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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Introduction 

 

The Airports Commission is evaluating short listed schemes for a second 

runway at Gatwick, a third North West Runway (NWR) at Heathrow and an 

Extended Northern Runway (ENR) at Heathrow. In November 2014 it 

launched a public consultation to seek views to inform its considerations.  

Gatwick Airport Ltd’s main response to the consultation questions is provided 

in the Gatwick Airport Limited Response to Airports Commission Consultation. This 

report provides our technical response on Air Noise, Module 5 of the 

Appraisal Framework. 

 

There is a great deal of information on Air Noise provided in the 

Commission’s consultation Air Noise reports and the Commission is to be 

commended for the very extensive noise modelling exercise it has carried out 

for the three short listed schemes over a range of demand forecasts and 

assessment years, and the assessment results it has reported in the 

consultation reports that address many, but by no means all, of the Appraisal 

Framework requirements.   

 

Presentation of Information 

 

Whilst all of the information presented is based on independent noise 

modelling, the wealth of information and how it has been presented in the 

main consultation reports has masked some of the important impacts – for 

example newly affected populations around Heathrow – and made it difficult 

to easily compare the effects of the schemes.  The Air Noise assessment results 

are complex and may be confusing to the general public.  In this report we 

attempt to draw out the key pieces of information that the Commission has 

provided that we feel illustrate the relative noise performance of the options in 

accordance with the Commission’s Appraisals Framework and accepted 

methodologies for assessing noise from transport infrastructure proposals. 

 

Methodology 

 

We support the general methodology used by the Commission  to assess the 

local noise impacts of the three airport schemes insofar as it provides robust 

noise modelling by ERCD of the air traffic forecasts used, it broadly follows 

the Appraisal Framework and it provides a great deal of objective noise 

assessment material on which to appraise the relative merits of the three 

options. 

 

We note the Commission’s noise impact forecasts for Gatwick are similar to 

those predicted by GAL.  In contrast the Commission’s noise impact forecasts 

for the Heathrow NWR option are higher than those predicted by HAL. 

 

We support the Commission’s rejection of HAL’s comparison of future 

Heathrow R3 noise levels with current (2013) noise impacts.  Such a 
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comparison would be at odds with UK transportation noise assessment 

guidelines. We also note it has not been possible to assess noise over 60 years 

as suggested in the Appraisal Framework, and we support the Commission’s 

comparison of Do-Something with Do-Minimum future year scenarios in 2040 

and 2050.  We consider the 2030 assessment of little value to the appraisals of 

options, because the expanded airports would be running at low capacity at 

this time only a few years after opening.  

 

We note the Commission has in general adopted the scheme proposers’ 

assumptions on aircraft routes.  This has resulted in assessments for the 

Heathrow NWR schemes that are complicated by the application of three 

radically different airspace options – ‘T’, ‘R’ and ‘N’ (1).  

 

We consider the radically different airspace routes proposed at Heathrow to 

operate the NWR options in 4 runway modes are unproven, untested and, for 

reasons set out elsewhere in Gatwick’s response, unlikely to be safe to operate 

at the levels indicated by Heathrow Airport Ltd (740,000 ATMs). There is 

further significant doubt as to whether the reconfiguration involved in ‘T’ and 

‘R’, which involve very significant change to airspace arrangements that have 

existed at Heathrow for many years, could ever likely be acceptable due to the 

high numbers of people who would be newly affected.  

 

Whilst we have severe doubts about the plausibility of such wholesale 

reconfiguration of airspace that all options would entail, and more generally 

the level of traffic that all three airspace options could support, if all three 

airspace options are considered by the Commission to be plausible at the 

levels of traffic assessed, it is essential that all three are fully assessed against 

the appraisal framework noise scorecard. This should cover carbon traded 

(high) as well as carbon capped (low) forecasts, and impacts on noise sensitive 

amenities as well as residential population.  

 

Furthermore, on the basis that the future airspace options for the Do-

Something cases are considered plausible then there is no reason why 

equivalent airspace designs would not also be plausible for the Do-Minimum 

cases. The three airspace options should therefore be equally applied to 

respective ‘T’, R’ and ‘N’ Do-Minimum cases in the same way that the 

Commission has applied steeper approaches to both cases.  In the absence of 

such further work the ‘T’ and ‘R’ option assessments are likely to have 

significantly understated the impacts of alternative routes and the ‘N’ Option, 

the option that has an airspace design closest to the current ‘Do-Minimum’, 

provides the most appropriate comparison. 

 

Whist it is true that the choice of the ‘T’, ‘R’ or ‘N’ options could be made later, 

it is important to note that at some point a choice would have to be made 

because all three cannot be operated concurrently.  We would urge the 

Commission to consider which of the three airspace options is most likely to 

                                                      
(1) T - minimise Total population affected. 

N - minimise Newly affected population. 

R - maximise Respite to affected populations. 
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occur in the event Heathrow was to expand and to adopt and complete the 

assessment findings for that option. Alternatively we consider that the 

Commission should at this stage attach most weight to the assessment that 

leads to the greatest impacts and is based more closely on legacy airspace 

arrangements (i.e. the ‘N’ airspace option). This would ensure that potential 

future impacts of the Heathrow NWR options are not understated and are 

based on an airspace option that is closer to current arrangements and on 

which the Do-Minimum case is based.  In this case it will be important to 

complete the assessment of the ‘N’ option by considering impacts at a carbon 

traded level of traffic and a full assessment of noise sensitive buildings. 

  

The Commission’s assessment of the Heathrow options has identified ‘Newly 

Affected’ and ‘Newly Removed’ (ie those that would move from within a 

noise contour to outside it) populations. The Heathrow ‘T’ and ‘R’ options 

generally lead to lower number of people affected but very large increases the 

numbers of people that would be newly affected. We are pleased that the 

Commission has quantified this data and we would urge the Commission to 

resist the temptation to ‘net off’ the ‘winners’ from the ‘losers’ which would in 

the case of Heathrow severely under-represent the numbers of people who 

would be negatively affected by the proposal.  

 

The numbers of ‘newly affected’ schools and noise sensitive buildings should 

be similarly considered. 

 

Forecasts and Night Noise Impacts 

 

The primary inputs to the noise modelling, at least in terms of identifying 

changes, are the air traffic forecasts.  The outer noise contour areas are many 

square kilometres.  Consequently, small changes to the contour areas create 

changes in populations that appear large.  Accordingly, the Commission 

warns against attaching too much confidence in the population estimates: 

 

Given the wider limitations of ATM forecasts, projected fleet mixes and schedules, 

there is a risk that the results are accorded a level of accuracy and precision that is 

inappropriate for the level of assessment undertaken. [Noise Baseline Report p16]] 

 

Some of the subtle comparisons that rely on challenging air traffic forecasts, 

for example in the National Assessment, should therefore be considered to 

have a low level of certainty. 

 

Forecasting how demand for flights will be divided by hour throughout the 

day, evening and night is particularly difficult, yet is essential to the noise 

assessment for the night period.  Noise at night has a greater impact than the 

same level of noise during the day, and it is consequently often of greater 

concern to the local population.  It is for this reason that the Night Flight 

Restrictions have been in place for many years at Gatwick and Heathrow, 

restricting the number of flights between 2330 and 0600 hours.  Both 

promoters and the Commission appear to have assumed these restrictions will 

prevail in the future so that flights in this 6.5 hour period will not increase. 
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However, the Commission’s forecasts adopt an inconsistent approach for the 

other night periods 2300-2330 hours and 0600-0700 hours, the so-called 

‘shoulder hours.  This is explored in some detail in Section 2.5. 

 

For Gatwick, growth in the shoulder hours is expected to be restrained in all 

scenarios, but for Heathrow a very different forecast is used.  For Heathrow, 

in the Do-Minimum the Commission assumes considerable growth in the 

shoulder periods (2300-2330 and 0600-0700 hours) in the timeframe 2030 to 

2050 as a result of forecast ‘growth in the Americas and Far East routes’ [5. 

Noise Baseline p iv].  The effect of this in the Do-Minimum is that populations 

within the LNight (2300-0700 hours) contour continue to fall between now and 

2030 consistent with past trends, and then significantly increase populations 

over the timeframe 2030 to 2050 from 271,200 to 373,100, ie an increase of 

102,000 people.  This seems both implausible and unlikely to be acceptable.  

The effect of this considerable increase in noise exposure in the Do-Minimum 

is to make the Heathrow NWR Do-Something options appear to reduce night 

noise because it is assumed that with increased capacity of a third runway the 

shoulder hour flights would shift out of the night period. 

The effect of this unrealistic assumption is that the Heathrow NWR scheme 

appears to reduce noise exposure in the whole night (2300-0700 hours) metrics 

(LNight and Lden). 

 

National Noise Assessment 

 

There are several aspects of the Local assessment, referred to above (and 

reported in Chapters 2 and 3), that result in the impact of the Heathrow NWR 

scheme being under-estimated.  These flow through to equivalent under-

estimates in the Commission’s National Assessment.  Little weight should 

therefore be attached to the National assessment at this stage. 

 

The national noise assessment is based on a complex attempt to forecast 

changes in aircraft demand across 13 airports, and it is based on the carbon 

capped (low) air traffic forecast.  The general conclusion reached by the 

Commission is that nationally the Heathrow NWR scheme reduces noise 

exposure whereas Gatwick R2 creates no change.  This conclusion could be 

different if the issues we raise on the local assessment for the Heathrow NWR 

scheme are addressed.   

 

It will be important to also undertake the assessment based on the carbon 

traded forecasts to ensure a full assessment of the potential national noise 

impacts of the two airport development options.  The carbon traded forecasts 

show different patterns of air traffic and may result in a different conclusion 

for the National noise assessment. The Commission should consider other 

forecasts than just the carbon capped for its national assessment. 

 

We consider that the national assessment would therefore benefit from 

reconsideration.  A simpler and equally informative approach which the 
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Commission could consider would be to examine the impacts of only Gatwick 

and Heathrow and in two scenarios: 

 

• Gatwick 1 runway and Heathrow 3 runways (1+3); and 

• Gatwick 2 runways and Heathrow 2 runways (2+2). 

