that, provided the improvements identified in its baseline are 
delivered, there will be sufficient rail capacity to accommodate a second runway, 
although further upgrades are likely to be needed in the 2040s. Planned and anticipated 
investment in the M23 and M25 are also considered sufficient. 

 
Proposed Response 

 
44. It is of grave concern to the Council that part of the increased rail capacity already 

planned to be provided will be used up by expansion of the airport and the 
associated business and residential development.  This will inevitably bring 
forward the point at which further improvements will be needed to the network in 
order to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion.  The Commission has already 
noted that the Brighton Main Line may need further upgrades in the 2040’s and it 
seems likely that improvements will become increasingly difficult, and possibly 
expensive to deliver.  
 

45. The Commission is therefore asked: 

 To seek to ensure that there is a formal commitment at a national level to 

the strategic road and  rail network enhancements set out in its ‘baseline’;  

 To note the Council’s concern that much needed capacity improvements to 

the strategic road and rail network would be, in part, used up by the 

demands from a second runway.  It therefore needs to incorporate into the 

assessment further improvements which would be needed, partly as a 

result of a new runway at Gatwick and associated development.  This 

should be taken into account by the Commission and the costs and 

deliverability fully assessed. 

 
46. Significant reliance is placed on the North-South corridor which contains the 

M23/A23 and the Brighton Main Line.  There is currently only limited access from 
that corridor to the Airport and the alternative routes are also limited. The 
Commission should give more consideration to the impacts on other major links 
in the area and the need for their improvement, including the A264, the A22, both 
of which are likely to experience further pressures, in their own right and as 
alternatives to the M23/A23 at times when this route is congested.   
 

47. Whilst GAL has indicated that it would provide £10 million to a local transport 
fund, little consideration has yet been given to the impact on local roads.  Local 
roads to the south and east of the airport already experience heavy volumes of 
traffic, particularly at peak times.  This is likely to be exacerbated with the 
increased demand for access to the airport.   The Commission should extend its 
analysis to consider in more detail the effects of a new runway and associated 
development on the local road network and measures which should be put in 
place to mitigate the impacts. Further discussions are needed to establish an 
appropriate size for any fund, who should contribute to it and how it should be 
distributed.  It should include specific provision for addressing problems on local 
roads as well as at strategic junctions.   

48. The Commission is therefore asked: 

 To include within its assessment the impact of a new runway and 

associated development pressures on local roads and to seek to ensure 

an enhanced package to address those impacts; 

 To ensure that the full costs of Gatwick are understood when the 

Commission makes its comparisons between Gatwick and Heathrow; 
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 To establish robust mechanisms which ensure that infrastructure and 

other commitments needed to address or mitigate the impacts of any 

new runway and the associated development can and will be delivered.  

Such mechanism should include full involvement of local authorities 

and other infrastructure providers.  The Commission should be satisfied 

on the deliverability of these mechanisms when it makes its evaluation 

of the Gatwick option. 

 

Noise 
 

49. The Commission's analysis indicates that a second runway would lead to a significant 
growth in the number of people affected by aviation noise in areas close to the Airport.  
This occurs across a range of different measures of noise disturbance.  Maps 
accompanying the consultation show, in particular, the extension of noise contours to 
the south, east and west of the airport, affecting neighbourhoods on the northern side of 
Crawley but also communities such as Copthorne. 

 
50. However, the noise analysis does not provide a break down of the assessment or 

figures by local authority or individual local community so it does not allow a local 
authority or local communities to assess the impact in their area.  

 
51. The assessment is based on the average use of the flight paths and historical average 

between take-offs and landings from the west and east.This will not reflect actual noise 
levels for each of those scenarios, or the impact on communities under a particular flight 
path, as areas under flight paths are not included in their study area. In particular, the 
noise impact on areas under the proposed easterly flight paths, which particularly affects 
Mid Sussex residents, would be much greater than that portrayed by the Commission.  

 
52. Within the communities in the north of the district there are a number of schools, 

including three in Copthorne, which will be affected by noise yet no assessment has 
been made by the Airports Commission of  the impact on schools.  

 
53. The accompanying documents also provide, for indicative purposes only, the flight paths 

which might be associated with a two runway airport.  These are important as they show 
how areas outside the formal noise contours could be affected by overflying and 
disturbance.  The Ambient noise levels outside the noise contours are not considered 
within the Airports Commission or GAL assessments and so do not show the potential 
increase in noise levels from the second runway proposal on quiet rural areas, in 
particular in areas that are not currently under a flight path. 

