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tracked along the centre line of the NPR.
The PRNAV routing should replicate the flight paths within the NPR experienced in the 1990s
The aim should be that 100% of flights (other than aircraft experiencing emergencies) remain within the NPR and
close to the centre line.
Many communities north of Gatwick are impacted significantly by route 3 north of route 4. Any movement north
of the present route 4 would mean some communities would be even more impacted by the concentration of the
two routes. This is unacceptable and would give them no respite from aviation noise from Gatwick Airport.
The Route 4 NPR should be retained in its present position. The NPR has been in place since the 1960s and local
people have made significant investment decisions based on the fixed locations of NPRs and the historical flight
paths along the centre line of the NPR. Any change to this principle would be unacceptable.
3. and 4. These reference Continuous Climb Operations. In our questionnaire response we were, as I suspect
were other respondents, not referring to the ICAO defined CCO, but requesting a procedure whereby the current
enhanced air traffic control technology could facilitate a continuous and unrestricted climb for departures, at
normal climb rates, to 7,000ft or above.
The ICAO CCO procedures are not appropriate in the case of noise sensitive routings such as Route 4. You seem to
have rejected this principle due to misunderstanding what was being suggested.
Your Question 4 in the Questionnaire (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?) was not explicit
and did not reference the ICAO CCO procedures.
In addition, as we suggested in our response, it is essential that you 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, in order that
we can make an informed decision and validate our intuitive opinion. We also have concerns that 4 engine
aircraft, with their lower climb rates, may create more noise within the NPR with an unrestricted climb than two
engine aircraft. We need data on this aspect and it may well be that some aircraft types need to be excluded from
unrestricted climb departures.
9 and 21.
9 should read - ARINC 424 coding must ensure aircraft follow the desired lateral and vertical paths, routing aircraft
along the centre line of the NPR.
21 should read - Route 4 designs should place the majority of aircraft on the centre line and ensure that all aircraft
remain within the existing NPR
Route 4 designs should follow the centre line of the NPR and contain all aircraft within the existing NPR
In our response we said The aim should be that 100% of flights, other than aircraft avoiding weather or
experiencing emergencies, remain within the NPR. The NPR is 3 km in width and 100% compliance for PRNAV
operation is a very realistic target. We backed this up with a quote from a letter written by Tim May, Head of
Airspace and Noise Policy, Aviation Directorate, D of T, in which he said with reference to NPRs “With the
implementation of PBN, we are expecting that track keeping compliance can increase to something closer to 100%,
but there will always be occasions when aircraft fail to comply, including for legitimate reasons relating to safety.”
We believe your design principle 9, although contributory to this aim, in itself is insufficient.
We also commented in our response on the effect of aircraft speed in the turn. This has not been addressed. I
have copied our response below for reference.
The PRNAV procedure should be revised to place the majority of aircraft on the centre line of the NPR and not on
the northern edge, as is currently the case. We believe that operating at 220Kts the majority of aircraft will be in
the northern third of the NPR. In fact, we calculate that even an accurately flown continuous 25 degree bank
angle turn at 220Kts in zero wind would place the aircraft approximately 550m north of the centre line. We
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Table 1 on the next page lists the Design Principles initially prioritised according to the volume of
responses (greatest volume at the top of the list) returned in questionnaires and from comment
during discussions at the recent focus groups.
If you agree that the Design Principles have been prioritised correctly, then please indicate this by
marking the table with a comment.
If however, you believe an item should have a higher priority, then please use the right hand
column to indicate this.
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Additional Comments:
This process is flawed as Gatwick has only engaged with those that already impacted by this
departure route/ route 3. This allowing for design principles to go unchallenged in proposals to
move noise from one community over another, eg route 1/ WIZAD, with no consideration to the
totality of noise already suffered by other communites. Gatwick has strategically not allowed
these communities to have a voice in the process by not engageing them. These deisgn
principles are not set out to be fair or equitable to all communities as it takes a departure route
in isolation.
Below is an example of the biase format of this Design Principles ’ Table 1 on the next page
lists the Design Principles initially prioritised according to the volume of responses (greatest
volume at the top of the list) returned in questionnaires and from comment during discussions
at the recent focus groups.’
As communities to be impacted have not been engaged by Gatwick Airport they have not been
given an opportunity to provide counter suggestions such as making all departures to the west
fair and equitable in the number of planes flown on each route, for example in 2018 52,414 flew
on routes 1, 7 and 8 (these communites also receive arrivals) and 34,946 flew route 4 that does
not receive arrivals. If the routes were fair in departure routing then each route would have
21,840 flights a year, but if we take into account totality of flights then those under route 1, and
in part 7 and 8, also receive on average 84,000 arrivals as well.

