Q3 Is dispersal of noise impact across a greater number of households preferable to the
concentration of noise impacts on a smaller number of households.
Noise should be dispersed in fair measure around all properties within the existing NPR. No
property or sensitive area like a Hospital, School, or area of high rural tourism, should suffer
from excessive aircraft noise. Alternative routes are there to spread the load and effective
traffic control should ensure that although 68% of flights are westerlies split across the 5
currently take-off routes, none should be in receipt of an unusually heavy amount of noise
increase.
Q4 Highlight awareness of any particular sensitive issues with aircraft noise at night time.
Route 4 should not extend its “opening hours” beyond that already agreed. There are
already planes taking off within the “closed hours” and this must not be extended. Anything
that Gatwick Airport could do to lessen night-time noise through possibly lowering the
capacity on Route 4 would be appreciated. This is a very rural area where noise disturbance
is particularly noted at night when ambient noise is low. This is particularly prevalent in
respect of the 2 Park Homes areas and the areas of ANOB which are generally quiet at night
– until a plane flies over.
Q5 Identify any other areas, in adjacent Council/Borough areas that in your opinion may
be sensitive to either direct overflight or exposure to Aircraft Noise.
Unable to comment
Q6 Do you believe that aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher altitude after takeoff may improve (lessen) exposure to noise. In your local area.
I have no personal knowledge of current research of engine noise relating to climb rate. I
would expect that a steeper climb would probably lessen noise throughout the take-off and
turning period. We currently seem to get more noise from planes turning than flying
straight. If a steeper climb created more noise to properties below the route then it would
obviously not be a good idea.
Q7 Tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife Habitats, not already notified
that you feel aircraft should avoid.
Aircraft should be encouraged to stay within the NPR to lessen noise intrusion into the
rural areas of Surrey Hills ANOB and Green Belt.
Q8 State the principals Gatwick Airport should adopt to mitigate (in full or part) concerns
you may have regarding the impact of airliner emission or pollution.
Airlines will insist that aircraft should burn fuel at their most efficient rate, so emissions are
currently likely to be as low as possible when near to the ground. Gatwick Airport cannot be
responsible for the damage the aircraft is causing in areas outside the Airports control.
Gatwick Airport should already be working with the District Councils to test and monitor the
quality of air in the overflown areas on a regular basis. A new air quality test location is
being considered in Beare Green to supplement the one already in Capel. The Airport may
monitor its own air quality sites which can supplement the Mole Valley data.

I also understand that the NPR has a ceiling of 4,000 feet because of a
Heathrow NPR. This needs to be addressed so that aircraft using route 4 can
climb much more quickly and hence get out of the affected areas sooner.
When NPR’s were originally designed it was seen as preferable that aircraft
travelled over rural areas because it affects less people. I strongly disagree
with this principle as there is always background ambient noise in urban
areas where there is very little ambient noise, often none at night, in the
AONB and surrounding rural villages. Also if you consider the amount of
tourists who visit the area then the argument about affecting less people is
not valid.
It would also be worth investigating using the A24 and M25 corridors for the
aircraft to fly over as this area is already very noisy.
Q2 Please tell us if dispersal of noise impacts across a greater number
of households is preferable than the concentration of noise impacts on
a smaller number of households?
Noise should be dispersed to ensure a reduction in concentration but it must
be within the NPR.
Q3 Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues
with aircraft noise during the night-time period?
At night the AONB and surrounding rural villages have virtually no
background ambient noise so any aircraft have a huge impact. This would
affect not only the residents and tourists but all the diverse fauna which live in
and around the AONB.
Q4 Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher
altitude after taking off (where this is safe to do so) may improve
(lessen) exposure to noise in your local area?
Already answered previously.

Q5 Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife
habitats, not already notified (linked to AONB, SSSI, etc) that you feel
aircraft could avoid?
As well as the Surrey Hills AONB already discussed, considerable parts of
this landscape have been designated as SSSI’s.
Q6 Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt
to mitigate (in full or in part) any concerns you may have regarding the
impact of airliner emissions or pollution?
Pollution from the runway goes into the River Mole and its tributaries in the
AONB such as the Pippbrook and the Tillingbourne, and so great concern is
for the pollution of waterways.
Q7 Please bring to our attention any recent or on-going local
environmental studies, you feel should be considered by Gatwick
Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN departure procedure?
Rural areas must not be targeted as it is acknowledged that rural areas enjoy
tranquillity whereas urban areas have a high ambient noise day and night. It
could also be said that more residents fly from urban areas and so a fair and
equitable distribution over rural and urban areas must be achieved.
Q8 Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future
local government and community requirements?
In general yes as NPR have been recognised for many years, allowing for
transparency to where planes will fly. NPR must therefore remain at all costs
otherwise aircraft would be flying over new areas significantly impacting
tranquillity, wellbeing and house value of vulnerable residents that are not
being consulted by Gatwick concerning these design principles. NPR’s are a
constraint for District Councils when granting planning permission for building
new houses.

Q9 Please provide the location of any future planned facilities you are
aware of in your local areas that could be considered sensitive to the
impact of aircraft noise; please state why you feel this is necessary?
No comment
Q10 Please identify any other areas, that are not necessarily local to
you, but in your opinion could be sensitive to direct overflight or
exposure to localised aircraft noise?
No comment
Thanks and best regards,

Coldharbour Ward Councillor
Deputy Chairman Capel Parish Council

www.capel-pc.gov.uk

Tel:
Home Tel:
Mobile:

Cathay
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1

Introduction & Background

1.1

Introduction
Over the last few years, the majority of UK airports, including London Gatwick Airport, have
been modernising their Instrument Flight Procedures (IFPs). IFPs is a term used to describe
the published profiles aircraft fly over the ground, both in plan and elevation view when
arriving at and departing from an airport.
London Gatwick Airport now needs to make some modifications to its currently published
Route 4 procedure. This document provides some background on why these changes are now
necessary. The document describes in detail the current operations along Route 4 and also
some points for your consideration, before finally asking for your responses in a short
questionnaire. Details of how to send in your responses are provided at Section 4.

1.2

Background
This project concerns the submission of an airspace change proposal to the Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA) for the introduction of Route 4 RNAV 1 Standard Instrument Departures
(SIDs) at Gatwick Airport.
The introduction of RNAV SIDs along Route 4 has been subject to regulatory and legal
challenge since its original approval in 2013. Originally the CAA approved the introduction
of RNAV procedures along all nine of Gatwick’s departure routes. In 2015 the CAA conducted
a Post Implementation Review and approved the majority of the routes for continued use but
found that Route 4 had not delivered the aim of the airspace change and required the route
to be modified. This work was completed, and London Gatwick Airport submitted an
amended Route 4 proposal which was ratified by the CAA.
However, the community group Plane Justice then sought a judicial review to challenge the
CAA’s Post Implementation Review Decision. Following a further detailed investigation, the
CAA asked the court to quash their previous decision; Route 4 had to revert to a temporary
status aligned with its position prior to the CAA April 2017 decision.
The purpose of this project is now to submit a new application for Route 4 RNAV SIDs under
the guidance and requirements of the CAA’s new Airspace Change Process CAP1616 (see para
1.3).
Gatwick Airport understands that some people may have concerns about any airspace
change. We will therefore need to ensure that this planned change balances the requirement
to deliver safe, effective and sustainable departure procedures with the requirements of local
communities, whilst at the same time minimising the environmental impacts. Transparency
and engagement with local communities are at the heart of the new CAP 1616 process, and
the questionnaire later in this document (Section 5) will help us to gather your views to assist
in the development of Design Principles; these will serve as the framework against which the
Route 4 Design Options can be prepared. This will help us to ensure that the Route 4
departures are designed, wherever practicable, in accordance with the priorities of those
people most likely to be affected by this route.

1 RNAV,

or Area Navigation is a navigational accuracy specification, based on GPS technology, that permits an aircraft to follo w
any desired route without reliance on ground-based navigation beacons.
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1.3

Governmental Guidance and the CAP 1616 Process
Under Section 66 of the Transport Act 2000, the Secretary of State gave the CAA (the UK
aviation independent regulator) a number of airspace-related functions, including: the duty
to develop policy and strategy on the classification and use of airspace; to publish the UK
airspace design; and to approve changes to it. Under Section 70 of the Transport Act 2000,
the CAA has a duty to take several factors into account when considering whether to agree to
an airspace change proposal; this includes taking account of specific guidance on the
environmental objectives contained within the current Air Navigation Guidance.
At the beginning of 2018 the CAA introduced a new process that the regulator and sponsors
of airspace change proposals must follow when proposing any airspace change. This new
process was developed to ensure a greater level of transparency and two-way engagement
with all relevant stakeholders including local communities. The new process is described in
the CAA publication (CAP) 1616, at the link below:
https://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP1616E2interactive.pdf
The CAP 1616 Airspace Design process sets out the CAA’s role to approve changes to airspace
design2, and to the law and policy which govern the CAA role. The guidance in CAP 1616 sets
out the framework for the stages of the process and the activities that must be undertaken
from the conception of the need for a change. It details what must be undertaken during the
airspace re-design; the consulting and engagement requirements with those potentially
impacted; how to assess the impacts of different design options from a safety, operational
and environmental perspective; and ultimately how the regulatory decision will be made. If
an airspace design change is approved by the CAA, the guidance also covers implementation
and the subsequent Post-implementation Review 3 that assesses how the airspace change has
performed since introduction and whether the anticipated impacts and benefits defined in
the original proposal and decision have been delivered.