 
Proposed Response 

 
54. The effects of noise on parts of Mid Sussex are a major concern to this Council.  

Maps produced by the Commission show how, without a second runway, noise 
contours contract as aircraft generally become quieter.  With a second runway, 
those contours expand significantly.  Whilst currently, the contours have a 
predominantly east-west orientation, with a second runway, contours would 
extend south, reflecting, in particular, take-off routes.    

 
55. Copthorne and areas close to it would be directly affected by this and it is a major 

concern to this Council.  As an example, the 57 dBLAeq 16 hour contour, the level 
used by the Government as marking the approximate onset of significant 
community annoyance from aircraft noise, currently runs along the line of 
Antlands Lane and on to the south of Newchapel. With a second runway, the 
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Commission’s forecasts show the contour line moved south to run approximately 
along the line of the A264, bringing the village into the noise affected area. The 
wider 54 dBLAeq 16 hour contour and other contour maps produced by the 
Commission demonstrate the way in which this area would be affected by both 
landing and take-off, with aircraft which depart in an easterly direction turning 
south shortly after take-off to and passing close to if not over the village. 

 
56. The concern extends beyond the formal contours.  The recent flightpath trials 

carried out at Gatwick have demonstrated the impacts of increased overflying on 
areas and communities which currently enjoy comparatively high levels of 
tranquillity. In this respect, the average contours used by the Government and the 
Commission fail to pick up the issue fully.  In Mid Sussex, the issue is likely to be 
particularly significant in areas to the south east of the airport where new take-off 
routes are indicated.  However it is also likely to be an issue further away when 
regular and frequent overflight disrupts the normal tranquillity of an area, an issue 
for local residents and for small businesses that have sought out these more 
tranquil locations in the South East. 

 
57. The Commission is therefore asked: 

• To note the Council’s concern at the level of noise and disturbance that 
would be generated by a second runway and the adverse effects on our 
communities. 

• To review its noise scorecards to take into account the effects of noise 
on typical days in the summer and winter. 

• To take greater account of the impacts of noise on areas and 
communities which  currently experience comparatively tranquil 
environments and which are likely to be affected by overflying aircraft. 

 
58. Noise from night flights is recognised by the Commission as an issue.  GAL has 

suggested that the northern runway could be used for night flights.  Whilst at this 
stage it is not possible to determine the operational characteristics of an 
expanded airport, the Commission needs to look at this issue in more detail with a 
view to establishing clear conclusions which can be translated into operational 
requirements. 

 
59. Some mitigation of noise effects can be achieved through noise insulation, 

although this does not address the outdoor environment.  Gatwick Airport Ltd is 
proposing to extend the noise insulation scheme to cover the costs of insulation 
up to £3000 for houses within the 60dB contour.  Consideration should be given 
to extending the scheme to properties falling within the 54dB contour to reflect 
the impact on properties which currently experience very little disturbance from 
noise.  Similarly GAL’s proposed council tax initiative whereby existing residents 
within the new 57dB contour for a second runway would receive an annual 
payment of £1,000 towards their council tax, should be extended to houses within 
the 54db contour with the level of contribution stepped to reflect the differing 
levels of disturbance.   

 
60. No mitigation of noise effects for schools has been included in the report but 

Gatwick Airport Ltd’s proposal is that schools are not overflown during the school 
day. 

 
61. The Commission is therefore asked: 

• In the event that it recommends a second runway at Gatwick, to 
incorporate noise mitigation measures and mechanisms for ensuring 
their delivery, Including: 
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o An effective regime for limiting and managing night flights. 
o Review the indicative flight path to minimise flying over built up 

areas. 
o An increase in the pledges from GAL to include noise insulation 

and Council tax rebates for properties lying within the 54db 
contours  

o An effective regime for limiting and managing flights flying over 
schools and community buildings. 

 
Other Environmental and People Issues 

 
62. The Commission recognises that the expansion of Gatwick Airport would have a 

negative effect on a variety of other local environmental factors, including air quality, 
landscape, heritage, biodiversity and water but considers that, with good design and 
delivery these impacts can be significantly reduced. The Commission acknowledges that 
more work needs to be done on air quality issues to quantify what it sees as a limited 
risk that there would be a breaching of EU limits at certain locations. 