Table 1 on the next page lists the Design Principles initially prioritised according to the volume of
responses (greatest volume at the top of the list) returned in questionnaires and from comment
during discussions at the recent focus groups.
If you agree that the Design Principles have been prioritised correctly, then please indicate this by
marking the table with a comment.
If however, you believe an item should have a higher priority, then please use the right hand
column to indicate this.
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Table 1 on the next page lists the Design Principles initially prioritised according to the volume of
responses (greatest volume at the top of the list) returned in questionnaires and from comment
during discussions at the recent focus groups.
If you agree that the Design Principles have been prioritised correctly, then please indicate this by
marking the table with a comment.
If however, you believe an item should have a higher priority, then please use the right hand
column to indicate this.

Gatwick Route 4 Redesign of RNAV SIDs | Responses
71248 031 | Issue 1 Final

5 of 6

TUI

Gatwick Route 4 Redesign of RNAV SIDs
Design Principles Review Response

GATWICK AIRPORT LIMITED, DESTINATIONS PLACE, GATWICK AIRPORT, WEST SUSSEX, RH6 0NP
Registered in England 1991018. Registered Office Destina ions Place, Gatwick Airport, West Sussex, RH6 0NP
www.gatwickairport.com

Kent CC Response

Gatwick Route 4 Redesign of RNAV SIDs
Design Principles Review Response

GATWICK AIRPORT LIMITED, DESTINATIONS PLACE, GATWICK AIRPORT, WEST SUSSEX, RH6 0NP
Registered in England 1991018. Registered Office Destina ions Place, Gatwick Airport, West Sussex, RH6 0NP
www.gatwickairport.com

Table 1 on the next page lists the Design Principles initially prioritised according to the volume of
responses (greatest volume at the top of the list) returned in questionnaires and from comment
during discussions at the recent focus groups.
If you agree that the Design Principles have been prioritised correctly, then please indicate this by
marking the table with a comment.
If however, you believe an item should have a higher priority, then please use the right hand
column to indicate this.
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Reigate & Banstead BC

Draft Response: Gatwick Airport Route 4 Departure: Design Principles
The Council is interested in the current/future design of Route 4 as the current departure
route wraps 180° turning right shortly following take-off and therefore flies directly over the
borough of Reigate & Banstead causing disturbance to residents of the parish of Salfords &
Sidlow, south of Redhill and Reigate and north of Horley. The current Route 4 departure
route is not compliant with the criteria set for it by the Civil Aviation Agency and causes
greater disturbance to borough residents than the previous ‘legacy’ route as when flown in
‘real world’ conditions planes struggle to fly the route in large number an therefore ‘balloon
out’ over larger swathes of the borough.
Q1: Do you agree that London Gatwick Airport has developed its Route 4 Design
Principles in full accord with the process detailed in CAP 1616, Step 1B?
Paragraph D8 of the CAP 1616 Guidance and the box on pp.139 provides a list of evidence
that the airport will need to provide the CAA at this stage, including:
•
•
•
•

•
•

A list of those stakeholders engaged;
An explanation of the engagement methods employed;
The issues raised during the engagement process;
Evidence of a two-way conversation during the engagement process: evidence that
sponsors considered the principles proposed by stakeholders, that these informed the
change sponsor’s final set of principles and that when principles were not included in the
final shortlist this was explained to the stakeholder proposing them;
Information with regards to where stakeholders have agreed/ disagreed with the
proposed design principles; and
A clear rationale for the change sponsor’s decision where design principles have not
been agreed.

Whilst during this engagement stage we would not necessarily expect to see the level of
information that will be provided to the CAA, at the moment we do not feel that sufficient
information has been provided in order for us to assess whether the airport has developed
its Route 4 Design Principles in full accord with the process detailed in CAP 1616.
For example, there is insufficient information provided in order to understand whether there
has been ‘meaningful engagement’1. No information has been provided with regards to who
the airport has engaged with, why other organisations have not been engaged, a summary
of stakeholders’ comments or how the airport has taken into consideration comments raised
by stakeholders.
Q2: Do you agree that the comprehensive list of Design Principles captures the
specific areas of concern you have articulated in either a questionnaire or during
participation in one of the focus groups?
As stated in our previous response (and our responses to the FASI-South engagement), the
Council considers that the core principle regarding airspace design should be that it should
not increase – and where possible should reduce – noise disturbance to communities and
residents; to minimise the number of newly overflown people; and to minimise the total
population overflown.
We consider that these should form the key core principles for airspace design and that all
other airspace design principles should be subsidiary to these (noting that airport safety is
enshrined in national and international legislation).