2 Defined
3 Post

by CAP 1616 as: “Together, the airspace structure and flight procedures.”
Implementation Review (PIR), ideally conducted one year after implementation of the changes.
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2

Gatwick Airport Current Operations

2.1

Introduction
As the UK’s second largest airport, Gatwick Airport serves more than 230 destinations in 74
countries. In 2018 the airport handled 46.1 million passengers, representing a 6.1% increase
on the previous year. Significantly, in October 2018 Gatwick Airport handled a record 4.02
million passengers in a single month. It is anticipated that passenger numbers will increase
to nearly 53 million by 2023. Additionally, the airport handled over 100,000 metric tons of
cargo to other UK regions, Europe, Canada, the Americas, Africa and the Far East.
In the UK the prevailing wind direction dictates that the majority of aircraft departures and
arrivals are conducted in a westerly direction. Over the last 20 years, on 76% of occasions
Runway 26 was utilised for all departing and arriving aircraft. Easterly operations therefore
took place on 24% of occasions.

2.2

What is Route 4?
Route 4 is a departure route for aircraft taking off in a westerly direction from Runway 26.
This route is one of nine departure routes from Gatwick Airport. Route 4 is aligned to the
published Noise Preferential Route where, after take-off, aircraft turn right, through 180
degrees, and onto a near reciprocal heading, tracking in an easterly direction just to the South
of Reigate and Redhill and north of Horley.
Over the last 12 months to February 2019 (inclusive) operations on the westerly runway
(Runway 26) have taken place on 63.8% of occasions; slightly lower than the 20-year average
quoted at para 2.1 above
Over the last 12 months to February 2019 (inclusive) 35,300 aircraft have used Route 4. This
represents 25.4% of all departures across Gatwick Airport’s nine departure routes.
Figure 1 below depicts the Route 4 Noise Preferential Route (NPR) and its associated swathe.
The NPR swathe provides a degree of tolerance as aircraft using conventional navigation are
likely to be more dispersed around the route centreline than aircraft using GPS technology.
Once aircraft have climbed above 4,000 ft above mean sea level (AMSL), they are deemed to
be clear of the NPR and can be vectored if required by Air Traffic Control.
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3

Points for Consideration

3.1

Introduction
This section provides some information and further explanation that you may wish to read
before considering your responses to the questions at Section 5.

3.2

RNAV Procedures
As described in paragraph 1.2, the new RNAV procedures make use of GPS technology to
better guide aircraft over the intended track across the ground. When using routes defined
by accurate GPS waypoints, it is important to understand that aircraft will follow the new
published routes more accurately and consistently than they currently follow conventional
routes. This improved track-keeping accuracy means aircraft will be less dispersed either
side of each route. Therefore, fewer locations will be directly overflown, but there will be an
increase in the concentration of over-flights in those areas directly beneath the new
published routes.
It may be possible to formulate designs that minimise the numbers of new people overflown
or by designing procedures that distribute noise over different areas; however, the track to
be redesigned is relatively short and is largely constrained by fixed start and end points.

3.3

Urban and Rural Areas
You may wish to consider the advantages and disadvantages of designing routes that are
planned to overfly either urban or rural areas. Flights over more sparsely populated areas
may seem to be the best alternative. However, you may also wish to consider the levels of
background noise when balancing the urban and rural alternatives. Aircraft flying over urban
areas will pass over a larger number of people and residences. However, in urban areas the
levels of background noise are likely to be much higher than in rural areas. Consequently,
aircraft noise may be masked because of higher noise levels associated with traffic and many
other background activities, common in urban locations.

3.4

Open Areas
In many urban locations you may feel it is important to protect quiet or open areas (eg parks)
by designing flight procedures that avoid these areas. However, in large urban areas it may
not be possible to avoid overflight of quiet areas and, at the same time, also avoid overflight
of more densely populated areas. This may be because of the proximity of runways to urban
areas or to the orientation of the runway itself.

3.5

Noise and Emissions
An aircraft flying a straight line directly from one location to another is th e most efficient
routing option because it represents the shortest distance and time between locations. When
flying a longer route between the same locations (perhaps to minimise noise impacts in a
sensitive area) the distance and time of the flight will increase, as will the fuel burn and
associated emissions into the atmosphere. When answering the questions, please consider
this balance between noise and emissions in general terms.
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3.6

Time of Day or Different Operations on Different Days.
When responding to the questions, you may also wish to consider whether your comments
are applicable by day or by night, or whether you feel that priorities should change over the
24-hr period, or day to day.
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4

Engagement and How to Respond

4.1

Engagement
Gatwick Airport has a relationship with its local communities and remains committed to
involving local stakeholders who may wish to offer their views on any operational changes.
It is important to Gatwick Airport to conduct effective engagement in a transparent way, and
in accordance with the guidance contained within Stage 1 (Define) of the CAA CAP 1616
process. We recognise the importance of capturing the views of both local aviation and non aviation stakeholders who may wish to express their views concerning any future changes.
It is important to understand that at this stage of the process our initial engagement is limited
to a selection of representative bodies and individuals who can offer views on behalf of their
local organisations and communities. These views will help us to formulate some Design
Principles, which you will have an opportunity to review. The Design Principles will
themselves provide the framework against which Design Options can be evaluated. After the
Design Options are drawn up, Gatwick Airport will share these with the same representative
bodies involved in developing the Design Principles. It is worth noting that the more detailed
Design Options will be subject to a full public consultation exercise planned towards the end
of 2019/ start of 2020.

4.2

How to Respond
As stated before, this document has been produced to help us ascertain the views of our local
non-aviation and aviation stakeholders. We have developed the questions below in Section 5
and would encourage you to insert your responses in the enclosed table and return this to us
as described below.
Please do not feel constrained in your response to any question. If you wish to highlight any
other relevant local constraints or issues, then Gatwick Airport would welcome any feedback
you choose to contribute that will support the development of our Design Principles. Your
responses may be operational or environmental in nature but should be those you feel are
most important to you or your represented community.
Please save the file that includes your responses and attach to an email to the following
address:
LGWairspace.Rte4@gatwickairport.com
In addition to the word file, we will accept scanned, hand-written responses or email
responses as long as they are legible and clearly identify the question to which your response
relates.
We will also accept legible postal responses to the following address within the timescales
specified below:
Route 4 Airspace Change
Gatwick Airport Ltd
7th Floor, Destinations Place
Gatwick Airport
West Sussex
RH6 0NP
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It is important that individual email responses clearly show your name and contact details;
this will allow us to cross-refer to the emails we send out.

4.3

Focus Groups
During May 2019 Gatwick Airport intends to organise a limited number of Focus Groups with
its key stakeholders. It would be useful if you could complete the attached questionnaire and
return this ahead of these events by the date shown in para 4.4 below.
During the Focus Group discussions any additional views will be recorded. Following analysis
of all the views articulated by the groups and in the individual responses, Gatwick Airport
will draft the Design Principles document, for further review and subsequent submission to
the CAA.

4.4

Timescale for responses
As briefly mentioned in paragraph 4.1 it is anticipated that the full public consultation will be
conducted at the end of 2019/ start of 2020. Gatwick Airport will ensure any views expressed
through this earlier engagement activity will also be recorded to inform the full consultation
report.
For your questionnaire to be used to help the Focus Group discussions, it would be helpful to
have your completed response by 10th May 2019.
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There are no specific altitude constraints
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Introduction & Background
1.1

Introduction
Over the last few years, the majority of UK airports, including London Gatwick Airport, have
been modernising their Instrument Flight Procedures (IFPs). IFPs is a term used to describe
the published profiles aircraft fly over the ground, both in plan and elevation view when
arriving at and departing from an airport.
London Gatwick Airport now needs to make some modifications to its currently published
Route 4 procedure. This document provides some background on why these changes are
now necessary. The document describes in detail the current operations along Route 4 and
also some points for your consideration, before finally asking for your responses in a short
questionnaire. Details of how to send in your responses are provided at Section 0.

