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Redhill Aerodrome, Kings Mill Lane, South Nutfield, RH1 5JZ

Construction of hard runway to replace existing grass runways and ancillary infrastructure comprising realignment of existing taxiways, a new taxiway link, drainage improvements, replacement runway lighting and new approach lighting.

1. GACC is the main environmental group concerned with Gatwick Airport.  We have as members around 100 Borough and District Councils, Town and Parish Councils, and local amenity/environmental groups.  Although we are mainly concerned with Gatwick we have always resisted development at Redhill because it would compound the adverse effect on the area around Gatwick, and we have always supported Keep Redhill Airport Green.
2. We strongly object to this application.  We base this objection on our experience at Gatwick and our knowledge of national aviation policy.  We are sending a copy of this objection both to Reigate and Banstead Council and to Tandridge Council.


3. There are already too many aircraft in the Salfords  / Earlswood area.  It is overflown by aircraft taking off from Gatwick on both the 08R KEN/SAM route and on the 26L  LAM route.  Together these amount to nearly 50,000 aircraft a year.  Gatwick Airport Ltd is planning a 20% increase in the number of passengers and in the number of flights.
  There are also many complaints from Horley about aircraft noise – mainly caused by aircraft from Heathrow. The extra noise and pollution caused by an increase to 85,000 movements at Redhill would be intolerable, particularly because a hard runway would enable Redhill airport to handle larger planes.  
A limit on aircraft movements
4. In the planning application summary Redhill Aerodrome Ltd (RAL) lay considerable stress on their proposal that aircraft movements should be capped at 85,000 a year, that flights should only take place between 0700 and 2200, and that these limits should be enforced by a planning condition or s.106 agreement.  
5. 85,000 is not a small number.  In fact it is about one third of the aircraft movements at Gatwick – the second largest airport in the UK, and the busiest single runway airport in the world.
6. We suggest that no reliance should be put on any limit on the number of flights or hours of operation.  Planning conditions and s.106 agreements can be appealed against.  

7. Gatwick is a classic case.  Originally it had grass runways, very like Redhill.  In 1953 the government proposed a hard runway, saying that  “Gatwick will not be used intensively all the year round.  Its principal purpose will be to receive aircraft diverted from London Airport when visibility is poor there and this purpose could not be achieved if too many regular services were based at Gatwick.”
   Then the runway was lengthened, and lengthened again.  Then it was promised that the airport would not expand beyond 16 million passengers a year, the capacity of the South Terminal.  Then planning permission was given for the North Terminal, to bring the airport up to a maximum of 25 million.  In 2007 the airport reached a peak of 35 million.  Now the new owners are hoping to achieve 40 million.
8. It has been the same story at Stansted.   In 1985 the government gave an ‘unequivocal assurance’ that there would never be a second runway, and imposed a limit of 15 million passengers a year.  Then the limit was raised to 25 million, and in 2003 the government announced that a second runway would be built.  In 2009 the limit on the existing runway was raised to 35 million.
9. Exactly the same at Heathrow.  After permission was given for T4, a limit of 280,000 movements a year was imposed.  After permission was given for T5 the limit was raised to 480,000;  and in 2003 the government proposed a third runway and raising the limit to over 700,000.
10. Farnborough aerodrome might be thought to be more similar to Redhill, since it deals mainly with business flights.  Rushmoor Borough Council recently refused an application to raise the limit of 28,000 movements a year.  Yet in February 2011 an appeal was allowed to increase the limit to 50,000.

11. These examples show that no weight should be put on proposals for a limit on the number of flights.

Possible future development

12. Speculation about future development is not normally permitted in consideration of planning applications.  Yet it needs to be recorded as part of the history of  Redhill aerodrome that, in the consultation preceding the 2003 Air Transport White Paper, RAL put forward an ambitious plan to make Redhill in effect the second runway for Gatwick.  
13. The plan involved an extended hard runway, a new link to the M23 and a dedicated rail link to Gatwick running beside the present railway line, and into an enlarged Gatwick South Terminal.  It was all worked out in great detail:  passengers would check-in, or on their return pass through customs and immigration, at Gatwick and be conveyed in closed railway carriages to Redhill. 