1

The CAP 1616 Guidance says that “an important part of Step 1B is for the design principles to be drawn up
through discussion between the change sponsor and affected stakeholders at this early stage in the process”
and that “meaningful engagement will be required throughout the process by sponsors”

The other principles we feel are particularly important in relation to this issue are:
•

•

that the future Route 4 departure route should reflect the pre-2012 ‘legacy’ position
towards the northern edge of the current noise preferential route (but stress that it
should remain within the current noise preferential route to minimise the number of
newly overflown residents) and
that the no overflight of Horley provision should be retained.

With regards to whether the proposed design principles capture the specific areas of
concern that we have previously raised, we have a number of comments. More generally, as
stated in our response to the previous question, we feel that there is a lack of clarity
regarding the rationale for the selection of the final proposed design principles and would
welcome some more information regarding how these have been arrived at.
Proposed design principle 2: Designs should be built to manage dispersion below 7,000ft
As stated in our previous response, the Council supports managed dispersal below 7,000ft
but only within the existing noise preferential route. We do not consider that the proposed
principle fully captures this point and would expect the principle to not support dispersal
outside of the existing noise preferential route.
Proposed design principle 3: New Route 4 designs should give due regard to the historic
routings in use before 2012
We cautiously welcome the inclusion of a design principle that will give regard to the historic
routings in use before 2012; however we feel that this should go further and require future
routes to remain within the current noise preferential route to minimise the number of newly
overflown residents. As stated in our previous response, the Council supports the position of
Salfords & Sidlow Parish Council that the future Route 4 airspace design should reflect the
pre-2012 ‘legacy’ position towards the northern edge of the current noise preferential route
but stresses that it should remain within the current noise preferential route to minimise the
number of newly overflown residents.
We do not consider that the reason provided by Gatwick for not including the design
principle “Route 4 designs should remain within the existing NPR” is sufficient or clear2.
Proposed design principle 4: Designs should seek to minimise overflight of previously
unaffected locations
To an extent, we see how this design principle takes into consideration our previous
comments, namely that a core principle should be to minimise the number of newly
overflown people and to minimise the total population overflown. However, we think that this
design principle should be extended to make it clear that the review will minimise overflight
of residents previously unaffected and to reduce the total number of people overflown.
Proposed design principle 9: Designs should not include respite options that place routes
over newly overflown populations
As stated in our previous response, the Council supports genuine respite which is actually
experienced by local residents and communities, but we consider that this needs to be
balanced against the number of newly overflown people. We therefore consider that this
proposed design principle takes into consideration our comments regarding respite.
Proposed design principle 10: Overflight protections already contained in the UK AIP must
be maintained
As noted above, we agree that overflight protections for Horley must be maintained.
2

Reason provided by Gatwick: In order to explore all options for the Route 4 SIDs, the Design Principle ‘Route 4
designs should not be constrained by the existing NPR’ will be taken forward to the short list. This will allow
options that remain within the NPR to be designed hence this Design Principle has been covered.

