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O ne’sEnough,Craw ley’sAnti2nd R unw ay Cam paign
W rittenS ubm issiontotheA irportsCom m issionConsultation

P reparedandsubm ittedonbehalfofO ne’sEnough28th January 2015

O ne’sEnoughhasam em bershipofover350 residentsfrom across
Craw ley andneighbouringvillages.

Q 1.W hatconclusionsdoyou draw inrespectofthethreeshort-listed
options?

 T heproposedexpansion,m akingGatw ickbiggerthanHeathrow andpotentially asbigasany airport
inthew orld istotally unacceptable.

 Craw ley w asbuiltinthe1950’sform ainly L ondonerstom oveoutofurbanised,congestedand
pollutedsuburbsofL ondon,toahealthierandgreenerenvironm entw ithdiverseindustriesand
em ploym ent. T heGatw ickexpansionproposalw illtotally destroy thatconcept.

 T heproposednew runw ay w illbeunder2 m ilesfrom Craw ley T ow nCentreand afew hundredm etres
from largeresidentialareas. T hisistotally unacceptable.

 T heexpansionw illbringingincreasednoiseand airpollution,40,000 projected new hom es,increased
road andrailtraffic,lossofgreenspace,lackofschools/hospitals/doctors/com m unity services,etc.
w illtotally destroy theenvironm entthatallCraw ley residentscherish.

 T hetow nandsurroundingareaandm ostofS ussex and theS outhEastw illbecom eheavily urbanised,
pollutedand congestedw iththem any healthand socialissuesseenacrossthecountry’sm ost
urbanisedareas.

 W hilstCraw ley residentsdonotsufferthenoiseissuesthatthosetotheEastandW estoftheairport
do,GAL ’sow nstatisticsshow am arked increaseincom plaintsfrom Craw ley residents,eveninthefar
southofthetow n.
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 T heonly and m ainaccessrouteintoCraw ley from theM 23 andtheeast,Craw ley Avenueisalready a
“pollutionhotspot” w hichcanonly getw orsew ithaccessviaR adford R oad toM anorR oyalbeing
closed asproposed by GAL ,and vastaincreaseoftrafficusingthisroute.

 Craw ley’shousing,schooling,roads,socialand healthcare(thetow nhasahighincidencelevelof
respiratory problem s)requirem ents,andthem ainBrightonline,eithercannotbem etorarealready
at/orovercapacity.

 T hesem ajorissuesw illbegreatly exacerbatedby aGatw ickexpansionandw illallhavetobe
addressed inadditiontothosethatw illbecreated by naturalgrow thasincludedintherejected S E
P lan,shouldtheGatw ickoptionbechosen.

 W ithCraw ley unabletoexpand,new housingw illhavetobefound inthegreenareasbetw een
Horsham and Craw ley,and EastGrinsteadandCraw ley.

 T hecentralareaofW estS ussex w illalsobeurbanisedw ithhugehousingdevelopm entsinand around
Hayw ardsHeath,BurgessHilland Henfield.

 T heenvironm entalcosttothew holeoftheS outhEastforanexpanded Gatw ickand theprom ised,
predom inantly low skilled,low paid,em ploym entinthearea,m ainly forinw ard m igratingw orkersand
fam ilies,isfartoohighandtotally unacceptable.

 T heConsultationrecognisesthatm uchofthepotentialeconom icgrow thand em ploym entw illonly
beachievedby m assinw ard m igrationofw orkersandtheirfam ilies.

 T heCom m ission’sview thatw orkersw illtraveltoGatw ickfrom theS ussex coastisnotfeasible,asthe
com m utingcostsand 24/7potentialshiftw orkinghoursw illnotm akepersonaleconom icsense.

 Asw ithHeathrow ,ahighpercentageoflow paid/low skilledw orkersw illhavetolivecloseto
Gatw ick,m ostonorasnearaspossibletotheairportboundary. T hisw illpotentially giverisetothe
“shedsw ithbeds” phenom enonasseenintheHeathrow area.

 W hileGatw ickw illrequireinw ard m igration,Heathrow already hasam ajorlocalw orkforcecatchm ent
area.

 Any econom icgrow thw illbeneutralizedby increasedcostsforallform sofnew infrastructure,health
and socialcare.

 Any new em ploym entopportunitiesforexistingCraw ley residentsw illbeneutralizedby inw ard
m igration,w ithevery new jobbeingcom peted forby atleastonenew m igrantw orker.