1.2

Background
This project concerns the submission of an airspace change proposal to the Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA) for the introduction of Route 4 RNAV1 Standard Instrument Departures
(SIDs) at Gatwick Airport.
The introduction of RNAV SIDs along Route 4 has been subject to regulatory and legal
challenge since its original approval in 2013. Originally the CAA approved the introduction
of RNAV procedures along all nine of Gatwick’s departure routes. In 2015 the CAA
conducted a Post Implementation Review and approved the majority of the routes for
continued use but found that Route 4 had not delivered the aim of the airspace change and
required the route to be modified. This work was completed, and London Gatwick Airport
submitted an amended Route 4 proposal which was ratified by the CAA.
However, the community group Plane Justice then sought a judicial review to challenge the
CAA’s Post Implementation Review Decision. Following a further detailed investigation, the
CAA asked the court to quash their previous decision; Route 4 had to revert to a temporary
status aligned with its position prior to the CAA April 2017 decision.
The purpose of this project is now to submit a new application for Route 4 RNAV SIDs
under the guidance and requirements of the CAA’s new Airspace Change Process CAP1616
(see para 1.3).
Gatwick Airport understands that some people may have concerns about any airspace
change. We will therefore need to ensure that this planned change balances the
requirement to deliver safe, effective and sustainable departure procedures with the
requirements of local communities, whilst at the same time minimising the environmental
impacts. Transparency and engagement with local communities are at the heart of the new
CAP 1616 process, and the questionnaire later in this document (Section 5) will help us to
gather your views to assist in the development of Design Principles; these will serve as the
framework against which the Route 4 Design Options can be prepared. This will help us to
ensure that the Route 4 departures are designed, wherever practicable, in accordance with
the priorities of those people most likely to be affected by this route.

RNAV, or Area Navigation is a navigational accuracy specification, based on GPS technology, that permits an aircraft to
follow any desired route without reliance on ground-based navigation beacons.
1
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1.3

Governmental Guidance and the CAP 1616 Process
Under Section 66 of the Transport Act 2000, the Secretary of State gave the CAA (the UK
aviation independent regulator) a number of airspace-related functions, including: the duty
to develop policy and strategy on the classification and use of airspace; to publish the UK
airspace design; and to approve changes to it. Under Section 70 of the Transport Act 2000,
the CAA has a duty to take several factors into account when considering whether to agree
to an airspace change proposal; this includes taking account of specific guidance on the
environmental objectives contained within the current Air Navigation Guidance.
At the beginning of 2018 the CAA introduced a new process that the regulator and sponsors
of airspace change proposals must follow when proposing any airspace change. This new
process was developed to ensure a greater level of transparency and two-way engagement
with all relevant stakeholders including local communities. The new process is described in
the CAA publication (CAP) 1616, at the link below:
https://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP1616E2interactive.pdf
The CAP 1616 Airspace Design process sets out the CAA’s role to approve changes to
airspace design2, and to the law and policy which govern the CAA role. The guidance in CAP
1616 sets out the framework for the stages of the process and the activities that must be
undertaken from the conception of the need for a change. It details what must be
undertaken during the airspace re-design; the consulting and engagement requirements
with those potentially impacted; how to assess the impacts of different design options from
a safety, operational and environmental perspective; and ultimately how the regulatory
decision will be made. If an airspace design change is approved by the CAA, the guidance
also covers implementation and the subsequent Post-implementation Review3 that assesses
how the airspace change has performed since introduction and whether the anticipated
impacts and benefits defined in the original proposal and decision have been delivered.

2
3

Defined by CAP 1616 as: “Together, the airspace structure and flight procedures.”
Post Implementation Review (PIR), ideally conducted one year after implementation of the changes.
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Gatwick Airport Current Operations
2.1

Introduction
As the UK’s second largest airport, Gatwick Airport serves more than 230 destinations in 74
countries. In 2018 the airport handled 46.1 million passengers, representing a 6.1%
increase on the previous year. Significantly, in October 2018 Gatwick Airport handled a
record 4.02 million passengers in a single month. It is anticipated that passenger numbers
will increase to nearly 53 million by 2023. Additionally, the airport handled over 100,000
metric tons of cargo to other UK regions, Europe, Canada, the Americas, Africa and the Far
East.
In the UK, the prevailing wind direction dictates that the majority of aircraft departures and
arrivals are conducted in a westerly direction. Over the last 20 years, on 76% of occasions
Runway 26 was utilised for all departing and arriving aircraft. Easterly operations therefore
took place on 24% of occasions.

2.2

What is Route 4?
Route 4 is a departure route for aircraft taking off in a westerly direction from Runway 26.
This route is one of nine departure routes from Gatwick Airport. Route 4 is aligned to the
published Noise Preferential Route where, after take-off, aircraft turn right, through 180
degrees, and onto a near reciprocal heading, tracking in an easterly direction just to the
South of Reigate and Redhill and north of Horley.
Over the last 12 months to February 2019 (inclusive) operations on the westerly runway
(Runway 26) have taken place on 63.8% of occasions; slightly lower than the 20-year
average quoted at para 2.1 above
Over the last 12 months to February 2019 (inclusive) 35,300 aircraft have used Route 4.
This represents 25.4% of all departures across Gatwick Airport’s nine departure routes.
Figure 1 below depicts the Route 4 Noise Preferential Route (NPR) and its associated
swathe. The NPR swathe provides a degree of tolerance as aircraft using conventional
navigation are likely to be more dispersed around the route centreline than aircraft using
GPS technology. Once aircraft have climbed above 4,000 ft above mean sea level (AMSL),
they are deemed to be clear of the NPR and can be vectored if required by Air Traffic
Control.
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Points for Consideration
3.1

Introduction
This section provides some information and further explanation that you may wish to read
before considering your responses to the questions at Section 0.

3.2

RNAV Procedures
As described in paragraph 1.2, the new RNAV procedures make use of GPS technology to
better guide aircraft over the intended track across the ground. When using routes defined
by accurate GPS waypoints, it is important to understand that aircraft will follow the new
published routes more accurately and consistently than they currently follow conventional
routes. This improved track-keeping accuracy means aircraft will be less dispersed either
side of each route. Therefore, fewer locations will be directly overflown, but there will be an
increase in the concentration of over-flights in those areas directly beneath the new
published routes.
It may be possible to formulate designs that minimise the numbers of new people
overflown or by designing procedures that distribute noise over different areas; however,
the track to be redesigned is relatively short and is largely constrained by fixed start and
end points.

3.3

Urban and Rural Areas
You may wish to consider the advantages and disadvantages of designing routes that are
planned to overfly either urban or rural areas. Flights over more sparsely populated areas
may seem to be the best alternative. However, you may also wish to consider the levels of
background noise when balancing the urban and rural alternatives. Aircraft flying over
urban areas will pass over a larger number of people and residences. However, in urban
areas the levels of background noise are likely to be much higher than in rural areas.
Consequently, aircraft noise may be masked because of higher noise levels associated with
traffic and many other background activities, common in urban locations.

3.4

Open Areas
In many urban locations you may feel it is important to protect quiet or open areas (eg
parks) by designing flight procedures that avoid these areas. However, in large urban areas
it may not be possible to avoid overflight of quiet areas and, at the same time, also avoid
overflight of more densely populated areas. This may be because of the proximity of
runways to urban areas or to the orientation of the runway itself.

3.5

Noise and Emissions
An aircraft flying a straight line directly from one location to another is the most efficient
routing option because it represents the shortest distance and time between locations.
When flying a longer route between the same locations (perhaps to minimise noise impacts
in a sensitive area) the distance and time of the flight will increase, as will the fuel burn and

Design Principles Questionnaire - Public Representatives | Points for Consideration
71248 022 | Issue 1

8

associated emissions into the atmosphere. When answering the questions, please consider
this balance between noise and emissions in general terms.

3.6

Time of Day or Different Operations on Different Days.
When responding to the questions, you may also wish to consider whether your comments
are applicable by day or by night, or whether you feel that priorities should change over the
24-hr period, or day to day.
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Engagement and How to Respond
4.1

Engagement
Gatwick Airport has a relationship with its local communities and remains committed to
involving local stakeholders who may wish to offer their views on any operational changes.
It is important to Gatwick Airport to conduct effective engagement in a transparent way,
and in accordance with the guidance contained within Stage 1 (Define) of the CAA CAP 1616
process. We recognise the importance of capturing the views of both local aviation and nonaviation stakeholders who may wish to express their views concerning any future changes.
It is important to understand that at this stage of the process our initial engagement is
limited to a selection of representative bodies and individuals who can offer views on
behalf of their local organisations and communities. These views will help us to formulate
some Design Principles, which you will have an opportunity to review. The Design
Principles will themselves provide the framework against which Design Options can be
evaluated. After the Design Options are drawn up, Gatwick Airport will share these with the
same representative bodies involved in developing the Design Principles. It is worth noting
that the more detailed Design Options will be subject to a full public consultation exercise
planned towards the end of 2019/ start of 2020.