Proposed design principle 11: Route 4 procedures should follow M25 and A24 corridors
where background noise is already high
The CAP 1616 guidance advises that “design principles encompass the safety,
environmental and operational criteria and strategic policy objectives that the change
sponsor aims for in developing the airspace change proposal”. Design principles therefore
form a qualitative framework that is used to assess the suitability of airspace design options.
We do not consider that this is a design principle, rather it appears to be a design option.
Notwithstanding this, we do not consider that this proposed design principle takes into
consideration our previous comments and no substantive reason is provided as to Gatwick’s
justification for including it. Aircraft and road traffic noise are very different, and there is no
rationale for the suggestion that people who are already affected by road noise (which is
much more directional and therefore reduced via screening) are ‘fair game’ to be affected by
aircraft noise.
Proposed design principle 12: Routes should be designed to concentrate dispersion below
7,000ft
We do not consider our comments regarding managed dispersion have been fully taken into
consideration. As stated in our previous response, the Council supports dispersion below
7,000ft but only within the existing noise preferential route. We do not support dispersal
outside of the existing noise preferential route and the principle should be clearer in this
regard.
Proposed design principle 17: Route 4 designs should not be constrained by the lateral
dimensions of the existing noise preferential route to 4,000ft
Again, we cannot see from the information provided how this proposed design principle
takes into consideration our previous comments, which is that the route should reflect the
pre-2012 ‘legacy’ position towards the northern edge of the current noise preferential route
and that it should minimise the number of newly overflown people. This design principle
would be contradictory to these comments.
Q3: Do you broadly support our reasons for not including certain Design Principles in
the short list? If not, please provide further comment.
The Council feels that there is a lack of clarity regarding the rationale for the selection of the
final proposed design principles. We consider that some of the reasoning/justification
provided is limited and lacks clarity.
We are concerned by the reason provided to not include the design principle ‘Route 4
designs should remain within the existing NPR’. It is insufficient to say that ‘Route 4 designs
should not be constrained by the existing NPR’ will be taken forward and that “it will allow
options that remain within the NPR to be designed” as the wording of the proposed design
principle suggests that routes will not be limited by the existing NPR and therefore can be
designed outside of the NPR. As stated in our previous response, we consider that the
proposed Route 4 design should reflect the pre-2012 “legacy” position towards the northern
edge of the current NPR.
Q4: Do you believe any of the items selected for the shortlist of Design Principles are
inappropriate selections? If so, please explain why.
As a general point, whilst there have been attempts to include some sort of justification for
excluding some design principles, it is not clear why other design principles have been
included.
The CAP 1616 guidance advises that “design principles encompass the safety,
environmental and operational criteria and strategic policy objectives that the change
sponsor aims for in developing the airspace change proposal”. Design principles therefore

form a qualitative framework that is used to assess the suitability of airspace design options
against. Given this, we consider that a number of the proposed design principles are in fact
design options.
The Council also has concerns regarding the clarity of the proposed design principles, in
particular, the technical language and acronyms used. In line with the CAP 1616 Guidance,
we consider that the proposed design principles should be clear, concise, non-technical
strategic policy objectives that the airport seeks to achieve in developing the airspace
change proposal.
Q5: Do you agree with the prioritisation that we have applied to the shortlist of Design
Principles? If not, please add any comments and use Table 1 to provide us with your
preferred prioritisation.
The Council notes that no information has been provided as to the rationale for prioritising
the proposed design principles and considers that this information would have been helpful
in assessing the prioritisation of the proposed design principles. It is not entirely clear the
rationale for including some of the proposed principles at all.
We will not therefore comment on the detailed prioritisation.
Instead, as stated in our previous response, we would reiterate our view that there should be
core design principles and subsidiary design principles. We feel that this would allow the
creation of key strategic policy objectives that need to be delivered and subsidiary design
principles which would influence airspace design but would be assessed against the core
principles. We note that this principle has been accepted by Gatwick as part of the wider
airspace modernisation and would like to see it replicated for Route 4. The Council considers
that the core principle should be to not increase – and where possible reduce – noise
disturbance to communities and residents; to minimise the number of newly overflown
people; to minimise the total population overflown; and to reflect the pre-2012 ‘legacy’
position towards the northern edge of the current noise preferential route. We consider that
other proposed design principles should be subsidiary to these.
Q6: Are there any other Design Principles not included in the long list you feel should
be considered as candidates for the final shortlist? If so, please provide your
comments.
We consider that the following should be considered as design principles:
•
•
•

Overflight of Horley: As stated in our previous response, we would like to see specific
reference to retaining the current no overflight restriction over Horley.
Noise Preferential Route: As stated in our previously, we consider that a core design
principle should be ‘Route 4 designs should remain within the existing NPR’.
Noise: As stated in our previous response, we consider that there should be a design
principle to not increase, and where possible reduce noise disturbance to communities
and residents, minimise the number of newly overflown people, and minimise the total
population overflown. This would be in line with the National Aviation Policy Framework
(2013)’s overall objective on noise, “to limit and where possible reduce the number of
people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise”. We note that whilst safety – like
noise – is prescribed by national legislation, it is still proposed to be a design principle.
We therefore consider that the same approach should be taken for noise. The Council
notes that elsewhere design principles have included the “should limit and where
possible, reduce noise effects from flights” reflecting this national policy.

We also think that the proposed design principle ‘designs should seek to minimise overflight
of previously unaffected locations’ should be extended to include minimising overflight of
previously unaffected ‘populations’.