 

We have provided our assessment using this comparison in our report 

‘Assessment of Heathrow North-West Runway: Air Noise, July 2014.  It is now 

possible to repeat this comparison using the modelling results provided by the 

Commission, for both Heathrow and Gatwick, as reported below. 

 

Comparison of Options – Local Assessment 

 

If, as we suggest, the Commission was to assess the higher Carbon Traded 

forecasts for the Heathrow N (minimise Newly Affected) and R (maximise 

Respite) schemes, and compare them with the impacts of their equivalent Do-

Minimum in terms of the routes likely to be flown in 2040 and 2050 for a 2 

runway Heathrow higher impacts would be found. 

 

The Commission has under-estimated the impact of the Heathrow NWR 

option for several reasons as outlined above. However, on the basis of the 

Commission’s assessment of the N (minimise Newly affected) option routes 

against a comparable Do-Minimum, and our interpolation of the High 

forecasts from the Low forecasts in 2050 (so as to assess a worst case for all 

airports as required by UK transport appraisal guidelines) we have estimated 

the impacts of the Heathrow NWR option.  Figure 1 shows the estimated noise 

impact trend over time for the Heathrow NWR N Scheme and the Gatwick R2 

proposal. 
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Figure 1 Heathrow NWR N Option* and Gatwick R2 Trends in Noise Impacts 

* The High (Carbon Traded Low Cost is King) forecasts are interpolated from the Low forecasts 

(see text) 

 

The 2050 high forecast for Gatwick adds 26,200 people within the Lden 55dB, 

compared to an estimated 200,000 for the Heathrow NWR N option, ie the 

Gatwick R2 scheme would affect approximately 13% of the numbers affected 

by Heathrow NWR scheme. 

The Commission should pay particular attention to those newly affected (for 

the reasons given in Section 2.7 of this report), for which the proportion 

affected by Gatwick R2 is even smaller, even though this is the Heathrow 

option that has been designed to minimise the population newly affected.  

Similarly, the number of schools affected by the Gatwick R2 scheme is about 

10% of those that would be affected by Heathrow NWR scheme. 

 

To put the impact of the Heathrow NWR option into perspective, the 

Commission’s Noise Baseline Report includes population exposure estimates 

for 13 UK airports in 2013.  The estimated increased population impact given 

above for the Heathrow NWR N option (Lden 55dB 200,000 people in 2050 for 
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the high forecast) is 20% of the total national noise exposure for all 13 airports 

(1,006,000 people) in 2013. 

 

Comparison of Options - National Assessment 

 

Our report ‘Assessment of Heathrow North-West Runway: Air Noise, July 2014’ 

considered the ‘1+3’ versus ‘2+2’  approach outlined above using our own 

modelling for Gatwick with 1 or 2 runways and of Heathrow airport with 2 or 

3 runways.  It is now possible to repeat this comparison using the modelling 

results provided by the Commission, for both Heathrow and Gatwick 

 

In line with national noise assessment guidelines all airports should be 

assessed at close to capacity.  Hence, from the Commission’s assessment the 

2050 carbon traded assessment results are most appropriate (extrapolated for 

the Heathrow N Option as discussed in Section 3.3 of the main report).  If we 

consider the long term case where the other UK airports would all be at or 

close to capacity, their impacts can be omitted from the comparison between 

the Gatwick or Heathrow expansion options because all these other airports 

would be at capacity in either case.  In addition any minor changes to impacts 

at these smaller airports would be small compared to the changes being 

created at Gatwick or Heathrow. 

 

Figure 2 provides the results for Lden 55 in 2050, where ‘3+1’ represents the 

addition of a third runway at Heathrow and the existing runway at Gatwick, 

and ‘2+2’ represents the addition of a second runway at Gatwick and the 

existing two runways at Heathrow. 

 

Figure 2 2+2 and 3+1 Populations in Lden 55 Contour, 2050, Carbon Traded. 

 

The green bars in Figure 2 show the additional negative national impact of 

expanding Heathrow (1+3) over expanding Gatwick (2+2).  In terms of 

exposure to noise levels above Leq 54dB the benefit of the Gatwick expansion 

option is 186,000 fewer people impacted nationally.  In terms of exposure to 
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noise levels above Lden 55dB the benefit of the Gatwick expansion option is 

175,000 fewer people impacted nationally.   

 

This analysis shows quite clearly that the national impact of expanding 

Gatwick is considerably less than that of expanding Heathrow. 

 

Tranquillity 

 

Paragraph 3.34 of the Commission’s Consultation Report identifies Gatwick’s 

advantage over Heathrow in terms of the significantly lower number of 

people affected, but also observes that areas around Gatwick are rural and 

have high levels of tranquillity that would be adversely affected.  There is a 

similar reference, at paragraph 9.14, to tranquil areas around Gatwick in the 

Gatwick Airport Second Runway Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment. 

 

The Aviation Policy Framework gives guidance on aviation noise and states 

the Government’s aim: 

 

• ‘to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK 

significantly affected by aircraft noise’.  

 

The emphasis in aviation noise policy is to limit significant impacts, on people.  

Whilst there is a requirement to consider quiet areas in airport Noise Action 

Plans, the emphasis is again on people affected at their homes.   

 

The Gatwick scheme would impact areas of countryside in general that are 

quieter than parts of urban areas.  It would not impact any National Parks and 

would have a negligible impact on one AONB.  The designated countryside 

areas affected around Gatwick lie in a region of relatively low population 

(compared to London) and provide health benefit to relatively few users.  In 

contrast, the Heathrow NWR scheme would impact several major London 

parks and gardens that are used by millions of Londoners.   

 

The Heathrow NWR scheme T and R options direct flights away from 

residential areas and over less populated areas that, it is now clear, include 

several parks and gardens that offer millions of Londoners relief from the 

daily hubbub of life in the capital.  The considerably greater impact of the 

Heathrow NWR scheme on these areas is something that the Commission 

should take into consideration in deciding the merits of the T and R options, 

as well as the effects of Heathrow expansion more generally. 

 

Further Work undertaken by Gatwick Since May 

 

The potential benefits of displacing runway thresholds, steeper angles of 

approach and more precise aircraft routing at Gatwick are small, mainly due 

to the fact that the noise impacted populations around Gatwick are small.  

This is in contrast to the Heathrow NWR case where much has been made of 

the benefits available.  However, all of these benefits rely on future 
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development of technologies rather than the addition of a new runway, so 

they would in any event be available in the Do-Minimum case, and as such 

should not form part of the assessment of the noise impacts of a new runway.  

The Commission’s modelling of Gatwick and GAL’s earlier work has not 

taken into account these potential benefits. 

 

There may be substantial benefits (in percentage terms) available at Gatwick 

through refining the aircraft routes from the new runway at Gatwick, as there 

would be at Heathrow.  The Gatwick assessment has been cautious by 

assuming robust flight routes and discounting, at this stage at least, more 

optimistic possibilities, whereas the Heathrow NW assessment is predicated 

on radically revised airspace options with no certainty of the options being 

safely operable let alone deliverable. 

 

Overall Rating of Schemes 

 

We support the Commission’s overall evaluation of the Heathrow schemes as 

‘significant adverse’ and Gatwick as ‘adverse’.  However, it is inferred in 

Heathrow NWR Business Case and Sustainability Assessment that Heathrow 

could get closer to ‘adverse’ as a result of further mitigations.  The Heathrow 

NWR scheme is already highly mitigated, and given the vastly greater scale of 

impacts compared to Gatwick, it would be wrong to imply that the Heathrow 

noise impacts could be mitigated to be anywhere near as small as those for 

Gatwick. In fact for the reasons set out, the evaluation ratings for Heathrow 

are based on understated impacts of the Heathrow options. 

 

The ratings of ‘adverse and ‘significant adverse’ in fact do not properly reflect 

the relative difference in impacts for the environmental noise topic that, as the 

Commission notes, generates the most intense emotions (para 2.75 of CR). The 

national policy objective “To limit and, where possible, reduce the number of people 

in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise” and the Commission’s Appraisal 

Framework objective “To minimise and where possible reduce noise impacts” 

would be best served by expanding Gatwick rather than Heathrow. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Airports Commission (The Commission) is evaluating short listed 

schemes for a second runway at Gatwick, a third North West runway at 

Heathrow and an Extended Northern Runway at Heathrow. In November 

2014 it launched a public consultation to seek views to inform its 

considerations.  Gatwick Airport Ltd’s (GAL) main response to the 

consultation questions is provided in the Gatwick Airport Limited Response to 

Airports Commission Consultation. This report provides our technical response 

on Air Noise, Module 5 of the Appraisal Framework. 

 

GAL and HAL in particular have already produced considerable data on Air 

Noise and the Commission comments on this include the following: 

 

GAL:  ‘…the [Promoter’s] predictions for noise exposure are more likely 

to be over estimates than under estimates’. [Local Assessment 

P74] 

 

HAL:  ‘In almost all cases, the exposure metrics in the Promoters 

submission are substantially lower than the corresponding AC 

figure’. [Local Assessment P203] 

 

We welcome the Commission’s independent assessment based on their own 

forecast and modelling, and our commentary in this response focuses on the 

Commission’s results rather than any Promoters data. 

 

The Commission’s Consultation Report requests comments on its assessment, 

including views on the accuracy, relevance and breadth of the assessments it 

has undertaken and the conclusions that might be drawn from them.  

Chapters 2-5 provide our response to the Air Noise assessment.  We provide 

our thoughts on methodology in Chapter 2, on the Local Assessment in 

Chapter 3 and on the National Assessment in Chapter 4.  In Chapter 5 we 

comment on tranquillity, and in Chapter 6 we provide a summary of 

additional work carried out by GAL to consider further mitigation to reduce 

impacts. Chapter 7 gives our conclusions. 
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2 COMMENTS ON APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY 

2.1 THE AC APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK 

Following consultation, the final Appraisal Framework in April 2014 for 

Module 5 Air Noise laid out the method the Commission would use to assess 

the relative merits of the Promoters’ schemes. The key principles included: 

 

• a Local Assessment to assess the direct noise impacts from each scheme 

on the local population, and a National Assessment to assess the net 

effect nationally, ie at all airports; 

 

• comparisons between the Do-Something and Do-Minimum scenarios; 

 

• predictions for the absolute, and changes in, numbers of people 

affected, and of the numbers of people newly affected or removed; 

 

• predictions for the absolute, and changes in, the number of amenities 

exposed to different levels of noise (eg schools, hospitals, community 

centres, places of worship etc), and of the numbers newly affected or 

removed; 

 

• a Noise Scorecard presenting predictions for noise exposure in terms of 

Leq 16 hour, Leq, 8 hour night, Lden, N70 day and N60 night metrics; 

 

• monetisation of the stated impacts; and 

 

• noise impacts to be modelled over a 60 year appraisal period.  