14. Fortunately this proposal was rejected but it would be surprising if RAL had thrown away the file containing these plans.
National aviation policies

15. RAL start their description of national aviation policies by quoting the 2003 Air Transport White Paper.  Yet this has been superseded by the new Government’s Scoping Document on a new aviation policy.    RAL quote from the Scoping Document a question of whether better use can be made from ‘existing airport infrastructure’.  Yet at Redhill the infrastructure in the shape of a hard runway does not exist.
16. Since the Government are at present developing their new aviation policy, this planning application by Redhill Aerodrome is premature.

Economic Contribution

17. The study by York Aviation is suspect.  York Aviation is a consultancy much used by airport developers, and can be relied on to produce optimistic figures of the potential economic benefit.  We have not had time to analyse the York Aviation report but will do so if the matter goes to appeal.
18. It is stated that ‘The aerodrome is situated in an area with a high concentration of international businesses and there are good indications that the availability of air connectivity is a significant issue for companies in the area.’  But what York Aviation fail to mention is that Gatwick Airport with flights to over 200 destinations is just down the road.
Green Belt

19. RAL recognise that the aerodrome lies in the Green Belt, and that the provision of a hard runway would be ‘inappropriate development’.  It is then suggested that, since no new buildings are proposed, there  would be no change in the openness of the Green Belt.  Yet if business aviation expands to the extent envisaged, it is likely that a new terminal building and new hangars would soon be required.
20. The idea that developments can be permitted in the Green Belt if they are not visible from public highways has never been planning policy.  
Noise
21. The proposal would mean a substantial increase in noise compared to the present level.  This can be seen by comparing the Leq contours in Figure 4 in the summary with those in Figure 6.

22. It is misleading to provide separate noise contours for fixed wing movements and helicopter movements.  A single contour should be provided for the total noise.
23. We are not impressed by the argument that the noise was worse in the past and should therefore be allowed to return to that level.  The public are entitled to expect an improvement in their quality of life.

24. Nor are we impressed by the emphasis given to the fact that aircraft will be flying through the ‘Salfords gap’.  This gap between housing estates is only a few hundred yards wide, and at that point aircraft will be at a considerable height and will create noise disturbance in both Whitebushes and in Salfords.
25. It is incorrect to say that the 57 Leq contour indicates ‘low annoyance levels’.  In fact this contour was designed in the 1980’s to show the area within which over 50% of the population were annoyed by aircraft noise.  The report on Attitudes to Noise from Aviation Sources (ANASE) published by the Department for Transport (DfT) in November 2007 found that for the same amount of aircraft noise, people are more annoyed now than at the time of the previous survey in 1982.  At the same noise level (57 leq) the modelled value of annoyance had gone up from 39 (‘ little annoyed’) in 1982 to 53 in 2007 (somewhat higher than ‘moderately annoyed’).

26. The ANASE report suggested that the level of annoyance had increased as people expect an improved environment. It also pointed out that many people are annoyed in areas outside the 57 Leq contour, and this is confirmed by our experience.

27. RAL state that in future all circuit flying will be on one circuit.  This could lead to a serious increase in noise, and annoyance, for people under that circuit.

28. It is suggested that the aerodrome should operate within an agreed noise contour.  In the GACC response to the DfT Scoping Document we will be suggesting that any such ‘noise envelope’ would only be acceptable if it were set at the present level of noise, if it contracted year by year in order to give the public some benefit, and if it were legally enforceable.   


This objection has been approved by the GACC committee.

Yours sincerely

Brendon Sewill
Chairman
�   Planning application for North Terminal extension.  New Master Plan to be published end September 2011.


�   London’s Airports  Cmd 8902.  1953


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.gethampshire.co.uk/news/s/2087392_government_allows_airport_flight_extensions" ��http://www.gethampshire.co.uk/news/s/2087392_government_allows_airport_flight_extensions� 
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