 T heGatw ickproposalisbased solely onhavingsurfaceaccessviatheM 23 and theBrightonL inetrain
service. T hisistotally inconsistentw ithGAL ’sclaim tobethem ostaccessibleairportintheU K.

 O necanim aginethevastinfrastructurearoundtoday’slargestairportsandthenim aginedropping
thatontotheconfined areaatGatw ickand Craw ley.

 T hefollow ingroadandtransportissuesw ould costtheU Ktaxpayer£ billions,asGAL obviously do
notintendtopay forthism agnitudeofextracosts.

o T heM 23 stopsattheM 25 tothenorth.
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o T hesinglecarriagew ay A264 istheonly accessroutefrom dueeastoftheAirportallthew ay
from Kent,throughR oyalT unbrigdeW ellsandEastGrinstead,m ainly throughcountrysideor
congestedtow nsand villages.

o T hew esternapproachontheA264 w illbringchaostotheCraw ley Areaw ithoutaw estern
bypass.

o T heBrightonL inew illnotbeabletohandlethe50 to60 m illionproposedpassengersw ithonly
im provem entstotrainandplatform lengthening.

o T heBrightoncannotbeexpandedtohandledouble-deckertrainsduetothenum beroftunnels
andbridgesandplatform roofoverhangs.

o T heEast-W estrailw ay linesthroughR edhillaretotally inadequatetohandletravellersw how ish
tousethetrainstoaccessGatw ick.

 T oachievetheCom m ission’sbriefof“ m aintainingtheU K’spositionasthelargesthubinEuropeand
tom axim iseeconom icbenefitsforthew holecountry” ,theHeathrow options,asdefinedby the
Com m ission,providefargreatereconom icbenefitstothew holecountry andhavingafargreater
num berofsurfaceaccessoptionsalready availableorplannedthanatGatw ick.

 A 2nd runw ay atGatw ickw ouldexacerbatetheN orth/S outhdivideby encouragingw orkersaw ay
from thenorthintoanalready overpopulatedandeconom ically viableareainasm allpartofthe
country.

 ForairporttravellerstogettoGatw ickby roadfrom allareasofthenorth,w est,southw est,central
southernEnglandandpotentially 60% ofEastAnglia,they w ouldallhavetoeitherpassHeathrow or
bew ithin10 m ilesbeforetakinganother20/30 m ilesanduptoanhourtoarriveatGatw ick.

Q 3. Com m entsonhow theCom m issionhascarriedoutitsappraisal?
 T heCom m issionw asw rongtohavedism issedS tanstedfrom thefinaloptionsintheConsultation.

 T heCom m issionshouldalsoreconsidertheneedforany furtherrunw ay capacity anyw hereinthecountry
w hilstexcesscapacity isavailableatallU Kairportsapartfrom Heathrow .

Q 4. Any relevantfactorsthathavenotbeenfully addressed?
 Currently theproposalsindicatethattheA264 singlecarriagew ay (allthew ay from R oyalT unbridgeW ells

throughEastGrinstead)joiningtheM 23 Junction10 w illbetheonly routefrom theeastintotheexpanded
airport.

 N oneoftheexistingjunctionim provem entsinany oftheEast,M idandW estCounty plansw illbesufficient
tohandlethevolum eoftrafficcausedby Gatw ickexpansion.

 T hereareanum berofobviousm ajornew roaddevelopm entsthatm ustbeconsideredaspartoftheoverall
costoftheGatw ickproposalsforanairporthandlingupto96m illionpassengersperyear. T hesecostsshould
beeitherpaidforby GA L orcom m ittedtoby theGovernm entshouldGatw ickbethepreferredoption.
T heseinclude:

o EastGrinsteadringroad,
o A 22 toM 23 Junction9,

o Craw ley W esternby pass,

o P easeP ottagetoEastGrinsteadW esternby pass.

P otentially 50 m ilesofnew dualcarriagew ay road.
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 A lsotobeincludedarethecostsforroadim provem entsto
o A 22 N orthandS outhofEastGrinstead

o A 24 northofHorsham .

o A new M 23 JunctionforEastS urrey Hospital
o ExpandedM 23 Junction10A toprovidesouthernaccessandegressattheBalcom beR d.

 T herearenodetailsastothealternativetrafficroutingtoreplacetheclosureofBonnettsL ane,Charlw oodand
R adfordR oads.