 

There is a great deal of information on Air Noise provided in the 

Commission’s consultation Air Noise reports and the Commission is to be 

commended for the very extensive noise modelling exercise it has carried out 

for the three short listed schemes over a range of demand forecasts and 

assessment years, and the assessment results it has reported in the 

consultation reports that address many, but by no means all, of the Appraisal 

Framework requirements.   

 

The remainder of this chapter comments on the Commission’s assessment 

using the Appraisal Framework, including where we feel the data and 

assumptions and methodology used should be reconsidered and where there 

are omissions requiring additional analysis. 

 

 

2.2 AIRPORTS COMMISSION ASSESSMENT LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The primary inputs to the noise modelling, at least in terms of identifying 

changes, are the air traffic forecasts (and we comment on some aspects of 
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these forecasts below).  The outer noise contour areas are many square 

kilometres.  Consequently, small changes to the contour areas create changes 

in populations that appear large.  For example, at Heathrow, a 1dB decrease 

typically produces a decrease in the area of the outer contours of about 15%.  

This may decrease the population within those contours by several tens of 

thousands of people because the population density around Heathrow in 

many areas is very high.  Yet this 1dB decrease could arise by only increasing 

slightly the proportion of noisier older aircraft retired (eg retiring the final 

12% of a fleet of aircraft 5dB noisier than the rest of the fleet).  These small 

changes in the forecast assumptions create large changes in populations 

reported in the Noise Scorecard.  On page 16, under the heading Limitation 

and Assumptions, the Noise Baseline Report notes: 

 

Given the wider limitations of ATM forecasts, projected fleet mixes and schedules, 

there is a risk that the results are accorded a level of accuracy and precision that is 

inappropriate for the level of assessment undertaken. [Noise Baseline Report p16]]. 

 

Some of the subtle comparisons that rely on challenging air traffic forecasts, 

for example in the National Assessment, should therefore be considered to 

have a low level of certainty. We support the Commission acknowledging this 

limitation in the Noise Baseline Report. 

 

Whilst the AppraisalFramework indicated that the noise assessment would 

consider noise changes over a period of 60 years, the Commission’s report has 

in fact considered only a period of up to 2050, approximately 25 years after the 

new runways would open.  This is no doubt due to the uncertainties in 

forecasting this far ahead and the dangers in noise modelling with this 

uncertainty as noted above.  However, we note and support the Commission’s 

intention to consider the long term impacts of the new runway when air traffic 

is at or near runway capacities, not just the effects soon after opening. 

 

 

2.3 ACCEPTED UK NOISE ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE 

The Commission consulted widely on its Appraisal Framework and we 

acknowledge the Noise Scorecard as providing a sound foundation on which 

to appraise impacts on populations and noise sensitive amenities arising from 

the shortlisted schemes.  However, there are areas of interpretation which we 

feel are critical to achieving a robust comparison of schemes. 

In the UK the DfT’s Transport Appraisal Guidelines (webTAG), in the 

Environment module, provides a methodology for assessing noise impacts 

from new roads and railways.  The guidelines indicate that a noise assessment 

should consider a future case which represents the transport infrastructure 

operating at its noisiest, ie in a long term, future scenario when it is at or near 

to its capacity.  The Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 

(IEMA) has recently published its Guidelines for Environmental Noise Impact 

Assessment (Versions 1.2, November 2014) which gives consistent guidance, 

eg in Section 5 on Relevant Years it states: 
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‘In fact, the baseline should be determined for whichever year in the 15 years after 

opening is predicted to lead to the highest noise levels from the new road’ 

As such the carbon capped (ie ‘low’); forecasts and the assessments for 2030 

are not particularly useful for the noise assessment.  The 2030 low forecast 

results for Heathrow NWR, in some cases show benefits for a highly mitigated 

scheme over the Do-Minimum due to a low utilised runway, should therefore 

be afforded little weight within the appraisal.  

HAL has for some time been making a central claim for Air Noise: 

‘A 3 runway Heathrow will affect less people than Heathrow does today’. 

This is a comparison between the future Do-Something and current (today’s) 

conditions.  This is contrary to TAG methodologies for noise assessments, and 

the Commission dismisses this as ‘not a comparison required by the noise appraisal 

module’ [Local Assessment, p206].  We welcome this. 

This section of the Local Assessment also notes that ‘far greater reduction in 

current daytime exposure would be realised in the 2030 and 2040 Do-Minimums than 

the NWR options (eg a reduction of 184,450 people exposed to 54 dB LAeq 16hr or 

greater in 2040).  These reductions are due to the forecast changes in fleet mix and the 

constrained growth forecast for the DM scenarios’.  

We very much support the fact that the Commmission has confirmed that 

Heathrow’s central case and claim is not an appropriate method for 

undertaking the assessment. 

 

2.4 DO-MINIMUM VS DO-SOMETHING 

The TAG methodology, as in the Appraisal Framework, requires the noise 

assessment to compare the future most likely Do-Something with the Do-

Minimum in the same year.  The meaning of the Do-Minimum is clear; as 

opposed to the Do-Nothing which it also describes (ie the future case with 

more traffic but no other likely changes).   

 

The Commission’s Baseline Noise Report provides a comprehensive 

assessment of the Do-Minimum cases for the three new runway options.  

These Do-Minimums are used extensively across the Local Assessment and 

National Assessment Technical Reports, and we support this methodology.  

However, the Consultation Report and individual Airport Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment reports also include comparisons with the 2013 

case. Whilst this may provide helpful context it may be misleading to some 

readers. 

 

The Consultation Report and individual Airport Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment reports also refer extensively to the 2030 cases 

which, for the reasons mentioned above, are of limited relevance to the noise 

assessment.  They also focus on the Carbon Capped ‘low’ traffic forecasts 

which similarly are lower noise impact scenarios and consequently are of 
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limited relevance to the correct assessment of noise impacts.  The 

Commission’s consultation reports consider a range of forecast scenarios.  In 

order to follow accepted UK noise assessment practice (as indicated by the 

IEMA guidelines referred to above) the noise assessment should be based on 

the upper end of the range of plausible forecasts, so as not to understate the 

potential noise impacts which could mislead readers of the documents and 

decision makers and/or lead to an understatement of the mitigation required. 

 

The Local Noise Assessment report does partially consider the higher 

forecasts under the Carbon Traded forecasts, which are a more appropriate 

basis for the noise assessment.  In the case of Heathrow NWR, only the 

Minimise Total Impacts ‘T’ options is assessed.  The Minimise New ‘N’ 

options and the Maximise Respite ‘R’ options should also be assessed with the 

higher Carbon Traded air traffic forecasts. 

 

 

2.5 AIR TRAFFIC FORECASTS 

As noted above in Section 2.2, the air traffic forecasts (in terms of the numbers 

of flights, the fleet mix and the noise emissions of the various aircraft types) 

are very important to the noise modelling and the forecast of noise exposure 

within given contours that result. 

 

A further challenge to the air traffic forecaster is to determine what time of 

day the future demand will fall into; the day (0700-1900), evening (1900-2300) 

or night (2300-0700).  Whilst this distinction may be of little importance to 

overall traffic figures, the shift of flights into the evening or night is very 

important to the noise impacts that arise because the community is more 

sensitive to noise at these times.  Appropriately night Leq 8 hour (2300-0700 

hours) noise is assessed against Leq levels that are around 10dB lower, and the 

Scorecard 24 hour metric Lden gives a 5dB penalty for flights in the evening 

and a 10 dB penalty for flights in the night. 

 

At both Gatwick and Heathrow the Government’s Night Flight Restrictions 

place limits on flights in the 6.5 hour period from 2330 to 0600 hours.  Both 

Promoters and the Commission appear to have assumed these restrictions will 

prevail in the future so that flights in this 6.5 hour period will not increase.  

However, the Commission’s forecasts adopt an inconsistent approach for the 

other night periods 2300-2330 hours and 0600-0700 hours, the so-called 

shoulder hours. 

For Gatwick the Commission forecasts expect night flights (2300-0700 hours) 

to remain roughly constant from 2030 to 2050 in the Do-Minimum and R2 

cases, with both Do-Minimum and Do-Something Leq 8 hr night contours 

shrinking in this period as aircraft noise emission levels reduce slightly. 

For Heathrow a very different forecast is used.  The expectation is that in the 

Night Quota period (2330 to 0600 hours) there will be no growth in the Do-

Minimum or Do-Something cases.  However, in the Do-Minimum the 
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Commission assumes considerable growth in the shoulder periods (2300-2330 

and 0600-0700 hours) in the timeframe 2030 to 2050 as a result of forecast 

‘growth in the Americas and Far East routes’ [5. Noise Baseline p iv].  The 

effect of this in the Do-Minimum is that populations within the LNight (2300-

0700 hours) contour continue to fall between now and 2030 consistent with 

past trends, and then significantly increase  over the timeframe 2030 to 2050 

from 271,200 to 373,100, ie an increase of 102,000, as shown in Figure 2.1.  This 

seems both implausible and unlikely to be acceptable given the extent of 

concern over noise at night around Heathrow which has led to successive 

governments seeking to protect residents against such increases in noise at 

night.   

In the 2050 Do-Something it is claimed these flights will reschedule to daytime 

as runway capacity is increased with the third runway, reducing the 

population down to 295,800 (in the carbon capped scenario).  Thus the third 

runway appears to reduce night noise exposure by 77,300 people. Figure 2.1 

shows the Commission’s population exposure forecasts for Heathrow.   

