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 Annex I to CAP 1912 

 

CAA Analysis of feedback from stakeholders and members of the 

public 

 

1. The CAA published a draft report of its Post Implementation Review (PIR) of Gatwick Airport 

Limited’s Route 4 RNAV-1 SID Airspace Change Proposal (ACP) (available at 

www.caa.co.uk/CAP 1872) and invited stakeholders to comment on the draft report’s findings 

during a 28-day feedback window. 

2. This exercise was not a requirement under the CAP 725 airspace change process that this 

ACP is being decided under. However, with the complex history of this ACP the CAA felt it 

was necessary to allow stakeholders the opportunity to raise matters they feel the CAA had 

missed, misunderstood or misinterpreted. This is more in line with the current Airspace 

change Process, CAP 1616. 

3. The feedback survey closed on Monday 3 February 2020. A total of 627 responses were 

received. 59 responses were discounted due to duplicate responses from a single individual.  

4. We have reviewed and considered the feedback received, detailed our findings and provided 

the CAA’s response where appropriate. Our comments to the relevant feedback are in blue. 

 

Summary of Survey questions and responses 

5. The online survey invited respondents to answer 6 questions. Questions 1 to 5 asked for 

personal or organisational details of the respondent and question 6 provided a ‘free-text’ 

window for the respondents to state what, in their view, the CAA had missed, 

misunderstood or misinterpreted in the report and allowed the respondents to upload any 

supporting documentary evidence. The data from question 6 was analysed and the results 

are presented below. 

 
Question 1 asked: “Are you responding in an official capacity on behalf of an 
organisation?”  
 
6. 568 responders answered this question, with 547 completing the survey as an individual 

and 21 completing the survey on behalf of an organisation. 23% of respondents were 
content with the draft report of PIR of Gatwick Airport Limited’s Route 4 RNAV-1 SID ACP. 

 
7. The organisations that responded included:  
 

▪ UK Flight Safety Committee 
▪ Salfords and Sidlow Parish Council 
▪ Quiet Outwood Volunteers 
▪ Outwood Parish Council 
▪ Park Lane, Residents’ Association 
▪ Grenehurst Park Residents Company Ltd 
▪ Nutfield Conservation Society 
▪ Holmwood Park Residents’ Association 
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▪ Deepdene Wood Residents Association 
▪ Plane Justice (letter from Richard Buxton Solicitors outlines their response) 
▪ Norwood Hill Residents Association 
▪ Route 4 No More 
▪ Broome Hall Residents Association 
▪ Communities against Gatwick noise and emissions (CAGNE) 
▪ Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) Mole Valley Committee of the Surrey 

Branch 
▪ Betchworth Parish Council  
▪ NATS (Swanwick) 
▪ Air Navigation Solutions Ltd 
▪ Plane Wrong 
▪ Gatwick Airport Limited 
▪ Surrey County Councillor for Reigate 

 
8. Additional responses from Harrison Grant on behalf of Plane Wrong were received 

following the closure of the survey and were also considered by the CAA.  
 
9. 12 respondents uploaded documents in support of their feedback. 

 
Themes from feedback 

10. Inadequate Consultation. The main theme that emerged from stakeholders’ feedback was 

about the approach that was taken to invite stakeholders to comment on the draft report’s 

findings during a 28-day feedback window. The stakeholders misconceived an opportunity 

to provide feedback with a consultation on a decision to move Route 4. Consequently, 

many respondents stated that feedback window was not long enough, the ACP consultation 

was inadequate and was not widely advertised / communicated and requested to conduct a 

full consultation.  

CAA Comment: This was an opportunity to comment on the Draft Report and accords with 
the process outlined in CAP 1616 when the CAA publishes a Draft Decision and requests 
feedback.  

 

11. Noise & environmental impact. The other main theme that emerged from stakeholders’ 

feedback was an increase in the noise impact from aircraft flying outside the NPR as well 

as air quality and other environmental impacts not being addressed. One stakeholder 

(NATS) stated that the removal of the Route 4 RNAV SIDs will bring an environmental 

disbenefits due to length of the conventional SID track compared to that of RNAV. 

CAA Comment: The CAA has considered the responses received in this regard and 

amended paragraph 37 in its decision (CAP 1872). 

 

12. Areas affected.  Stakeholders stated that the revised path will fly over more densely 

populated areas than before, and as a result of moving the route north of the NPR referred 

to the following areas as now being affected by a significant increase in noise: Newdigate, 

Beare Green, Capel, Coldharbour, South Holmwood, Holmwoods, North Holmwood, Leigh, 

Brockham, Betchworth, Reigate, Reigate Heath, Redhill, Dorking, East Surrey Hospital, 

Leith Hill and Tower, Buckland, Salfords, the National Trust site at Holmwood Common, 

Betchworth, Brockham, North Downs Park, Earlswood Common, South Park and 
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