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FOREWORD FROM THE CHAIR OF LONDON LUTON AIRPORT LTD (LLAL)

Clir Andy Malcolm
Chair of LLAL

This is our report on the ten-week
consultation we held in summer 2018
about our options for making the best
use of the existing runway for future
sustainable growth of London Luton
Airport (LTN). We said at that time that
we would come back to you, and this
report does that.

The report sets out who responded to
our consultation, what the feedback
was, and how we have considered the
comments as we continue to work up
a more detailed proposal. It also allows
us to explain how we will move forward

FOREWORD

in the light of the responses, with a
preferred option which we will develop
and further consult on in our statutory
consultation, planned for later this year.

We are proud of the progress LTN

has made to establish itself as the
fastest-growing major UK airport over
the last five years. At its present rate

of growth, it is expected to reach its
current permitted capacity of 18 million
passengers per year during 2020.
Meanwhile, demand for aviation across
the UK continues to surpass previous
expectations, with latest Department
for Transport projections showing

an unmet national demand of some

60 million passengers per year by
2050, even with proposed increases

in capacity elsewhere in the London
aviation system, such as a third runway
at Heathrow. We at LLAL, Luton
Council’s airport company, see it as our
responsibility to take LTN’s success
further, and deliver maximum benefit to
the local and sub-regional economies,
whilst seeking to minimise and mitigate
the environmental impacts.

Already, LTN supports many
thousands of jobs across Bedfordshire,
Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire,
and over the last five years, we have
provided more than £50m for charities,
community and voluntary organisations
in Luton and beyond in communities

impacted by airport operations.

We believe that expanding LTN by
building a new terminal and facilities
and improving transport access has
the potential to unlock a wealth of
benefits and opportunities for local
communities, across the sub-region,
and nationally.

| was present at a number of last
summer’s community consultation
events and the interest and passion
demonstrated by those in attendance
was clear. It was great to hear so many
conversations about our proposals.

Our consultation outlined at a strategic
level our approach and the airport’s
potential capacity to handle up to
36-38 million passengers per annum
(mppa) using its existing single runway.
We wanted to engage the public

on the options before us as well as
identify issues of importance to local
communities. We also received valuable
information to help us understand the
potential environmental impacts and
how these might be managed

and mitigated.

We acknowledged at the outset

of our consultation that a number

of constraints, including airside
constraints (the need for aircraft stands,
taxiways and other infrastructure),
landside constraints (the size and

number of terminals, access to

the airport, noise, air quality and

the impact on the built and natural
environment) and airspace would have
to be considered and assessed further
during the development of our scheme.
The feedback we received from the
consultation was a key part of

this process.

As a result of our assessments
following consultation we have
concluded that, at the present time,
the most appropriate strategy for the
Development Consent Order (DCO)
is to seek permission to increase the
airport capacity to a target of 32 mppa.
We retain the long-term aspiration,
as outlined in our December 2017
Vision, of making best use of our
existing runway and reaching

36-38 mppa by 2050.

We are committed to our
responsibilities to balance the potential
benefits of expansion while actively
managing the impacts, and we look
forward to continuing this full and open
conversation, listening to your views,
and working with you to shape the
future of London Luton Airport.
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THIS REPORT

We are London Luton Airport Limited
(LLAL), the owners of London Luton
Airport (LTN). Our company is in turn
wholly owned by Luton Borough
Council. LTN is operated by London
Luton Airport Operations Limited
(LLAOL) on a concession until 2031.

Our consultation

In summer 2018, we at LLAL held an
early-stage, non-statutory consultation
on our strategic proposals to expand
LTN by making best use of the existing
runway. The principal objective was

to seek feedback from the public,
businesses, public bodies and other
organisations and interest groups, so
that we could consider this feedback in
our decision-making and in developing
a better scheme for both the airport
and its local communities.

INTRODUCTION

As part of the consultation, we aimed to:

+ Explain to the immediate and

wider communities the benefits
of expanding the airport using our
existing runway;

Seek views on the options that we
have examined, explain our emerging
preferences and why other options
were not preferred, and outline the
work that was still to be done;

Seek early feedback and local
knowledge that will allow us to further
develop our proposals and strategies,
such as the surface access, noise
and air quality strategies;

Supplement the ongoing technical
engagement that is taking place
with key stakeholders, such as

the Environment Agency, airlines,
Highways England, Natural England,
Luton Borough Council and other
local authorities;

Test the scope of the work we have
carried out to date, and explain what
we will be doing in the future.

The feedback we received has helped
us identify the best strategic option,
which will be developed further into a
proposed scheme that will be subject
to further consultation. It also helped
us to understand the most important
issues for respondents, and we can
now build these into our design and
development process.

This report documents our response
to the non-statutory consultation. It is
structured as follows:

+ Chapter 1 introduces the
consultation process, the options
appraisal process which underpinned
it, and the wider DCO process of
which the non-statutory consultation
forms part

+ Chapter 2 explains the background
to consultation, including our vision
for expansion and the assessment of
options

+ Chapter 3 explains what we
consulted on, how we consulted, and
who responded

Chapter 4 reports on the consultation
feedback we received

Chapter 5 sets out our response to
the feedback, organised according to
the key themes which emerged

Chapter 6 explains how we have
revisited and updated our options
appraisal work following consultation,
taking into account the responses we
received

Chapter 7 explains which option we
will take forward into the next stage of
the project
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ASSESSING THE OPTIONS

Assessing the options — our “sifting”
process

We have used a structured process
to sift through the potential options
for LTN’s expansion, which we have
called the “Sift” process. We took this
approach so that from a long list of
potential options for the layout and
configuration of the expanded airport,
a preferred option could be identified.

Our team of leading technical advisers
has helped us to understand the
potential options for expanding LTN
based on its particular constraints.
The team has undertaken significant
amounts of technical work, including
studies on existing conditions,
feasibility, and what new infrastructure
the airport would need, to meet an
increase in commercial passenger
numbers with due consideration to
requirements for general aviation and
cargo operations.

INTRODUCTION

The Sift process involved three stages.
We have summarised the process
below.

+ At Sift 1 we identified and assessed
seven options for providing facilities
to support the 240,000 annual aircraft
movements required to handle up
to 36-38 mppa. These options were
then appraised against a set of high-
level, qualitative criteria, chosen to
meet key strategic objectives for the
project. This process helped eliminate
three options at an early stage.

+ At Sift 2 we took four options forward
for further development. At this stage
our short-listed options from the
first stage of the sift process were
developed further and considered
in more detail by our technical
specialists, including further appraisal
against a set of sift criteria. It was the
outcome of the Sift 1 and Sift 2 work
that formed the core basis of the
non-statutory consultation in summer
2018, to understand the views of the
public and other stakeholders on our
options appraisal and the emerging
preferred option, before continuing
with our options selection process.
This is explained in further detail in
chapter 2 of this report.

« Sift 3 was the next stage of options
appraisal work. We revisited our
assessment of options, taking
account of the feedback received
during the consultation and our
ongoing analysis of the options for
expansion. Further detail on the
outcome of Sift 3 can be read in
chapter 6 of this report.

You can read further about the options
sifting process in our reports: London
Luton Airport Expansion Project, Sift
Reports 1, 2 and 3.

The Development Consent
Order process

The permitted capacity of LTN is
currently 18 mppa. As our project is
seeking consent for airport-related
development that would expand the
permitted capacity of LTN by over

10 mppa, it is a type of development,
and of a scale, that meets the
thresholds to be considered a
Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP) for the purposes of the
Planning Act 2008.

As such, we must apply to the
Secretary of State for Transport for a
Development Consent Order (DCO) to
authorise the proposed development.
DCO applications are examined by the
Planning Inspectorate, and decided
by the Secretary of State for Transport
(not Luton Borough Council).

Pre-application consultation is a key
part of the DCO process, and the
consultation we held was the first of
two consultations we are planning.

The second consultation we will hold
will be a detailed statutory consultation
under the Planning Act 2008.

This will be a consultation about the
scheme we intend to apply for,

having undertaken further work and
having taken account of the responses
we received during the summer

2018 consultation.



SUMMARY OF OUR PROGRESS

Summary of our progress e I

These two pages show a table that 2018
outlines the progress we have made to

date, where we are now, and our future
timetable in relation to the

DCO process.

2018

2018

2018/2019

2019

INTRODUCTION

Sift 1 - Initial identification of high level options

At this stage, we identified and considered a long list of high-level options against a set of qualitative criteria, chosen to meet key
strategic objectives for the scheme. This resulted in a short-list of options for further consideration.

Sift 2 - Developing strategic options

At this stage our short-listed options from the first stage of the sift process were developed further and considered in more detail
by our technical specialists, including further appraisal.

Summer 2018 consultation (non-statutory)

Initial round of public consultation on the strategic options for making best use of the existing runway in the period up to 2050.

Consideration of consultation feedback, Sift 3 and development of proposals

We have considered and reviewed all the feedback provided in the continued development of our options, and used this
information for the purposes of Sift 3. From this, we have been able to identify a preferred option for LTN which will form the basis
of the statutory DCO consultation.

We have now completed this stage.

Ongoing engagement and development of proposals

Project team to continue dialogue with key stakeholders, to inform detailed development of the preferred scheme.
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OUR VISION & IDENTIFICATION OF OPTIONS

In December 2017, we published

our ‘Vision for Sustainable Growth
2020-2050’ (the Vision). In line with
government policy, the Vision outlines
our intention to make best use of the
existing runway at LTN to provide the
maximum benefit to the local and
sub-regional economy; to deliver
good levels of service; and to actively
manage environmental impacts at the
local and wider levels in line with our
wider commitment to responsible and
sustainable development. The Vision
document is available on our website
at https://www.llal.org.uk/vision2050.
html.

