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A IR P O R T S CO M M IS S IO N CO N S U L T A T IO N :

P R O P O S ED S ECO N D R U N W A Y A T GA T W ICK A IR P O R T

R ES P O N S EFR O M HO R L EY T O W N CO U N CIL

IN T R O DU CT IO N

T he S urrey tow n ofHorley sharesitssouthern boundary w ith Gatw ick Airport and hasalw ays,and w ill

continue to be,affected positively and negatively by the airport’soperations. Currently the tow n is

undergoing am ajorexpansion w hich should see the population expand from circa23,000 to betw een

33,000 and 35,000. A largenum berofourresidentscom m ute to w orkoutside thetow n w ith asignificant

percentageofthosetravellingtotheL ondonarea.

T hroughout the spring and sum m erof2014 the T ow n Councilcarried out am ajorconsultation w ith its

residentsregardingtheproposed second runw ay atGatw ick. T hisincluded face-to-faceapproachesatthe

S tGeorge’sDay Fayre lastApriland an O pen P ublicM eeting in July. In addition w e hand delivered 10,000

questionnairesto every household in the tow n and also setup an online response option,using the T ow n

Council’sw ebsite. From thatw e received 1,096 replies,w hich have helped form ulate ourresponse to the

AirportsCom m ission. W e have attached acopy ofthe finalreportregarding ourow n consultation,w hich

w ehopeyou w illfindhelpful.

T hroughout thisresponse w e have restricted ourcom m entsand observationsto the Gatw ickoption;
w e do not consider it appropriate,nor are w e qualified,to expressany view son either of the
Heathrow options.

Asageneralobservation,the Com m ission expressesconcernsw ith the deliverability ofpartsofthe
Gatw ickoption but then dism issesthem asbeing ofno consequence or‘doable’. T hisisnot aview
thatisheld by usorourresidents. W e have seriousconcernsregarding anum berofissuesin respect
oftheGatw ickoption,nam ely,surfaceaccess,flooding,noise,airquality andthelocalinfrastructure.

S U R FA CEA CCES S

M ost ofthe passengersaccessing the Airport,eitherby road orrail,w illtravelthrough Horley,so
surfaceaccessisam ajorissueforus.

T he Airport isdependent upon one railaccess[BM L ] and one m otorw ay link [M 25/M 23] w hich are
subjectto frequentdisruption. R ecently the M 25 w asclosed fortw enty fourhoursdue to asinkhole
appearing in the carriagew ay,w hilst the railnetw ork hasbeen closed due to apow erfailure at the
Airport. N ow here in the proposalsdo w e see assurancesthat surface accessw illbe m ade m ore
resilientinthefuture.
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T he Brighton M ain L ine iscurrently undersevere pressure. W hilst there are severaloptionsunder
consideration,including som e already orabout to be put in place (such asexpansion ofthe Airport’s
S tationandtrainsincreasedtotw elvecarriages),w eareconcernedtosee,from theS ussexAreaR oute
S tudy,thatthe focusison m eeting the dem and from Brighton and Gatw ick. W ith afinite capacity in
respectofthe num beroftracks,w e fearforthe im pacton localservicesfortow nsnorth ofGatw ick,
such asHorley,given the Airport’slong term stated aim fortrainsto L ondon departing from the
Airport every 2.4 m inutes. Hasany m odelling ofthe railinfrastructure been carried out to see ifthe
BM L w ouldbeabletosupportthisfrequency oftrainsandtheim pactonnon-airportservices?

T he existing seriouscongestion problem sat L ondon VictoriaS tation w illbe m itigated in part by the
current redevelopm ent of the underground booking hall. How ever w e rem ain concerned asto
w hether the transport infrastructure of L ondon Victoria,asaw hole,w illbe able to handle the
increased num berofpassengersfrom an expanded airport,though som e reliefm ay be possible w ith
current m easuresto redirect ahigherproportion oftravellersviathe im proved facilitiesat L ondon
Bridge. In short,none ofthe proposalsgive usconfidence that the railw ay netw ork w illbe able to
copew iththeforecastincreaseinpassengersand staff,givenam odalshifttopublictransportof60% ,
asw ellasm eetingthegrow ingdem andsfrom thelocalpopulationw hodonotw orkattheAirport.

W e note that the Highw aysAgency intendsto increase capacity on the M 23 section,betw een its
junction w ith the M 25 and the Airport,by converting the hard shoulderinto anotherlane. How ever,
w e believe thatan additionallane w illnotprovide an increase in resilience from m otorw ay incidents,
suchasaccidentsand overturned vehicles.T heS urrey sectionoftheM 25 suffersfrom regularclosures
andincreasingtrafficfrom anexpandedGatw ickw illnothelp.

