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Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan Examination 

Statement by Gatwick Airport Ltd 

Matter 10: Whether the proposed allocation is justified, effective 

and consistent with national policy in the NPPF 

Policy HOR9 – Horley Strategic Business Park 

Introduction 

1. Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) is unable to support the proposed site allocation at this 

time.   

 

2. GAL’s main concerns relate to the impact of the traffic flows which would arise from the 

allocation on Gatwick Airport’s current and future operation and growth plans; and 

whether the main site access currently proposed is suitable to serve the full quantum of 

development proposed for the business park. 

 

3. This submission responds to the Position Summary – August 2018 provided by Reigate 

and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) and its consultants since the last round of 

consultation and in response to the Planning Inspector’s questions.  It is accompanied by 

and should be considered as a summary of the accompanying Technical Appendix. 

 

4. As per our February 2018 statement, GAL believe that the current assessment of effects 

on the strategic road network and on the Airport is inadequate and significantly 

underestimates the scale of impact. GAL take the view that the site promoter has not 

identified suitable mitigation, and that there is therefore no adequate explanation 

assessment of how the development could be delivered without severe residual 

cumulative impacts on the strategic road network and Gatwick Airport.   

 

5. We therefore currently question the soundness and viability of the site allocation, its 

requirements and its deliverability. 

 

6. GAL continues to engage in an ongoing dialogue with RBBC, Highways England and Surrey 

County Council and will continue to seek additional wording for Policy HOR9 which would 

have the effect of resolving or mitigating GAL’s concerns. GAL intends to agree a 

statement of common ground with RBBC to be submitted to the examination in advance 

of the hearing on Matter 10 and will seek to include any suggested wording within that 

document.  
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National Policy Context 

National Planning Policy Framework 

7. National policy in Chapter 4 of the NPPF 2012 encourages the promotion of 

sustainable development and to finding solutions which reduce congestion. 

Particular importance is given to: the need for local authorities to work with 

stakeholders to provide infrastructure necessary to support strategies for the 

growth of major generators of transport demand including airports (para 31); the 

exploitation of opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes (para 35); 

and ensuring that cost effective measures to limit the significant impacts of the 

development are taken and that the residual cumulative impacts are not severe 

(para 32). 

 

8. The severity of impact must take account of the sensitivity and importance of the 

receptor and in this respect the inspector should note that Gatwick Airport’s status 

as being of national importance should be adequately reflected.  Both the Aviation 

Policy Framework (2013) and the National Planning Policy Framework (2018) 

makes clear that local planning authorities should ‘identify and protect’ sites which 

could be critical in developing infrastructure.  The APF acknowledges this could 

apply to airport infrastructure. In addition, The Centre for the Protection of 

National Infrastructure has classified Gatwick Airport as ‘Critical National 

Infrastructure’. 

  

 

Response to Inspector’s Questions 

2. What evidence is there that the site is sustainable, available, deliverable and viable? 

Were other sites considered? 

9. GAL has received no information from RBBC regarding the availability and deliverability of 

the land required and has no direct land ownership interests in the site identified.  GAL is 

not aware of other sites being considered. 

 

10. GAL has concerns as to the deliverability and sustainability of the allocation in terms of 

road access from the strategic highway network.  These points are presented in further 

detail in our response to Questions 4 and 5 below. 

 

11. Regarding the wider sustainability of the allocation, GAL is concerned that not enough has 

been done to ensure that the allocation meets the requirements of national policy in the 

NPPF by encouraging use of public transport and active travel modes (cycling and 

walking). Specifically, the proposed mitigation for walking and cycling routes are 

considered to be inadequate, and there has been insufficient analysis of the capacity of 

Gatwick Airport railway station to accommodate development trips without additional 

mitigation. 
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12. GAL require a commitment that, subject to suitable analysis, the development will fund 

investment in Gatwick Airport railway station and the associated pedestrian and cycle 

access routes to an extent consistent with the promoter’s projected sustainable mode 

shares. Given the importance of traffic issues on the soundness of the allocation, any key 

measures which underpin a decision that the policy is sound should be secured as a policy 

requirement.  

 

4. What would be the likely impact on the strategic road network? Would there be any 

additional cumulative effects with other development proposals? How could these be 

appropriately mitigated? How would such measures be funded and implemented? 
 