Our identification and assessment
of options

To explore the options for making
best use of the runway, we undertook
a structured process we called
‘sifting’, so that from a long list of
potential options for the layout and
configuration of the expanded airport,
a preferred option could emerge.

Prior to the non-statutory consultation
we completed two stages of sifting

— Sift 1 and Sift 2 — where options

to make the best use of the runway
were appraised against a set of
criteria. This formed the basis of

the consultation proposals. The sift
process carried out in advance of

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION

consultation is summarised below.

For more information, please see our
non-statutory consultation document
published in June 2018, and the
accompanying Sift 1 and Sift 2 reports,
at https://futureluton.llal.org.uk/.

Sift1

At Sift 1 we identified and assessed
seven options for providing facilities
to support the 240,000 annual aircraft
movements required to handle up

to 36-38 mppa. These options were
then appraised against a set of high-
level, qualitative criteria, chosen to
meet key strategic objectives for the
project. Below is a table outlining
our assessment of the seven options
under Sift 1.

The outcome of Sift 1 was that we
identified four options known as 1a,
1b, 1¢c and 2 to be taken forward for
further development into Sift 2. We
discontinued options 3a, 3b and 3c,
which were: building a second runway,
realigning the runway and extending
the runway, as they performed poorly
on a number of grounds including
government policy, environmental
impact, financial viability and requiring
a large amount of land not in

LLAL’s ownership.

Sift 2

At this stage our short-listed

options from the first stage of the
sift process were developed further
and considered in more detail by our
technical specialists.

In seeking to develop these options,
assumptions were made in respect of
the likely buildings, infrastructure and
potential mitigation (e.g. public open
space) needed to support the airport
when operating up to 36-38 mppa. We
anticipated that the proposals would
include the following facilities:

+ Terminal facilities with boarding piers
+ Additional aircraft stands
+ Additional taxiways

+ Vehicle forecourt and multi-storey
car parking adjacent to the terminal

« Surface parking suitable for longer
stays including replacement where
the existing facilities are disturbed

» Bus station, taxi ranks and Luton
Direct Air-Rail Transit (DART) station
in the forecourt area

+ Associated support buildings

+ Road and infrastructure provision
and adjustments

+ Relocated engine run-up and fire
training facilities

« Improvement to fuel storage facilities

* Improvement or replacement of
existing and planned public open
space and amenities

For Sift 2, illustrative design
development was undertaken for each
option. The illustrations and details

of the four options are set out on the
following pages.

12



SIFT 1
Ranking opti°n
Option 1a —two terminals to the north
Most preferred of the runway

Option 1c — a single terminal to the
north of the runway, located to the east
of the site

Option 1b - a single terminal to the
north of the runway, located to the west
of the site

Option 2 - second terminal to the south
of the runway

Option 3b — extended runway

Option 3a - realigned runway

Option 3¢ — second runway
Least preferred

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION

e Ve e

\ & ‘
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Key reasons for appraisal ranking

» Generally performed well in terms of supporting emerging
Government policy for aviation, increasing airside and landside
capacity and in delivering economic and social benefits

- Assessment against the other strategic criteria was more
mixed with options 1a and 1c¢ performing better overall at this
first sift stage

- Performed well in terms of supporting emerging Government
policy for aviation, increasing airside and landside capacity and in
delivering economic and social bensfits

- In other areas performed less well than options 1a, 1b and 1c,
6.g. potential impact on the green belt and setting of existing
heritage assets, namely Someries Castle and Luton Hoo

- Assessed as inconsistent with Government policy for aviation
(which supports making best use of existing runways) and national
planning policy e.g. green belt

- Performed poorly on dsliverability and financial viability as would
require a large amount of land outside of LLAL ownership, and in
the case of a second runway option would dsliver capacity before
demand exists

- Potential impact on the setting of existing heritage assets, namely
Someries Castle and Luton Hoo

13



OPTION 1A

Iustration of Option la

Luton Hertfordshire

Hers is an illustration showing what
option 1a could look like: two terminals
to the north of the runway, retaining the
existing terminal and a new terminal

on part of the existing Wigmore Valley
Park, which could be reprovided
further to the east.

Central Bedfordshire Hertfordshire @

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION 14



OPTION 1B

Mlustration of Option 1b

Hers is an illustration showing what
option 1b could look like: a single new
terminal option to the north of the
runway on the long-stay car park and
part of Wigmore Valley Park, phased
over time to incorporate or replace the
existing terminal. This terminal could
be located as far west as possible and
expand eastwards as required. As with
option 1a, Wigmore Valley Park could
be reprovided further to the east.

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION

Luton

Hertfordshire

Terminal

Apron

Central Bedfordshire

Hertfordshire

15



OPTION 1C

Mlustration of Option 1c )
Luton Hertfordshire

Here is an illustration showing what
option 1c could look like: a single new
large terminal option to the north of the
runway on Wigmore Valley Park.

This terminal could expand westwards
as required. As with options 1a and .
1b, Wigmore Valley Park could be
reprovided further to the east.

Central Bedfordshire Hertfordshire @

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION 16
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OPTION 2

Mlustration of Option 2 )
Luton Hertfordshire

Here is an illustration showing what
option 2 could look like: a two-terminal
option, retaining the existing terminal
with a new terminal to the south of

the runway. In this option, we expect
Wigmore Valley Park could significantly
remain where it is proposed to be .
located under the planning application
for New Century Park.

Car park

Terminal

\

Central Bedfordshire Hertfordshire Q)

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION 17
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SIFT 2: OUR ASSESSMENT OF THE OPTIONS

To appraise these options the criteria
identified at Sift 1 were refined, and 28
sub-criteria were developed,

as follows:

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION

Strategic objective

O1: Compliance with Government
aviation policy

02: To identify a scheme that is likely to be
capable of being consented and secured
through a DCO

08: To provide additional capacity and

connectivity in line with the assessment of need

0O4: To maximise the potential economic

benefits to the regional, sub-regional and local

economies

05: To maintain and where possible improve
the quality of life for Luton’s residents and the

wider population

06: To minimise environmental impacts and,
where practicable, to actively mitigate and
manage any potential environmental effects

Sift category
Strategy fit

Economic

Social

Sustainability
and environment

Sift criteria no. Sift criteria

S1

S2

S3

S4

S5

S6

S7

S8

S9

S§10

S11
S12
S13

S14

S§15

Consistent with making best use of the
existing runway

In broad conformity with national and
local town planning policies and capable
of attracting the consents required

Increase capacity both airside and
landside to achieve target increase up to
36-38 mppa

Deliver economic benefits nationally
and regionally

Increase job opportunities for the people
of Luton and the surrounding areas

To promote quality of life and minimise
adverse impacts on communities

Noise

Air quality
Natural habitats and biodiversity

Carbon emissions

Water resources
Flood risk

Cultural heritage

Landscape and visual impact and
environmental land use

Climate change

18



SIFT 2: OUR ASSESSMENT OF THE OPTIONS

Strategic objective Sift category

Surface access
and highways

O7: To maximise the number of passengers
and workforce arriving at the airport on
public transport

08: To minimise new-build highway
requirements

09: To minimise impact on the wider highway
network

010: To be technically viable, taking account Deliverability
of the needs of airport users, operators and
phasing

0O11: To enhance LTN'’s system efficiency and  Operational viability
resilience

012: To be affordable including any public Cost and benefits
expenditure that may be required and taking
account of the needs of airport users and

operators (value for money)

BACKGROUND TO CONSULTATION

Sift criteria no. Sift criteria

S16

S17

S18

S§19

S20
S21

S22

8§23
S24
S25
S26
S27

S28

Public transport modal share

Requirement for additional highway
infrastructure

Impact on wider highway network

Deliverable within the context of the
current concession to 2031

Attractive to future concessionaires

Feasibility of landfill, earthworks and
ground conditions

Additional land required beyond current

LLAL land holdings

Operational effectiveness
System resilience

Attractiveness to airline operators
Safeguarding for expansion

Safeguarding existing levels of MRO,
business, aviation and cargo activity

Estimated cost benefit

Each option was then assessed against each of
the criteria, taking into account their performance
against the relevant sub-criteria.

Emerging preferred option

As part of Sift 2 we also identified which option was
our emerging preferred option at that time, and why.

We explained that our emerging preferred option,
subject to the results of the consultation and further
design development, was option 1a. This was a
two-terminal solution on the north side of the existing
runway. In Sift 2 option 1a performed better against
the majority of the sift criteria than the other options.
We explained that a two-terminal configuration on
the north side of the runway was, on the evidence
available at the time, the most natural solution to
future airport growth as it allows the development of
new infrastructure to be phased and delivered in a
way which minimises disruption to the operation of
the airport during construction.

We noted that the way in which the development
would integrate with the existing airport operation
was particularly important in this context. The
existing terminal and its associated stands are likely
to continue to be utilised for at least 15 years before
significant refurbishment, taking into account the
recent redevelopment works to accommodate up to
18 mppa in the terminal at LTN.

19









OUR CONSULTATION

Our summer 2018 consultation ran

for ten weeks, beginning on Monday
25 June 2018 and ending on Friday

31 August 2018. Throughout this
period, all consultation materials were
available online as well as at local
libraries and council offices. We invited
members of the public, stakeholder
groups, and local organisations to
engage with the proposals, and submit
their comments and answer questions
on a feedback form. We organised 20
public consultation events across

the region.