 
63. The Commission includes within its assessment consideration of the impact on people 

directly affected by a new runway.  As part of this the Commission has undertaken a 
quality of life assessment which suggests that, within 5km of the airport, the overall 
impact of the airport would be neutral although it recognises that the impacts will vary 
between communities depending on the balance of positive and negative impacts.  

 
Proposed Response 

 
64.  It is of concern that the Commission has not yet completed its work on air quality. 

This is an issue for the local area both in terms of air travel and surface access.  
The Commission should also consider further the implications of increased traffic 
on the Ashdown Forest Special Area of Conservation. The Commission’s quality 
of life assessment, whilst of interest, needs significantly more work if it is to form 
part of a robust appraisal.  In particular it should look at the effects of changes on 
quality of life, as there is likely to be a significant between the views of those who 
move into an area and those who experience a change in their living environment. 

 
65. The Commission is therefore asked: 

 To ensure that its work on air quality is completed taking into account 
issues related to increased surface traffic as well as air traffic 

 To review its quality of life assessment to take into account the effects on 
people and communities which experience changes in the environment in 
which they live, including the impacts of air quality on the health of 
people in Mid Sussex 

 To ensure that its air quality assessment takes account of the impact on 
the flora and fauna of Mid Sussex; and 

o To assess the likely significant effects on the Ashdown Forest 
Special Area of Conservation and Special Protection Area as 
required under the Habitats Regulations, particularly relating to 
the effects of increased traffic. 

 
Concluding Comments 
 
66. The Commission has produced a wide-ranging and detailed appraisal of the options. 

All the main issues have been covered although there is a number of areas where the 
assessment needs to be extended or altered to provide a more robust basis for a 
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comparison between the options and to ensure that there is a full understanding of the 
potential implications for the local area.   The above report suggests areas where the 
Commission’s work could be improved so that its recommendations to Government are 
based on sounder and more robust evidence. 
 

67. However, the proposed response from this Council goes further and expresses grave 
concerns about the impact on this area of a second runway at Gatwick.  In particular, 

 The damage that would be caused by the urbanisation of the high quality and 

essentially rural character of Mid Sussex.  This damage would be caused by 

the increased development pressure arising from the airport expansion and 

related development; 

 The damage caused by increased noise from aircraft and related traffic to the 

quality of life of residents and the rural economy of Mid Sussex; 

 The very limited economic benefits to Mid Sussex, given its very low level of 

unemployment and the low skilled nature of the additional jobs that would be 

provided by the airport expansion; 

 The difficulty for the wider area in meeting its existing housing needs (the 

Coast to Capital LEP area already under-provides against its needs by 2,000 

homes per annum); 

 The reality of the increased housing pressure on Mid Sussex that would be 

caused by the airport expansion, particularly considering that nearly half of 

Gatwick’s existing workforce lives in Crawley, Mid Sussex, or Horsham.  This 

could equate to an increase of 40% in the amount of housing Mid Sussex 

would need to accommodate, which would be untenable; 

 The failing infrastructure of the area already, with an identified infrastructure 

funding gap in Mid Sussex alone of £119 million for existing planned levels of 

development.  If other authorities have similar infrastructure costs, 18,400 

homes will require infrastructure investment of £184 million on top of existing 

requirements.  This would require substantial investment by Government and 

the infrastructure itself will also add to the urbanisation effect. 

 

68. It is important that these over-arching objections to the proposed development are not 
lost in the detail of our response.  The Commission should be under no illusions about 
the devastating impact a huge airport at Gatwick could have on this beautiful, 
ecologically and historically rich area of the Country. The Commission has 
underestimated the nature of this impact and its consequent implications on the 
capacity of the area to absorb the urbanising implications of an expanded airport.  

 
69. Despite its rural nature, Mid Sussex enjoys a buoyant local economy and sensible 

plans for sustainable growth both of housing and employment space. However the 
impact of an extended airport at Gatwick would jeopardise the sustainability of these 
plans; putting an unacceptable strain on local infrastructure and services. 

 

70. It is therefore proposed that the Leader writes a covering letter to the response which 
draws these views together and sends a very strong message to the Commission 
about this Council’s conclusions on the principle of a second runway at Gatwick.  This 
letter will be tabled at the meeting. 
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