
1st February 2015

HeverP arishCouncil’ssubm issiontotheAirportsCom m issionConsultationon
theshortlistedoptionsforanextrarunw ay inS outhEastEngland.

T hefollow ingsubm issionrepresentstheresponseofHeverP arishCounciltotheAirports
Com m issionConsultation.

Q 1. W hatconclusions,ifany,doyou draw inrespectofthethreeshort-listed options? In
answ ering thisquestion please take into account the Com m ission'sconsultation
docum entsandany otherinform ationyou considerrelevant.

Conclusion1
Dem andisgreatestatHeathrow
T he key conclusion thatw e draw from the three proposalsisthatthere isnotthe required
dem and from airlinesto use Gatw ick that w ould justify itsexpansion. T he chair ofthe
Com m ission hasstated that S tanstead Airport w asnot included in the short list for
expansionbecausetheCom m issionfollow ed “ them arket” (T oday program m e,R adio4,17th

Decem ber2014),i.e.dem andishigheratHeathrow andGatw ickthanS tansteadand sothey
should beconsidered forexpansionbeforeS tanstead.Continuingw iththisthem eHeathrow
isclearly in greaterdem and than Gatw ick (it is99% fullvGatw ick’s85% ,S ource:Airports
Com m ission)and,thus,shouldbeexpanded ahead ofGatw ick.

Conclusion2
ExpandingGatw ickw illm akeitlessattractivetoairlines
T he AirportsCom m ission estim atesthat the cost ofbuilding anew Gatw ickrunw ay w ould
be up to £9.3 billion.i T hat ishigherthan Gatw ickAirportL im ited’s(GAL )estim ate of£7.4
billion.

In orderto pay the costofasecond runw ay,the Com m ission statesthatpassengercharges
w ould rise from £9 at present to “ betw een £15 and £18,w ith peak chargesup to £23.” ii

T hat isan average extracharge perreturn flight of£12 -£28 perhead. W e note that the
Com m ission hasnot taken into account that thism ight cause som e airlinesthat currently
useGatw icktom ovetootherairports.iii

Conclusion3
Econom icbenefit
O fthe shortlisted optionsit isclear from the Com m ission’sw ork that either option at
Heathrow w ould givetheU Kfargreatereconom icbenefit.Ifthedecisionon expansionisto
be m arket and econom y led then eitherofthe Heathrow optionsw ould be betterthan
expandingGatw ick.



Conclusion4
L ackoflong-haulconnectivity
W e note that in m ost future scenariosexplored by the Com m ission,‘Gatw ick[w ith anew
runw ay] rem ainsm ainly focused on the short-haulm arket … ’iv Given that the “ capacity
crunch” w hich needsrem edying concernslong-haul connectivity to em erging m arket
destinationsGatw ick doesnot,according to the Com m ission’sow n analysis, provide a
solutionandsoshouldnotbeexpanded.

Conclusion5
Gatw icktakeslongertogettothanHeathrow
Gatw ick’slocation to the south ofL ondon m eansthat only 35% ofthe U K’spopulation is
w ithin tw o hourstraveltim eofitcom pared to 70% forHeathrow .S im ple easeofaccessfor
agreatm any peopleisbetterservedby expandingHeathrow insteadofGatw ick.

Conclusion6
Gatw ick’ssurfaceaccessproposalsareinadequate
Itisclearly notpossibleto servean expanded Gatw ickw ithoutsignificantadditionalsurface
accessinfrastructure being put in place. M uch of the required additionalinvestm ent,
especially w ithregard to theM 23,hasnotbeencosted-intoGatw ick’sproposalm eaningits
true financialcost isunknow n.Furtherm ore,the likely extent ofthe extrainfrastructure
required w ould necessitate financialsupport from the U K governm ent – contrary to the
statem entsonthisissuefrom GAL .



Q 2. Doyou haveany suggestionsforhow theshort-listed optionscould beim proved,i.e.
their benefitsenhanced or negative im pactsm itigated? T he optionsand their
im pactsaresum m arisedinS ection3 oftheConsultationDocum ent.