Figure 2.1 Heathrow NWR LNight Population Exposure Forecasts 

 

The rise in night noise forecast for Heathrow in the Do-Minimum from 2030 to 

2050 clearly defies the historical trend at Heathrow.  

It is not clear if Heathrow flights to these destinations would, in fact be 

rescheduled to daytime hours, nor if in the longer term, as the third runway 

capacity is taken up, this effect would once again reverse as it is predicted to 

in the two runway case. There is clearly a difference in approach to the night 

forecasts between Gatwick and Heathrow that gives the impression that in the 

long term Heathrow can reduce night noise more so than Gatwick.  We note 

that Heathrow may serve more long haul destinations, but the difference in 

night traffic forecast is not accounted for by this alone. 
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This issue clearly affects LNight contours, but it similarly influences the Lden and 

N60 contours required in the noise scorecard, so the analysis of population 

exposures in terms of these metrics should similarly be reconsidered. 

In summary we consider that the assessment would benefit from 

reconsideration of the Do-Minimum forecasts for Heathrow in relation to 

assumptions that control the shoulder hour air traffic forecasts. 

 

 

2.6 OPERATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 

2.6.1 Future Airspace Assumptions 

The Commission has asked Promoters to explore options to mitigate noise 

impacts, and of course this is supported.  As future technologies come 

forward these may open up new opportunities to reduce noise impacts, and 

these technologies should be fully embraced by any airport that has an impact 

on its neighbours. This also applies whether or not it has built new 

infrastructure such as a new or extended runway.  According to the polluter 

pays principle, the greater the noise impact the greater these efforts should be. 

 

For example, it is quite possible that in the future large commercial aircraft 

will land with slightly steeper angles of approach at Heathrow and Gatwick, 

reducing noise from arriving aircraft slightly.  We note the Commission’s 

noise modelling has adopted 3.2 degree approach slopes from 2040, in the Do-

Something and Do-Minimum cases.  This is entirely appropriate as aircraft 

could equally approach at 3.2 degrees to an existing runway as they could to a 

new runway. 

 

Considering rerouting aircraft using new navigation technologies that would 

allow sharper turns and more curved approaches, the Commission’s noise 

modelling adopts these technologies for the Do-Something cases for the 

Heathrow NWR option but not for the Do-Minimum.  No explanation is 

provided as to why the same assumptions have not been applied to the Do-

Minimum. Indeed there is no reason to believe these technologies should not 

be assumed for a two runway Heathrow if they are assumed for a three 

runway Heathrow.  So, the T, N, and R routings options (1) proposed by 

Heathrow should equally be applied in respective Do-Minimum cases.  

Indeed as part of the 2020 Future Airspace Strategy and London Airspace 

Management Plan, given the pressure and commitment of HAL to minimise 

noise, it seems inevitable that if these routing options prove to be plausible, 

they would be applied to a two runway Heathrow at that time.  

 

                                                      
(1) T - minimise Total population affected. 

N - minimise Newly affected population. 

R - maximise Respite to affected populations. 
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If these routing options are plausible for a three runway Heathrow at a given 

time in the future, there is no reason why they should not also be considered 

plausible for a two runway Heathrow at that point in time. 

 

As such the Do-Minimum modelling needs to be reconsidered for the T and R 

airspace options.  Of the three options assessed by the Commission, the 

comparison of the Do-Minimum of current routes with the N option is the 

more valid comparison because the routes used in the N option more closely 

reflect the Do-Minimum routes that have been assumed.  Unfortunately the 

Commission’s assessment provides more detail for the T option.  If the 

Commission is unable to model appropriate Do-Minimum routes then the 

same level of comparison should be provided for the N Option, including the 

higher Carbon Traded forecast which is currently missing. 

 

In contrast the routes adopted in the Gatwick R2 modelling are consistent 

with those flown today, so there is no inconsistency in approach between the 

Do-Something and Do-Minimum cases.  

 

The flight routes assumed in the Commission’s noise modelling for the 

Heathrow NWR option are those suggested by HAL, as illustrated in Figures 

4.3, 4.3 and 4.4 of the Local Assessment, reproduced in Figure 2.2 below. 

Figure 2.2 Heathrow NWR Assumed New Flight Routes 
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HAL’s Heathrow North-West Runway Air and Ground Noise Assessment report, 18 

June 2014, describes how the airport with 3 runways would operate under 4 

runway Modes and Figure 4.6 of that report gives an example for westerly 

operations illustrated diagrammatically and reproduced below in Figure 2.3. 

 

Figure 2.3 Heathrow NWR's Proposed 4 Modes of Operation 

 

This new way of operating the runways has some features that we understand 

have not been proved feasible.  The curved approaches that are required 

would align aircraft on final approach with others on the adjacent runway. 

Aircraft on approach to the southern runway from the north would need to 

cross the straight in routes to the northern and central runways, and vice 

versa.  This would require new routes over London affecting new populations 

which would affect the noise impacts. Similarly aircraft departing from the 

central runway would appear to turn over the outer runway routes.  Steeper 

approaches may also limit aircraft routings.  Whilst some of these measures 

may be possible in isolation, it is likely that when combined they would 

compromise the total capacity of a three runway Heathrow.  GAL’s Airspace 

and Operational Concepts Report provides further details.  We have seen no 

evidence that such a complex way of operating the airport is feasible at the 

stated levels of air traffic. We also question its acceptability and plausibility 

given the fundamental redesigns involved and the evidence of opposition to 

recent airspace change proposals. But if the Commission considers it plausible 

then it needs to do the assessment on fair and equitable bases, and with 

greater understanding of how the flight paths would be designed to avoid 

conflicts. 

 

By contrast the Gatwick two runway proposal is simple, robust and uses 

proven safe operating principles. 

 

 
D - Departures 

L – Landing 

DL – Departures and Landings 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GAL 

10 

2.6.2 Respite 

Figure 2.3 also indicates the areas of ‘respite’ planned for the Heathrow NWR 

option.  Although these relatively small areas appear to be free from direct 

overflights for certain periods, it would be wrong to suppose that aircraft 

flying adjacent to them would not contribute to noise levels in these areas.  

 

It is not clear how often runway modes would be changed.  Changing modes 

would create some complex airspace management challenges and reduce 

throughput.  The noise modelling assumes equal periods for all 4 modes.  This 

would mean that ‘respite’ for the zones by the outer runways would be 

offered only for ¼ of the time.  It is very unclear if residents would in fact 

notice any real benefit from this and no evidence is given that that they would.  

In fact night flights at Heathrow already cycle around runways to offer respite 

and we are not aware of this offering any reported benefit to the communities 

affected.  

 

The Commission will need to consider the benefit of claimed respite in the 

Heathrow NWR scheme, as well as the doubts we share over the plausibility 

of the R routes required to achieve it. 

 

 

2.7 POPULATIONS NEWLY AFFECTED 

Whilst a strategic assessment could consider the net change in populations 

affected, a local assessment should consider both those that are negatively 

impacted and those that benefit.  The appraisal framework rightly requires 

these to be quantified as ‘newly affected’ and the Commission reports also 

quantify ‘newly removed’ for those that benefit.  

In practice the benefits perceived by those people newly removed will be less 

than the dis-benefit perceived by those newly affected for the following 

reasons.  Heathrow airport has been in operation for over 50 years.  Its current 

noise pattern is well established and its airspace has, as we understand it, 

changed little for many years.  Therefore people moving by choice to the area 

it affects will tend to be people who are less sensitive to noise than the newly 

affected people or who would have factored noise impacts in their decisions to 

move to these areas.  People living in affected areas may take steps to 

accommodate the noise, for example through noise insulation or changes to 

the use of their outside space.  By contrast, people who are newly affected by a 

change in aircraft noise may be more sensitive to it and will need to make 

adjustments to their homes and use of outside space to accommodate it.  They 

may well have purposefully chosen to move to areas to avoid being under 

flight paths.  This partly explains why, as recently experienced at both 

Gatwick and Heathrow, trials of new routes routinely generate very 
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significant opposition1 and why the government attaches weight to legacy 

airspace arrangements when considering airspace changes.  

It is therefore quite misleading to trade off newly removed from newly 

affected populations. Newly affected populations can be expected to be highly 

aggrieved and we urge the Commission to therefore consider the weight it 

attaches to the impacts on newly affected people, as against impacts where 

existing affected people are affected to a greater extent.  

The new runway at Gatwick would create very few newly removed 

populations, so trading off is not a particular issue at Gatwick, whereas it is at 

Heathrow.  Figure 2.4 maps the newly affected and newly removed populated 

areas for the Heathrow NWR scheme for the T option (minimise total affected) 

carbon capped forecast in 2050, Lden 55dB.  The population densities ae 

indicated by the red shading. 

Figure 2.4 Heathrow Newly Affected and Newly Removed, 2050 Carbon Capped (Low 

forecast), Minimise Total Affected ‘T’ Option  

 

The total newly removed (those areas within the blue Do-Minimum, but 

outside the black Do-Something) is 264,200 people in places such as Battersea, 

Fulham, Putney, Barnes and Mortlake.  The total newly affected (those areas 

outside the blue Do-Minimum but inside the black Do-Something) is 320,700 

people including part of Windsor, Slough, Langley, West Drayton, Hayes, 

Brentford, Hammersmith, Acton, Chiswick, Bayswater and Notting Hill.  

Whilst the net increase is 56,500, it would be quite wrong to use this as an 

                                                      
1 In 2013 there were 19,000 noise complaints at Heathrow. In 2014, following the introduction of the ‘Ascot Trial’ – a trial 

that was subsequently curtailed – the number of complaints increased to 144,000.  In 2013 Gatwick received 2,500 

complaints but this increased to 22,000 in 2014 primarily as a result of the ‘ADNID’trial. 
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indicator of the local noise impact. 320,000 newly affected people is a very 

significant number. 

Whilst this example is the T option, a similar comparison can be made for the 

R option. Consequently for the T and R options the Commission should 

consider very carefully the numbers of people newly affected, as opposed to 

just the net change in the totals affected. 

The figures for the carbon traded forecast are not available, but would lead to 

higher numbers of newly affected and lower numbers of newly removed. The 

difference between newly affected and newly removed would also be higher 

because the Do-Minimum contour has, for the reasons set out earlier, been 

overstated. 