4.2

How to Respond
As stated before, this document has been produced to help us ascertain the views of our
local non-aviation and aviation stakeholders. We have developed the questions below in
Section 0 and would encourage you to insert your responses in the enclosed table and
return this to us as described below.
Please do not feel constrained in your response to any question. If you wish to highlight any
other relevant local constraints or issues, then Gatwick Airport would welcome any
feedback you choose to contribute that will support the development of our Design
Principles. Your responses may be operational or environmental in nature but should be
those you feel are most important to you or your represented community.
Please save the file that includes your responses and attach to an email to the following
address:
LGWairspace.Rte4@gatwickairport.com
In addition to the word file, we will accept scanned, hand-written responses or email
responses as long as they are legible and clearly identify the question to which your
response relates.
We will also accept legible postal responses to the following address within the timescales
specified below:
Route 4 Airspace Change
Gatwick Airport Ltd
7th Floor, Destinations Place
Gatwick Airport
West Sussex
RH6 0NP
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It is important that individual email responses clearly show your name and contact details;
this will allow us to cross-refer to the emails we send out.

4.3

Focus Groups
During May 2019 Gatwick Airport intends to organise a limited number of Focus Groups
with its key stakeholders. It would be useful if you could complete the attached
questionnaire and return this ahead of these events by the date shown in para 4.4 below.
During the Focus Group discussions any additional views will be recorded. Following
analysis of all the views articulated by the groups and in the individual responses, Gatwick
Airport will draft the Design Principles document, for further review and subsequent
submission to the CAA.

4.4

Timescale for responses
As briefly mentioned in paragraph 4.1 it is anticipated that the full public consultation will
be conducted at the end of 2019/ start of 2020. Gatwick Airport will ensure any views
expressed through this earlier engagement activity will also be recorded to inform the full
consultation report.
For your questionnaire to be used to help the Focus Group discussions, it would be helpful
to have your completed response by 10th May 2019.
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Questionnaire Public
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HORLEY TOWN COUNCIL
Tel:

Route 4 Airspace Change
Gatwick Airport Ltd
7th Floor, Destinations Place
Gatwick Airport
West Sussex
RH6 0NP

24 April 2018

By email:
To whom it may concern,
Horley Town Council response
Please accept this letter as the response to the Design Principles Questionnaire - Local Government
& Planners.
Q1 - Please advise us of any issues or constraints you feel Gatwick Airport could consider when
designing its new Route 4 PBN departure procedure? Please provide details.
The current no overflight of Horley rule must be maintained. You are already aware of the major
development in north Horley, known as West Vale Park, comprising some 1510 dwellings. This
development lies under the Route 4 NPR. The impact of this & possibly other future developments in
this area is urbanising the gap between Horley & Reigate/Redhill.
Q2 - When Gatwick Airport design new procedures for the Route 4 departure, please list the facilities
in your local area that you believe could be prioritised when considering aircraft noise (eg hospitals,
schools, parks, hospices etc)?
Within the West Vale Park development will be a new two form entry primary school.
Q3 - Please tell us if dispersal of noise impacts across a greater number of households is preferable
than the concentration of noise impacts on a smaller number of households?
There is a demand from some residents for dispersal/respite. However, to achieve respite; advice is
that flight paths would have to be 5km apart for residents to realise any noticeable reduction in
noise levels & the current NPR is 3km wide. Therefore, to achieve respite would involve residents
newly overflown. On balance & bearing in mind the demographics of the area with several large
urban areas & the height of the aircraft on completing the turn we would propose that
concentration is the way forward so far as it applies to Route 4.

Q4 - Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues with aircraft noise over the
night-time period?
No comment.
Q5 - Please identify any other areas, in adjacent council/borough areas, that in your opinion may be
sensitive to either direct overflight or exposure to aircraft noise?
Reigate & Redhill urban areas.
Q6 - Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher altitude after taking off (where
this is safe to do so) may improve (lessen) exposure to noise in your local area?
Will improve exposure to noise levels from departing aircraft.
Q7 - Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already notified
(linked to AONB, SSSI etc), that you feel aircraft could avoid?
No comment.
Q8 - Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in full or in part)
any concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or pollution?
Encourage airlines to use the latest models of aircraft e.g. A320 Neos, B737 Max, B787 Dreamliner &
consider over time a pricing structure to make it attractive to do so. A matrix of landing charges
geared to the aircraft emissions by type.
Q9 - Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies, you feel should
be considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN departure procedure?
No comment.
Q10 - Do existing long standing Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs), agreed with Gatwick Airport, meet
current and future planned local government requirements
In so far as Horley is concerned the current NPR meets our requirements.

Yours sincerely,

LONDON BIGGIN HILL AIRPORT

GATWICK AIRPORT - ROUTE 4 DEPARTURE FEEDBACK

London Biggin Hill Airport is currently running an ACP for an RNAV Approach to runway 03. The details of the IAP for
the 03 GNSS Approach has been delivered to Gatwick and we are awaiting feedback. We request that consideration
is made for the provision of Procedural Separation from our 03 GNSS Approach in the design of your Route 4
Departure. It is evident from your Figure 4 that the likelihood of aircraft being in conflict with an aircraft inbound to
London Biggin Hill Airport on a 03 RNAV is minimal, However, we would like some confirmation that Procedural
Separation actually exists. Perhaps the establishment of specific point in the departure profile where an aircraft
must achieve 4000ft could be introduced, to ensure that procedural separation between the two procedures can be
achieved and maintained.

London Biggin Hill Airport currently has an ACP for the 03 GNSS Approach running, which we hope to introduce
towards the end of 2019. This ACP was commenced prior to the introduction of the CAP 1616 procedure.
London Biggin Hill Airport also has an ACP in progress for the LAMP project, which is running alongside the Gatwick
Airport LAMP ACP.

London Biggin Hill Airport will be funding a new co-ordination line between London Biggin Hill ATC and NATS
Terminal Control Finals for Gatwick. This communications line is being introduced as part of the London Biggin Hill
Airport 03 GNSS ACP, to provide a direct line between controllers in the event that an aircraft inbound to London
Biggin Hill Airport infringes Gatwick Airport Controlled Airspace.

See Question 3.

As part of the FASI-S LAMP Project, London Biggin Hill Airport has already engaged with Gatwick Airport Airspace
team at a bi-lateral meeting which is subject to a NDA, which outlines our Future Airspace Strategy.

No.

London Biggin Hill Airport does not have a direct MoU or LoA with Gatwick Airport. However, we do have an MoU
with Thames Radar, so an assurance would be required that they are content with the Route 4 Departure profile,
with regards to London Biggin Hill Airport traffic.

No constraints recognised.

The introduction of the 03 GNSS Approach to London Biggin Hill should be considered.

Q10 – Q15 = No Comment.

Deputy Safety & Compliance Manager
London Biggin Hill Airport

Route 4 Airspace Change
Gatwick Airport Limited
7th Floor, Destinations Place
Gatwick Airport
West Sussex
RH6 0NP

If telephoning please ask for:

Email:

By email only:
9 May 2019
Dear Sir / Madam,
Gatwick Airport Route 4 Departure: Design Principles Questionnaire – Local Government
& Planners
I am writing on behalf of Mole Valley District Council (MVDC) in response to Gatwick Airport
Limited (GAL)’s engagement with key stakeholders on changes to Route 4.
Q1 - Please advise us of any issues or constraints you feel Gatwick Airport could
consider when designing its new Route 4 PBN departure procedure? Please provide
details.
The new Departure Route 4 should be within the existing Noise Preferential Route (NPR)
swathe as overflight of residents that are not currently overflown should be avoided. GAL must
consider the impact on communities and residents located close to the airport and affected by
aircraft using the departure route in this process.
Q2 - When Gatwick Airport design new procedures for the Route 4 departure, please list
the facilities in your local area that you believe could be prioritised when considering
aircraft noise (eg hospitals, schools, parks, hospices etc)?
Noise-sensitive buildings such as schools and hospitals should be avoided by aircraft overflight
where possible. If an equitable and fair distribution of aircraft is achieved across the NPR
swathe this will help ensure that the frequency of noise events upon these sensitive buildings is
limited.
Q3 - Please tell us if dispersal of noise impacts across a greater number of households is
preferable than the concentration of noise impacts on a smaller number of households?
Neither. Noise impacts from aircraft should be dispersed equitably and fairly across the existing
NPR swathe. Concentration of aircraft over a smaller number of households will unfairly intensify
the adverse impacts upon a smaller number of residents that will suffer as a consequence, but
equally no new households should be overflown. We therefore favour the distribution of noise
impacts across the existing NPR swathe.
Q4 - Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues with aircraft
noise over the night-time period?