What we consulted on

Our consultation on making best use
of the existing runway at London Luton
Airport sought views on:

+ the potential benefits of expanding
the airport

+ the options to expand the airport,
including:

+ the strategy of making best use
of the existing runway rather than
pursuing an extended, realigned or
second runway

THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

+ the options for making best use of
the exiting runway, including our
proposal to focus development

to the north of the runway and

our emerging preference of a two
terminal solution (option 1a)

+ the key impacts of expansion and
how they could be managed and
mitigated, including in particular:

earthworks

public open space
noise

surface access

air quality

landscape and visual
heritage

biodiversity

» any other comments on the
expansion proposals and our
approach to consultation.

The consultation materials
The consultation materials comprised:

+ Luton Airport Expansion Project
Future LuToN: Consultation

+ Luton Airport Expansion Project
Consultation Summary

« Luton Airport Expansion Project Sift 1
Report (draft dated June 2018)

+ Luton Airport Expansion Project Sift 2
Report (draft dated June 2018)

+ Luton Airport Expansion Project Draft
Sustainability Strategy

» Consultation Feedback Form

The materials can be viewed at
https://futureluton.llal.org.uk/. A copy
of the Feedback Form is included in
this report at Appendix 1. It included a
combination of questions that asked
respondents whether they agreed or
disagreed with our proposals, and
questions that asked respondents to
rank issues in order of importance.

It also included text boxes to allow
respondents to share in more detail
their thoughts on the proposals.

Notifications

We implemented the following
measures to promote and
advertise our consultation and
the event programme.

Posters

Large posters which detailed the
events and the consultation were
distributed to local authorities

and organisations ahead of the
consultation events. The posters
offered the same detail as the advert
and details about how to get involved.

During the first week of the event
programme, in response to
feedback from attendees, additional
posters were placed in public
spaces, including on parish council
noticeboards in affected areas.

22



OUR CONSULTATION

Image of scope that flyer and newsletter with details of consultation were sent to

@ Fiyer
® Letter

THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

Direct mail

We communicated the information
about the consultation, event
programms, and how to get involved
to nearby residents in two ways.

A double-sided A5 flyer was hand-
delivered to 39,029 addresses. This
area of delivery is identified in the pink
area in the map below. In addition,
39,783 letters were sent via Royal Mail
to the addresses identified in blue on
the map.

We also sent over 600 emails to
stakeholders including local and
regional community groups identified
as having an interest in the airport
and its development, such as
environmental and community groups
local to the airport.

Local media coverage

We placed adverts promoting the
non-statutory consultation events
in a number of local and regional
newspapers, including on their
websites where possible, during the
10-week consultation period. These
newspapers were:

- Bedford Times and Citizen
- Bucks Free Press

» Bucks Herald

» Dunstable Today

» Hemel Hempstead Gazstte
- Herts Advertiser

+ Hitchin Comet

+ Leighton Buzzard Observer
- Letchworth Comet

» Luton Herald and Post

+ Luton News

- Milton Keynes Citizen

- Stevenage Comet

+ St Albans and Harpenden Review
- Welwyn and Hatfield Times

The adverts detailed the timetable and
location of events and contact details.



OUR CONSULTATION

Ad van

We also placed an advert on an

‘ad van.’ This ad van spent seven

days during the first week of the
consultation touring the locations
listed below. The locations were based
on areas where there had been high
interest in previous consultations about
development at the airport.

Date Location
Wednesday 27th June Luton

Thursday 28th June St Albans / Hemel
Hempstead

Friday 29th June Leighton Buzzard
Saturday 30th June Stevenage

Sunday 1st July Dunstable
Monday 2nd July Harpenden / Welwyn
Tuesday 3rd July Luton

THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

Document inspection venues

We placed consultation materials at a number of document inspection venues.

These venues held copies of our documents over the consultation period so that

members of the public could view them. These venues included libraries and
council offices across the region, which are listed in the table below.

Venue
Luton Borough Council

Central Bedfordshire Council

North Hertfordshire District
Council

Hertfordshire County Council

Luton Central Library

St Albans Library
Stevenage Library
Dunstable Library

Hitchin Library

Stopsley Library

Leagrave Library
Harpenden Library
Welwyn Library

Hemel Hempstead Library

Address
Luton Council, Town Hall, George Street, Luton LU1 2BQ

Central Bedfordshire Council, Priory House, Monks Walk,
Chicksands, Shefford SG17 5TQ

North Hertfordshire District Council, Council Offices, Gernon
Road, Letchworth Garden City SG6 3JF

Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford
SG13 8DQ

Luton Central Library, St George’s Square, Luton LU1 2NG

St Albans Library, The Maltings, St Albans AL1 3JQ

Stevenage Library, Southgate, Stevenage SG1 1HD

Dunstable Library, Vernon Place, Dunstable LU5 4HA

Hitchin Library, Paynes Park, Hitchin SG5 1EW

Stopsley Library, 598 Hitchin Road, Luton LU2 7UN

Leagrave Library, Marsh Road, Luton LU3 2NL

Harpenden Library, 27 High Street, Harpenden AL5 2RU
Welwyn Library, Civic Centre, Prospect Place, Welwyn AL6 9ER

Hemel Hempstead Library, The Forum, Marlowes, Hemel
Hempstead HP1 1DN

24



OUR CONSULTATION

Events

We initially organised 17 public
consultation events over a four-week
period, across the region.

Once we launched the consultation
and advertised the four-week event
programme, three extra consultation
events were added to the programme,
including an event specifically aimed
at young people. Two of these events
(in Pitstone and Tring) were organised
in response to requests from district
councillors to hold events in their
areas following the publication of the
consultation timetable.

These consultation events allowed
members of the public to view and
engage with the proposals, and
meet and ask questions of the
technical team.

The table opposite lists the events that
were held over the four-week period
(starting on Monday 9 July) within the
ten-week consultation period, and the
number of attendees.

Information on the project/proposals
was displayed on consultation boards
for the public to read and review.
Consultation materials were available
to take away in paper form, and were
also available online.

THE CONSULTATION PROCESS
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19
20

Event

University of Bedfordshire, Luton Campus, Vicarage St, Luton LU1 3JU

Oaklands College, The Campus Welwyn Garden City, AL8 6AH

Eaton Bray Village Hall, Church Lane, Eaton Bray Dunstable, Bedfordshire, LU6 2DJ
Jubilee Centre, Catherine Street, St Albans Hertfordshire AL3 5BU

Hitchin Town Hall, Brand Street, SG5 1HX

The Old Town Hall, High St, Hemel Hempstead, HP1 3AE

Southdown Room, Harpenden Public Halls, Southdown Road, AL5 1PD

Raynham Community Centre, 66 Eaton Green Road, Luton LU2 9JE

Ellen Terry Room, 2nd Floor, Stevenage Arts and Leisure Centre, Lytton Way SG1 1LZ
Mead Hall, East Ln, Wheathampstead, St Albans AL4 8BP

The Incuba, 1 Brewers Hill Rd, Dunstable LU6 1AA

Breachwood Green Village Hall, Chapel Road, SG4 8NX

Flamstead Village Hall, Church Road, AL3 8BN

Stockwood Discovery Centre, London Road, LU1 7HA

Pitstone Memorial Hall, Vicarage Rd, Pitstone, Leighton Buzzard LU7 9EY
Caddington Sports and Social Club LU1 4HH

Whitwell New Fellowship Hall, Bendish Lane, SG4 8HT

Linslade Community Hall, Waterloo Road, Leighton Buzzard, LU7 2NR

Nora Grace Hall, Faversham Close, Tring HP23 5BA

Young people’s workshop facilitated through the National Citizen Service summer
programme

Date/time

Monday 9 July, 1300-2000
Tuesday 10 July, 1400-2000
Wednesday 11 July, 1400-2000
Friday 13 July, 1400-2000
Monday 16 July, 1400-2000
Tuesday 17 July, 1400-2000
Wednesday 18 July, 1400-2000
Saturday 21 July, 1330-1600
Monday 23 July, 1400-2000
Wednesday 25 July, 1400-2000
Thursday 26 July, 1400-2000
Friday 27 July, 1400-2000
Saturday 28 July, 1300-1630
Monday 30 July, 1400-2000
Tuesday 31 July, 1600-2000
Wednesday 1 August, 1400-2000
Thursday 2 August, 1400-2000
Saturday 4 August, 1200-1600
Wednesday 8 August, 1600-2000
Thursday 16 August, 1000-1230

No. of
Attendees

103
31
25

111
78
39

225
171
66
84

92
57
241
58
202
52
11
50
45
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RESPONSES RECEIVED

We recsived feedback from members
of the public and other interested
parties in a number of ways, including
completed feedback forms, emails
and letters. In total, we recsived 892
responses to the consultation:

+ 340 paper feedback forms
(completed at consultation events or
sent back to the team via freepost)

= 499 online fesedback forms
» 53 letters/emails

The majority of the feedback received
was from individual members of the
public. We also recsived feedback
from a number of organisations,
including town and parish councils,
and campaign groups. Thesse are listed
at Appendix 2.

Location

The majority of respondents, both
through feedback forms and by
letters/emails, provided us with their
addresses. As such, we wers able to
analyse and identify clusters of where
respondents were from.

THE FEEDBACK

Heat map showing areas of where respondents were from
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As outlined we received a range of
feedback to the consultation from both
online and written feedback forms and
also from individual letters and emails.
All consultation responses were
considered carefully and analysed
using a systematic process

described below.