The equivalent data for the Leq 16 hr 57dB populations is shown graphically in 

Figure 2.5. 

Figure 2.5 Heathrow NWR-T Minimise Total Affected people, Carbon Capped, LAeq 16hr 

57dB 

 

By 2050, for the carbon capped forecast there would be 66,100 people newly 

affected in the Leq 16 hr 57dB contour. (The figures for the carbon traded forecast 

are not available, but would be higher).  To put this in context, this compares 

with 4,400 newly affected at Gatwick [AC report 5. Noise Local Assessment 

p22], ie 7% of the impact of Heathrow. 

 

2.8 NOISE SENSITIVE BUILDINGS  

The Appraisal Framework requires not only residential properties to be 

assessed, but also noise sensitive buildings such as schools, hospitals, places of 

worship and community centres.  This is because these places are sensitive to 
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noise, and their functionality can suffer significant impacts because of aircraft 

noise. 

 

The Commission’s Local Assessment report provides counts of the numbers of 

schools, hospitals, and places of worship for the three new runway schemes, 

but for the Heathrow NWR option counts are only provided for some of the 

options proposed by HAL, as discussed below, making a full appraisal not 

possible. 

 

Figure 2.6 summarises the counts provided by the Commission for the 

numbers of schools affected by the Heathrow NWR option under the Carbon 

Capped (Low) forecast for 2040 and 2050.  

 

Figure 2.6 Heathrow NWR – T Minimise Total Affected, Carbon Capped Forecast, 

Schools Affected 

 

These are the net numbers of schools impacted. No information on newly 

affected or newly removed schools is provided.  We consider this to be a 

serious omission, for the same reasons outlined in Section 2.7 above for 

residential buildings, but especially for schools some of which have adapted 

by adding noise insulation to reduce noise levels in teaching areas. 

 

The NWR R option appears to reduce the net number of schools in the 54-

57dB band compared to the Do-Minimum, but increases the numbers above 

57dB.  With the T option the net number of affected schools increases 

compared to the Do-Minimum.  These two Do-Something options use the 

radically revised airspace routings to move flights away from the most 

densely populated areas of west London currently overflown, and in so doing 

would reduce overflying of schools too.  As discussed in Section 2.4, should 

these new technologies become available, they could be implemented whether 

or not a third runway is provided and should therefore also form part of the 

Do-Minimum case. As such the assessment findings are misleading.   
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The minimise newly affected N option, assumes similar routes flown to those 

flown currently, and as such provides a better comparison from the 

information provided by the Commission, of the impact of the third runway 

with a comparable Do-Minimum. The additional (net) number of schools 

impacted in the 2040 and 2050 assessment years is about 100 schools above 

54dB and 30 schools above 57dB.  The equivalent numbers for Gatwick R2 are 

7 and 14 schools above 54dB in 2040 and 2050 and 1 and 2 schools above 57dB 

in 2040 and 2050.  The Leq 54dB figures for Gatwick and Heathrow N option 

are shown side by side in Figure 2.7.  

Figure 2.7 Heathrow R3 and Gatwick R2 Carbon Capped Forecast, Schools In Leq 54dB 

 

 

It can be concluded that the Gatwick option would, on the basis of the 

Commission’s underestimated impacts of Heathrow NW scheme, impact less 

than 1/10th as many schools as the Heathrow NWR option, in the carbon 

capped (Low) forecast.  The Commission should consider the higher forecasts 

so as not to under-estimate the possible impacts at Heathrow. 

 

A similar conclusion can be drawn for other noise sensitive buildings.  

 

 

2.9 CONCLUSIONS ON HOW AC HAS CARRIED OUT ITS AIR NOISE APPRAISAL 

We support the general methodology used by the Commission to assess the 

local noise impacts from the three airport schemes insofar as it provides 

robust noise modelling by ERCD of the air traffic forecasts used, it broadly 

follows the Appraisal Framework and it provides a great deal of objective 

noise assessment material on which to appraise the relative merits of the three 

options. 

 

We note it has not been possible to assess noise over 60 years, and consider the 

2030 assessment, just a few years after opening, of little value to the appraisals 
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of schemes, for the reasons given in Section 2.3. We support the Commission’s 

comparison of Do-Something with Do-Minimum future year scenarios in 2040 

and 2050, and their rejection of HAL’s comparison of future Heathrow R3 

noise levels with current (2013) noise impacts. 

 

We note the Commission has in general adopted the airport promoters’ 

assumptions on aircraft routes.  This has resulted in assessments for Heathrow 

schemes that are complicated by the application of three radically different 

airspace options – ‘T’, ‘R’ and ‘N’.  

 

We consider the radically different airspace routes proposed at Heathrow to 

operate the NWR options in 4 runway modes are unproven, untested and 

unlikely to be safe to operate at the levels indicated by Heathrow Airport Ltd 

(740,000 ATMs). We further doubt whether the reconfiguration which involve 

very significant change to legacy airspace arrangements that have existed at 

Heathrow for many years would ever be acceptable.  

 

Therefore whilst we have severe doubts about the plausibility of such 

wholesale reconfiguration of airspace, and more generally the level of traffic 

that all three airspace options could support, if all three airspace options are 

considered by the Commission to be plausible at the levels of traffic assessed, 

it is essential that all three are fully assessed against the Appraisal Framework 

noise scorecard. This should cover carbon traded (high) as well as carbon 

capped (low) forecasts, and impacts on noise sensitive amenities as well as 

residential population.  

 

The Heathrow NWR proposal is in fact three proposals, one to minimise the 

population newly affected, one to minimise the total affected population and 

one to provide respite.  These three options broadly either keep routes similar 

to now, or move them to less populated areas which inevitably include parks 

and valued open spaced in West London, or provide a mix of the two.  In 

order to consider the Heathrow NWR case the Commission will have to 

consider which of these three options is most plausible.  At present there may 

be a perception that all three options can coexist.  Whilst it is true that the 

choice of options could be made later, it is important to note that at some 

point the choice will have to be made because all three cannot be operated 

concurrently.  The choice will have to be made between keeping routes similar 

to today, changing them radically to reduce the net effect, or aiming to affect 

populations one day (or period) but not the next on the premise that this 

somehow makes them less impacted.   

 

We consider it important to consider the likely worst case in noise 

assessments, and in this regard there is information missing on the higher 

Carbon Traded forecast which the Commission should use in considering the 

relative merits on the three options. 

  

The Commission has identified Newly Affected and Newly Removed 

populations, but should resist the temptation to ‘net off’ the ‘winners’ from the 
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‘losers’ which would in the case of Heathrow severely under-represent the 

numbers of people who would be negatively affected by the proposal.   

 

The numbers of newly affected schools and noise sensitive buildings should 

be similarly considered. 

 

Our comments on the methodology for the National Assessment are provided 

in Chapter 4 below.   

 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GAL 

17 

3 LOCAL ASSESSMENT 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

3.2 THE CORRECT ASSESSMENT YEAR AND FORECAST 

In Section 2.3 we note that in accordance with UK noise impact assessment 

guidelines the noise assessment should focus on the longer term (2040 and 

2050) carbon traded forecasts – these representing the likely upper end of 

forecasts and noise impacts.   

Figure 3.1 shows the noise impact trend over time for both the low and high 

forecast at Heathrow for the T (minimise total) option compared with the 

Commission’s Gatwick R2 scheme impacts.   
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Figure 3.1 Heathrow NWR T Option and Gatwick R2 Trends in Noise Impacts 

 

The 2050 high forecast for Gatwick adds 26,200 people within the Lden 55dB, 

compared to 99,000 for the Heathrow NWR T option, ie approximately 26% of 

Heathrow NWR T. 

Section 2 explains reasons why we feel the Commission has under-estimated 

the impacts of the Heathrow T option. For the reasons discussed in Section 2.4 

and Section 2.6 above, it would be preferable to consider and compare 

Gatwick impacts with the N option, but the High forecast noise impacts are 

not available for that option (see below).   

 

  

 

 

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

800,000

2040 2050

Heathrow - Do

Minimum

Heathrow NWR -T

Low Forecast

Heathrow NWR -T

High Forecast

Gatwick Do-

Minimum

Gatwick Low

Forecast

Gatwick High

Forecast

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

Leq 54dB

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

800,000

2040 2050

Heathrow - Do

Minimum

Heathrow NWR -T

Low Forecast

Heathrow NWR -T

High Forecast

Gatwick Do-

Minimum

Gatwick Low

Forecast

Gatwick High

Forecast

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

Lden 55dB



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GAL 

19 

3.3 AN ACCURATE DO-MINIMUM 

The above comparison is for the T (minimise total) option, which compares 

the radically altered routes in the Do-Something with a Do-Minimum that has 

equivalent routes to today.  For reasons set out earlier this difference in routes 

between the Do-Minimum and the Do-Something understates the likely 

impact. The Commission should compare the T option with a Do-Minimum 

option with equivalent routes based on the principles of the T option.  

The Commission’s assessment of Heathrow NWR’s N option (aimed at 

minimising newly affected people) does use airspace routes in the Do-

Something that more closely reflect those assumed in the Do-Minimum, so it 

can be used to better isolate the impact of the new runway from the effect of 

new routes.  However, the Commission consultation does not provide a high 

forecast.  To see approximately what the effect of the N Option would be with 

high growth we have estimated the populations exposed by assuming the 

same proportionate difference between the high and low growth populations 

as for the T Option (8%).  On that basis Figure 3.2 shows the estimated noise 

impact trend over time for the N Option and compares these with the 

Commission’s carbon traded assessment of Gatwick R2 scheme. 
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Figure 3.2 Heathrow NWR N Option* and Gatwick R2 Trends in Noise Impacts 

*The High (Carbon Traded Low Cost is King) forecasts are interpolated from the Low forecasts 

(see above) 

 

The 2050 high forecast for Gatwick adds 26,200 people within the Lden 55dB, 

compared to an estimated 200,000 for the Heathrow NWR N option, ie the 

Gatwick R2 scheme would affect approximately 13% of the numbers affected 

by Heathrow NWR scheme. 