The World Health Organisation Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region
published in 2018 highlight the adverse health effects on those affected by environmental noise
(including from aircraft), particularly at night. The guidelines recommend limiting exposure of
people to aircraft noise to reduce the potential for adverse health effects. We welcome any
measures to reduce night-time aircraft noise exposure on local communities to ensure that
residents do not suffer adverse health effects as a consequence.
Q5 - Please identify any other areas, in adjacent council/borough areas, that in your
opinion may be sensitive to either direct overflight or exposure to aircraft noise?
We are not best placed to comment on sensitive areas in other districts or boroughs and will
therefore allow neighbouring authorities to comment accordingly.
Q6 - Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher altitude after taking
off (where this is safe to do so) may improve (lessen) exposure to noise in your local
area?
Continuous climb upon take-off will lessen noise impacts on those communities further from the
airport. However, an optimum climb rate must be set that does not exacerbate noise impacts for
communities closest to the airport in order to benefit those that are further away. Aircraft must
also ensure that they stay within the NPR swathe during this continuous climb to minimise noise
impacts upon those not currently overflown.
Q7 - Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already
notified (linked to AONB, SSSI etc), that you feel aircraft could avoid?
Aircraft should stay within the predefined NPR swathe and therefore avoid overflight of the
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), nationally designated to conserve and
enhance its natural beauty and tranquillity.
GAL should consult with Surrey Wildlife Trust to better understand if there are any particularly
sensitive wildlife habitats that should be avoided by aircraft.
Q8 - Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in
full or in part) any concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or
pollution?
Aircraft using the most efficient routes to reduce fuel burn and therefore emissions is supported.
However, a balance must be struck with mitigating noise disturbance and fuel efficiency should
not be prioritised over minimising noise impacts on communities close to Gatwick Airport.
Q9 - Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies, you
feel should be considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN
departure procedure?
No comment.
Q10 - Do existing long standing Noise Preferential Routes (NPRs), agreed with Gatwick
Airport, meet current and future planned local government requirements?

NPRs give certainty to local residents as to where aircraft will fly and therefore where there may
be noise impacts. The NPRs also give certainty and clarity to local authorities as to the areas
affected by aircraft noise that can be taken into account when forward planning.
Q11 - Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future local government
and community requirements?
We encourage GAL to further investigate the potential benefits and dis-benefits of both Noise
Abatement Departure Procedures (NADP1 and NADP2), with a view to implementing a
preferred procedure that minimises noise impacts on communities. This preferred procedure
must not unfairly distribute noise impacts on a particular community, whether it be close to the
airport or further away.
Q12 - Are there any other local development projects, perhaps currently at the planning
stage, that Gatwick Airport should be aware of and consider when planning its new Route
4 PBN departure procedure?
MVDC are preparing a new Local Plan that will allocate sites for development in the District until
2033. While we have considered the 2017 standardised Gatwick 54dB LAeq (day) and 48dB
LAeq (night) noise contours as a constraint for strategic development, there may be
development sites in the south of Mole Valley that fall outside of this contour but are still affected
by aircraft noise owing to the limitation of the metric. A public consultation on the draft Plan will
be held this summer and we will consult GAL as part of that consultation.
Q13 - Please list any other relevant local or national organisations that you believe
Gatwick Airport should ensure are involved in its formal consultation.
GAL should consult with the following organisations:
 Capel Parish Council
 Charlwood Parish Council
 Holmwood Parish Council
 Leigh Parish Council
 Newdigate Parish Council
 Ockley Parish Council
 Beare Green Village Association
 All community noise groups
 Surrey Wildlife Trust
All parish councils and village associations in or adjacent to the Route 4 swathe and community
groups representing residents affected by current aircraft noise should be consulted by GAL as
they are best placed to explain the local effects of noise from Route 4 and can therefore usefully
inform the airspace change process. GAL should additionally engage with each of these
organisations from the beginning of the process, outside of the formal consultation for this
reason. GAL should also consult with Surrey Wildlife Trust regarding noise-sensitive wildlife
habitats, as outlined in Q7.
Other matters
We welcome this engagement and look forward to further information in due course.
Yours faithfully,

QUESTION 5
Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already linked to AONB, SSSI
etc, that you feel aircraft could avoid.
No locations currently identified.
QUESTION 6
Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in full or in part) any
concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or pollution.
Gatwick should apply significant penalty to airlines operating the most polluting aircraft.
Alternatively, positive incentives could be applied to those operating the most efficient.
QUESTION 7
Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies you feel should be
considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN departure procedure.
None known
QUESTION 8
Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future local government and community
requirements?
NCS are not sufficiently qualified to comment
QUESTION 9
Please provide the location of any future planned facilities you are aware of in your local area that could
be considered sensitive to the impact of aircraft noise; please state why you feel this is necessary.
None other than the planned expansion of Crabhill House Dementia Carehome at Kings Lodge in
South Nutfield where residents are affected by increased noise from overflying aircraft.
QUESTION 10
Please identify any other areas that are not necessarily local to you but, in your opinion, could be sensitive
to direct overflight or exposure to localised aircraft noise.
Problems were created in the corridor of settlements between Godstone and Redhill when Gatwick
departure routes 3 and 4 were changed with the introduction of R-NAV in 2015 (following trials
which began in 2012). Severe increases in noise levels were reported to NCS as a result of Gatwick
aircraft flying on tracks further north and at lower altitudes than previously an applied.
NCS have raised these issues on numerous occasions and hope that the current rigid approach
will change and result in a more sensible approach being adopted.
We await further developments regarding an amended design for Gatwick Departure Route 4 and also
hope that some attention will be given to the associated departure route 3 which involves aircraft flying
even further north and at lower altitudes than currently being considered.
Many thanks,

Chairman
Nutfield Conservation Society
www.nutfieldconservationsociety.org.uk

Nutfield PC

Nutfield PC
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PLANE JUSTICE – ETHICAL PRINCIPLES FOR AIRSPACE DESIGN

A. Introduction
In the management of airspace there is something of an inevitable tension between commercial
aviation interests and what we would call the ethical interests of people on the ground. We are not
suggesting for a moment that commercial stakeholders in aviation cannot conduct themselves
ethically. We do apprehend however that it falls in particular to community noise groups (and to
local councils which also exhibit a strong ethical sense in most cases), to input an ethical dimension
into the balancing of these two spheres of interest.
Before we address the questions posed by Gatwick in the FASI-South consultation on design
principle development, we therefore feel the need to explain our thinking on the principle of preknowledge, which informs a great deal of our reasoning on the management of airspace and
airspace change.

B. The ethical framework of pre-knowledge
We mean by pre-knowledge, the fact a would-be householder can see and hear for themselves
whether aircraft are flying overhead, or whether they are not, and make home life decisions
accordingly. The householder can normally choose to move under that stream of aircraft, or choose
not to.
Those already overflown:
If a householder chooses to move under that stream of aircraft, they literally ‘buy into’ that
situation, and that decision has consequences, the pros and cons of which we suggest are as
follows:(i) The householder accepts the level of aircraft noise and the frequency of aircraft (ATMs)
present when they moved in (including whether they are overflown by one, or more, routes)
(ii) They should expect a realistic level of organic growth in ATMs over time, in a similar way
that people would normally expect levels of road traffic to increase over time. But at the
same time it is also reasonable that they should expect all feasible steps to be taken to
mitigate the noise that affects them, short of overflying new communities.
(iii) They may well have reaped a monetary benefit in securing their home, in terms of it being
valued lower because of the overflight.
(iv) Because of their pre-knowledge of the overflight, they are far less prone to what researchers
call the non-acoustic effects of aircraft noise (the psychological but very real effects suffered
by the ‘not previously overflown’ which are borne out of the anxiety and stress of loss,
unfairness and sense of hopelessness felt by those who find a flight path has been
introduced or moved over them).
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Those who were not overflown:
The situation of the above householders with pre-knowledge, must be compared and contrasted
with householders who find themselves overflown by an airspace change where they were not
overflown before. For these people there are also consequences, but unlike households with preknowledge, the consequences are only negative:a) They find their home life, lifestyle, and the enjoyment of their home, disrupted. Sleep
patterns may be disturbed by unfamiliar interruptions, and previous enjoyment of any
outside space degraded.
b) In addition to the physical impact of unfamiliar aircraft noise, they are likely to suffer also
from the non-acoustic effects of noise (see B(iv), page 1 above) 1. This may be further
exacerbated by the monetary effect of the overflight (see below).
c) The physical and psychological impacts of new aircraft noise may be intensified still further
where they live in a non-urban area of low ambient noise.
d) They will have secured their home at ‘full market value’ because it was not overflown, and
may well now find its value depressed by dint of the overflight, thereby suffering a monetary
‘double whammy’.
e) For many people their retirement plans may be linked to the value of their home, leading to
yet further stress and anxiety.
C. A policy blind spot?
We apologise to those reading this, if a lot of this seems blindingly obvious. But for the founders of
Plane Justice after departure Route 4 was moved in 2016, one of the greatest shocks was the
realisation that for some of the decision makers engaged in airspace change, this way of thinking
seemed far from self-evident.
In particular, some decision makers seemed oblivious or indifferent to there being any particularly
special significance attaching to people who are or would be newly overflown: To these decision
makers as it seemed to us, there were really only ‘populations’, to be calculated and weighed in the
balance, and if perhaps e.g. a population of 5,000 could be replaced by a population of 2,000 by
shifting a route then that might be considered a good result, and the fact the 5,000 population had
always been overflown while the 2,000 population had not, didn’t seem to matter very much.
This seemed all the stranger, because an overarching Government policy principle of long-standing is
“to limit and, where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by
adverse impacts from aircraft noise”
We have sometimes heard it said this principle is open to widely varying interpretation, but
for the founders of Plane Justice its meaning was clear from the first time of reading:-

