


Gatwick s surround-
ed on all sides by
greas of outstanding
natural beauty, by
green belt country-
side, and by histaric
ond attractive towns
and villages,

The Natienal Trust has stoted that the Leith Hill area of
outstanding beouty would suffer naise and visual Intrusion

from any new rumway.

Published by the Gatwick Area Conservation Campaign
GACC’s aim is to preserve the environment and the quality of life around Gatwick Airport.

This booklet is about airport safety and efficiency. We are producing it because we know the local
topography, whereas many of those who call for a new runway at Gatwick appear unaware of the

physical constraints.

Campaign Office, Stan Hill, Charlwood, Surrey, RHé 0EP.
Telephone: 01293 863 369

gacc@onetel.net.uk

www.gacc.org.uk

Over 80 County Councils, Boreugh and District Councils, Porish Councils and environmental groups are opposed to any new runway
at Garwick,



Any new runway at Gatwick, as at other sites, would cause huge
environmental damage. But Gatwick has a special problem. It is

a small confined site, surrounded by the towns of Horley and Crawley,
and by the historic village of Charlwood. There is a range of hills to the
west and a main railway line to the east.

This means that the airport
layout for any new runway
would be cramped and
convoluted.

There are a number of
features of the runway designs
proposed by the Department
for Transport' which would
create inefficiency, and could
create potential danger.

This booklet is designed to
explain why any new runway
at Gatwick won't work.

Charfwood Jubilee Celebrations



WHY A CLOSE PARALLEL RUNWAY WON’T WORK

One proposal at Gatwick is for a close parallel runway 385m south of the
existing runway. All aircraft using the new runway would have to cross the
existing runway - one of the busiest in the world - to reach the terminals.
If safety is to be maintained that must mean slowing down operations.

UK Air Traffic Control has stated that a close parallel runway would only
increase airport capacity from 47 movements an hour to 52°.

on Econsie Benafit Treasury figures show that a
7 close parallel runway - even if it
g achieved the intended capacity -
4 would be comparatively poor
g value for the nation.’
1
0 Gatwick Stansted Heathrow
close parallel new runway new runway

BAA agree that the proposed close parallel runway would not achieve the
intended capacity. They have put forward alternative plans. Some of these
new plans involve putting the runways 482 m apart. Others involve aircraft
crossing at the end of the runway - underneath other aircraft landing or
taking-off. BAA admit that “such an arrangement has not been used before at
a UK airport and the feasibility of it requires further testing.”*

new runway should be put
somewhere else in the UK.

If air travel paid the same rate
of tax as car travel, according to
| the Department of Transport

1 s COmputer, No New runways

. - _ would be required anywhere in
____[,_h,}_q NI e the UK. *




The Oxford University Aviation
Study Group has found that a
close parallel runway at Gatwick
could create dangers from wake
vortex turbulence, as well as
from runway crossings.* (The
wake vortex problem is less
serious at Manchester because
the runways there are
staggered, but the Gatwick
topography prevents this.)
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Extract from Civil Aviation Authority Aeronautical Information Circular February 1999, showing
wake vortex drifting across parallel runway.

The CAA circular goes on to state that “When parallel runways separated by less than
760 metres are in use ... such runways are considered to be a single runway, for wake

turbulence reasons, and the wake vortex minima [separation distances between
aircraft] apply”

In June 2003 the CAA finally killed off the idea of a close parallel
runway at Gatwick, saying it “would be likely only to achieve

a limited increase in movements, because the required separation
between aircraft, even in segregated modes’, would be such that the close
parallel runway would largely need to be operated as one runway..... the
need to cross one runway to use the other would further reduce the
advantage of having two runways™.’




WHY A ‘WIDE SPACED’ RUNWAY WON’T WORK

The second option under consideration is for a ‘wide spaced’ runway 1035m to the
south. But it would not be wide spaced: indeed the space between the runways would
be much less than that between the two existing runways at Heathrow.

British Airways have pointed out that the separation is the minimum permitted for
safety: “While ICAO standards have recently changed to permit independent operations at
1035m (the 1995 standards required |525m), this proposal is right on the limit, and the full
capacities may not be achievable.™

The town of Crawley is
so close that the runways
cannot be put any further
apart.

Moreover, British Airways “believes that the space between the two runways is inadequate
for the traffic assumed [an extra 40 million passengers per annum]. In our view, the
additional facilities could only accommodate 20-25mppa.’

There would be no space for a normal airport layout with the main terminal area
between the runways. One new terminal is shown on the plans, squeezed out at the
side, with passengers having to travel over two miles from departure lounge to the
furthest gate room,
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Diagram showing how the efficiency of a ‘widespaced’ runway would be reduced by the
constraints of the site.

As British Airways has pointed out, “all gircraft operating from the existing terminals would
need to cross the existing runway on either arrivals or departures, reducing capacity on that
runway.”

BAA has stated that “the presence of high ground to the west is likely to limit the runway
take-off distance.™

On the Department for Transport plans, the eastern end of the runway is shown close
to the main Brighton railway line. That would infringe the Department’s new public
safety guidelines. '' To protect the public, the railway would need to be put in a tunnel
- at extra cost, not included in the Government estimates.
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These buildings in Crawley would be less then Treasury figures show that a ‘wide spaced’
500 m from the new runway, and might need to runway - even if full capacity were achieved -
have the top few floors removed to comply with would be comparatively poor economic value
safety standards. for the nation.