13. Gatwick Airport is an important part of the UK’s national airport infrastructure and the 

second busiest airport in the UK. Gatwick Airport has plans for growth in line with the 

Government’s National Policy Statement on Aviation of March 2018 which aims to 

“ensure existing capacity can be maximised and aviation growth is fostered across the 

country”. 

 

14. The proposed primary site access arrangement from M23 Junction 9a for the business 

park is directly onto the existing roundabout which also provides the access to Gatwick 

Airport’s South Terminal.   

 

15. The assessment of development access shows the proposed mitigation does not 

adequately accommodate the combined traffic associated with the development, airport 

trips and other background traffic.  GAL is not satisfied that impacts on its safe and 

efficient operation throughout the year can be safeguarded with the proposed 

development.  Particular concerns are as follows: 

 

i. The proposed access arrangements and current assessments do not adequately take 

account of of seasonality.  

 

The Position Summary – August 2018 (Appendix E, N34) submitted by RBBC’s 

consultants references single day spot-count surveys in June and July 2018, compares 

these to November 2016 and concludes that there is little seasonality on the highway 

network around Gatwick Airport. The assessment also references historic DfT traffic 

count data to 2016 to conclude that there has been little or no growth on the network 

since 2000. Accordingly, RBBC’s consultants conclude that testing a 10% of uplift of 

demand is sufficient to consider any future growth.  We dispute that this uplift is 

sufficient. 

 

Highways England record and provide surveyed data for the M23 Spur over 24 hours 

a day for each month between April 2015 and April 2018. The 12 hour Average 

Weekday Traffic data recorded by Highways England, which includes the AM and PM 

peak periods, shows clear seasonality, with traffic in May to September being 12% to 

26% higher than November i.e. five months of the year showing greater than a 10% 

uplift in demand and which is driven by seasonally higher demand into the airport.  
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This data corresponds with the differences recorded above between June and 

November 2016. 

 

It should also be noted that summer months in 2018 (as surveyed by RBBC’s 

consultants) are showing slightly lower traffic volumes on the M23 Spur when 

compared to 2016.  However our understanding is this relates to a period of short-

term disruption as a result of the roadworks implemented as part of the M23 Smart 

Motorway Project construction, which  works took place at the same time as RBBC’s 

recent count surveys, which would raise considerable doubt that these data are 

representative of current traffic conditions or could confidently be used to predict 

longer trends. 

 

When the busier months at the airport are considered (June 2016, rather than 

November 2016 as tested by RBBC’s consultant), analysis of the at-grade junction 

layout proposed by RBBC as mitigation for the site allocation proposals indicates 

unacceptable delay and congestion caused by the fourth arm on the junction and 

development traffic. These modelled effects do not consider of any cumulative 

growth associated with GAL. 

 

Historic growth on the M23 Spur is also demonstrated by the Highways England traffic 

counts between 2015-2017, which has again not been included RBBC’s consultants. 

 

The above demonstrates the traffic flows used to assess the site allocation do not 

adequately include for seasonal effects or historic growth.   

 

ii. The proposed access arrangements and current assessments do not adequately take 

account of the cumulative effects associated with GAL operations and growth.  

 

The Inspector has identified the importance of considering cumulative growth 

impacts. GAL has made RBBC and its consultants aware of its plans for future traffic 

growth and GAL’s aspirations are in fact publicly available in its Capital Investment 

Plan (CIP) which forecasts 15% growth in annual passenger numbers to 2023. In our 

view these have not been adequately taken into account. 

 

https://www.gatwickairport.com/globalassets/publicationfiles/business_and_comm

unity/all_public_publications/transforming_gatwick/2018-cip---final---issued-june-

2018.pdf 

 

For example, GAL and West Sussex have both commented on the need for the 

assessment to consider the impact of potential future growth on the highway network 

but RBBC’s consultants have ignored Gatwick’s growth to 2023 and but have assessed 

future years 2021 and 2030 without Gatwick Airport growth for West Sussex. For a 

complete assessment, we would expect their assessment to include for growth 

anticipated by both West Sussex and by Gatwick Airport as well as by Highways 

England and Surrey.  Highways England’s own estimates, prepared to support the 

design development for the M23 Smart Motorway Project indicates over 50% growth 

https://www.gatwickairport.com/globalassets/publicationfiles/business_and_community/all_public_publications/transforming_gatwick/2018-cip---final---issued-june-2018.pdf
https://www.gatwickairport.com/globalassets/publicationfiles/business_and_community/all_public_publications/transforming_gatwick/2018-cip---final---issued-june-2018.pdf
https://www.gatwickairport.com/globalassets/publicationfiles/business_and_community/all_public_publications/transforming_gatwick/2018-cip---final---issued-june-2018.pdf
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in peak hour traffic (0700-0800 and 1700-1800) on the M23 Gatwick Spur, Junction 9 

to 9a, between 2015 and 2033. 