1

More research is needed into these non-acoustic effects of noise, but it could be that the psychological stress
and anxiety they generate is at least equal if not more damaging to health than the direct acoustic effects of
noise.
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“to limit”: It seems entirely clear to us this is an instruction to limit the spread of aircraft
noise by taking every feasible step possible to avoid the overflight of new communities
“and, where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected….”:
This is a direction to take every feasible opportunity to reduce noise for communities already
overflown (for example by altering vertical profiles and incentivising quieter aircraft) so that
it ceases to be ‘significant’ whilst doing everything possible to avoid breaching the first
instruction “to limit”.
D. The implications of this ethical framework for airspace planning
To our way of thinking, adopting this ethical framework based on pre-knowledge then has a number
of implications, as airspace planners and decision makers go about the task of planning or
modernising airspace below 7,000 feet:1. New overflight: Airspace planners’ and decision makers’ first concern should be to do
everything in their power to avoid overflying new communities, whether large or small,
unless or until it becomes unavoidable after all other feasible avenues have been explored2.
2. Relative population sizes: The fact an already overflown community is large or small should
not weigh in the balance – an already overflown community of 10,000 has ‘bought into’ the
overflight just as much as an already overflown community of 1,000.
3. Overflight by more than one route: The fact a community is already overflown by more
than one route does nothing to alter the fact this community ‘bought into’ that situation.
Airspace planners faced with a community in this position should therefore only posit the
idea that one or more routes could be removed from that community or their impact
lessened if this can be accomplished without overflying new communities (large or small).
4. Outlying communities: Communities located more than 1.5 kilometres from the curtilage of
the airport and which are already overflown should expect a realistic level of organic growth
over time in the frequency of aircraft (i.e. ATMs), in a similar way that people would
normally expect levels of terrestrial road traffic to increase over time. We consider a
realistic level of organic growth in ATMs over time to be 20%, and that anything above this
would amount to a step-change in ATM growth (see D7(a) below, page 4). But it is also
paramount that such communities should expect all feasible steps to be taken to mitigate
the noise that affects them, short of overflying new communities.
5. Communities in the airport’s vicinity: Those living ‘in the vicinity’ to the airport (which we
regard as being within 1.5 kilometres of the curtilage of the airport) have a special degree of
pre-knowledge borne of the fact the airport’s operations for them are an inescapable
presence. We submit this is not the same as you move further away, where someone living
2

In any case where new overflight is utterly unavoidable, compensation must be payable for loss of amenity,
health impacts and any diminution of property value (on the same basis as applies to the construction of new
terrestrial highways under the Land Compensation Act). It is not a case of newly overflown households
choosing compensation – what they want is for their life choice to be respected and not to be overflown. But if
they are to be subjected to overflight that they didn’t buy into, then compensation must follow.
We apprehend the subject of compensation is beyond the scope of this present consultation, but Government
should put in place the necessary amending legislation where any new overflight were to be contemplated.
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for example 5 kilometres from the airport who is not overflown could be capable of going
about their daily life with little or no perception of the airport’s existence or proximity.
Those living in the airport’s vicinity as described, have ‘bought into’ the airport’s operations
at close quarters. It is also very likely they will have secured their home at a value which
took account of this. It is our view that those living within 1.5 kilometres of the curtilage of
the airport have bought into a higher expectation of organic growth of the airport’s
operations than those living further away. Again however, it is also right and reasonable
that very local communities should expect all feasible steps to be taken to mitigate the
noise from the airport’s operations, short of overflying new communities.
6. The baseline growth year: Paragraph 4 above immediately begs the question over what
time period is it reasonable that these levels of organic growth in ATMs should be expected?
We take the view that the time period should take 2012 as the baseline. This marks the time
before the airport, NATS and the CAA embarked on a whole series of ill-starred airspace
changes which chronically disturbed the equilibrium in the communities around Gatwick and
led to the creation of a large number of new community noise groups. This is borne out by
the fact MPs whose constituencies are in the Gatwick catchment area had no significant
correspondence about Gatwick flightpaths in their ‘postbags’ up to 2012, with a step change
thereafter.
7. There are two important consequences that we believe should flow from taking 2012 as the
baseline for ATM growth:a) Overflown communities experiencing a step-change in ATMs: On average,
overflown communities more than 1.5 kilometres from the curtilage of the
airport have experienced something like an 18% increase in ATMs (using
published figures) between 2012 and 2018, so that we are already approaching
the 20% threshold we have suggested in paragraph 4 (page 3), above which
those overflown communities will be experiencing a step-change in ATM
frequency.
Where projected ATM growth over those overflown communities exceeds 20%,
ways should be found to mitigate the effects of this increase in frequency of
overflight. If as a last resort however, the overflight of new communities is
contemplated to help mitigate this, only any excess of ATMs over and above
the 20% should be moved over any new community, with compensation
payable (see footnote 1 above).
b) In modernising airspace routes in and out of Gatwick below 7,000 feet,
airspace planners and decision makers should take where the aircraft were
actually flying in 2012 as their baseline starting point for any design.
8. Concentration of routes: The introduction of PBN technology at the airport after 2012
caused routes to be concentrated over a narrower lateral path than had been the case
previously when flying RNAV coded overlays of conventional routes. This was the cause of a
4
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great deal of the outcry that occurred in communities around Gatwick in the ensuing years.
Though the concentration of routes is still less unjust than moving a route over new people
(because a concentrated route is overflying people who were overflown before, albeit with
greater frequency), it is nonetheless an ethically invidious approach to take, when measures
are available to at least partially offset the concentration effect.
We believe two such measures should be incorporated, in every instance, into the FASI
South project:a. RNAV1 technology should be used in all cases rather than RNP, because the latter
tends to concentrate flight paths more than RNAV1.
b. Some emulation of the dispersion experienced when flying RNAV1 coded

overlays should be designed-in. This can be accomplished by taking each
RNAV1 route design and developing two or three marginally different route
designs around its nominal track, which could be designated to be flown by
different aircraft types or airlines through agreement between stakeholders3.
9. NPRs: Lastly but very importantly, airspace planners and policymakers seeking to deal
with the principle of pre-knowledge may look in the direction of NPRs in relation to
departures. However we contend that NPRs provide no credible answer to the ethical
dilemmas posed by airspace management.
NPRs provide a false sense of public pre-knowledge for airspace planners and policy
makers, creating the danger of a misplaced sense of entitlement to overfly new
communities which fall within an NPR monitoring swathe but who are not currently
overflown. They further create an ethical divide in the treatment of communities
affected by arrivals, and those affected by departures, which is itself ethically
undesirable.
The vast majority of the general public remain unaware of NPRs, far less what they are
meant to signify. It would appear from our experience that most conveyancers and
estate agents also remain unaware, unless perhaps they practice in very close proximity
indeed to an airport or are aviation specialists (and bearing in mind that when people
are moving to the locality of an airport they are more likely to use a conveyancer in the
area they are moving from). Even that rare member of the public who may be aware
they live in an NPR but isn’t overflown – perhaps seeing planes flying half a kilometre or
more to the side of them - may very well assume ‘this is what it means’ to live within an
NPR corridor.
We think NPRs pay lip service to ethical principle and are an anachronism used by only a
handful of countries. We see FASI as providing a unique opportunity to dispense with
NPRs and maintain the focus where it ethically should be – on where the aircraft are
actually flying.
3

To be clear, we are here not talking about what are often described as ‘multiple routes or multiple pathways’.
What we envisage would be for example Route 1A, 1B & 1C where the lateral distance between the nominal
tracks of each sub-route design would be something like 0.3 kilometres.
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E. How FASI-South could conceivably prove a game changer
We can envisage 2 potential features of the FASI/LAMP2 project encompassing all relevant airports,
which could dramatically reduce the geographical area within which the principles enunciated above
would need to be applied:

Vertical profile
If departures could rapidly climb to between 7,000 & 10,000 feet after take-off, then the
above principles would only need apply to the area immediately around the airport that was
flown over until this altitude is reached.
Similarly with arrivals, the area around the airport where the above principles would need to
be applied might be smaller, if aircraft could remain in the 7,000 -10,000 ft altitude zone for
longer until they were closer to the airport.