You also record that over75% ofAirport em ployeesuse acarto travelto w ork and live w ithin 30
m inutesofthe Airport. W hilst thism ay change w ith the em ploym ent areaincreasing to m eet the
dem andsfornew staff,w e are ofthe opinion that m any ofthese w illstilluse theircars,though the
greaterdistancescouldm aketherailoptionm oreattractive.Costscouldbethedecidingfactor.

Closuresofthe M 25/M 23,forw hateverreason,have an im m ediate and catastrophicim pact on our
localroads,such astheA23/A217,gridlockingm ajortow ncentres,suchasR edhilland R eigate,and to
alesserextent,Horley. T hisnotonly im pactsupon Airportgenerated traffic,butalso upon ourlocal
residentsand businesses. T hisisam ajorconcern to usand ourresidents. Itw ould im pacton access
to East S urrey Hospital,w ith the A23 through Horley,being a m ajor route to the hospitalfor
em ergency vehicles.

O urlocalroadsare currently underpressure,particularly at rush hour,and already handle Gatw ick
trafficfrom driversavoiding the m otorw ay system . W e see no reliefin the future w ith an expanded
Airport,and tw eaking the designsofjunctionsetc. w illnot resolve thisissue. W e w elcom e the
recognition that som e public funding m ay be necessary to provide the infrastructure to support a
second runw ay atGatw ick;am atteron w hich centralGovernm enthasbeen very quiet. Itisourview
that,asit isaGovernm ent decision on w here to locate the additionalrunw ay,there should be a
com m itm entthatfunding (given thatthe contribution from GAL isw elcom e butseen asinsufficient),
w illbe available to ensure the infrastructure to support the selected option w illbe in place,w ithout
thecostsfallingonlocalresidentsthroughtheirCouncilT ax.

Inconclusion,w earelookingform orecom prehensiveand resilientproposalsthatw illgiveconfidence
to ourresidentsthattherailand road netw orkscan m eetallthedem andsplaced upon them notonly
from agrow ingairport,butalsofrom theexpandinglocaltow nsand villages. W ecannotsupportyour
conclusioninsection8.24 oftheBusinesscasethattheim pactonthelocalareaw illbeneutral.
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FL O O DIN G

Follow ing the floodsfrom the w interof2013/2104,thisissue isofam ajorconcern to Horley T ow n
Counciland ourresidents,m any ofw hom are convinced that the Airport contributed greatly to the
situation (particularly on Christm asEve w hen GAL adm itted to discharging w aterfrom itsbalancing
pondsinto the riverM ole). Although flooding w ould have occurred anyw ay,the view isthe effects
m ay havebeensom ew hatlessenedhadthisnothappened.

L ocalfearsthat future flooding eventsw illbe exacerbated by m ajordevelopm ent at Gatw ick,w ith a
new runw ay and term inal,are supported by the conclusionsin youranalysisthatthe Airportrem ains
atriskofflooding. T oincreasetheriskdow nstream from theAirport(i.e.Horley)inthefuture,creates
doubtsonm itigation,suchasthestoragecapacity ofrainfall. W earealsoconcerned toread thatGAL
isusing low ervaluesthan the EA in respect ofdrainage netw orksand the m odelled surface w ater
floodextents.

W e rem ain to be convinced thatanew runw ay and term inalatGatw ickw illnothave afuture im pact
onfloodingeventsfrom theriverM oleanditstributary w aterw aysinHorley.

W A T ER Q U A L IT Y

T he only com m ent w e w ould m ake isthat ‘the quality ofriverw atercould be subject to increasing
dam agingeffectsfrom dischargesfrom sew agew orks’ (m entioned inyouranalysis),isofconcernasto
the effectson w ildlife,especially as,afterm any years,the w aterquality hasgreatly im proved w ith an
increase in fish stocksand otherw aterbased w ildlife. How thisissue w ould be addressed isnotclear
tous.

N O IS E

W hilstconcernsregarding aircraftnoise are ofm ajorconcern to m any ofthe residentsofHorley w ho
responded to ourpublic consultation,the noise contourm apsrem ain unchanged in respect ofthe
tow nw iththeintroductionofasecond runw ay,no doubtduetotherunw ay’slocationw ithrespectto
theexistingrunw ay.

How ever,w hatism oredifficulttopredictw illbetheannoyancefrom overflyingaircraftfrom Gatw ick,
especially asoneofthetow n’sm ajorresidentialdevelopm ents(know nastheN orthW estS ector),w ill
encroach underthe currentN oise P referentialR oute handling aircraftdeparting from runw ay 26 and
thenturningeastboundonaDover,ClactonorL am bourneS tandardInstrum entofDeparture.