Both Figures 3.1 and 3.2 show the magnitude of difference in impacts between 

the Gatwick R2 and Heathrow NWR schemes. 

 

3.4 THE T, R AND N OPTIONS FOR HEATHROW NWR  

Figure 3.3 maps the Newly Affected and newly removed for all three variants 

of the Heathrow NWR proposal; the T (minimise total affected), R (maximise 

Respite) and N (minimise Newly Affected) Options, all for the carbon capped 

forecast in 2050, Lden 55dB.   
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Figure 3.3 Heathrow Newly Affected and Newly Removed, 2050 Lden 55dB Carbon 

Capped (Low forecast), T, R and N Options 

 

Minimise Total T Option 

 

 
Maximise Respite R Option 

 
 

Minimise Newly Affected N Option 
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Whichever mode of operation is considered there would be very considerable 

population affected because of the high density of populations in the area.  

The newly affected populations for Lden 55dB in the carbon capped Low 

forecast are as follows, and are plotted in Figure 3.4 along with those for the 

Gatwick R2 and Heathrow ENR schemes: 

 

• Heathrow NWR T (minimise total affected)   320,800; 

• Heathrow NWR R (maximise Respite)    160,400;  

• Heathrow NWR N (minimise Newly affected)  157,900; 

• Heathrow ENR       278,300; 

• Gatwick R2        18,200 

 

Figure 3.4 Populations Newly Affected, Lden 55dB 2050, Carbon Capped (low) Forecast  

 

In terms just of the numbers of people newly affected (Lden 55dB in 2050, 

carbon capped forecast), the Gatwick R2 option affects 6% of the number of 

people newly affected by the Heathrow T option, 7% of the numbers affected 

by the Heathrow ENR option and only 12% of even the Heathrow NWR N 

option – the scheme which has been designed by Heathrow with the specific 

intent to minimise the number of people Newly Affected. 

 

 

3.5 NEXT STEPS AND COMPARISON OF OPTIONS 

If the Commission were to assess the higher forecasts in the Carbon Traded 

options, greater impacts would be found and the difference between Gatwick 

and Heathrow would be even more pronounced. 

 

Furthermore if the Heathrow T and R options were compared with equivalent 

Do-Minimum airspaces for those options these would also be found to have 

higher impacts in 2040 and 2050 compared with the Do-Minimum cases . 
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However, on the basis of our analysis of the N option routes against a 

comparable Do-Minimum, and our interpolation of the High forecasts in 2050 

(so as to assess a worst case for all airports as required by UK transport 

appraisal guidelines) we have estimated that the Gatwick R2 proposal would 

impact approximately 13% of the net populations (newly affected less newly 

removed) impacted by the Heathrow options.   

 

The Commission should also pay particular attention to those newly affected 

(for the reasons given in Section 2.7), for which the proportion at Gatwick is 

even smaller.   

 

Similarly, the number of schools affected by the Gatwick proposal is about 

10% of those for Heathrow N option. 

 

To put the impact of the Heathrow NWR option into perspective, the 

Commission’s Noise Baseline Report includes population exposure estimates 

for 13 UK airports in 2013.  The estimated increased impact of the Heathrow 

NWR N option (Lden 55dB 200,000 people in 2050 for the high forecast) would 

alone represent 20% of the total national noise exposure for all 13 airports 

(1,006,000 people). 

 

In our submission to the Commission in May we discussed the concept of an 

Airport’s Noise Efficiency.  See Box 3.1. 

Box 3.1 Airport Noise Efficiency 

 

 

An airport’s Noise Efficiency is an indicator of how effective it is at moving passengers whilst 

minimising noise disturbance, and this metric is a valuable tool to identify the airport(s) which 

best meet the Government’s policy in this regard and which may therefore be best able to 

accommodate an additional runway whilst still meeting these objectives.  

This graph illustrates the concept as the ratio of its annual passenger throughput to the 

population exposed to a noise level above LDEN 55dB from its air traffic movements. 

 
Based on 2006 data from draft Noise Action Plans. 

 

Based on this metric, in 2006 Gatwick was the most noise efficient and Heathrow was the least 

noise efficient, of the major UK airports in terms of delivering passenger movements per person 

affected by noise.  Gatwick was 30 times more noise efficient than Heathrow. 
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The Heathrow NW proposals include extensive tuning of mitigation by 

developing complex routes which, if feasible, would minimise overflying 

people (at the expense of parks and open areas) and that would improve its 

noise efficiency.  However, the Commission’s analysis in its consultation 

demonstrates that this improvement will still leave it impacting 7-10 times as 

many people as the Gatwick R2 option.  In addition most of the improvements 

could be pursued by Heathrow without a third runway, so the Commission’s 

assessment of the impacts of the Heathrow NWR option have been under-

stated. 
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4 NATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

4.1 AIR TRAFFIC FORECASTS 

The National Assessment of noise is predicated on forecasts for 13 UK airports 

(including Heathrow and Gatwick) for the years 2030, 2040 and 2050, in four 

cases: 

 

• Do-Minimum; 

• Gatwick R2; 

• Heathrow NWR; and 

• Heathrow ENR. 

  

The Topic 5 Noise National Assessment technical report gives the results of 

the noise modelling for the 13 airports, but not the Air Traffic Movement 

(ATM) forecasts used for each. It is based on the carbon capped (assessment of 

need) ‘Low’ forecasts. 

 

The national noise assessment report shows only the regional totals and the 

following national totals: 

 

• Do-Minimum   2,311,000 

• Gatwick R2   2,425,000 

• Heathrow NWR 2,323,000 

 

From these figure the effect of the Gatwick second runway is to increase the 

total number of UK ATMs by 114,000 whereas the effect of the Heathrow 

NWR scheme is to increase the total number is UK ATMs by only 12,000. 

 

From modelling air noise for these 2050 carbon capped ATM forecasts the 

Commission concludes that for the Gatwick scheme the numbers of people 

exposed to noise would be ‘largely similar’ to the Do-Minimum case, with an 

increase in term of Lden 55dB exposure of just 4,000.  For the Heathrow NWR 

option it deduces a ‘largely similar’ situation for daytime noise, a ‘significant 

decrease’ in night-time noise and a ‘generally smaller but still significant’ 

change in Lden with a reduction of 12,000 people in the Lden 55dB contour. The 

soundness of the night-time Do-Minimum forecasts which affect the Lden 

contours for the Local noise assessment is discussed above in Section 2.5.  

However, the general conclusion that nationally Heathrow NWR reduces 

noise exposure whereas Gatwick R2 creates no change is most likely a direct 

result of the fact that the number of additional ATMs in the Gatwick case is 

nationally 114,000 but only 12,000 for Heathrow.   

 

The carbon traded forecasts show 45,000 more national ATMs with the 

Heathrow scheme (3,318,000) than for the Gatwick R2 scheme (3,273,000). 

There is no analysis of the noise impacts of this option but given that the total 

number of flights is higher for the Heathrow scheme, whereas it was lower in 
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the carbon capped scenario, it is quite possible that the apparent benefit that 

the Heathrow NWR scheme appears to show for the carbon capped forecast 

would be reversed to a benefit of the Gatwick scheme in the carbon traded 

forecasts. 

 

The Commission should consider other forecasts than just the carbon capped 

for its national assessment, to investigate this.   

 

 

4.2 CORRECT DO-MINIMUMS 

In Sections 2.5 and 2.6 we discuss the effect of night-time forecasts and 

airspace assumptions on the Do-Minimum, and we conclude that for the 

Heathrow NWR T option (minimise total affected) that forms the basis of the 

National Noise assessment, the Do-Minimum is artificially high because it 

assumes inflated forecasts and current flight routes. 

 

Hence, if the National Assessment is carried out with a more appropriate Do-

Minimum, the impact of the Heathrow Do-Minimum would be considerably 

less.  This would reduce the national impact associated with the Gatwick R2 

figures because it includes the artificially inflated Heathrow Do-Minimum.  

There is no such error in the Gatwick Do-Minimum. 

 

 

4.3 OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING THE NATIONAL NOISE ASSESSMENT 

Similarly, the are other aspects of the Local assessment, referred to above in 

Chapters 2 and 3 that show the impact of the Heathrow NRW scheme has 

been under-estimated, and these follow through to equivalent under-estimates 

in the Commission’s National Assessment. 

 

 

4.4 SUMMARY  

In summary we believe the noise national assessment needs to be 

reconsidered in light of points set out in Chapters 2 and 3 of this report which 

mean that the national effects of Heathrow options will have been understated 

and that for Gatwick overstated.  

 

Furthermore the national assessment is based on a complex attempt to forecast 

changes in aircraft demand across 13 airports.  We invite the Commission to 

consider a simpler approach which considers only Gatwick and Heathrow 

and in two scenarios: 

 

• Gatwick 1 runway and Heathrow 3 runway (1+3) 

• Gatwick 2 runways and Heathrow 2 runway (2+2) 

 

Our report ‘Assessment of Heathrow North-West Runway: Air Noise, July 2014’ 

considered this approach using our own modelling for Heathrow airport with 
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2 or 3 runways.  It is now possible to repeat this comparison using the 

modelling results provided by the Commission, for both Heathrow and 

Gatwick, as follows. 

 

In line with national noise assessment guidelines all airports should be 

assessed at close to capacity.  Hence, from the Commission’s assessment the 

2050 carbon traded assessment results are most appropriate (extrapolated for 

the Heathrow N Option as discussed in Section 3.3 above).  If we consider the 

long term case where the other UK airports would all be at or close to 

capacity, their impacts can be omitted from the comparison between the 

Gatwick or Heathrow expansion options because all these other airports 

would be at capacity in either case.  In addition any minor changes to impacts 

at these smaller airports would be small compared to the changes being 

created at Gatwick or Heathrow. 

 

Figure 4.1 provides the results for Lden 55 in 2050, where ‘3+1’ represents the 

addition of a third runway at Heathrow and the existing runway at Gatwick, 

and ‘2+2’ represents the addition of a second runway at Gatwick and the 

existing two runways at Heathrow.  Both carbon capped (Commission data) 

and carbon traded (extrapolated from Commission data) are presented. 