M axim um R espite: Advocatingtheintroduction ofapolicy thatoffersm axim um respitefor
allcom m unitiesand individualsaffected,and isbased upon geography ratherthan size of
population. Itshouldinclude:

 T heprovisionofaprogram m eofplannedrollingrespiteforallblightedcom m unities

 T he abandonm ent ofthe current policy,w hich unfairly targetsruralareas,
areasoftranquillity and areasoflow -density population by concentrating
flightpathsoverthem .

M axim um S afe Height: Advocating the introduction ofaregulatory discipline to control
noiseanddisturbance.T hisshouldinclude:

 m inim um heightrestrictionsforaircraftpreparingtoland.

 significantand effective financialpenaltiesfornoise-related incidents,so that
unnecessary noisefrom low flyingaircraftisreducedtoam inim um .

N oise M easuring: Advocating the adoption ofnoise m easurem ent standardsto replace
noise averaging (asrepresented by the current use ofthe 57dBL Aeq yardstick),so asto
reflectbetterthe actualim pactofindividualnoise events.T he assessm entofim pactw ould
be based upon the latest technicalopinion on N oise Disturbance and itscorrelation w ith
health issues.T his,along w ith the use ofm ore m eters,w ould m ake noise reduction targets
m orerealistic.

N o N ight Flights:T he cessation ofallnightflightsbetw een the hoursofm idnightand 6.00
a.m .,in order to elim inate the m ost disturbing aircraft noise for the benefit of our
com m unities.

A ircraftm odification:Advocateanationalpolicy w ithintheU nited Kingdom w hereby allthe
AirbusA318,A319,A320 and A321 aircraft,and those w ith asim ilarairfram e,w hich callat
U K airports,are to beretrospectively fitted w ith am odification to reduceFO P P cavitiesand
sim ilaraircraftnoise.

N oisem onitoring,enforcem entandconsultation:

W e are in favour of the follow ing technical im provem ents to the consultation,
im plem entation,m onitoringandenforcem entregim es:

- revision oftheterm sofreferenceand m anagem entofAirportConsultative Com m ittees
tom akethem independent,representative,transparentand effective.

the establishm ent of an Independent A uthority to oversee the m anagem ent and
delivery of N oise Action P lans and Airport M aster P lans, w ith effective pow ers of
enforcem ent.



Q 3. Do you have any com m entson how the Com m ission hascarried out itsappraisal?
T heappraisalprocessissum m arisedinS ection2 oftheConsultationDocum ent.

N o.



Q 4. In yourview ,are there any relevant factorsthat have not been fully addressed by
theCom m issiontodate?

N ew flightpaths. T he Com m ission haspublished am ap ofthe new flightpathsw ith anew
runw ay at Gatw ick Airport. T hey em phasise that thisisonly illustrative and doesnot
representw here theroutesm ightactually be. O neofthebasicflaw sofairportplanning,in
Britain and othercountries,isthatthe actualflightpathsare only decided afterperm ission
isgiven to expand an airport,causing m any people to feelm isled and aggrieved.R esidents
currently feelextrem ely aggrieved at the lackofconsultation about new airtrafficcontrol
proceduresatGAL .

N egative im pact on A O N B. T he statutory requirem ent to take account of the AO N B
designation hasnot been factored in to the indicative flight pathsbeing considered by the
Com m ission.Gatw ickissurroundedonthreesidesby AreasofO utstandingN aturalBeauty –
the High W eald AO N B and the S urrey HillsAO N B – each visited by overam illion people
each year w ho are in search ofpeace and tranquillity. N ationalgovernm ent and local
councilshave astatutory duty to conserve and enhance the naturalbeauty ofthese areas,
andthisappliestoany decisionsthey m ay take,notm erely toplanningapplications.

N oprovisionforrespiteunderGA L ’sproposals
Gatw ick w ith tw o runw aysisplanned to handle 560,000 air traffic m ovem entsayear,
com pared to 250,000 ayearat present. Currently,aircraft take-offorland at arate of
nearly one am inute. W ith anew runw ay it w ould be nearly tw o am inute. W e w ould
rem ind the Com m ission that w ith both runw ayshandling arrivalsand departures,there
could be no schem e to provide respite by alternating the use of the runw ays,asat
Heathrow .