We grouped the responses we
received into two data sets:

« The first data set consisted of the
responses in the feedback forms.
The feedback forms consisted of a
mix of closed and open questions.
The closed questions werse subjected
to statistical analysis to provide
quantitative data about the nature of
the responses received. The open
questions allowed for “free text”
responses, and for these a coding
system was developed in order to
identify the themes being raised. A
code was attached to each issuse
raised in each individual response.

* The second data set was made
up from the letters and emails
received from the consulteses. These
respondents did not complete the
feedback form, but provided separate
written responsss. Given the inherent
difficulties and risks of trying to
analyse and interpret these responses
against the specific closed questions
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ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES

in the feedback form, a separate
coding system was developed to
identify the themes being raised.
Again, a code was attached to
each issue raised in each
individual response.

Both data sets were shared with
the specialists in our technical team
to ensure that regard was had to
each comment that related to their
specialism, and so that key themes
could be identified and reported.

Reporting of responses

The remaining sections of this chapter
set out the feedback received,
structured according to the questions
presented in the feedback form.

Where statistical data is presented, it
should be noted that these are drawn
from responses submitted on the
feedback form. While analysing the
feedback forms, we found that not all
the closed questions on the feedback
forms that asked respondents to rank
impacts from most to least important
were completed as asked. Our
analysis of the four ranking questions
shows three outcomes of the answers
provided; these comprise where

the respondent:

1 answered the question and ranked
the priorities as asked; or

THE FEEDBACK

2 ranked some priorities but not all; or

3 did not rank the priorities as
asked, for example, selected ‘most
important’ for all priorities.

For the answers to the ranking
questions, we calculated results
separately for those completed
as asked, and those completed

in a different way, and both were
considered when analysing the
answers to the ranking questions.
No answer has been ignored or
discounted when carrying out
the analysis.

On the free-text responses to
consultation, unsurprisingly there

was much commonality between the
themes emerging from open questions
in the feedback forms, and from the

“unstructured” letter / email responses.

Therefore the sections which outline
the free-text comments received on a
particular topic are drawn from both
the feedback form response and the
letter / email response datasets.

Whilst the reporting of responses
necessarily takes the form of a
summary of responses, reflecting the
key themes emerging, it should be
emphasised that all responses were
read, reviewed and considered by the
project team.

Questions 1-2 — respondent type and
relationship to London Luton Airport

Question 1a of the feedback form was
designed to help the team understand
from the outset in what capacity the
respondent was completing the form:

Are you responding...?
As an individual

On behalf of an organisation or
group

In total, 826 respondents answered
this question.

Of these, 791 answered ‘as an
individual’ and 32 answered ‘on
behalf of an organisation or group.’
Although two options were provided
as potential answers that respondents
could answer, three respondents
selected that they were responding

as an individual and on behalf of an
organisation or group.

Question 1b asked respondents to
expand on their chosen response to
question 1a:

If you are responding on behalf

of an organisation or group...?
Which organisation/ group do you
represent? In what capacity are you
responding?

In total, 37 respondents answered
question 1b. A full list of groups and
organisations which responded to the
consultation (which comprises both
feedback form and letter /

email respondents) is provided

in Appendix 2.

Question 2

Question 2a asked respondents to tell
us their relationship with the airport,
and two options were provided:

Please tell us if you... (tick all that
apply)

Work at London Luton Airport

Have used London Luton Airport in
the last two years

In total, 519 respondents answered
question 2a.

Of the 519 respondents, 515 in

total answered ‘Have used London
Luton Airport in the last two years.’
The remaining four were split: two
respondents answered ‘work at
London Luton Airport’ and two
individuals selected both responses
—they had used the airport in the last
two years and also work at the airport.
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QUESTION 2B

Question 2b asked respondents:

Please tell us if you are currently
affected by the operations of
London Luton Airport.

In total, 680 respondents answered
this question. 45 respondents stated
that they are not impacted by the
operations at the airport, with 635
respondents outlining that they are
impacted by the operations in

some way.

Affected 635
Not affected 45

We analysed the free text answers to
question 2b and have outlined in the
table the top ten themes

that appeared.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Noise
Congestion
Noise

Air quality
Parking

Noise
Congestion

Congestion

Operations

Public transport

Theme expanded on

Concerns about existing flightpaths

Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads
Concerns about night-flights

Concerns about pollution

Noting issues about airport users parking in the wrong
place (e.g. residential roads)

Concerns about future flightpaths
Concerns about future congestion in local roads

Noting issues with existing traffic congestion around the
airport

Suggesting airport operating improvements

Rail (concerns with capacity
and networks)

Table showing top ten themes to question 2b

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

2%
14%
13%
12%
11%

2%
2%
2%

2%
2%

The main themes arising in relation to
the ways respondents are currently
affected by London Luton Airport,
drawn from both the feedback forms
and from responses by letter and
email, can be seen in the table. In
summary, the effects of the airport on
respondents predominantly related
to their proximity with the existing
flightpaths (including noise impacts).
Consultees also took the opportunity
to raise concerns about the airport
including issues relating to local
parking provision and surface
access impacts.
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QUESTION 2B

This map shows the general locations
of those who stated that they are

impacted by noise to question 2b. N (6]
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QUESTION 3A

The benefits of expansion

Question 3 of the feedback form
focused on the benefits of the
expansion proposals. Respondents
were referred to chapter 3 of the
consultation document, where we
outlined the benefits that we believe
will arise locally, regionally, and
nationally as a result of our proposals
to expand London Luton Airport.

Question 3a asked:

To allow us to understand your
priorities with regard to the potential
benefits of the expansion proposal,
how important are the following

to you? Please rank the following

in order from 1 to 7, where 1 is

the least important and 7 is the
most important to you. Please tick
one box per row and one box per
column.

Ability to attract new jobs and
economic growth into the area

Ability to support key local services
through Luton Council

Ability to support important
charitable and voluntary
organisation services through the
LLAL Community Fund in areas
impacted by airport operations

THE FEEDBACK

Locally-convenient air travel to a
greater range of destinations

Ability to support growth of the UK
economy

Ability to contribute to meeting the
increasing national demand for air
travel

Ability to maintain competitive
charges for airlines and customers

In summary, respondents considered
that the ability to attract new jobs
and economic growth into the local
area was the most important priority,
followed by the contribution to the
growth of the UK economy as a
whole. Locally-convenient air travel
to a greater range of destinations
was also seen as a priority. The ability
to maintain competitive charges for
airlines and customers and the ability
to meet increasing national demand
for air travel were considered by
respondents to be the least
important priority.

In total, 702 respondents answered this question. The below table captures the average order

of preference, whether or not the question was answered as asked

Priority

Ability to attract new jobs and economic growth into the area
Ability to support growth of the UK economy

Locally-convenient air travel to a greater range of destinations
Ability to maintain competitive charges for airlines and customers

Ability to support important charitable and voluntary organisation
services through the LLAL Community Fund in areas impacted by airport
operations

Ability to support key local services through Luton Council

Ability to contribute to meeting the increasing national demand for air
travel

Order of ranking
(7 = most important, 1
= least important)

7

6
5
4
3

Of those who completed the feedback form as asked, the results were as follows

Priority

Ability to attract new jobs and economic growth into the area
Locally-convenient air travel to a greater range of destinations
Ability to support growth of the UK economy

Ability to support important charitable and voluntary organisation
services through the LLAL Community Fund in areas impacted by airport
operations

Ability to support key local services through Luton Council
Ability to maintain competitive charges for airlines and customers

Ability to contribute to meeting the increasing national demand for air
travel

Order of ranking
(7 = most important, 1
= least important)

7

6
5
4
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QUESTION 3B

The second part of question 3 -
question 3b - asked respondents:

Are there any other benefits you
think we should be prioritising from
the expansion of London Luton
Airport?

In total, 494 feedback form
respondents answered this question.

We analysed the free text answers to
question 3b and have outlined in the
table below the top ten themes that
were provided.

Combining this with responses
received by letter and email, the
themes arising from the “free text”
consultation responses as regard to
the prioritisation of benefits were:

* A number of respondents, including
some neighbouring local authorities,
were supportive of the economic
benefits arising from the proposed
expansion and saw this as being the
main benefit of growth.

» There were some queries about the
economic benefits arising from the
development and in particular the
benefits to areas outside of Luton.
There were also queries relating to
the number of jobs supported by the
airport and its growth and, as a result,
the economic benefits arising from
the development.

THE FEEDBACK

+ Some respondents commented
on the potential for the additional
employment generated by the airport
to result in further increased demand
for housing within the local area.

+ There were also queries about the
UK’s tourism deficit and whether it is
right to expand LTN to allow more UK
residents to travel abroad.

+ Some respondents suggested that
the ‘polluter pays’ principle should
be imposed on passengers using the
airport and that this would impact on
the demand levels and on the extent
of economic benefits to be realised
by the development. Others raised
the social costs arising from increase
air traffic using LTN. These were
principally related to the social impact
of noise.

As is evident from the table, a number
of respondents took the opportunity
in this free text response box to make
comments about matters which did
not directly relate to the prioritisation
of benefits, such as concerns about
noise, and opposition to expansion.
These themes are addressed later in
this chapter.

Theme

Noise

Option preference
Air quality

Noise

Congestion

Benefits
Consultation process
Noise

Congestion

Operations

Theme expanded on

Concern about existing flightpaths

No expansion

Concerns about pollution

Concerns about future flightpaths

Concern about traffic congestion in local roads
Concerns about unfair distribution of benefits
Concerns about the questionnaire

Concerns about night-flights

Concerns about future congestion in local roads

Suggesting airport operating improvements

Table showing top ten themes to question 3b

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

17%
16%
9%
7%
5%
5%
5%
5%
4%
4%
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QUESTION 4A

This map shows the general locations

of those that agreed to question 4a.
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QUESTION 4A

Those that disagreed

In total, 158 of those that answered
question 4a said that they disagreed
with us that “our expansion strategy
to make best use of the existing
runway is more appropriate than
pursuing an extended, realigned or
second runway”.