 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GAL 

28 

Figure 4.1 2+2 and 3+1 Populations in Lden 55 Contour, 2050 

 

The green bars in Figure 4.1 show the additional negative national impact of 

expanding Heathrow (1+3) over expanding Gatwick (2+2).  Considering the 

high (carbon traded extrapolated forecasts) in terms of exposure to noise 

levels above Leq 54dB the benefit of the Gatwick expansion option is 186,000 

fewer people impacted nationally.  In terms of exposure to noise levels above 

Lden 55dB the benefit of the Gatwick expansion option is 175,000 fewer people 

impacted nationally.   

 

This analysis shows quite clearly that the national impact of expanding 

Gatwick is considerably less than that of expanding Heathrow. The result is 

similar to that reported in our report ‘Assessment of Heathrow North-West 

Runway: Air Noise, July 2014’. 

Carbon Capped (AC data) 

 
 

Carbon Traded (extrapolated) 

 

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1+3 2+2 1+3 2+2

Heathrow - N

Gatwick

1+3 minus 2+2

Leq 54dB Lden 55dB

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

 (
1

0
0

0
s)

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1+3 2+2 1+3 2+2

Heathrow - N

Gatwick

1+3 minus 2+2

Leq 54dB Lden 55dB

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

 (
1

0
0

0
s)



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GAL 

29 

5 TRANQUILITY 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

In the Gatwick Airport Second Runway Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment report the Commission note, at paragraph 9.14, on the topic of 

limitations and further mitigation: 

 

The above data cannot and does not capture the full noise impacts that might 

accrue from an expanded Gatwick. For instance, it is well understood that 

people who live beyond an airport’s noise contours can often be irritated and 

upset by the overflight of planes. This may be particularly the case in rural or 

tranquil areas, which comprise some of the areas around Gatwick. 

 

Whilst it is accepted that some people (ie those more sensitive) outside of 

given contours can be affected by noise, this paragraph implies the effect of 

this is greater at Gatwick than at Heathrow.  The suggestion is not justified by 

any analysis and we would suggest it requires further consideration for the 

reasons discussed below. 

 

In the Consultation Report the Commission note, at paragraph 3.34: 

 

Nonetheless, the numbers of people affected in even the upper-end scenario [by 

a second runway at Gatwick] are significantly below the total numbers at 

Heathrow, where currently some 760,000 people fall within the 55 do minimum 

Lden contour. Conversely, however, there are areas around Gatwick that are 

rural and have high levels of tranquillity that would be adversely impacted by 

new development at the airport. 

 

This paragraph suggests that the impact of noise on tranquil areas around 

Gatwick would be higher than around Heathrow, and also that in some way 

this should be off-set against the significant advantage Gatwick has in terms of 

residential populations affected.  We would offer the following comments on 

this. 

 

 

5.2 POLICY 

Given that a new runway, wherever it is built, will create more noise, and this 

will affect a quantum of land that may be used in a variety of ways, it is 

relevant to consider what guidance government policy gives on deciding 

where that additional noise should best be directed, after all practicable 

measures have been taken to minimise it. 

 

The Aviation Policy Framework gives guidance on aviation noise and states 

the Government’s overall objective on aviation noise is: 
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• ‘to limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK 

significantly affected by aircraft noise’.  

 

The Noise Policy Statement for England gives the following general guidance 

relating to all types of environmental noise in all situations. 

Figure 5.1 Noise Policy Statement for England 

 

National noise policy focuses on public health, requiring decisions on noise 

pollution to maximise health and also quality of life.  As such it requires 

effects on people to be minimised.  The focus is on health effects.  National 

noise policy and guidance (eg National Planning Policy Guidance 2013) 

guides assessors as to how to judge significant effects on people, generally in 

their homes.   

 

There is also guidance on protecting tranquillity, arising from the 

Environmental Noise Directive as enacted through the Environmental Noise 

(England) Regulations.  These regulations require Actions Plans to be drawn 

up for roads, railways, agglomerations and airports.  For road and railway 

noise Important Areas are identified for priority action.  These are defined by 

the extent to which they affect residential populations.  There is less guidance 

on prioritising the protection of tranquil or quiet areas. 

 

National guidance relating to all types of environmental noise (road, rail, 

industry, aviation) is focused on protecting health and quality of life.  It is for 

this reason that there is value in protecting tranquil areas. So the extent to 

which those tranquil areas are used is important.  The emphasis in aviation 

noise policy is to limit significant impact or effects, on people.  Whilst there is 

a requirement to consider quiet areas in airport Noise Action Plans, the 

emphasis is again on people affected in their home.   

 

 

Noise Policy Vision 

Promote good health and a good quality of life through the effective 

management of noise within the context of Government policy on sustainable 

development. 

 

Noise Policy Aims 

Through the effective management and control of environmental, neighbour 

and neighbourhood noise within the context of Government policy on 

sustainable development: 

 

  avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life; 

  mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life; and 

  where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and quality of life. 
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5.3 ASSESSMENT 

Firstly, we agree that there are areas around Heathrow outside of noise 

contours where aircraft noise may have little affect above other noise (ie road 

traffic).  But there are also, however, large areas to the west, for example 

where the contours stretch to beyond Windsor, where background noise levels 

are low, as in many of the areas around Gatwick. Also, even in highly 

populated towns and urban areas including London there are places where 

background noise is low at many times of the day, but in particular later in the 

evening as well as at night. 

 

Secondly, there is the question of how highly valued and used these areas 

under discussion are.  Whilst there are areas around Gatwick that are highly 

valued, the population in the region is much lower than around Heathrow 

such that valued assets are less used.  There are no Registered Parks and 

Gardens for example around Gatwick (See Figure 5.2).  In contrast some of the 

green areas available to West Londoners will be directly affected by the 

revised T and R routes proposed for the Heathrow NW Runway which seem 

to concentrate flights over these to minimise noise in residential areas. Figure 

6.2 shows the following Registered Parks and Gardens within the Heathrow 

NWR option N70dB 20 contour for the Carbon Traded forecast in 2040: 

 

• Royal Estate of Windsor; 

• Ditton Park, near Slough; 

• Osterley Park; 

• Kew Gardens and World Heritage Site; 

• Old Deer Park; and 

• Richmond Park. 

 

These are some of the most used parks in London.  For example, every year 

millions of Londoners and tourists visit Richmond Park, the largest of the 

capital's eight Royal Parks and the biggest enclosed space in London.  These 

parks facilitate relaxation and contribute to the health and wellbeing of 

millions of people, and the proposed new routes and additional flights would 

reduce their benefit.  The numbers of people using the rural spaces around 

Gatwick are relatively small in comparison. 
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Figure 5.2 Gatwick R2 2040 N70dB 20 Contours, Registered Parks and Gardens 

 

Figure 5.3 Heathrow NWR 2040 N70dB 20 Contours and Registered Parks and Gardens 

 

In addition, by reference to tranquil areas it is implied that the Gatwick 

proposal would impact on areas valued for their tranquillity - Areas of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty or over the South Downs National Park. Figure 

5.4 provides the Commission’s N70 20 event noise contour (carbon traded 

2040) in the context of the South Downs National Park and the four AONBs in 

this part of the country.   
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Figure 5.4 Gatwick AONBs and National Park 

 

It can be seen that the N70 20 event noise contour (the Commission’s indicator 

of impacts on tranquillity) does not impact on the National Park. Nor does it 

impact on any of the AONBs except to the East of Horsham where the contour 

just crosses the High Weald AONB and would affect an area which is 0.02% of 

the total area of the AONB and an area of the AONB which is unlikely to be 

particularly tranquil due to traffic noise from the A264 main road. 

 

 

5.4 CONCLUSION 

The Gatwick scheme would give rise to noise impacts on areas of countryside 

which are less populated.  It would not impact any National Parks and would 

have a negligible impact one AONB.  The areas affected around Gatwick lie in 

a region of relatively low population (compared to London) and provide 

health benefit to the relatively few people who use them.  In contrast the 

Heathrow NWR scheme would impact several major London parks and 

gardens that are used by millions of Londoners.  So, the negative health 

impact of the Heathrow NWR scheme would be considerably higher than that 

of the Gatwick scheme.  

 

The Heathrow NWR scheme T and R options direct flights away from 

residential areas and over less populated areas that, it is now clear, include 

several parks and gardens that offer millions of Londoners relief from the 

daily hubbub of life in the capital.  The health benefit of this relief could be 

considerable.  The considerably greater impact of the Heathrow NWR scheme 
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on these areas is something that the Commission should take into 

consideration in deciding the merits of the T and R options. 

 

In summary, the Gatwick option should not be viewed unfavourably because 

it requires flights over areas of general countryside. Rather than being a 

disadvantage this should be regarded as an important advantage of Gatwick 

in the noise assessment. This is all the more so given that impacts on spaces 

that are most used and valued for their enjoyment and tranquillity are shown 

by the Commission’s assessment to be negligible at Gatwick and higher at 

Heathrow. 
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6 RESULTS OF FURTHER WORK BY GAL 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

GAL has provided its own assessment of Air Noise through the following 

submissions to the AC: 

 

• Gatwick Airport May Submission to Airport Commission: Air Noise, May 

2014 

 

• Gatwick Airport Submission to the Airport Commission: Air Noise 

Assessment for 95mppa Case, July 2014 

 

• Gatwick Airport’s Assessment of Heathrow North-West Runway: Air Noise, 

July 2014 

 

The methodology used is reported in each of the reports.  The noise modelling 

was carried out by ERCD using the ANCON model based on forecast 

provided ICF SH&E.  In Section 1 above, we noted the Commission’s 

comments on the GAL noise submissions as follows: 

 

• ‘…the [Promoter’s] predictions for noise exposure are more likely to be 

over estimates than under estimates’. [Local Assessment P74] 

 

In July 2014 HAL released its report Heathrow’s North-West Runway Air and 

Ground Noise Assessment. Noting the high degree of mitigation incorporated 

into that assessment, GAL undertook a review of the future mitigation that 

may become feasible at Gatwick.  The review considered: 

 

• fleet mix; 

• displaced thresholds and start of roll locations; 

• Precision Navigation along NPRs; 

• angles of descent – increase angle of descent on approach to 3.5 

degrees; 

• northern runway preference at night; and 

• departure routes - change to assumed departure routes. 