 T helinkageoftheBalcom beR oadandA23 attheproposedim provedM 23 Junction9A isunclear. W illdrivers
ontheBalcom beR oadbeabletoaccesstheim provedM 23 Junction9A.

 Craw ley’roadandhousinginfrastructureissuchthatm any ofthekey arterialroutescannotbew idenedunless
housesaredem olishedeg.IfieldAvenue,S outhgateDrive,W orthP arkAvenue,T hreeBridgesS tation,etc.

 T heCom m issionidentifieslargescalerequirem entsfornew housing,schools,hospitals,doctors,com m unity
services,transport,etc.butnom entionofhow thesew illbefunded.

 “Guarantees” forcontrollingbothnoiseandairpollutionarenotsupportedw ithdetailsofhow thisw illbe
funded,m onitoredandenforced.

 T heeffectsontheU K’slegalcom m itm enttoreducingGlobalw arm ingarenotincluded.

 GAL prom iseairpollutionw illnotexceedEU requirem ents,buttheselevelsw illstillbem uchhigherover
today’slevels. T heCraw ley Avenue/Gatw ickroadjunctionisalready apollutionhotspot.

 T herearem any schools,nurseries,children’splaygroundsandsportsfieldsinL angley Green,Ifield,P oundHill,
N orthgate,T hreeBridgesandCopthornethatw illbesubjectedtoincreasedairandnoisepollution,againno
detailsareavailableastohow thesew illbem anagedandcontrolled.

 CopthorneVillageoneofthelargestvillagesinW estS ussexw ithapproxim ately 2,000 existingresidencesanda
populationof6,500 w illbelessthan3 km from theendoftheproposed2ndrunw ay,buthasnotbeenincluded
inany GAL proposalsnorintheAirportCom m issionsConsultationdocum ent.

 T heom issionofCopthorneiscom poundedasthevillagew illbethem ostseriously affectedpopulatedareato
theeastoftheairportw iththeindicativeflightpaths,directly overthevillage,foraircrafttakingofforlanding
every 60 secondsduringtheday andalsofrequently duringthenight.

 T henew residentialdevelopm entsofForgew ood(2000 residencesandschool)andS tM odw ens/W ates
developm ents(546 residencesandschool)havealsobeenom ittedfrom theproposalsandConsultation.

 T heproposednew schoolsinbothForgew oodandS tM odw ensdevelopm entsw illbew ithinafew hundred
m etresofthearrivinganddepartingflightpathsandtheirdevelopm entm ustbequestionedonhealthsafety for
thepupils.

 Details,locationsandcostsfornew reservoirsandsew ageplantstoaccom m odate40,000 new houses,
additional60 m illionpassengersandthousandsofnew m igrantw orkersintotheareaareunavailable.

 T heConsultationdoesnotrecognisethatm any ofthenew airportjobsw illbelow skilledandlow paid,
thereforem any w orkersw illrequirelow costhousingclosetotheairport.

 T he“dorm itory shedsw ithbeds” phenom enon,asseenallaroundHeathrow ,w illpotentially becom eareality
forCraw ley andtheCounty andshouldbeidentifiedinthereport.
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 T herelocationof250 businessesdisplacedby theexpandedairportisnotadequately addressedandtheoption
toutilisesparespacew ithintheexpandedairportgroundsisquestionable. Itisunlikely thatthesebusinesses
couldbeaccom m odatedw ithintheexistingCraw ley boundary w ithlossofjobsform any Craw ley residents,
w hichshouldbeincludedinthereport.

 T heGatw ickDiam ondalready com plainsaboutshortagesofbusinessandindustrialfloorspaceinthearea,
w hichshouldberecognisedandaddressed.

 GAL saysonly 163 housesw ithintheboundary oftheexpandedairportfootprintw illbedem olishedandthose
housesw ithinthedefinednoisecontoursw illbecom pensatedbutnom entionofthem any housesinL angley
Green,Ifield,P oundHillandCopthornethatw illbeseverely blighted,w ithm any inL angley Greenabuttingthe
proposedrunw ay noisebunds.

 T herearenom odellingchartstoshow thepotentialincom efrom anexpandedairportforthecounty against
thehugecostsrequiredfornew andim provedinfrastructure,housing,socialneeds,etc.

 T hereportdoesnotincludeananalysisoftheim pactontheairportthatisnotchosenforanadditionalrunw ay.

 T hereportdoesnotem phasisethepotentialforthew holeofthenorthofW estS ussexbecom ingasingle
urbanisedcom m unity,from Horsham throughCraw ley andontoEastGrinstead.