W ealsonotethecom m entintheBaselineS tudy thatanincreaseinground noiseunder‘dom inim um ’
isanticipated,butw ithpotentially significantreductionsunder2R duetochangesintaxy patternsw ith
thenew term inal.

A IR Q U A L IT Y

T herearethreem ainconcernsw iththeCom m ission’sairquality assessm entw orkforGatw ick:

i) A singleairquality assessm enthasbeenundertakenthatisnotrepresentative,and islikely tobe
a significant underestim ate of the air quality im pact of the m ajority of the carbon traded
scenariosthatthecom m issionconsidersofgreatesteconom icbenefit.
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Given the com m ission’sdesire to stresstest the proposed 2nd runw ay schem es,in relation to
severalpotentialfutures,to ‘ensure the robustnessof the analysisand ultim ately the final
recom m endation to Governm ent’,the presence ofasingle airquality scenario (carbon capped 69
m ppa,476,000 m ovem entsin 2050)issurprising,especially asthe com m ission hasbeen unable to
assessthe ‘transport econom ic efficiency’ or‘w idereconom ic im pacts’ underacarbon capped
forecast.

A num berofthe Com m ission’sforecasteconom icbenefitsare based on acarbon traded scenario
and,underthisscenario,4 outof5 ofthe Com m ission’s‘businessm odels’,result in over540,000
airpassengerm ovem entsat Gatw ick by 2050.T herefore,the Com m ission needsto undertake a
furtherairquality assessm ent foracarbon traded 540,000 m ovem ent scenario in addition to its
currentcarboncappedassessm ent,iftheairquality assessm entisevertobeconsideredrobust.

ii) T he lackofdispersion m odelling in the reportm akesitim possible to assesscom pliance w ith EU
lim itvalues,to exam ine the changesin tem poraland spatialpollution concentrationscom pared
w ith thebasecase,and to exam inethesourceofpollution (i.e.aircraftvs.road traffic)and how
thesechangew ithtim e.

Aside from alack ofscenario testing in relation to airquality asdiscussed above,the lack of
dispersionm odellinginthecom m ission’sw orkisafurtherm ajorshortcom ingas:

 Itisim possibleforexternalstakeholderstoassessw hetherornotEU lim itvaluesfornitrogen
dioxidearelikely tobebreachedby a2nd runw ay.

 Itisnotpossible to assessthe im provem ent/ deterioration in pollutantconcentrations,both in
m agnitude,spatialextent and tim e,experienced by populationsliving in the vicinity ofthe
airportcom paredtothe‘donothing’ scenario.

 T heCom m issionhasnoindicationastow hichpollutionsourcesarecontributingm osttoareas
w here there isapollution problem ,e.g.aircraft orroadsand,thus,how likely any m itigation
m easuresproposed by schem e prom otersortechnology im provem entsin generalare likely to
w ork.

 T heabsenceofinform ationonsourcecontributionisparticularly apparentinthereport,w here
theCom m issionm akesthepointthattheairpollutionislargely theresultofroad traffic. W hilst
this m ay be the case at Heathrow ,aircraft at Gatw ick,w ithin the current air quality
m anagem entarea,are forecastto be afarbiggerpollution source than road trafficby afactor
of3:1 inthelongerterm and,ofthis,road trafficpollution affectingtheairquality m anagem ent
areathem ajority isairportrelatedby afactorof2:1.

iii) T he unit ‘cost’ pertonne ofN O x used in the calculationsof‘disbenefit’ m ay be asignificant
underestim ate,based on w ork currently underw ay by the Com m ittee on the M edicalEffectsof
A irP ollution.

 T he Com m ission’sattention isdraw n to w orkthat iscurrently underw ay by the Governm ent’s
Com m ittee on the M edicalEffectsof Air P ollution (CO M EAP ),w hich islikely to lead to a
significant increase the in the health cost ofN O x and,thus,the environm entalcostsrelated to
air quality associated w ith Airport developm ent. Consequently,the Com m ission isstrongly
advised to seekguidancefrom CO M EAP on an up-to-datehealth im pactcostforN O x /N O 2,and
toreviseitscostcalculationsaccordingly.
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 T he above com m entssupportthe concernsofourresidentsregarding the im pacton theirlives
and health from the extrapollution resulting from an increase in airport and associated road
traffic sources. M ore w ork w illneed to be done to give them assurancesthat airquality in
Horley w illnotexceedcurrentorfutureEU targets.