In total, 141 of those that answered
‘disagree’ chose to expand on
their answer.

We analysed the free text answers to
question 4a and have outlined in the
table the top ten themes that

were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Option preference
Option preference
Option preference
Noise

Option preference
Noise

Air quality
Benefits

Noise

Congestion

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Support to realign runway

Prefer a second runway

Concerns about existing flightpaths
Support for an extended runway
Concerns about future flightpaths
Concerns about pollution

Unfair distribution of benefits
Concerns about night-flights

Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads

Table showing top ten themes to those that disagreed to question 4a

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

25%
23%
16%
14%
11%
6%
5%
4%
4%
3%
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This map shows the general locations
of those that disagreed to question 4a.
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QUESTION 4A

Those that ‘don't know’

In total, 181 of those that answered
question 4a said that they didn’t
know whether to agree or disagree
with us that “our expansion strategy
to make best use of the existing
runway is more appropriate than
pursuing an extended, realigned or
second runway”.

In total, 114 of those that answered
‘don’t know’ chose to expand on
their answer.

We analysed the free text answers to
this and have outlined in the table the
top ten themes.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme Theme expanded on Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

Option preference No expansion 45%

Noise Concerns about existing flightpaths 10%

Noise Concerns about future flightpaths 7%

Air quality Concerns about pollution 6%

Consultation process Concerns about the questionnaire 5%

Option preference Support to realign runway 4%

Infrastructure Need for better infrastructure (roads) 4%

Benefits Unfair distribution of benefits 4%

Congestion Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads 3%

Climate change Need to reduce carbon emissions 3%

Table showing top ten themes to those that didn’t know whether to

agree or disagree with question 4a

The main themes arising in relation to
question 4a, drawn from the tables
above and response by letter and
email, were as follows:

+ For those respondents that agreed
with our strategy, the main reason
was support for option 1a. The
reasons for this varied but included
the environmental impact of the other
options and ensuring land proposed
in the other options could be used
for future economic growth. This was

also the view that emerged from a
number of the local authorities.

+ Another main reason cited by those
who agreed with our strategy was
opposition to a second runway,
with concerns expressed about the
potential noise effects that would
arise.

+ For those that disagreed, or selected
“don’t know”, in response to question
4a, the main reason given was that

there should be no expansion at
LTN. A number of those who agreed
with the proposal to make best of
use of the existing runway instead
of an extended, realigned or second
runway, also took the opportunity to
assert their overall preference for

no expansion.

By contrast, two key themes
mentioned by those who disagreed
with our proposed strategy was that
they preferred a realigned runway or a
second runway.

Notwithstanding that the question
did not directly ask for comments on
the business case for the options, a
number of respondents were keen to
understand the business case for the
expansion proposals generally.

A number of the other themes
mentioned in response to question 4a
related to the impacts of expansion
and these are expanded on later

in this chapter. In addition, some
consultees felt they were not provided
with sufficient information to be able
to answer the question.
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QUESTION 4A

This map shows the general locations
of those that didn’t know whether to
agree or disagree with question 4a
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QUESTION 4B

The following map shows the general
locations of people that agreed with

this question. ©
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QUESTION 4B

Those that disagreed

In total, 153 disagreed with our
statement to focus our attention on the
north of the runway and to discontinue
the southern option.

In total, 123 of those that answered
‘disagree’ chose to expand on their
answer in question 4b.

We analysed the free text answers to
those that disagreed to question 4b
and have outlined in the table the top
ten themes that were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Option preference

Option preference

Wigmore Valley Park
Air quality
Congestion
Consultation process
Option preference
Option preference
Option preference

Option preference

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Support for option 2 (new terminal and apron capacity
to the south of the runway)

Want to retain the park as it is

Concerns about pollution

Concerns about future congestion in local roads
Concerns about the questionnaire

Support for option 1a (a double terminal solution)
Support to realign runway

Support for a second runway

Support for an extended runway

Table showing top ten themes to those that disagreed to question 4b

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

33%
13%

11%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
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QUESTION 4B

The following map shows the general
locations of people that disagreed with

this question.
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QUESTION 4B

Those that ‘don't know’

In total, 218 of those that answered
question 4b said that they didn’t know
whether to agree or disagree with our
statement to focus our attention on the
north of the runway and to discontinue
the southern option.

In total, 94 of those that answered
chose to expand on their answer.

We analysed the free text answers to
this and have outlined in the table the
top ten themes that were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme Theme expanded on Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

Option preference No expansion 34%

Noise Concerns about future flightpaths 6%

Consultation process Concerns about the questionnaire 6%

Option preference Support for option 1a (double terminal solution) 5%

Air quality Concerns about pollution 3%

Congestion Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads 2%

Climate change Need to reduce carbon emissions 2%

Wigmore Valley Park Want to retain the park as it is 2%

Option preference

Support for option 2 (new terminal and apron capacity 2%

to the south of the runway)

Option preference

Support to realign runway

2%

Table showing top ten themes to those that didn’t know whether to agree or disagree

to question 4b

The main themes arising in relation
question 4b, drawn from both the
feedback forms and from responses
by letter and email, are shown in the
tables above. In summary:

+ As shown in the responses to
question 4a, overall a significant
number of respondents agreed that
the main focus should be on the
northern options.

+ For those who agreed with our
conclusions, many responses
referred to the available land, the
environmental impact, impacts on
passengers and the surface access

impacts as influencing their decision.

+ A minority of the responses that
disagreed with the discontinuation
of considering the southern option
indicated that their reason for doing

so was being against expansion at
LTN, rather than directly commenting
on the options or appraising them.

In addition to those opposed to

any expansion, some consultees
disagreed with our emerging
preference of the northern option and
the discontinuation of considering

of the southern option. Reasons
included that it would bring
development closer to the main
neighbouring development, and
encourages additional traffic, whereas
development to the south would have
less impact on the residential areas of
Wigmore and would avoid impacts on
Wigmore Valley Park.
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QUESTION 4B

The following map shows the general
locations of those that didn’t know
whether to agree or disagrese to
question 4b.
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The following map shows the
locations of people that agreed with
this question.

i ‘ . o. o ° ..°f.°.= °® o‘ p ?
0. X LR *: X o
e . 0‘.. * LTN i
’o. 0: . e : © o .
o . ® ° ¥ "°’°’ . ., x
.o’ o e L. S
o o - .':‘o.o.
(¢] - °e o

THE FEEDBACK 49



QUESTION 4C

Those that disagreed

In total, 181 respondents disagreed
with our statement. Of these, 138
respondents chose to expand on their
answer in question 4c. We analysed
the free text answers of those that
disagreed to question 4c and

have outlined in the table the top

ten themes.
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Theme

Option preference
Congestion

Air quality
Operations

Noise

Option preference

Option preference

Noise
Wigmore Valley Park

Option preference

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Concerns about future congestion in local roads
Concerns about pollution

Suggesting airport operating improvements
Concerns about future flightpaths

Support for option 1b (single terminal complex to the
west of the site)

Support for option 2 (a new terminal and apron capacity
to the south of the runway)

Concerns about existing flightpaths
Want to retain the park as it is

Support for option 1c (a single terminal complex to the
east of the site)

Table showing top ten themes to those that disagreed to question 4c

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

38%
6%
6%
5%
4%
4%

4%

4%
4%
2%

It was also said that none of the
options presented for consultation
looked at undertaking any
enhancement/redevelopment

to the existing airport terminal.
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QUESTION 4C

The following map shows the general
locations of people that disagreed with
this question.
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QUESTION 4C

Those that don't know

In total, 261 respondents said they
didn’t know in response to our
statement. Of these, 89 respondents
chose to expand on their answer in
question 4c. We analysed the free
text answers of those that agreed to
question 4b and have outlined in
the table the top ten themes that
were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Option preference
Consultation process
Noise

Noise

Wigmore Valley Park
Option preference
Air quality

Climate Change
Operations

Finance

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Concerns about the questionnaire

Concerns about future flightpaths

Concerns about existing flightpaths

Want to retain the park as it is

Support for option 1a (double terminal solution)
Concerns about pollution

Need to reduce carbon emissions

Suggesting airport operating improvements

Acknowledgement of the business case/reasons for the

project

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

21%
9%
7%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%

Table showing top ten themes to those that didn’t know whether to agree or disagree

to question 4c

The main themes arising in relation

to this question, drawn from both the
feedback forms and from responses by
letter and email are shown in the tables
above. In summary:

In total, 291 respondents agreed with
our statement that a two-terminal
solution is the most appropriate
solution if development is taken
forward to the north side of the
runway. Consultees referred to the
passenger flows and reduced crowds
for reasons in support of this option.

Local authorities who preferred the
two terminal option referenced an
ambition to avoid congestion in the
terminal buildings by separating them
out, and referred to this option as
more deliverable.

For those that disagreed with our
statement, explanations revolved
around opposition to expansion
and the surface access impacts
associated with a two-terminal
building.
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QUESTION 4C

The following map shows the general

location of those that didn’t know ® °
whether to agree or disagrese to

question 4c.
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QUESTION 5A

Question 5 — Managing the impacts
Question 5a asked:

We have identified the following key
impacts which we consider to be
particularly important in the context
of expanding London Luton Airport.
Please rank these in order from 1 to
10, where 1 is the least important
and 10 is the most important to you:
Please tick one box per row and one
box per column.