Q7: Do you have any other comments on how the CAP 1616, Step 1B process has
been conducted to date?
Notwithstanding our comments to the previous questions, we reserve our position in relation
to future changes to Route 4 given that no information is currently available about the
potential level of local impact. In reviewing Route 4, the airport will need to provide sufficient
information for local stakeholders and residents in order to understand the amount and level
of disturbance that may be experienced, including compared to the ‘baseline’ situation.
With regards to level of the engagement, we would also reiterate out comments from the
previous engagement exercise that the short amount of time provided us to comment has
provided challenges, particularly due to the overlap of the previous engagement exercise
with local elections which has reduced member involvement.
In addition, we note that paragraph 150 of the CAP 1616 Guidance says that a key
consultation requirement is that “meaningful material is available in a form that dose not
require technical knowledge to understand it”. In future rounds of consultation/ engagement,
we would urge the airport to provide documents in non-technical language (or a glossary/
information boxes clearly explaining the technical language used).

Design Principles Review Response
Rusper Parish Council
Send to lgwairspace.rte4@gatwickairport.com
1 - Do you agree that London Gatwick Airport has developed its Route 4 Design Principles in full
accord with the process detailed in CAP 1616, Step 1B?
No
Comments: Consideration has not been given to the total amount of aircraft noise from all routes
(only routes 3 and 4), which does not give a fair representation of the noise suffered.
2 - Do you agree that the comprehensive list of Design Principles captures the specific areas of
concern you have articulated in either a questionnaire or during participation in one of the focus
groups?
N/A
3 - Do you broadly support our reasons for not including certain Design Principles in the short list? If
not, please provide further comment.
N/A
4 - Do you believe any of the items selected for the shortlist of Design Principles are inappropriate
selections? If so, please explain why.
Yes
Comments: More consultation should take place if you are proposing to fly new routes.
5 - Do you agree with the prioritisation that we have applied to the shortlist of Design Principles? If
not, please add any comments and use Table 1 (page 6 of the attached Response document) to
provide us with your preferred prioritisation.
No
Comments: Prioritisation as supplied by CAGNE is agreed by Rusper PC.
6 - Are there other Design Principles not included in the long list that you feel should be considered
as candidates for the final shortlist? If so, please provide your comments.
Yes
Comments:
Newly designed routes and dispersal to stay within current NPR.
Noise of CCO to be considered.
Night flights to be banned.
7 - Do you have any other comments on how the CAP 1616, Step 1B process has been conducted to
date?
No
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Tel:

Email:

London Gatwick Airspace
Gatwick Airport Limited
Gatwick Airport
West Sussex
RH6 0PN

Environment &
Infrastructure Directorate
Spatial Planning & Policy
Team
Surrey County Council
County Hall
Kingston upon Thames
KT1 2DN

Emailed to: lgwairspace.rte4@gatwickairport.com
28 June 2019

Dear Sir or Madam
Surrey County Council’s Response to Gatwick Route 4 Redesign of RNAV SIDs
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council on the design principles for the redesign of
Gatwick Route 4 RNAV SIDS. This letter comprises an officer response to the consultation. We
have included our feedback in response to the questionnaire accompanying the document along
with our response to the prioritised list of principles, as annexes 1 and 2, attached to this letter.
As a stakeholder in this consultation process, Surrey County Council’s primary interest is the
wellbeing of local communities and the minimisation of the impacts on residents of airport
operations – particularly with regard to noise and air pollution.
In responding to consultations on airspace change, the council has consistently raised the issue
of concentrated flight paths with no respite and we have also made it clear that we are opposed
to operations that generate frequent aircraft overflights and high noise levels in areas previously
not overflown.We therefore welcome the design principle that recognises the importance of
respite from noise.
We recognise that community engagement is not strictly a matter relating to design principles,
however we would stress that every effort must be made to ensure that Surrey communities likely
to be affected are kept informed of future consultations on airspace change proposals at Gatwick
Airport and that residents are given the opportunity to attend events local to them to enable their
full participation.
It is understood from the recent consultation on the draft aviation Green Paper that the
Government intends to produce a masterplan that will set out the airspace changes for all the
areas affected and it is hoped that this will be made available during the later stages of the
consultation process so that it is clear how these proposals fit in with the rest of the changes in
the South East. It would seem important that the design principles meet those upon which
Gatwick Airport has recently consulted as part of the Future Airspace Strategy Implementation –
Soth (FASI-South).