CO M M U N IT Y A N A L YS IS

W enoteyourproposaldiscussestheim pactsonCraw ley,butfailstom entionthoseforHorley andthe
surroundingarea,w hichinsom ecasesareclosertotheAirportthanpartsofCraw ley.

L O CA L ECO N O M Y

O nce the second oftw o m ajordevelopm entshasbeen com pleted,Horley w illhave no large areasof

undeveloped land,w hich are not in the flood plain,w hich could provide new housing,except for

contributionsfrom theongoingredevelopm entoftheT ow nCentreandw indfallsites,thoughthelatterw ill

only provide afew dw ellings.T here are m ixed view sasto the im pact on house pricesfrom an enlarged

Gatw ick. O neview isthatpricesw illbedepressed dueto increased noise/pollution [perceived though this

m ightbe] w hilstthe opposite view isthatan influx ofnew stafflooking forhom esclose to theAirportw ill

m aintainorevenincreaseproperty prices.

It isforthe above reasonsthat w e see the m ajorim pact from an expanded Gatw ick being from surface

accessratherthanhousing.

T hough an expanded Gatw ickw illofferjob opportunities,the feeling in Horley isthatw e w illgain little in

thisrespect asw e are in an areaof very low unem ploym ent. How ever,our younger residentssee

opportunitiesfrom new jobsfortheirow n and future generationsasbeing apositive im pacton the tow n,

w ith the new jobscom ing notonly from the Airport,butalso from supportcom paniesoffAirport,asw ell

asthosecom paniesw hom ay relocatetotheareabecauseitisclosetoanInternationalAirport.

Anotherfactorforusw illbe the ability to offerlocaljobsto localpeople w hich w ould have the bonusof

reducing the num berofresidentshaving to com m ute to say,L ondon,thusreducing the dem and on the

road and railnetw orks. W eknow thatourcolleaguesatR eigate& Banstead Borough Councilareintenton

increasinglocalem ploym entprospects,notjustinHorley,butacrosstheBorough.

Q U A L IT Y O FL IFE

T heresultsofourresidents’ survey indicatethatm ostpeoplearehappy w ith Gatw ickasasinglerunw ay/2

term inalairport,buthave concerns[actualorperceived] aboutthe im pactson theirlivesfrom an Airport

w ith asecond runw ay and an additionalterm inal. A few have indicated that they w ould considerdrastic

m easuressuchasm ovingoutofthearea.

Ingeneraltheirconcernsare:

 Increaseroadtrafficcongestionandassociatedpollution/noise.

 Increaseinnoiseandpollutionfrom aircraft.

 S ignificantdeteriorationinfacilitiesforrailusers.

 P ressureform orehousingandthenegativeim pactsonvaluesofexistingproperties.

 P ressure on the localinfrastructure,such asschoolsand health care,w hich are currently struggling to

m eetdem and.

 Increasedriskofflooding.

 L ossofgreenspaces.
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How ever,asignificant m inority did see an expanded Gatw ick asbringing benefitsto them from the

follow ing:

 M oresecurefinancialfutureforthem andtheirchildrenfrom anincreaseinem ploym entopportunities.

 Increaseinprosperity tothelocalarea.

 Betterjobsecurity.

 Im provedproperty prices.

 Im provem entstolocaltransportinfrastructure.

 M oreroutes/destinationsavailableforholidays/business.

CO N CL U S IO N

T heT ow nCouncilispleasedtohavehadtheopportunity tocom m entonsuchanim portantnational

consultationandconsidertheeffectitcouldhaveontherapidly expandingtow nofHorley. W eare

gratefulforthetechnicalsupportandassistanceofferedby R eigateandBansteadBoroughCouncil,w hich

hasassistedourresponse. W ereiterateourseriousconcernsthatthequality oflifeofthosew hochoose

toliveandw orkinHorley couldbeadversely affected,asdem onstratedby theresultsoftheT ow n

Council’sow nrecentconsultation.

T heT ow nCouncilacceptsthatasecondrunw ay w illbringeconom icprosperity form any w holiveandw ork

intheS outhEast. How ever,basedontheresultsreceivedfrom ourextensivequestionnaire,Horley T ow n

Councilendorsesthem ajority view ofitslocalresidentsw hoareagainsttheproposalforasecondrunw ay.

S houldCentralGovernm entdecidetoselectGatw ickasitspreferredoptionforasecondrunw ay,thenthe

T ow nCouncilw illstrivetoachievethebestoutcom eforlocalresidents,inparticularw ithregardto

infrastructure.

Horley T ow nCouncil

29 January 2015

S entby Em ail:airports.consultation@ systra.com