 

The following sections address these factors. 

 

 

6.2 FLEET MIX 

There are two aspects of the fleet mix that determine noise levels; the numbers 

and types of aircraft that are forecast to fly and the noise emissions of each 

type.  The ICF forecasts for ATMs are based on standard industry practice and 

have been vetted by the Commission.  The noise emission levels for each 

aircraft type are ERCD’s standard emissions for the Current, Imminent and 
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Future categories as described in detail in our reports.  We are confident these 

modelling assumptions are realistic and we note the Commission predicted 

higher noise levels.  We reviewed our fleet mix assumptions, but we did not 

feel it was sensible to assume that any airport could guarantee attracting an 

unusually quiet fleet, so we did not modify the mix of ANCON emission level 

assumptions.  

 

We note that the HAL predictions use a different noise model and predict 

lower levels than the Commission’s ANCON modelling.  HAL adopt fleet mix 

as a mitigation measure because they feel they can attract a quieter fleet than 

will be operating globally at a given time.  This optimism may well be one 

reason why HAL’s noise predictions are quieter than the Commission’s. 

 

 

6.3 DEPARTURE ROUTES 

The basis of the Gatwick Airport noise modelling is that the routes modelled 

will be flyable.  We were cautious therefore not to model any routes that may 

not be deliverable.  We considered a small diversion of routes northwards 

after take-off which we found reduced noise population exposure in northern 

areas of Crawley, southern parts of Copthorne, and Furnace Wood.  The 

overall reductions in populations exposed varied from metric to metric from a 

13% reduction in Lden 55dB (from 36,000 to 32,200 in 2040) to a 30% reduction 

in Leq 57dB (from 15,400 to 10,900 in 2040). 

 

These are considerable reductions (in percentage terms) indicating that there 

is potential to reduce the populations exposed by refining the routes flows.  

We note the Commission’s acknowledgement of this (paragraph 9.20 of the 

Business Case and Sustainability Assessment) as follows: 

 

The Commission notes the potential for compensation and future improvements 

to flight path design to further mitigate the noise impacts at Gatwick. 

  

 

6.4 OTHER MEASURES 

In the Gatwick scheme there is little opportunity to further displace the 

runway thresholds. 

 

Modelling of precision navigation on Noise Preferential Routes led to only 

slight changes in populations affected. 

 

We modelled increasing angles of approach to 3.5 degrees and found the effect 

was to make Gatwick’s contours shorter in length (East to West). Because 

there are few people affected in these areas the noise benefits were small. 

 

We considered a preference to use the existing runway at night.  In doing so 

we were cautious not to compromise the long term required capacity in the 

key shoulder hour periods, so we assumed a two runway operation at these 
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times to be conservative.  The results showed small benefits in night noise 

(LNight) and Lden contours.   

 

 

6.5 CONCLUSION 

The potential benefits of further displacing runway thresholds, steeper angles 

of approach and more precise aircraft routing at Gatwick are small. Mainly 

due to the fact that the noise impacted populations around Gatwick are small.  

This is in contrast to the Heathrow NW case where much has been made of 

the benefits available.  However, all of these benefits rely on future 

development of technologies rather than the addition of a new runway, so 

they would in any event be available in the Do-Minimum case, and as such 

should not form part of the assessment of the noise impacts of a new runway 

unless they are also applied to the Do-Minimum case.  The Commission’s 

modelling of Gatwick and our earlier work has not taken into account these 

potential benefits. 

 

There may be substantial benefits (in percentage terms) available at Gatwick 

through refining the aircraft routes from the new runway at Gatwick, as there 

would be at Heathrow.  The Gatwick assessment has been cautious by 

assuming robust flight routes and ignoring more optimistic possibilities, 

whereas the Heathrow NW assessment is predicated on radically revised 

airspace options with no certainty of the options being safely operable or 

deliverable. 
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7 REPORT CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This technical report provides Gatwick Airport Ltd’s detailed comments on 

the Air Noise assessment provided by the Commission in November 2014.  It 

supports the comments made in Gatwick Airport Ltd’s Response to the 

Commission’s Consultation.   

 

 

7.2 METHODOLOGY 

We support the general methodology used by the Commission to assess the 

local noise impacts from the three airport schemes insofar as it provides 

robust noise modelling by ERCD of the air traffic forecasts used, it broadly 

follows the Appraisal Framework and it provides a great deal of objective 

noise assessment material on which to appraise the relative merits of the three 

options. 

 

We support the Commission’s comparison of Do-Something with Do-

Minimum future year scenarios in 2040 and 2050, and their rejection of HAL’s 

comparison of future Heathrow R3 noise levels with current (2013) noise 

impacts. 

 

In Section 2.5 we explain our concerns over the air traffic forecasts and how 

we believe this leads to an understatement of the impacts of the Heathrow 

NWR and ENR schemes.  In particular, the air traffic forecast at night give a 

misleading impression that the Heathrow schemes can reduce night noise 

impacts in the longer term. In fact this arises because the Do-Minimum 

forecasts show an implausible increase in populations affected at night 

between 2030 and 2050. 

 

We note the Commission has in general adopted the airport promoters’ 

assumptions on aircraft routes.  We consider the radically different routes 

proposed at Heathrow to operate the NWR options in 4 runway modes are 

unlikely to be deliverable and are untested and unlikely to be safe to operate 

at the levels indicated by Heathrow Airport Ltd (740,000 ATMs). 

 

We consider it essential to consider all expected plausible future 

developments in noise management within the Do-Minimum cases, and we 

note the Commission has considered steeper approaches in this way.  Given 

the inevitable changes to airspace and aircraft routings under the Future 

Airspace Strategy, and beyond, revised routes to minimise overflying 

residential areas should be included in the Heathrow NWR Do-Minimum 

cases if they are also assumed in Do-Something cases.  In the meantime the T 

and R options present an overstatement of the possible benefits of alternative 

routes and the N Option provides the more appropriate comparison. 
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The Heathrow NWR proposal is in fact three proposals, one, ‘N’, to minimise 

the population newly affected, one, ‘T’,  to minimise the total affected 

population and one, ‘R’, to provide respite.  These three options broadly either 

keep routes similar to now, or move them to less populated areas which 

inevitably include parks and valued open spaced in West London, or provide 

a mix of the two.  Whist it is true that the choice of options could be made 

later, it is important to note that at some point the choice would have to be 

made because all three cannot be operated concurrently.  The choice will have 

to be made between keeping routes similar to today, changing them radically 

to reduce the net effect, or aiming to affect populations one day (or period) but 

not the next on the premise that this somehow makes them less impacted.   

 

We consider it important to consider the likely worst case in noise 

assessments, and feel there is information missing on the higher Carbon 

Traded forecast which the Commission should use in considering the relative 

merits of the three options. 

  

The Commission has identified Newly Affected and Newly Removed 

populations, but should resist the temptation to ‘net off’ the ‘winners’ from the 

‘losers’ which would in the case of Heathrow severely under-represent the 

numbers of people who would be negatively affected by the proposal.   

 

The numbers of newly affected schools and noise sensitive buildings should 

be similarly assessed and considered. 

 

The national noise assessment is based on a very complex attempt to forecast 

changes in aircraft demand across 13 airports.  We believe the national 

assessment results have overstated the impacts of the Gatwick scheme and 

understated the impacts of the Heathrow NWR scheme and therefore need to 

be reconsidered. 

 

A simpler and more robust approach may be to consider only Gatwick and 

Heathrow and in two scenarios: 

 

• Gatwick 1 runway and Heathrow 3 runway (1+3); and 

• Gatwick 2 runways and Heathrow 2 runway (2+2). 

 

For the 2050 High forecast (estimated impacts) in terms of exposure to noise 

levels above Leq 54dB the benefit of the Gatwick expansion option is 186,000 

fewer people impacted nationally.  In terms of exposure to noise levels above 

Lden 55dB the benefit of the Gatwick expansion option is 175,000 fewer people 

impacted nationally.   
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7.3 COMPARISON OF OPTIONS 

The Commission should fully assess the higher Carbon Traded forecasts for 

the Heathrow T, N and R options, and compare them with the impacts of 

equivalent Do-Minimums in terms of the routes likely to be flown in 2040 and 

2050 for a 2 runway Heathrow.  Higher impacts would be found.  

 

However, on the basis of our analysis of the N option routes against a 

comparable Do-Minimum, and our interpolation of the High forecasts in 2050 

(to assess a worst case for all airports as required by UK transport appraisal 

guidelines) we have estimated that the Gatwick R2 proposal would impact 

approximately 13% of the net populations (newly affected less newly 

removed) impacted by the Heathrow options.   

 

The Commission should pay particular attention to those newly affected (for 

the reasons given in Section 2.7), for which the proportion at Gatwick is even 

smaller.  Similarly, the number of schools affected by the Gatwick proposal is 

about 10% of those for Heathrow. 

 

To put the impact of the Heathrow NWR option into perspective, the 

Commission’s noise Baseline report includes population exposure estimates 

for 13 UK airports in 2013.  The estimated additional impact given above for 

the Heathrow NWR N option (Lden 55dB 200,000 people in 2050 for the high 

forecast) is 20% of the total national noise exposure for all 13 airports 

(1,006,000 people). 

 

The location of Gatwick Airport in an area of low population density 

compared to Heathrow gives it a considerable advantage over Heathrow 

because it will always affect considerably smaller populations.   It has been 

suggested that impacts of rural areas around Gatwick would lessen this 

advantage.  The assessments do not support this suggestion.  There are rural 

areas affected by Heathrow that would be affected.  The Commission’s own 

assessment demonstrates Gatwick expansion would have a negligible effect 

on AONBs and National Parks. By contrast Heathrow expansion would affect 

many parks and gardens valued by millions of people. 

 

The national aviation policy objective for noise is “To limit and, where possible, 
reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise” and 
the Commission’s Appraisal Framework objective is “To minimise and where 
possible reduce noise impacts”. These objectives would be best served by 
expanding Gatwick rather than Heathrow. 