Lateral profile
If departures could take off and immediately or almost immediately set a course toward
their destination, then a form of natural dispersion might thereby be introduced which
might eliminate or partially eliminate the need to apply the above principles.
Similarly if arrivals as a result of airspace modernisation could approach from a multiplicity
of directions governed by their point of departure and join the final runway approach much
later, then again this might eliminate or partially eliminate the need for the above principles
to be applied.

However it would be necessary to examine detailed modelling and quantitative analysis to
determine whether - and to what extent - the above design features (Vertical profile / Lateral
profile) could justify moderation of the principles in Section D above.
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PLANE JUSTICE
Design Principles Questionnaire - Public Representatives
Gatwick Airport Route 4 Departure
5 Questionnaire Public Representatives
5.1 Your Responses The questions below are designed to help us understand the constraints that should be
considered during the CAA CAP 1616 Design Principles step of the Define Stage (1). Please insert your
responses below to each of the following questions; the size of the response box will expand as you type your
response. Use as much space as you need, or alternatively attach additional sheets or documents making it
clear which questions you are responding to. Save this and any other documents and return as described at
para 4.2 above. If any of the questions are not applicable or relevant, please say so against the appropriate
question.
It should be noted that wherever possible, within the constraints that procedure designers are obliged to work
to, designs will be developed to avoid built-up areas.

Q1 - Please advise us of any issues or constraints you feel Gatwick Airport could consider when
designing its new Route 4 PBN departure procedure? Please provide details.
Your Response:
Overriding design principle
As the Statement of Need and Design Principles Questionnaire acknowledge, this application for
Route 4 RNAV SIDs was brought about through judicial review (JR). The JR led in February 2018 to
the quashing of the CAA’s 7 April 2017 decision (CAP1531) which had rendered the current RNAV1
SIDs permanent, and of its direction to Gatwick calling for a correction to the conventional Route 4
SIDs (sections 118 – 123 of CAP1531).
In the JR Consent Order signed by the CAA and sealed by the Court on 7.2.2018, the CAA conceded
(quote): “it ought to have taken the value of preserving the existing patterns of traffic and the value
of leaving the route in its 2012 location into account and given weight to that”.
The inescapable consequence of this admission must be that the design of the current RNAV1 SIDs is
fundamentally flawed. It cannot be otherwise, because the CAA has admitted they failed to take
into account where planes were flying in 2012 and indeed that they were labouring under a total
misapprehension as to the disposition of the historical route, something which Gatwick has further
elucidated following the conclusion of the JR and the data it obtained from the CAA and published
on its blog.
The current RNAV1 route is therefore based on a design which has been comprehensively
discredited by the JR, and confirmed as permanent by the CAA in an unlawful decision.
To avoid any similar circumstances and misfortune arising in the future, the starting point for any
route design under this ACP process begun in December 2018 must be the 2012 lateral location of
route 4.
This is further underlined and reinforced by the restoration of the pre-7 April 2017 conventional
SIDS1 approved by the CAA and due to be published later this year to coincide with de-notifying the
existing conventional SIDs in compliance with the Consent Order.
1

Which should also reasonably represent the route flown in 2012, given the absence of any substantial
changes to those SIDs in the intervening period.
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Q3 - Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues with aircraft noise during
the night-time period?
Your Response:
The impact of night flights on sleep patterns, health and general wellbeing is one of the better
researched areas of aviation activity and the deleterious effects are well documented.
We would repeat what we said in the first engagement stage of the FASI-South ACP, that we would
wish to see a moratorium on further expansion of night flights beyond 2018 levels with a phased
reduction thereafter. Better planning of aircraft movements would be part of this, as well as
assigning the earliest daytime slots only to the very quietest aircraft types which would help
incentivise fleet upgrades.

Q4 - Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher altitude after taking off (where
this is safe to do so) may improve (lessen) exposure to noise in your local area?
Your Response:
We believe continuous climb to a higher altitude than at present - provided this would not involve a
steep sharp turn - would improve (lessen) exposure to noise on Route 4, certainly for those living
more than 1.5 kilometres from the curtilage of the airport.
Ultimately (and certainly in the context of FASI-South which will conclude later than this Route 4
ACP), aircraft should take-off adopting continuous climb and maintain their westerly trajectory, only
starting to turn once they have reached 7,000 feet.
For those living at the end of the runway in these scenarios we would refer to section D5 EPAD (page
3). However a noise analysis should be carried out and if these households in close proximity would
be experiencing a severe step change in noise as a result of continuous climb operations as above
then predictable respite paths should be contemplated or compensation.

Q5 - Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already notified
(linked to AONB, SSSI etc), that you feel aircraft could avoid?
Your Response:
Because of its setting and largely rural or semi-rural nature, the vicinity of Route 4 is somewhere
people would wish to visit for a host of recreational purposes, quite apart from those who live here.
This underlines the importance of deploying all viable noise mitigation strategies.

Q6 - Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in full or in
part) any concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or pollution?
Your Response:
4
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As a general principle aircraft should be higher more quickly and please see Q4 in this regard.
Though in no way limited to Route 4, on many days aircraft emission odour can be experienced in
the communities affected, together with an oily film that is sometimes apparent on surface water in
the vicinity. These are indicators of an impact that can only be of detriment to health and wellbeing.
Gatwick should permanently station air monitors under flight paths to sample this pollution, with
regular independent analysis of the data by environmental health to ascertain whether the levels are
within safe limits. Samples taken from standing water and water courses should be regularly
analysed in similar manner.
Gatwick should constantly review incentives (e.g. departure & landing charges) to incentivise
continuous development and innovation of low-emission engines and energy efficient aircraft.

Q7 - Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies, you feel
should be considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN departure
procedure?
Your Response:
We are unaware of any such.

Q8 - Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future local government and
community requirements?
Your Response:
Please refer to Question 4 above.

Q9 - Please provide the location of any future planned facilities you are aware of in your local area
that could be considered sensitive to the impact of aircraft noise; please state why you feel this is
necessary?
Your Response:
We are unaware of any such in relation to Route 4.

Q10 - Please identify any other areas, that are not necessarily local to you, but in your opinion could
be sensitive to direct overflight or exposure to localised aircraft noise?
Your Response:
Aside from the responses given above, we are unaware of any such.
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Q2 - Please tell us if dispersal of noise impacts across a greater number of households is preferable than the
concentration of noise impacts on a smaller number of households?
Concentration of the noise impact is by far the worst option.
Many of the residents that we represent have experienced the adverse effect of concentrated flight paths since
the introduction of PRNAV and find this intolerable compared to their historical intermittent noise experienced
with the SIDS on Route 4 being flown using conventional navigation. In addition to Route 4 concentrated flight
paths most residents that we represent also currently experience a similar concentration of Route 3 flight paths.
All homes under the NPR have experienced overflying flights in the past and dispersal of flights, reverting to
sharing the adverse effects of noise impact across a greater number of residents within the NPR, is our much
preferred option.
We believe strongly that dispersal should be on a continual basis and not by having a number of routes which are
used on a periodic basis creating a situation whereby residents experience concentrated flights on a periodic
basis.
We believe that you should consult with aircraft manufacturers and providers of Navigation Data Bases and Flight
Management Systems on the most efficient ways of replicating the spread of flight paths within the NPR, without
taking away the air traffic control benefits of accurate navigation.

Q3 - Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues with aircraft noise during the nighttime period?
Clearly night time noise is hugely intrusive to people and detrimental to health. Therefore there should be an
absolute ban on night flights to and from airports such as Gatwick.
Q4 - Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climb to higher altitude after taking off (where this is safe
to do so) may improve (lessen) exposure to noise in your local area?
In principle yes, however it would assist making an informed decision and validating our opinion if you could
provide comparative data on the noise level of aircraft at 4,000 flying level at say 250Kts and aircraft at various
higher levels with climb power set. We do have concerns that 4 engine aircraft, with their lower climb rates,
may create more noise within the NPR with a continuous climb than two engine aircraft. It may well be that
some aircraft types need to be excluded from continuous climb departures.
The use of modern navigational, communication and surveillance technology provides a step change in airspace
capacity and the opportunity for a radical redesign of airspace use. An opportunity that would be a “win win”
for industry and the environment would be to facilitate continuous climb on most departures and in particular
on Route 4.
The original departure and arrival routes for Gatwick were designed against a background of conventional
procedural navigation, communications and surveillance. As a consequence a significant number of departures,
including Route 4, were routed into the congested airspace between Heathrow and Gatwick, avoiding Gatwick
arrival routes to the south, but being climb restricted at 3000 / 4000 feet by conflicting Heathrow routes. Other
departure routes suffer similar climb restrictions. As a consequence many communities around Gatwick suffer
unnecessary noise from these low level aircraft, which in fact have the climb capability to be well above 7,000
feet as they pass overhead. Current enhanced air traffic control technology could facilitate continuous climb for
these departures. In fact in the same way that Continuous Descent Approaches are the norm for arrivals, so
Continuous Climb Departures should be the norm for most Gatwick departures.