WHY TWO NEW RUNWAYS WON’T WORK

Another proposal put forward
for consultation is for two new
runways as shown on this map
published by Department for
Transport in April 2002. One
would be to the north of the
existing runway and one,
identical to the ‘wide spaced’
runway, to the south.
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The new north runway would require a cutting
through Stan Hill. BAA have stated that it would
be necessary to remove 25 times as much soil
as at Twyford Down.”

In fune 2003 over 500 people confronted a
bulldozer at Stan Hill as a symbalic reminder that
the Twyford Down and other protests in the early
1990 stopped the predict-and-provide road
building policy, and that the destruction of
countryside to provide for unlimited expansion of
tax-free air travel is equally unacceptable.

The Oxford University Aviation Study Group has
found that aircraft flying through the cutting
might experience dangerous turbulence.

To avoid flying aver Horley, the new north
runway is planned to operate only to the west.
Aircraft would land on the new south runway
and many of them would need to cross the
existing runway and taxi up to five miles before
taking off on the new north runway.

The Oxford University Aviation Study Group has reported that “In the USA there have
been a number of major accidents caused by aircraft taxi-ing onto an active runway in error.
Any expansion of Gatwick, especially if it goes to three runways, will create very substantial
risk."



The whole of Edalphs
Copse, 65 acres of
ancient woodland owned
by the Woodland Trust,
open to the public,
would be bulldozed to
make a cutting, 50m
deep and 1.1 km wide.

Highworth Farm, grade 2%, an unspoilt
medieval farmhouse and barns, would
disappear down the hole.

Charlwood parish has over B0 listed buildings,
including more small medieval hall houses than any
other village in Surrey. A new research study has
dated some as early as 1402. All would be
demolished or left derelict between runways.

Charlwood church St George's Doy 2003

The proposed new north runway would leave the village of Charlwood sandwiched between the run-
ways, and uninhabitable. The fine Norman church (c.|080), grade |, with outstanding medieval wall
paintings, would be left derelict.”

Aircraft would fly
over Newdigate at
about 400 feer

MNew flight paths
would bring noise
to scores of towns
and villages in
Surrey, Sussex and
parts of Kent.

Wall paintings - historical representation,




East Crovdon

According to the Government, either the ‘wide spaced’ runway option or the two new
runway option would require a long railway tunnel under East Croydon. " Commuters
would face years of delays.

Any new runway at
Gatwick would inevitably
mean that the M25 (even
after proposed widening)
would be jammed solid.
It makes no sense to
expand Gatwick so as to
attract more passengers
from the north.

One new full scale runway would create around 50,000 new jobs. " Without
substantial in-migration of labour (with extra housing equivalent to a new town the
size of Crawley), severe staff shortages could be expected at the airport and in public
services in the area - a further cause of airport inefficiency.

References

The Furere Dhevelopment of Air Transporr February 2003

SERAS Rurway Throughput Repart Julty 2002

AT swobisicr: Econamic Appraisal Calculations

BAA resporse to consutmEnon, May 2003

The Hidden Cest of Fiying. AEF February 2003

Rurtway Propasals for Gicwick Safery Implicanons, june 2003

Oine rirway for ading, one for tmke-offy

CAA respodne to consilmdon, june 2003

BA response 1o consultatian. May 2003

| @ BAA reaponis to consultation. May 2003

L BT Circular 172002 The existing runway also infringes the safety guidelines; but the guldeiines apply only 10 nsw cohstiuction,

12 BAA response, May 2003, This i on the assumption that the new runwiy i made laval wieh ssiiting airporn If the runway were raised by 10-15m, the
amount of sad to be romoved would ba ten tmes that ot Twyferd Down

13 Detmils of the wall paintings: can be fownd 3t www paintedchurch org/chartld him

14 The Future Davelopmient of Al Transpore. Febeuory 2003, 8AM suggest that the wanel wekd novbe required far the ‘wide spaced” optian, but cnly
becaute they expect a higher propartion of passengers vo wavel by ear) thus incressing the M3 prablam

|5 Berinhey Hanover study for VWeat Susses) Cownty Councll. June 2003 Includes ampioyment, i new ndusory atracted o the areq

WD wd B R —

8



PNt e A et e Any new runway is ruled
i i s b Sl e out before August 2019
S iyt s % by a legal agreement
S T ST between BAA and West
{ . ) _ B bocnix: 3 s 1 Sussex County Council.
% a8 . é The agreement could only
é gt T Tommaaaty Kot be overturned by legisla-
sodieu L= SRR = 1 tion which could take up
} L g . = cathidh ALiti t  to two years to go
————r T e : through Parliament, and
i e A 1 might well not be passed.
[ o e %
e
ifﬂww

After 2019 all the physical constraints will remain.
The towns, villages and hills will still be there.

Any new runway would still have the same

convoluted and inefficient design.

A new runway at Gatwick won’t work before 2019.

It won’t work after 2019.
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60,000 AMERY RESIDENTS
Affected by notse

AFTER THREE YEARS OF DETAILED STUDY
COVERING BOTH ECONOMIC AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IS5SUES, THE GOVERNMENT
DECIDED IN JULY 2002 TO RULE OUT ANY NEW
RUNWAY AT GATWICK FOR THE WHOLE PERIOQOD
UP TO 2030

THEY WERE RIGHT.
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