 T hereportshouldrecognisethatCraw ley doesnothaveroom w ithinitsboundariestoexpand,buttoonly to
cram m orepeopleintoexistinghousing.

 T hereportshouldrecognisethatw iththeneedforhousingclosetoGatw ickthem aintow nsofHorsham and
EastGrinsteadw illberequiredtobuildnew settlem entstow ardsCraw ley,asw illM idS ussexneedtoexpandor
buildnew settlem entsbetw eenCraw ley Dow nandT urnersHillw ithCraw ley.

 T hereportdoesdoesnotaddresstheproposedelevenfoldincreaseinGAL ’s24/7 cargo/freight
businessandtheim pactroadcongestionandnoiseandairpollution

 T hereportdoesnotem phasisethevastnew blockofurbanisationaroundHayw ardsHeath,BurgessHilland
Henfieldtoaccom m odatethepotentialvastincreaseinthepopulationofW estS ussex.

 Any com m itm entoffundingfrom eitherGAL ortheGovernm entm ustbecoveredby alegally
bindingguarantee.

AsO ne’sEnough’sinputtow ardstheConsultationotherquestions,w esupportandendorse
theGACC “Gatw ickU nw rapped” and“BadForBusiness” docum ents,w hichw eattachforyour
files.

O ne’sEnoughalsosupportsthelistsofadditionalinform ationrequired,im provedand
expandedanalysesproducedinboththeCraw ley BoroughandW estS ussexCounty Councils
responses.

O ne’sEnoughsupportsthew idespreadopposition,toanexpandedGatw ickw itha2nd

runw ay,acrosstheS outhEastincludingCraw ley BoroughandW estS ussexCouncils,andalso
thoseCouncilsacrossKentandS urrey.
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O ne’sEnough,hopesandexpectsthattheCom m issiontotakethehighlevelofoppositionto
theGatw ickoptionintoaccountbeforem akingyourrecom m endationstotheGovernm ent.

O ne’sEnoughandit’sm em berstotally opposetheGatw ickExpansionoption.



Bad for Business?

A paper prepared by the Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign

with help from local businessmen

An important objective set out by the Airports Commission is: ‘To maximise

economic benefits… ..To promote employment and economic growth in the local

area… .To produce positive outcomes for local communities and the local

economy’.1 This paper challenges the assertion by Gatwick Airport Ltd (GAL) that

a second runway would be supportive of this objective.

By engaging with opinion from local business communities, and taking a less

selective view of the evidence, GACC concludes that the proposal would be

detrimental for local businesses, the local economy and the community as a whole.

Background

According to the Office of National Statistics there are over 30,000 businesses in

West Sussex.2 The majority are located in the north of the county, in the vicinity of

Gatwick Airport. Surrey has 61,900 businesses but with less concentration around

Gatwick.3

It would be a fair guess to say that there must be around 30,000 businesses in the

Gatwick area.

Business Opinion

West Sussex County Council and Crawley Borough Council commissioned a

survey of West Sussex businesses in May 2013.4 It showed that only 31% of firms

had employees who ever took a flight for business reasons. Only 4% felt air travel

was important ‘for bringing overseas customers to your organisation.’

51% of firms agreed that there is a need for new runway capacity in the South

East, and 52% favoured a new runway at Gatwick. Those were the ‘headline

results’that were used to influence the vote by West Sussex County Council to

support a second runway. But the survey (and the vote) was before the full scale

and implications of making Gatwick bigger than Heathrow were generally

recognised.

Nevertheless 24% of businessmen considered that Gatwick expansion ‘would

dramatically affect local home (sic) and countryside’and 23% felt it would ‘cause

too much air and noise pollution’. That is confirmed in a letter to GACC from a

Director of a leading Sussex company:



Established for over 150 years, we are a major international business that owns

three of the world’s leading brands and employs over 100 people locally.

Many of our employees have already complained of the increase in aircraft noise,

particularly at night and at weekends and we are most concerned at the impact in

future of a second runway at Gatwick on this. Worsening aircraft noise is not only

affecting them personally and potentially the value of their houses but also their

leisure time; whereby some of their favourite spots for peaceful relaxation are now

blighted by aircraft noise. I suspect this will also have a negative impact on the

leisure industry in the area.5

Shortage of labour. According to Gatwick Airport (May 2014) a new runway would

create 122,000 new jobs in the South East. The Airports Commission (November

2014) puts the figure at up to 90,000 by 2060. Although it is said that these new

jobs would be spread across the South East, inevitably most would be

concentrated in or around the Gatwick area.