Q5 - Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already notified (linked to
AONB, SSSI etc), that you feel aircraft could avoid?
Holmwood Common and Leith Hill are local sites with high ecological value. Holmwood Common is
particularly impacted by aircraft as it is directly overflown. Leith Hill is also impacted by aircraft on the bend of
Route 4, especially from non compliant aircraft flying outside of the NPR.
Reigate Heath, which is a site of Specific Interest and a nature reserve is currently overflown by aircraft
deviating to the north of Route 4 and also by aircraft on Route 3. (http://www.reigatebanstead.gov.uk/info/20083/countryside in the borough/78/reigate heath)
The recent UN report (see link below) presents a devastating picture of human impact on the planet with a
dangerous decline in ecosystem health. In the UK, the Wildlife Trust has reported a 50% loss of species in the
past 50 years.
In this context, much further research is required to understand the impact of aircraft pollution, including
noise, on local habitats. We are not aware of any studies, but recommend that Gatwick works with the Surrey
Wildlife Trust and Surrey Nature Partnership www.surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our/work)
to review the impact of its operations, and potential growth, on the local environment.
Whilst we have highlighted two specific sites, there are many smaller interlinked sites which also provide
important wildlife corridors. Gatwick should also understand the impact on these and the Wildlife Trust’s
proposed Nature Recovery Networks.
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-48169783

Q6 - Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in full or in part) any
concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or pollution.
Continuous climb procedures reduce the impact of emissions at ground level, and also, with lower fuel burn,
reduce emissions overall.
Gatwick should encourage the use of the most modern fuel efficient and low emission aircraft with penal charges
or outright bans on other aircraft. However impact assessments of pollution for future growth should be based
on a realistic assessment of the speed with which aircraft technological advances will reduce pollution and the
speed of acquisition by airlines of the that most modern equipment.

Q7 - Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies, you feel should be
considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN departure procedure?
This is a major issue in respect of habitat loss and destruction and clearly Route 4, being the busiest Gatwick
departure route, has a disproportionately large environmental impact. We do not have details of the most recent
studies but believe that it is important that you should consult with the Surrey Wildlife Trust
(surreywildlifetrust.org) to obtain that detail and input into your process.
Further information is available on and www.gov.uk/government/publications/biodiversity-2020-a-strategy-forengland-s-wildlife-and-ecosystem-services

Q8 - Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future local government and
community requirements?
Absolutely not, in the case of the residents that we represent. who have no respite at all from Gatwick noise. A
key factor in all discussions, whether government or community, on the effects of aircraft noise is that of
respite. Located under the flight paths of both Routes 3 and 4, residents represented by our organisation are
affected by departure noise regardless of runway direction in use. The only communities that cannot be
provided with respite are those on the extended centre line of single runway airports. That is not the case for
residents north of Gatwick who suffer noise from both Routes 3 and 4, and increasingly from Heathrow
departures.

SALFORDS AND SIDLOW PARISH COUNCIL
Airspace Change - Gatwick Airport Route 4 Standard Instrument Departures
Please complete the following:
Q1 - Please advise us of any issues or constraints you feel Gatwick Airport could consider
when designing its new Route 4 PBN departure procedure? Please provide details.
Gatwick Airport (LGW) should design the new Route 4 to be as close to the original legacy
position only correcting any areas where this went outside the NPR. Work should be
undertaken to seek the best technology to achieve this
The original objective was to replicate as closely as possible the existing conventional
track flown over the ground of the conventional SIDs whilst maintaining the existing
vertical profiles, whilst at the same time not contravening the lateral and vertical
parameters associated with Noise Preferential Route definition. If this was not achieved
the route would return to the previous position.
We have argued this objective was not met. Adjusting aircraft “contravening the lateral
and vertical parameters associated with Noise Preferential Route definition” on one small
section of Route 4 as they turned towards the east did not require the rest of the easterly
route to be moved south over the centreline of the Route 4 NPR.
The CAA decided the modified Route 4 could not be allowed to stand because it was based
upon a misunderstanding of the relevant facts. Gatwick Airport could not have conducted
a proper consultation in 2016 because relevant information was not available to be
provided to consultees to enable them to respond properly to the consultation. The CAA
has also agreed that it ought to have taken into account the value of preserving existing
patterns of traffic in that decision.
The objective to replicate as closely as possible the existing conventional track flown over
the ground of the conventional SIDs was not achieved and the commitment that Route 4
would revert to the legacy position should be fulfilled.
Q2 - Please tell us if dispersal of noise impacts across a greater number of households is
preferable than the concentration of noise impacts on a smaller number of households?
Assurances have been given that the noise from increasing number of aircraft would be
offset by the introduction and use of quieter aircraft and this assurance must be met
rather than making more noise and dispersing this over more and new people. The use
of aircraft which ensure the assurances given are met would mean dispersal is not
necessary.
Q3 - Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues with aircraft noise
during the night-time period?
Night flights should not be allowed or at least kept to a minimum from LGW. Night
movements in and out of Gatwick should be limited to the quietest aircraft and there
should be a large surcharge on all movements between 10.30pm and 6am

Rural areas at night are extremely quiet so having departure flights take off in these hours
causes distress to residents, livestock, horses and other wildlife.
Q4 - Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher altitude after taking
off (where this is safe to do so) may improve (lessen) exposure to noise in your local area?
Departures should be encouraged to fly high as quickly as possible without dispersal or
vectoring before 7000 feet where possible.
Q5 - Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already
notified (linked to AONB, SSSI etc), that you feel aircraft could avoid?
None
Q6 - Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in full
or in part) any concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or
pollution?
Gatwick should maximise the use of technology to use the most direct routes available
while recognising the constraints of the NPRs and avoid stacking.
Gatwick should do all in its power to make maximum use of modern aircraft which have
the best airframe and engine design to reduce the amount of emissions produced. Growth
at Gatwick should not be allowed if this leads to any increase in overall noise and
emissions.
Q7 - Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies, you
feel should be considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN
departure procedure?
None.
Q8 - Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future local government
and community requirements?
Unknown
Q9 - Please provide the location of any future planned facilities you are aware of in your
local area that could be considered sensitive to the impact of aircraft noise; please state
why you feel this is necessary?
None
Q10 - Please identify any other areas, that are not necessarily local to you, but in your
opinion could be sensitive to direct overflight or exposure to localised aircraft noise?
None

Surrey Hills AONB

Q1
Please advise us of any issues or constraints you feel Gatwick Airport could consider when
designing its new Route 4 PBN departure procedure? Please provide
details.
Your Response:
Q2
Please tell us if dispersal of noise impacts across a greater number of households is preferable
than the concentration of noise impacts on a smaller number of households?
Your Response:
This question does not cover households not living under the route but the general public
seeking to enjoy the tranquillity of the higher ground of the Surrey Hills AONB.
Q3
Please highlight your awareness of any particularly sensitive issues with aircraft noise
During the night-time period?
Your Response:
At any time but probably greater during daytime when the public seek to enjoy the tranquillity of
the Surrey Hills AONB
Q4
Do you believe aircraft conducting continuous climbs to higher altitude after taking off (where
this is safe to
do so) may improve (lessen) exposure to noise in your local area?
Your Response:
Unable to comment
Q5
Please tell us the locations of any particularly sensitive wildlife habitats, not already notified
(linked to AONB, SSSI etc), that you feel aircraft could avoid?
Your Response: Surrey Hills AONB especially around Leith Hill at 1,000ft high and Coldharbour
nearby
Q6
Please state what principles you believe Gatwick Airport may adopt to mitigate (in full or in
part) any concerns you may have regarding the impact of airliner emissions or pollution?
Your Response: No expertise in this respect
Q7
Please bring to our attention any recent or ongoing local environmental studies, you feel should
be considered by Gatwick Airport when designing the new Route 4 PBN departure procedure?
Your Response: No answer
Q8
Do existing noise abatement procedures meet current and future
local government and
community requirements?
Your Response: No expertise in this respect

Q9
Please provide the location of any future planned facilities you are aware of in your local area
that could be considered sensitive to the impact of aircraft noise; please state why you
feel this is
necessary?
Your Response:None
Q10
Please identify any other areas, that are not necessarily local to you, but in your opinion could
be sensitive to direct overflight or exposure to localised aircraft noise?
Your Response:Not relevant

Surrey Hills AONB Map