Effectofnoisecausedby Gatw ickexpansionunderestim ated
W henaccountistakenofbackground noiselevelsitcanbeshow nthatthedifferenceinthe
levelofdisturbance at Gatw ick com pared to Heathrow w ould be m uch lessm arked than
show n in the usualsim plistic L eq figures. L eq m easuresnoise but doesnot m easure the
L M ax annoyance im pact. T he InternationalS tandardsO rganisation recom m endsa10dB
difference in the assessm entofnoise in ruralareascom pared to urban residentialareas,to
allow forthe difference in background noise levels. At Gatw ick,w ith asecond runw ay,
13,200 people w ould fallw ithin the 57 L eq contour. Ifthey w ere allliving in aruralareaas
GAL suggest,then the 57 L eq contour w ould be equivalent to the 67 L eq contour at
Heathrow – w hichhas9,500 currently livingw ithinit.

N ightflightsand the effectofsleep deprivation.T he L M ax offlightscom ing overthe High
W eald betw een 2500 and 3500 feetis90db.T heL M ax of90 db isenough to w akeeven the
deepest sleeper. L ong term sleep deprivation reduceslife expectancy according to the
W orld Health O rganisation. It isakey difference betw een the Heathrow optionsand
Gatw ick. Heathrow acceptsa quota of 3500 night flights; the current Com m ission
assum ption isaGatw ickquotaof11800. Heathrow putsthem ajority ofnightflightsbefore
11.30pm and after6.30am . Gatw icknightflightsarrive allthrough the night.T he charging
regim e at Gatw ick encouragesnight flightsduring the sum m erm onths,offpeak landing
chargesare levied in peakseason and there isno overnightparking charge foraircraft.W e



see no exam ination ofthiskey difference betw een the bidsin term sofnegative im pacton
health and w ell-being.T he Com m ission seem spreoccupied w ith anum ericalanalysisofthe
noise issuesratherthan aqualitative one in w hich am bient noise,L M ax and the effect on
quality oflife are also considered. Given the CAA paperon nightnoise and the effectsthe
Com m ission should have accessto datafrom the noise m eterat Bidborough and Hever
Castle to establish true noise im pact in the High W eald. (P lease see com m ent on the
interpretationofdatafrom them eteratHeverCastlelaterbelow ).

R eputation. W e also w ish to com m ent on the reputation ofthe proposerin the case of
Gatw ick. HeverP arish Councilfeelsthatw hatthe Com m ission w illrecom m end am ountsto
an asset of nationalsignificance. It should be m anaged assuch. GlobalInfrastructure
P artnershave already indicated they w illdivest them selvesofGAL in 2019. T he current
m anagem enthasm adeanum berofpledgesnoneofw hichw illbew orthanythingifthereis
achange ofow nership. Itisariskthathasnotbeen considered. Itunderm inesthe validity
ofthe undertakingsm ade by GAL in their proposaland reducesour confidence in the
businesscaseandsustainability assessm ent.

T heHigh W eald CouncilsAviationActionGroup,ofw hichHeverP arish Councilisam em ber,
hastried toengageconstructively w ithGAL w ithregardtotheirplansfortheairportand the
airspace around it. At each stage it hasbeen m et by obfuscation and denial. Allofthe
issuesthataffectourresidents,w hichhavebeendenied asexistingby GAL ,haveturned out
tobetrue.

W hen GAL hasplaced anoise m eterw ithin ourparish (at HeverCastle)the resultsw hich
GAL hasproduced from thism eter after interpreting the data it collected have been
m anipulated so that they indicate alevelofnoise that isnot the experience ofresidents.
GAL did thisby averaging allthe noise created by aircraftflying overHeverCastle en route
toGatw ickduringtheperiod beingm easured – includingthedaysw hennoaircraftoverflew
HeverCastle (w hen R unw ay 08 ratherthan R unw ay 26 w asin use).T hisisdisingenuousat
bestanddishonestand atw orse.S uchbehaviourshouldnotbeignoredby theCom m ission.