A report by Optimal Economics commissioned by Gatwick Airport points out that:

‘Within the Gatwick Diamond, there is a projected excess of employment over

resident labour supply throughout the forecast period.’6 Gatwick Airport, however,

blithely ignore the labour shortage warnings highlighted by their own economists; it

is inevitable, that as unemployment across the area remains low, the result will be

a chronic shortage of labour. That situation is likely to put many local firms at a

serious disadvantage.

, a former manager for Royal Mail, writes:

My experience showed that there was a constant recruitment problem for what is

now referred to as the Gatwick Diamond. Not only did the churn effect of staff

turnover lead to inefficiencies, but a constant high vacancy level led to increased

costs through overtime pay, as well as poor quality of service. It was only through

offering high overtime levels, and a variety of bonus payments, that the business

could attempt to compete on pay with the airport - but effectively fail in doing so.

The [Airports Commission consultation document] recognises that there is no local

pool of unemployment to draw on, but … does not admit that the Gatwick Diamond

has a history of being an "employment hotspot" (albeit disguised by the recent

recession), and is already dependent on … an immigrant workforce. It is arguable

that the current reliance on an EU migrant workforce will be put under further strain



given the current political situation.’7
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Higher costs. Shortage of labour would tend to push up rates of pay, again causing

difficulties for local firms. The Managing Director of an advanced technology

company located close to Gatwick has written to say:

Such a shortage of labour will inevitably create a price war and wages will sky

rocket in an already very expensive area. Companies operating in a very

competitive global market will be substantially disadvantaged.8

makes a similar point:

The most probable outcomes - and track records should demonstrate this - is that

labour intensive small businesses will need to compete on wage price, which will

impact their profitability and may threaten their commercial viability. For labour

intensive Public Service infrastructure, in addition to the Royal Mail, we should also

look at local government, health service, some transport and other government

agency organisations, who will not be able to compete for wages, and therefore

experience churn and vacancy levels which will impact on the quality of service

they provide to the local social and business communities.

Inward migration. The main effect of the creation of so many new jobs would be to

draw in people from other parts of the UK and from the EU. That is welcomed by

some firms because it would mean a bigger market for local shops, hotels, guest

houses, taxis etc. They may, however, not have realised that it would also cause

an influx of new shops, new hotels, new taxi firms etc.; meaning in turn more

competition, and could result in local firms being put out of business.

More houses. Consultants commissioned by the Gatwick Diamond Initiative and

the West Sussex County Council estimated that there would be a need for around

40,000 new houses. The Airports Commission use a lower figure and GACC is

currently investigating the difference.

A large number of new houses would be good business for house building firms,

but how many new building firms would move into the area? Would it mean better

jobs for local building workers or would most of the new jobs be filled by transient

labour from elsewhere?

Road and rail congestion. A separate paper by GACC has shown that a second

runway would mean around 136,000 extra road journeys a day in the vicinity of

Gatwick. That is just for air passengers, and travel to work by airport employees



and journeys to work of employees of new firms. In addition there would be all the

extra commercial traffic generated by the larger airport and all the new firms.

The result would be delays at many road junctions. Longer journey times both for

staff and for deliveries would have an adverse effect on local firms.
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For rail services no improvements are planned other than those already in hand to

cope with the forecast growth in demand without a new runway. Result –serious

overcrowding.

the owner of a small business near Gatwick, has written to say:

I am very concerned that a second runway would create intolerable pressure on

our local roads as there has been no definitive plan for the expansion of the road

network that will be needed for at least a ten mile radius of Gatwick. If the planned

passenger traffic (oh, and allied traffic such as people going to work) is achieved

then there is simply no way that the current one motorway (and that is fed by the

M25 from one end and that can’t cope at the moment so God only knows how it

will cope with not only the increase in Gatwick traffic but the annual increase that

we see year on year) and single carriageway A roads such as the A272, A25, A29,

A264 from East Grinstead and A22 will be able to cope, it’s bad enough now. The

other dual carriageway roads such as the A24/A264 and A21 will also be clogged

with traffic. If the powers that be seriously believe that they are going to fit the

traffic that currently surrounds Heathrow and duplicate it into the roads that

surround Gatwick then someone needs their head examining. It is a joke and the

amount of destruction of the green belt to accommodate this expansion and all the

add-ons such as housing and industrial estates is bordering on criminal.