 

The analysis undertaken by RBBC’s consultants exclude any traffic airport-related 

traffic growth, which would mean that all of this growth would have to be 

accommodated via rail access.  This leads to the untenable assumption that rail mode 

share would increase from the current rate of 38% to 46% within five years, and that 

this trend would continue beyond the opening year of the development.  Despite this 

implied assumption, no account has been taken of the effects on Gatwick Airport 

Railway Station, or on train service capacity. 

 

In terms of the modelling and trip distribution, we are also concerned by the fact that 

the capacity modelling of development impacts by RBBC’s consultants is limited to the 

eastern section of the strategic highway network between the M23 Junction 9 and 

M23 Junction 9a (with secondary access via the local Balcombe Road also considered). 

However, the strategic highway network around Gatwick Airport also includes the A23 

and Airport Way as well as North Terminal and Longbridge Roundabouts.  The 

combined performance of this system of highway network is vital to the successful 

operation of Gatwick Airport. Only a section of this has been assessed, despite the 

fact that strategic modelling undertaken by RBBC’s consultants shows the largest 

change in trips caused by the development to be to/from the west of Junction 9a, 

trips that would pass through North Terminal and Longbridge Roundabouts which will 

with a corresponding impact on these other junctions. Given this omission, we cannot 

have confidence that the full impact of cumulative effects has been considered. 

 

The level of delay predicted would negatively impact the operations of GAL and 

reduce its ability to grow.  In analysis recently shared by RBBC’s consultants, a queue 

of 170m in the AM peak is indicated on the exit from Gatwick’s South Terminal, which 

isn’t reflected in any of the consultants’ journey time analysis.  This is in addition to 

increased queueing on the M23 Gatwick Spur and Airport Way in both the AM and 

PM peaks, and is unacceptable.   

 

iii. The current work does not propose an adequate mitigation strategy. 

 

Gatwick’s assessment of the analysis undertaken by Vectos, supported by the analysis 

of GAL’s own consultants, Arup, is that the impacts of development traffic on the local 

network has not been sufficiently addressed.  The proposed mitigation has not 

adequately tested future traffic conditions and already shows considerable delay, 

both to airport-related and background traffic by simply adding Horley Business Park 

development trips to existing traffic movements.  Our view is that the combination of 

development trips along with other growth indicates a grade separated solution is 

required to support sustainable and viable access. 

 

We require a commitment that the highway mitigation for the development will 

deliver adequate capacity to accommodate both development traffic and all 

predicted background growth with no detriment to Gatwick Airport and other road 

users.  This must be agreeable to Highways England, Gatwick Airport and other 
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stakeholders, and take full account of the distribution of traffic and effect on existing 

junctions. 

 

We are further concerned that the reliance on access to Gatwick Airport railway 

station to help limit the amount of road traffic is not represented in the mitigation 

strategy.  The proposal has not assessed the railway station’s capacity to 

accommodate additional development trips, and has therefore offered no mitigation.  

Furthermore, the indicated sum to improve cycling and walking links is insufficient in 

our view, given the current condition of the available infrastructure. 

 

We require a commitment that, subject to suitable analysis, the development will 

fund investment in Gatwick Airport railway station and the associated pedestrian and 

cycle access routes to an extent consistent with the proposed sustainable mode 

shares 

 

We require the developer team to work constructively with GAL and other 

stakeholders to deliver an acceptable, integrated plan for mitigation. 

 

iv. No strategy or consideration has been given to the impacts during construction, which 

would have a severe detrimental impact on access to the airport. 

 

The main highway access proposed for the site at M23 Junction 9a is the principal 

access point to Gatwick’s South Terminal and is also used by the majority of road 

traffic accessing Gatwick’s North Terminal.  This accounts for around 100,000 vehicle 

movements on a busy day to and from the airport alone.  RBBC and its consultants 

have presented no evidence to demonstrate adequate provision for GAL to maintain 

a safe and efficient operation during construction of the required access mitigation, 

nor have they engaged with GAL on this subject.  