T hroughoutitsprocessthe Com m ission hastaken autilitarian view ofthe benefitsofextra
capacity in relation to nationaleconom ic life and socialim pact. T he opportunity forthe
public to engage w ith the airport,specifically at Gatw ick,to shape the schem e hasbeen
negligible.T he enactm ent ofcorporate responsibility ofthe proposersshould form part of
the Com m ission’sjudgem ent.In the case ofGAL the Gatw ick second runw ay consultation
conducted by the airport w ascontem ptuousofthe localcom m unitiesthat w illbe som e of
the m ost im pacted. T here w ere three versionsof the schem e presented locally,but it
appearsthat GAL neverintended to take any account oflocalopinion in the design ofthe
schem e or subsequent alterations; indeed the finalproposalw asnot any of the three
presentednorcarried any ofthelocalrecom m endations.

W e ask that the behaviour of GAL tow ardsitsneighbouring com m unities,corporate
responsibility andreputationareaddressed.



Q 5. Do you have any com m entson how the Com m ission hascarried outitsappraisalof
specific topics(asdefined by the Com m ission’s16 appraisalm odules),including
m ethodology andresults?

N o.



Q 6. Do you have any com m ents on the Com m ission’s sustainability assessm ents,
including m ethodology andresults?

N oise. HeverP arishCouncilhasanum berofconcernsrelated tousingdataprovided by the
CAA w hich m ean that the Com m ission is m issing som e im portant aspects in the
sustainability assessm entofim pactofnoise.

A ircraft N oise Certification. W hen airportsand airlineshave enquiriesfrom m em bersof
the public overaircraft noise they are often advised that the investigation hasfound the
aircraftconcerned w asoperating w ithin theperm itted rules.T here arefew rulesand no U K
statutory law scovering aircraft noise. Aircraft have to operate w ithin InternationalCivil
AviationO rganisation(ICAO )noiseenergy standardsw hichareaw ardedw henanew aircraft
receivescertification. In m odern aircraftthatisat Chapter4 standards.Earlierand noisier
aircraft w ould be in Chapters1,2,or 3. T o determ ine sound energy em issionsfor
certification noise ism easured at three pointsaround arunw ay: Fly-over-6.5km sfrom
brake release point,undertake-offpath;S ideline -the highest noise m easurem ent at any
point from 450m from the runw ay axisduring take-off;Approach – 2km from the runw ay
threshold,undertheapproachflight-path.W hatisnotm easuredisthepitchorfrequency of
the sound em issions.T he Com m ission should include pitch and frequency considerationsof
noiseim pact.

A irbusA 318/A 319/A 320/A 321 A irfram e W hine. Forresidentsliving underthe long low
flight path foraircraft arriving at Gatw ick there isahigh pitched w hine to contend w ith,
em ittedby theAirbusA318/A319/A320/A321 seriesofaircraft.Highpitchedfrequenciesare
not recorded in sound energy m easurem ent for certification of aircraft nor are they
m easured by theAN CO N 57dB L Aeqcontoursbutthey affectpeople’slivesday and nightup
to 25 m ilesfrom airportsalong the arrivalflightpath.Although thisnuisance w asknow n to
theCAA aslongagoas2005 they only finally adm itted tothisfacton16 O ctober2013 w hen
itconfirm ed thatthenoisew asem itted around Hz500-600 w hichisatthepeaksensitivity of
hum anhearingand thereforevery noticeable.Atnighttim eover70% ofallflightarrivalsare
ofthe AirbusA320 seriestype and nearly allow ned by EasyJet.T hroughout the day these
aircraft interfere w ith the public’senjoym ent of the High W eald,arecognised Areaof
O utstanding N aturalBeauty and m any internationally recognised culturaland historic
touristattractionssuch asP enshurstP lace,Chiddingstone Castle and HeverCastle.Atnight
the debilitating w hine isconstantly interfering w ith people’ssleep patternsw hich should
give Governm ent,the CAA,airportand airline operatorsasw ellasthe Com m ission greater
concern for individuals’ w ell-being and long term health issuesthan iscurrently in the
Com m ission docum ents.T he causesofthisnuisance are cavitieson the w ingsw hich allow
airto resonate atahigh frequency.A m odification isavailable know n asavortex generator
w hich cancelsout thisnuisance.It isasim ple piece ofalum inium and m ade in the U nited
Kingdom .L ufthansaand AirFrance have already fitted out theirfleetsw ith the retro fit;
HeverP arish Councilasksthat the Com m ission should recom m end that allU K Fleetsare
requiredtodothesam e.