Loss of business premises. The construction of the new runway would involve the

demolition of 286 business premises, including City Place (head office of Nestlé)

and part of Manor Royal. 286 firms would have all the expense and hassle of

having to re-locate.

Gatwick Airport have suggested that some firms might be accommodated on land

that they would acquire between the airport and the M23 –but that to make

sufficient space available, the airport car parks would need to be double decked.

So the land would not come cheap. And many firms would not wish to become

tenants of Gatwick Airport Ltd. If firms wished to move elsewhere, there might be

problems getting planning permission.



The managing director of the advanced technology company again:

Some businesses will need to be relocated. Mine for instance could be a prime

candidate. The disruption will be immense. The land proposed for a new facility is

rather inappropriate, being directly under the flight path with all that entails. No

discussion of time scale or compensation has been started so we are in horrible

‘planners blight limbo’with no apparent end in sight. With current planning rules

any new building would likely be seriously affected by lack of parking space

making
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it less attractive for people to work here. We own our current site, the ownership

status of the new place is unknown.

In short the expanded airport will be bad for the majority of pre-existing businesses

and people that are already established here. The big winners will be the Airport

itself, owned by a conglomeration of overseas investment companies who have

only been in situ since 2009 and I understand are likely to sell out soon after the

decision re the new runway. We have been here since 1963 and intend to remain.

Impact on rural businesses. Many rural businesses depend for their success on

peace and tranquillity. A prime example is Hever Castle, birthplace of Anne

Boleyn.

Hever Castle supports up to 280 jobs in season. The castle’s chief executive

‘When people come to rural attractions they are expecting a degree

of peace and tranquillity. We believe that a second runway would almost certainly

spell the end for Hever Castle as a visitor attraction.’9

The same is true for many rural businesses, for example quiet country hotels, film

making enterprises, country parks and other outdoor visitor attractions.

Worse environment –worse for business

Surrey, Sussex and Kent are pleasant places to live. But if the environment is

worsened by aircraft noise, by urbanisation, and by traffic congestion, it will

become harder to recruit and keep high quality staff.

A professional communications expert based at Haywards Heath, has written to

say:

The opening of the new headquarters and warehouse for a global component

service provider to the aviation industry in Sayers Common 20 miles from the
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airport is perhaps a portent of what is to come, especially should a second runway

be approved for Gatwick.

The immediate Crawley catchment area is now bursting at the seams as it tries to

accommodate the burgeoning airline businesses that Gatwick needs to support it.

Some companies have become well established across East Sussex, West

Sussex and Surrey and provide welcome local employment. But increasingly they

are being forced further and further from the airport.

These remoter locations are inevitably less convenient operationally. Company

round-the-clock activities and staff movements significantly add to the traffic on the

local roads that were never designed to take it. Sadly many businesses are guilty

of further infilling and concreting of our green and pleasant counties.

When considering the environmental damage that a second runway will bring - we

must look well beyond the immediate Gatwick perimeters. The damage on the

fringes of the airport will be just a small fraction of the total impact.

Consider the housing estates and rambling industrial development, roads and

other infrastructure that Gatwick has led to in the last 50 years in the surrounding

30 miles - now double it for the proposed second runway. Do we really need it

here? Isn’t it time for another area to take the strain and enjoy the economic

benefit that a major airport can bring?

The national picture. There is no significant national pressure from business for a

second Gatwick runway. The CBI favours expansion at Heathrow rather than at

Gatwick. Recently 23 Chambers of Commerce that represent more than 40,000

UK businesses have written an open letter to the Airports Commission about the

benefits of Heathrow Airport expansion.

Many people believe that a second runway anywhere in the South East would take

business away from other regions of the UK that need employment and thus be

damaging to the UK’s economic recovery and the rebalancing of the economy.

1 Airports Commission. Consultation Document Table2.1

2 ONS UK Business 2012

3 Surrey County Council

4 Attitudes to Air Travel in West Sussex. QA Research July 2013. The survey

oversampled larger businesses, and businesses in Crawley.

5 Email 6 November 2014

6 Optimal Economics Report. Paragraph 3.46



7 Email from ACMA, CGMA. 27 November 2014

8 Email to GACC 11 June 2014

9 http://www.sevenoakschronicle.co.uk/Gatwick-runway-spell-end-Hever-Castle-

tourism/story-19806450-detail/story.html#ixzz3Kk8pufMN
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