 

16. At this stage, GAL is unable to support the site allocation based on the current access and 

mitigation proposals. It is GAL’s position that the addition of trips generated by the new 

development, alongside growth in traffic associated with the airport, background trips 

and re-distribution following completion of the M23 Smart Motorway project, will cause 

severe residual cumulative impacts on the strategic highway network.  Access to the 

development will require substantial improvements of the junction, including grade 

separation to remove conflict between east-west traffic and vehicles entering or exiting 

the development, as well as removing the constraint affecting access to and from 

Gatwick’s South Terminal.  This is not currently proposed or considered necessary by RBBC 

and has been dismissed as “disproportionate”.   

 

5. In addition to the highway implications, would there be any other adverse effects from 

the development? How would these be addressed? 

17. We are keen to actively engage with RBBC and its consultants regarding the improvement 

of pedestrian and cycling links between Horley town centre, the new development and 

Gatwick Airport railway station to support sustainable access by rail and enhance access 

for local residents working at the airport.  This corresponds with Scheme CP10 as set out 
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in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and is consistent with wider plans by Surrey County 

Council and Crawley Borough Council. These improvements are important for the 

deliverability of the planned development as they directly impact on sustainable travel 

choices and the mitigation of traffic generated by the development. 

 

18. There is currently limited analysis related to the capacity of Gatwick Airport railway the 

station to accommodate additional demand related to the development. RBBC’s 

consultants have taken publicly available information from Gatwick’s Runway 2 work in 

relation to future railway network and station enhancement which is now has been 

superseded given limited rail industry funding. Improvements at the station are now 

smaller, more localised and focussed on resolving known congestion issues as well as to 

accommodate Gatwick Airport’s own growth aspirations.  The RBBC proposal needs to 

consider and mitigate its own impacts in terms of rail access.  In particular, we note the 

primary flow of Gatwick passengers is west from the station into South Terminal. 

Passengers heading to Horley Business Park will need to go east creating a counter-flow 

away from South Terminal which will have currently undetermined impacts on capacity 

and congestion, emergency egress and requirements for wayfinding changes.  Access will 

require negotiation with GAL and unfortunately no such discussions have taken place.  In 

addition, significant enhancement is required between the station and the development 

with the need for a new connection under Airport Way of suitable width and quality to 

make it attractive.  

 

19. Again, it is our view that adequate consideration of deliverable mitigation has not taken 

place.  Our concern in this regard is that if appropriate capacity and connectivity is not 

deliverable between Horley Business Park and Gatwick Airport railway station, this 

jeopardises the rail mode share assumptions made which could in turn increase the 

highway impacts already discussed above.  All of these issues will need to be addressed 

for GAL to consider the proposed access arrangement and trip generation robust and 

adequately managed by the development.  Until this has been demonstrated, GAL 

believes there must be considerable doubts over the viability of the proposed 

development. 

7. What infrastructure requirements would be necessary to bring the site forward? How 

would these be delivered in a timely fashion? 

20. [Insert any suggestions]The location of the primary access point into the development, 

adjacent to Gatwick’s South Terminal is an extremely important node on the strategic 

network.  Significant infrastructure improvements will be necessary to ensure the 

development does not adversely impact the safe and efficient operation of the airport 

and allow for growth.  GAL has identified that the development cannot be served by an 

at-grade junction arrangement, as Vectos has proposed, without significant detriment to 

airport and background traffic.  GAL therefore contends that the development would 

require a grade separated solution to be necessary in order to bring the site forward.  GAL 

is further concerned that the reliance on rail mode share and access to Gatwick Airport 

Railway station has not been supported by necessary infrastructure and in our view, 

ensuring adequate capacity at the station is therefore essential, and requires further 

analysis. 
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Conclusion 

21. Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) is unable to support the proposed site allocation at this 

time.   

 

22. GAL continues to engage in an ongoing dialogue with RBBC, Highways England and Surrey 

County Council and will continue to seek additional wording for Policy HOR9 which would 

have the effect of resolving or mitigating GAL’s concerns. GAL intends to agree a 

statement of common ground with RBBC to be submitted to the examination in advance 

of the hearing on Matter 10 and will seek to include any suggested wording within that 

document.  

 

 

 

 