For question 5a we asked respondents
to tick one box per row and one box
per column i.e. rank the key impacts

in order 1 to 10. However some
respondents did not complete this
question as asked (e.g. they ranked

all of the answers equally, or did not
answer them all).

In total, 784 respondents answered
this question in some way.
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The below table captures the average order of
preference, whether or not the question was
answered as asked:

Of those who completed the feedback form as
asked the results were as follows:

Priority

Noise

Flightpaths

Air quality

Climate change
Surface access
Landscape and visual
Biodiversity

Enabling works (e.g.
earthworks and
replacement public
open space)

Heritage

Land ownership and
acquisition

Ranking (1 = least
important, 10 =
most important)

10

w ~ OO0 O N 00 ©

Priority

Noise

Flightpaths

Air quality

Surface access
Climate change
Biodiversity
Landscape and visual

Enabling works (e.g.
earthworks and
replacement public
open space)

Heritage

Land ownership and
acquisition

Ranking (1 = least
important, 10 =
most important)

10

9
8
7
6
o)
4
3

In either case it is evident that the
most important issues for consultees
were noise, flightpaths, air quality,
surface access and climate change.
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QUESTION 5B

Question 5b asked:

Please tell us if there are any other
key impacts you think we need to
consider.

In total, 461 respondents answered
this question and outlined key impacts
that we should consider. We analysed
the free text answers to question 5b
and have outlined in the table the top
ten themes.

The main themes arising in relation

to the impacts, drawn from both the
feedback forms and from responses
by letter and email, are shown in

the table above. The most common
response from consultees related to
noise impacts concerns for those living
under existing or future flightpaths,
notwithstanding noise was one of the
ranking choices in question 5a. There
was also a concern about pollution
from the expansion proposals, again
repeating one of the ranking choices in
question 5a.
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Theme

Noise

Noise

Air quality

Option preference
Congestion

Noise

Congestion
Climate Change
Public transport
Parking

Theme expanded on

Concern with existing flightpaths

Concern with future flightpaths

Concerns about pollution

No expansion

Concerns about future congestion in local roads
Concerns about night-flights

Concern about traffic congestion in local roads
Need to reduce carbon emissions

Rail (concerns with capacity and networks)

Parking in the wrong place (e.g. residential roads)

Table showing top ten themes to question 5b

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

15%
13%
10%
10%
9%
9%
8%
4%
3%
3%
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QUESTION 5C

Earthworks
Question 5c asked:

We propose to take earth from the
site to avoid the significant extra
traffic burden on the local area. Do
you have any comments on this
proposal?

In total, 494 respondents answered
this question on the feedback form.
We analysed the free text answers to
question 5¢ and have outlined in the
table the top ten themes that

were provided.

The main themes arising in relation to
the earthworks, drawn from both the
feedback forms and from responses
by letter and email, were as follows:

+ On the whole, respondents were
generally supportive of soil being
sourced within the site area rather
than material being imported via
lorries to the site, which would result
in traffic congestion. Despite this,
there is a recurring theme that this
approach is “the lesser of two evils”
with large scale opposition to the
additional highways impact caused
by importing material by road.

+ The majority of the comments from
respondents had an appreciation
of the major scale of earthworks
required to support the creation
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Theme Theme expanded on Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

Option preference No expansion 10%

Congestion Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads 3%

Noise Concerns about existing flightpaths 3%

Landscape and visual  Understanding of the arguments for the proposed 3%

approach of construction
Wigmore Valley Park Want to retain the park as it is 3%

Construction nuisance Concerns about potential traffic levels/nuisance caused 3%

during construction

Congestion Concerns about future congestion in local roads 2%
Air quality Concerns about pollution 2%
Landscape and visual ~ Concerns about loss of quality land 2%
Traffic modelling Need for traffic modelling to take place 2%

Table showing top ten themes to question 5¢

of the platform and therefore the
significant impact on the existing
character of the landscape resulting
from the preferred proposals.

As a consequence, a number of
respondents sought clarity or further
detail on the proposed earthworks
solution, particularly the associated
remediation and mitigation of
Wigmore Valley Park. Many
respondents highlighted information
related to the earthworks which they
felt was not clear or was perceived to
be missing.

+ Two local authorities expressed

strong disappointment at not being
consulted ahead of the consultation
document release.

+ The unknown impact on the

existing topography caused by the
enabling works was also a recurring
theme and many of the responses
identified a number of concerns
which they considered should be
addressed in the landform design.
Recommendations from respondents
included that due regard should be

paid to “the distinct landform features
of the plateau and steep incised dry
valleys”, “the prominence and height
of the platform and built structures”
and “the treatment of the platform
edges in relation to the existing
natural topography.”

There were some specific concerns
relating to landfill; such as building
on landfill being perceived as
dangerous, containing toxic waste
or unexploded ordnances (UXO).

It was also highlighted that there
was no mention in the consultation
document of the likelihood that much
of the on-site material could be
obtained from a former landfill site
and as such there was no reference
to the need to “consider measures
to mitigate the environmental impact
of its disturbance, its storage, its
treatment, its transport, its re-use or
its disposal”.

Other justifications for supporting

the proposals included references to
it being “cheaper” to use excavated
earth from within the airport boundary
and a general perception that the
proposal “made sense”.

Whilst some of the respondents
noted that many impacts of
enabling works will have intrinsically
shorter term implications, they also
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QUESTION 5D

emphasised the need to consider
construction impacts whilst assessing
the proposal, notably in relation to
noise and dust. A response from one
local authority stated “there does not
appear to be mention in the enabling
works section of the need for any
construction workers’ compounds,
whilst issues such as night working
and percussive piling will also need to
be addressed fully”.
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Public open space
Question 5d asked:

When designing and constructing a
replacement public open space, how
would you prioritise the following?
Please rank in order from 1 to 8,
where 1 is the least important and 8
is the most important to you.” The
following were options to order:

1 Park facilities (e.g. café, toilets,
parking areas etc.)

2 Park outlook

3 Natural habitats (e.g. flora and
fauna)

4 Sports and recreational facilities
(e.g. sports pitches, running /
cycling routes, skate parks)

5 Quality of children’s play areas

6 Accessibility from the surrounding
community

7 Surfaced and / or accessible paths
(including for disabled users)

8 Connections to other rights of way

In total, 620 respondents answered
question 5d on the feedback form.

Table captures the average order of
preference, whether or not the question was
answered as asked

Of those who completed the feedback form as
asked the results were as follows

Priority

Natural habitats (e.g. flora
and fauna)

Accessibility from the
surrounding community

Park facilities (e.g. café,
toilets, parking areas etc.)

Quality of children’s play
areas

Sports and recreational
facilities (e.g. sports
pitches, running / cycling
routes, skate parks

Surfaced and / or
accessible paths (including
for disabled users)

Park outlook

Connections to other rights
of way

Ranking (1 =
least important,
8 = most
important)

8

1

Priority

Natural habitats (e.g. flora
and fauna)

Park facilities (e.g. café,
toilets, parking areas etc.)

Accessibility from the
surrounding community

Sports and recreational
facilities (e.g. sports
pitches, running / cycling
routes, skate parks

Quality of children’s play
areas

Park outlook

Surfaced and / or
accessible paths (including
for disabled users)

Connections to other rights
of way

Ranking (1 =

least important,

8 = most
important)

8
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QUESTION 5E

Question 5e asked:

Do you have any other priorities
that a replacement public open
space should provide, or any other
comments relating to our approach
to providing replacement public
open space?

In total, 323 respondents answered
question 5e and outlined key priorities
that we should consider. We analysed
the free text answers to question 5e
and have outlined in the table the top
ten themes that were provided.
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Theme

Wigmore Valley Park
Option preference
Landscape and visual
Wigmore Valley Park
Biodiversity

Noise

Noise

Landscape and visual
Wigmore Valley Park
Wigmore Valley Park

Theme expanded on

Retaining the park as it is

No expansion

Suggestions for landscape and visual improvements
Impact on park landscape

Support for a biodiversity strategy

Concerns about future flightpaths

Concerns about existing flightpaths

Easy access to local space

Park not important

Concerns with impact on children’s space

Table showing top ten themes to question 5e

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

20%
13%
7%
5%
4%
3%
3%
3%
3%
2%

Combining the feedback form
responses with those contained in
letter and email responses, the main
comments made by respondents on
replacement public open space were
as follows:

» There was sense that the loss of
Wigmore Valley Park for development
was essentially a ‘done deal’ and
a view that LLAL had not really
considered options to retain the
existing area of parkland (i.e.
containing expansion within the
existing airport land or land outside
of Wigmore Valley Park). There were
suggestions that LLAL should omit
the commercial element of the airport
expansion project, to enable more of
the existing parkland to
be saved.

« Concerns were raised that the
proposals would result in a loss of
valued biodiversity and tree cover and
that a replacement area of parkland
may take years to establish and
compensate for such loss. There were
concerns that the community may
be without parkland for a period and
nervousness about how long
users would be without public
open space.
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QUESTION 5E

« Concerns were made about the
quality of parkland that could be

+ Various suggestions were made + include some facilities at its eastern
about the parkland design process end (e.g. small car park, toilets,

instead be re-provided within
Luton Borough.

delivered in agricultural land in North
Hertfordshire and a scepticism that
LLAL would deliver a replacement
area of public open space that was
commensurate in size or quality

to what would be lost. There were
concerns that replacement parkland
would be further away from the
community it serves, and that the
consultation information did not
appear to give adequate importance
to the replacement of parkland and
a view accordingly that it should be
more of a key priority for LLAL.