M easurem ent ofA ircraft N oise around A irports. Form easuring nuisance forresidents
living around airports,an old and unscientific(by contem porary standards)form ulaisused
called AN CO N 57dB L Aeq contours.T hisdiscredited m ethod,originally conceived on lim ited



research in the 1960sbut tinkered w ith regularly since then,isused by the CivilAviation
Authority to m easure sound contoursaround airportsbut based on acontinuous16 hour
period.T hereareotherm ethodsoveranighttim eperiod or24 hourday butthe57dB L Aeq
ism ore com m only used.T he form ulasuggeststhat people only becom e irritated by noise
w hen itreaches57 decibelson acontinuousbasis.T hisispalpably nonsense particularly in
thecountrysidew heretheam bientnoiselevelisrecognised asbeing10 decibelslow erthan
inurbanareas.

W hen w e exam ine the contour m apsdraw n for each airport it becom esobvioushow
restrictive these m easurem entsare forthey w illonly extend 6 m ileseitherend ofarunw ay
and lessthan ¾ m ile in w idth from the projected centreline.T hisw illthen show thatasfar
asGatw ickAirportisconcerned peoplelivingonly w ithin aderisory 40.4km 2 areaffected by
noise.

T hereality isthattheareaaround Gatw ickAirportaffected by decibelsinexcessof57 dBsis
atleast1172 km 2 m uch ofitacrossAreasofO utstandingN aturalBeauty and encom passing
m any villagesand tow ns,schools,hospitalsand care hom es. T he CAA’sreport claim ing
few erpeople are affected today by aircraft noise isincorrect.M ore people on anational
and internationallevelare being affected notjuston increased flightm ovem entsbutfrom
the toxicm ix ofsound at excessive decibelsand high frequency pitch airfram e w hine.It is
disappointing that the aviation industry in justification of itsoperationsquote AN CO N
contoursasam antra.T he Com m ission should hold itselfto am ore scientificstandard than
the ancon m etric.T hey w ere not scientifically established to protect people’shealth and
w ell-being,they representanarbitrary figure.

P lace. T here are 200,000 residentsin the High W eald and 2 m illion visitorsw ho w illbe
directly affected by expansionatGatw ickw hohavenotbeenconsidered by theCom m ission
in either the businesscase or the sustainability assessm ent. Hever Castle last year had
276,000 visitorsexcluding children under 5. W ith w eddings,theatre,private functions,
childrenand corporatestheCEO estim atesover300,000 peoplevisitayear.P enshurstP lace
has100,000 visitors; otherim portant nationalheritage sitesinclude Chiddingstone Castle
and Groom bridgeP lace,alldirectly underthew esterly approach path.Ashdow n Forestgets
atleastone m illion visitors,itisunderboth the currentand the proposed flightpathsyetit
appearsto be ignored in the sustainability assessm ent.It hasim portant European and U K
protectedstatus.

T he“ catalytic” effectofexpansion atGatw ickon theCom m unities,businessesand heritage
in the High W eald should be incorporated into the Com m ission’sw ork on Gatw ick.It is
notable by itsabsence. S uch anarrow view ofw hich businessesand com m unitiesare
directly affected by the proposalunderm inesthe credibility ofthe im portant w ork ofthe
Com m ission.

W ellbeing. T hisresponsehasm adem uchofnightflightsandtheeffectofsleepdisturbance
w hich leadsto sleep deprivation and to a considerable im pact on w ell-being. T he
Com m issionsassertionpara15.2 oftheGAL sustainability assessm entisuntrue.



L iving in anighttim eaircraftnoisecontourw asnotassociated w ith any effecton subjective
w ellbeing.