Finally we would suggest that the Government’s recent acceptance of the Climate Change
Commissions recommendation to become “net zero” in terms of greenhouse gas emissions by
2050 is likely to present new challenges and potentially to have a significant impact on the
aviation industry and on the design constraints for wider airspace design. Surrey County Council
would like to know how you will be addressing these challenges and whether you would consider
working with the County Council's surrounding Gatwick to set SMART objectives to achieve zero
net carbon emissions by 2050.
Please contact
9453 or by email at

with any queries, either by telephone on 0208 541
.

Yours sincerely

Spatial Planning and Policy Team Leader

Plane Wrong Responses
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tracked along the centre line of the NPR.
The PRNAV routing should replicate the flight paths within the NPR experienced in the 1990s
The aim should be that 100% of flights (other than aircraft experiencing emergencies) remain within the NPR and
close to the centre line.
Many communities north of Gatwick are impacted significantly by route 3 north of route 4. Any movement north
of the present route 4 would mean some communities would be even more impacted by the concentration of the
two routes. This is unacceptable and would give them no respite at all from aviation noise from Gatwick Airport.
The Route 4 NPR should be retained in its present position. The NPR has been in place since the 1960s and local
people have made significant investment decisions based on the fixed locations of NPRs and the historical flight
paths along the centre line of the NPR. Any change to this principle would be unacceptable.

3. and 4. These reference Continuous Climb Operations. In our questionnaire response we were, as I suspect
were other respondents, not referring to the ICAO defined CCO, but requesting a procedure whereby the current
enhanced air traffic control technology could facilitate a continuous and unrestricted climb for departures, at
normal climb rates, to 7,000ft or above.
The ICAO CCO procedures are not appropriate in the case of noise sensitive routings such as Route 4. You seem to
have rejected this principle due to misunderstanding what was being suggested.
Your Question 4 in the Questionnaire (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?) was not explicit
and did not reference the ICAO CCO procedures.
In addition, as we suggested in our response, it is essential that you 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, in order that
we can make an informed decision and validate our intuitive opinion. We also have concerns that 4 engine
aircraft, with their lower climb rates, may create more noise within the NPR with an unrestricted climb than two
engine aircraft. We need data on this aspect and it may well be that some aircraft types need to be excluded from
unrestricted climb departures.
9 and 21.
9 should read - ARINC 424 coding must ensure aircraft follow the desired lateral and vertical paths, routing aircraft
along the centre line of the NPR.
21 should read - Route 4 designs should place the majority of aircraft on the center line and ensure that all aircraft
remain within the existing NPR

Route 4 designs should follow the center line of the NPR and contain all aircraft within the existing NPR
In our response we said The aim should be that 100% of flights, other than aircraft avoiding weather or
experiencing emergencies, remain within the NPR. The NPR is 3 km in width and 100% compliance for PRNAV
operation is a very realistic target. We backed this up with a quote from a letter written by Tim May, Head of
Airspace and Noise Policy, Aviation Directorate, D of T, in which he said with reference to NPRs “With the
implementation of PBN, we are expecting that track keeping compliance can increase to something closer to 100%,
but there will always be occasions when aircraft fail to comply, including for legitimate reasons relating to safety.”
We believe your design principle 9, although contributory to this aim, in itself is insufficient.
We also commented in our response on the effect of aircraft speed in the turn. This has not been addressed. I
have copied our response below for reference.
The PRNAV procedure should be revised to place the majority of aircraft on the centre line of the NPR and not on
the northern edge, as is currently the case. We believe that operating at 220Kts the majority of aircraft will be in
the northern third of the NPR. In fact, we calculate that even an accurately flown continuous 25 degree bank
angle turn at 220Kts in zero wind would place the aircraft approximately 550m north of the centre line. We
believe that further consideration should be given to restricting operating speed until the turn is complete.
Completing the turn at 190Kts would ensure that virtually all aircraft, under all wind conditions, would remain
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Table 1 on the next page lists the Design Principles initially prioritised according to the volume of
responses (greatest volume at the top of the list) returned in questionnaires and from comment
during discussions at the recent focus groups.
If you agree that the Design Principles have been prioritised correctly, then please indicate this by
marking the table with a comment.
If however, you believe an item should have a higher priority, then please use the right hand
column to indicate this.

Gatwick Route 4 Redesign of RNAV SIDs | Responses
71248 031 | Issue 1 Final

8 of 9

Waverley BC
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Tandridge DC response
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