A sense that relocating the park

into agricultural land in North
Hertfordshire would still result in a
net loss of undeveloped land and
green infrastructure. There was a
related concern that the replacement

parkland may introduce inappropriate

development into the Green Belt.

A small number of respondents
questioned why LLAL were giving so

much importance in their consultation

documentation to the replacement
parkland and a few queried whether
replacement parkland was required
at all. A few also questioned why we
would replace the parkland within
North Hertfordshire and suggested
that replacement parkland should
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Local authority respondents advised
that the replacement parkland will
fundamentally change the character
of the existing agricultural land. The
location, nature and function of the
replacement parkland therefore
requires a clear vision based on

an understanding of local needs,
and management and on-going
maintenance arrangements need

to be further developed. They also
identified a need for the replacement
park to relate to the proposed
housing to the east of Luton and
benefit the new community that will
occupy this area.

A local authority respondent also
commented that the replacement
park should relate to the conservation
and enhancement of important
strategic green infrastructure routes.
It was also said that there is a need
to consider the impact of visitors

to the replacement park upon the
surrounding roads.

and proposed layout of parkland,
including that it should:

be inclusive for all users, with
accessible routes and facilities for
disabled children (i.e. accessible
play equipment, seating and toilets);

connect to the wider footpath
network and communities of North
Hertfordshire, increase open access
land and make better provision

for dog walkers and those moving
through the park (e.g. litter bins,
benches, dog waste bins etc.);

make provision for plane spotting;

include waterbodies, lakes,
fountains or even a lido;

expand the existing allotments;

include measures that encourage
users, both young and old, to be
more active (e.g. Multi Use Game
Area, exercise machines, tennis
courts, badminton courts, table-
tennis tables, etc.);

include measures to address the
security and safety issues present
at the existing Wigmore Valley
Park (i.e. access by unauthorised
users etc.);

picnic area etc.);

be ‘natural’ in appearance, with
opportunities included for users
to explore nature and get a multi-
sensory experience (e.g. forest
walks, wildflower meadows, bee-
keeping areas, water-bodies etc.);

include mature vegetation, to
provide shade and visual screening
to the development.

» There were suggestions that LLAL

should engage with local partners
and user groups to help

develop our proposals for the
replacement parkland (e.g. school
children, community groups,
organisations etc.).
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Noise Frequently Occasionally Notatall Don’t know
Question 5f asked: Noise from departing and arriving aircraft 565 156 79 4

We recognise that expansion of Noise from aircraft on the ground 144 148 431 22
London Luton Airport could bring Noise from increased road traffic 169 194 321 59

associated noise impacts. How
often are you currently affected by
the following sources of airport-
related noise?

Temporary noise during construction 78 116 419 122

Table shows the breakdown of the answers provided

In total, 804 respondents answered
this question. The table shows the
breakdown of the answers provided:

From this, it is clear that for the
majority of respondents, the main
noise impact arises from departing and
arriving aircraft.
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QUESTION 5G

Question 5g focused on noise and was
another ranking question. We asked:

We are considering a range of
potential measures to mitigate
noise impacts from future airport
expansion — see pages 54 to 57 of
the consultation document for more
information about noise mitigation.

THE FEEDBACK

Please rank the following in order
from 1 to 7, where 1 will bring the
least benefit and 7 the most benefit
to you.

1 Restricting aircraft movements at
night from 23:30-05:59 hrs to the
existing permitted limit

2 Providing incentives for airlines to
adopt quieter aircraft

3 Optimising flightpaths to mitigate
the impact of noise from arriving
and departing aircraft

4 Reviewing the Noise Insulation
Scheme which provides
compensation for homeowners and
businesses

5 Improving use of space, reducing
taxi time and queuing to reduce
ground noise

6 Using acoustic barriers to reduce
ground and surface access noise

7 Managing noise and vibration
impacts during construction

In total, 757 respondents answered
question 5g.

Table captures the average order of
preference, whether or not the question was
answered as asked

Priority Ranking (1 =
least important,
7 = most
important)
Restricting aircraft 7

movements at night from
23:30-05:59 hrs to the
existing permitted limit

Optimising flightpaths to 6
mitigate the impact of noise
from arriving and departing

aircraft

Providing incentives for 5
airlines to adopt quieter

aircraft

Reviewing the Noise 4

Insulation Scheme

Using acoustic barriers to &
reduce ground and surface
access noise

Improving use of space, 2
reducing taxi time and

queuing to reduce ground
noise

Managing noise and 1
vibration impacts during
construction

Of those who completed the feedback form as
asked, the results were as follows

Priority Ranking (1 =
least important,
7 = most
important)
Restricting aircraft 7

movements at night from
23:30-05:59 hrs to the
existing permitted limit

Optimising flightpaths to 6
mitigate the impact of noise
from arriving and departing

aircraft

Providing incentives for 5
airlines to adopt quieter

aircraft

Reviewing the Noise 4

Insulation Scheme

Improving use of space, 3
reducing taxi time and

queuing to reduce ground
noise

Using acoustic barriers to 2
reduce ground and surface
access noise

Managing noise and 1
vibration impacts during
construction
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QUESTION 5H

Question 5h asked:

Do you have any comments or
suggestions about the above
measures that we are proposing in
order to address noise impacts?

In total, 517 respondents answered
this question.

We analysed the free text answers to
question 5h and have outlined in the
table the top ten themes.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Noise

Noise

Noise

Option preference
Noise

Operations

Noise

Noise

Air quality

Consultation process

Theme expanded on

Concerns about night-flights

Concerns about existing flightpaths
Concerns about future flightpaths

No expansion

Need/support for quieter planes in the future
Need more information on new flightpaths
Double-glazing/triple glazing of properties
Compensation

Concerns about pollution

Concerns about the questionnaire

Table showing top ten themes to question 5h

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

26%
24%
21%
13%
9%
5%
3%
3%
3%
2%

Combining the feedback form
responses with those contained in
letter and email responses, the issues
emerging from consultation concerning
noise were as follows:

» The dominant theme is that current
levels of aircraft noise are considered
unacceptable and have increased
significantly over the recent past. A
number of responses from a variety of
locations stated that it is not possible
to have a continuous conversation
in the garden due to noise from
overflying aircraft. It was noted that
aircraft movements at night cause
sleep disturbance and are a key
concern, windows need to be opened
for ventilation during hot periods so
there is little protection from air noise
offered by glazing.

* The comments about noise and
flightpaths covered the general
impact of overflying aircraft, including
altitude. A number of respondents
highlighted concentration of noise,
including through the most recent
changes due to RNAV routes (which
has allowed a narrower flight path
between St Albans and Harpenden),
and noise distribution in the future.
Some believed that aircraft should be
directed towards urban areas where
it was less noticeable compared
to the ambient/background noise,
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QUESTION 5H

whilst other respondents suggested
aircraft should be directed over rural
areas where there was a smaller

population to be impacted. A number

of respondents also highlighted the
impact of airspace design on the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) in particular where

there is higher ground and aircraft are

effectively at a lower altitude relative
to the population.

There was a wide range of locations
from which people were concerned
about noise and flightpaths,
including St Albans, Harpenden,
Welwyn Garden City, Knebworth,
Tring, Stevenage, Berkhamsted
and Leighton Buzzard, as well as
rural villages. For example, it was
noted that Breachwood Green is
significantly affected by air noise.
There were some concerns of
flights deviating from the principal
arrival path.

A lack of respite routes was
mentioned a number of times, as
well as the constraints applied to
airspace due to the proximity with
other London airports (such as
Heathrow’s Bovingdon Stack), which
results in aircraft departing from LTN
being held at a lower altitude than

THE FEEDBACK

would otherwise be the case. Some

consultees believed that expansion of

other airports in London would add
further to this interaction problem,
and some were concerned that
airspace simply could not handle
all the forecast growth in London,
so were sceptical that LTN could
accommodate this level of activity.

+ Night noise concerns were related

to both one-off events and also
the overall level of scheduled flying
at night time, with flights by cargo
aircraft in the early hours of the
morning mentioned specifically.

It was considered that aircraft
lowering undercarriage early over
Knebworth and Stevenage was
unnecessary. The late landing gear
trial over Stevenage was considered
effective at reducing air noise, but
it was said that compliance with
this operational procedure has
dropped off since the trial finished.
It was suggested that this should
be adopted as standard practice to
minimise noise at both Stevenage
and Knebworth.

+ Some consultees expressed the
view that the current LLAOL Noise
Action Plan has not been successful
at reducing the level of air noise
and complaints have increased and
that that current limits from planning
conditions are not being enforced
and have been exceeded. There were
views that promises from previous
expansions concerning noise have
not been delivered, and that LLAL
should take more responsibility
for noise pollution. It was said that
existing problems should be dealt
with before any expansion should be
considered. Related to this, there was
a view that it is not acceptable for
Luton Borough Council to be both the
owner of LLAL and the overseer of
noise pollution.

+ One local authority requested that
the DCO needs to address how many
more people would be affected by air
noise as a result of the expansion and
that the implication of the new World
Health Organisation (WHO) noise
guidelines should be considered.