T hisview standsin direct contrast to the experience ofresidentsw ithin ourHeverparish.
N ightflyingistheactivity ourresidentsresentm ostand hasthegreatestnegativeim pacton
their subjective and objective w ell-being. Hever P arish Council w ishesto draw the
Com m ission’sattention to the ER CD R eport 1208 Aircraft N oise,S leep Disturbance and
HealthEffects:A R eview .T hekey findingsw ere:

7.7 In conclusion,the follow ing key findingsm ust be considered w hen taking into account
cost-benefitanalysisofnightflights:
• T he W HO recom m endsan interim lim it of55dB L night forthe protection ofresidents

againstsignificantnoise-inducedadversehealtheffects.

• P ercentage highly sleep disturbed (% HS D)can be used to m onetise sleep disturbance
based on night-tim e exposure,L night. T hism easure istaken from self-reported
estim atesofsleepdisturbance.

• L evelsabove 55 dB L night result in increased risk ofm yocardialinfarctionsand these
canbem onetisedusing establishedm ethods.

• L evelsabove45 dB L nightresultin increased riskofhypertension,and thiscan lead to
hypertensive strokes and dem entia, w hich can be m onetised using established
m ethods.

T he latest noise report published on behalfofGAL taken from readingsat Heverdated 21
O ctober2014 concludesthatthe totalnightnoise is54dba. T he reportalso notesthatthe
L m ax is89dbaonly one decibelshort ofw hat the CAA report sayscauseschronicillnessif
thereisexposure to 25 events. T he Heverreportdoesnotinclude Gatw ick’sbusiestm onth
inAugust.

T hese tw o reportsprove that the High W eald,ofw hich Heverisapart,isalready at its
threshold fornoise pollution. T o put m ore planesinto Gatw ick w ould cause significant
health im pactsw hich can be m onetised according to the CAA report. HeverP arish Council
requestthisim pactism onetised andcostedintotheforecast.



Q 7. Do you have any com m ents on the Com m ission’s business cases, including
m ethodology andresults?

N o.



Q 8. Doyou haveany othercom m ents?

L ocalstakeholdersupport. T he Com m ission hasnoted w ith regard to the GAL second
runw ay proposal:

L ocalstakeholdersupport: T he Com m ission hasnoted m ixed levelsofsupport from local
stakeholdersfor the proposed expansion. S om e localgovernm ent bodieshave indicated
opposition,w hile othershave indicated potentialsupport,contingent upon appropriate
environm entalm itigations.

L ocalstake holdersupporthasproved subjectto rapid change. P erceptionsofthe value of
the GAL proposalhave changed. GAL isnot regarded asconducting itselfin am anner
consistent w ith corporate good practice. T he change of perception occurred during
consultation on the proposal and the consultation on airspace change. O pinion has
polarised. T he Com m ission should update itsw ork on stakeholdersupport forthe GAL
proposalintim eforthefinalreport.

At alocallevelthe predicted econom ic benefitsw ould largely accrue to the additional
labourforce at the airport,in new jobsrelated to the airport orto the staffofnew firm s
m oving into the area. T o the extentthatthe benefitw ould go m ainly to people w ho m ove
into the area,there w illbefew benefitsto existing residents.T here w illbe hugedisbenefits
forthoselivingin affected areassuch asHeveron w hich theCom m ission hasnotregistered
the true econom icim pact,i.e.the negative effect on the sustainability ofHeverCaste asa
touristdestination.

R esidentsare extrem ely concerned that the housing blight w illextend farfurtherthat the
Com m ission envisages. W ith apreponderance oflarge detached housesstudiessuggest
thatthose w ho end up in the noise shadow ofthe flightpathsw illlose 30% ofthe equity in
theirhousesasw ellassuffering the noise pollution. T he true extentofthe housing blight,
the econom ic effect,and the im pact on HM T revenue should be costed into the business
caseandsustainability assessm ent.

i Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraphs 3.48 and 3.52
ii Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraph 3.41
iii Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraph 2.26
iv Airports Commission Consultation Document November 2014 paragraph 3.13