+ Some specific issues raised by
respondents to manage air noise
were as follows:

there were a number of suggestions
and comments on how noise and
flightpaths should be considered
and mitigated against within the
process; greater controls over night
noise were suggested, including:

a complete ban on night flights,

a reduction in night movements,

a reduction in general aviation
movements at night, and a ban on
night flights during specific night
periods to provide quiet periods,
and banning cargo operations at
night was suggested by

several respondents;

setting maximum levels of
movements over certain areas as
part of the airspace redesign, or
development of respite routes were
suggested by some;

operationally, there were requests
for steeper climbs and descents
to increase aircraft altitude over
communities, as well as later
deployment of the undercarriages
on landing (as per the recent
LLAOL trial);
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QUESTION 5H

* noise management through
incentives to airlines for operating
quieter aircraft or banning noisier
aircraft (particularly at night)
were key themes as part of noise
mitigation policies which could be
implemented by the airport, and it
was commented that the uptake of
new quieter aircraft should
be quicker;

+ there were views that the current
system of fines is not strong
enough so a fining system should
be adopted that suitably punishes
airlines for not following defined
operational procedures;

+ some local authorities supported
the noise mitigation measures
that were listed at the consultation
and have requested to be part of
the Noise Envelope Design Group
(NEDG).
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« Comments were received about noise

impacts other than from air noise:

+ it was said that ground noise
from engine warm ups, taxiing,
engine testing at night affects
nearby communities;

« there were suggestions to stop/
reduce airlines running engines
during maintenance checks;

+ there was a view that noise impact
from additional road traffic as a
result of the expansion will reduce
quality of life;

+ there were comments that nearby
communities may be impacted
due to noise and vibration
generated from earthworks/
construction activities.

+ One local authority expressed
concern over the lack of detalil
provided on baseline noise
monitoring. Some local authorities
requested a commitment to an
agreed methodology for the
assessment of noise that includes
definition of baseline noise
levels and predictions of future noise
increases as a result of the
proposed expansion.

+ One local authority suggested
they could facilitate baseline noise
monitoring and they would also
like to see a number of measures
incorporated in the new LLAOL Noise
Action Plan.
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QUESTION 5J

Question 5j asked:

We will be assessing how we can
provide access to an expanded
London Luton Airport by all modes
of transport, with a focus on rail,
bus, walking and cycling. Are there
any particular initiatives you would
like to see implemented to support
improved access to the airport by
public/sustainable transport?

In total, 450 respondents answered
question 5j. We analysed the free

text answers to question 5j and have
outlined in the table the top ten themes
that were provided.
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Theme

Public transport
Public transport
Public transport
Traffic Modelling
Option preference
Public transport
Congestion
Parking
Congestion

Congestion

Theme expanded on

Rail (concerns with capacity and networks)
Improvements of local buses and their routes
Cycling and walking routes

Traffic modelling in local areas

No expansion

Supportive of DART

Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads
Need for improved parking at airport

Issues with traffic congestion on the motorway

Concerns about future congestion on local roads

Table showing top ten themes to question 5j

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

26%
19%
9%
8%
7%
7%
6%
6%
4%
4%
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QUESTION 5K

Question 5k asked:

We are assessing a number of
locations on the highway network
that may require improvement
works to support an expanded
London Luton Airport. Are there
any particular locations you want to
make sure we have considered as
we develop our proposals?

In total, 405 respondents using the

feedback form answered this question.

We analysed the free text answers to
question 5k and have outlined in

the table the top ten themes that
were provided.
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Theme Theme expanded on Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

Congestion Concerns about traffic congestion in local roads 28%

Congestion Issues with traffic congestion on the motorway 14%

Traffic Modelling Traffic modelling in local areas 12%

Congestion Concerns about future congestion on local roads 8%

Infrastructure Need for better infrastructure (roads) 7%

Congestion Traffic congestion at Junction 10 6%

Option preference No expansion 6%

Public transport Rail (concerns with capacity and networks) 5%

Congestion Concerns about future traffic congestion around the 4%

airport/need improvements

Public transport

Improve roads (concerns with road networks and need 3%

to improve to support the option)

Table showing top ten themes to question 5k

Combining these with the comments
made in letter and email responses,
the main issues raised in regard to
surface access were as follows:

+ There were concerns over the .
capacity of junctions on the M1, along
roads in the vicinity of the airport,
with some respondents identifying
specific local roads and junctions
in their area they were particularly
concerned about in terms of traffic
congestion including key A roads,

Luton Road, the Hitchin area and East
Luton. Some respondents considered

that new highway works would be
required, including a by-pass for
Hitchin, the A6 link to go all the way
past Hitchin and an A505 link road.

In terms of providing access to an
expanded London Luton Airport by
all modes of transport, with a focus
on rail, bus, walking and cycling,
some respondents have expressed
their concerns that increased public
transport mode share would not solve
congestion issues. Related to this,

a number of respondents noted that

expanding the airport would result in
further issues with rail capacity.

A number of respondents raised a
general concern over poor public
transport connection with local

areas outside of Luton town centre.
Comments were made about south of
airport communities having low

bus usage.

Furthermore, a number of
respondents raised a general concern
of congestion on existing roads
around the airport, along the M1 and
in particular in the airport drop off
zone (DO2Z). In relation to the DOZ,
some respondents have suggested
that this should be made free for a
short period of time.

Some respondents noted the issue
of rat running via country lanes to the
east of the airport and commented
that this problem would be
exacerbated by the proposals. There
were also concerns raised in relation
to HGV traffic and the impact on local
roads during the construction phase.

Other issues raised in terms of
surface access were concerns
regarding high parking charges and
dumped cars on nearby residential
roads in particular along Hertfordshire
roads east of the airport and along
Percival Way, Luton.
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QUESTION 5L

Air quality
Question 5l asked:

We outline the measures we are
considering to manage the effects
of expansion on air quality on
pages 61 and 62 of the consultation
document. Do you have any
comments on these or any other air
quality measures?

In total, 443 feedback form
respondents answered question 5I.

We analysed the free text answers to
question 51 and have outlined in the
table the top ten themes that

were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Air quality
Climate Change
Air quality

Option preference

Air quality

Noise
Noise
Congestion
Air quality

Consultation process

Theme expanded on

Concerns about pollution

Need to reduce carbon emissions
Need for a management plan

No expansion

Concerns about increased traffic movements effect on
pollution

Concerns about existing flightpaths

Quieter planes in the future

Concern with traffic congestion in local roads
Parks (need to improve air quality in parks)

Concern with the questionnaire

Table showing top ten themes to question 5I

Combining this with the responses

Percentage

of those that received via letter and email, the main

answered the comments included:

question

53% + A number of respondents raised

10% concerns about the potential impact
of the expansion on air quality as a

9% result of the increased road traffic

7% and increased aircraft movements

7% respectively leading to increased road
vehicle and aircraft emissions.

4% + Some respondents noted the need

3% to consider the impact at Air Quality

3% Management Areas (AQMAs),
including those at Hitchin and in

B Bedfordshire.

2% . . . o .
* In relation to air quality monitoring, it

was noted that it must be adequate

and a number of respondents

made suggestions for locations

for air pollution monitoring in the
wider flightpath areas. A number of
responses requested an introduction
for binding targets or penalties if air-
quality standards were not met.

+ Comments were also made regarding
lack of detail in the consultation
materials in relation to the strategies
and management plans for air quality.

* In terms of mitigation measures,
respondents’ comments included
the following: tree planting, electric
ground vehicles, fixed electric ground
power to stop engine use.
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QUESTION 5M

Landscape and visual
Question 5m asked:

We outline the measures we

are considering to manage the
landscape and visual effects of
expansion on pages 63 and 64 of the
consultation document. Do you have
any comments on these or any other
landscape and visual measures?

In total, 343 respondents answered
question 5m on the feedback form.

We analysed the free text answers to
question 5m and have outlined in
the table the top ten themes that
were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Option preference
Landscape and visual
Biodiversity

Wigmore Valley Park
Landscape and visual
Landscape and visual
Air quality

Wigmore Valley Park
Landscape and visual

Climate Change

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Suggestions for landscape and visual improvements

Support for a biodiversity strategy

Want to retain the park as it is

Concerns about loss of quality land

Issues with light pollution

Concerns about pollution

Concerns about impact on park landscape
Impact of construction on landscape

Need to reduce carbon emissions

Table showing top ten themes to question 5m

Percentage
of those that
answered the

question
13%
10%
6%
6%
5%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%

In addition, comments were received
via letter and email. The key comments
overall were as follows:

* A number of respondents expressed
their concerns about the landscape
and visual impact of the proposed
airport expansion, noting that
proposals would irreversibly damage
a valued area of the landscape and
would result in the loss of valued
biodiversity and tree cover.

 Related to that were more general
concerns that the development is
likely to have significant adverse
effects upon landscape character
and visual amenity. One local
authority stated that they are
particularly concerned regarding
the landscape impacts of the
north-side development options,
proposed earthworks, buildings and
replacement parkland.

* It was also noted that due to the
airport’s prominent position within
the landscape, views to the aviation
platform and buildings may not
be able to be screened effectively.
A concern was also raised that
proposed airport development
may be more prominent in views
experienced by users of the park,
were the existing public open space
re-provided into North Hertfordshire.
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QUESTION 5M

Some respondents also noted that
airport expansion may increase night-
time effects of lighting.

« Concerns were also raised in relation
to incursions into the Green Belt
and the loss of accessible open
countryside, and how LLAL would
address the harm and demonstrate
exceptional circumstances for any
inappropriate development.

+ There were a number of comments
and concerns raised regarding the
impact of the expansion proposals
on the Chilterns AONB and the fact
that it was not mentioned within
consultation materials. Chilterns
Conservation Board (CCB) advised
that the project should assess the
effects airport development on the
landscape and visual amenity of
the AONB and consider potential
effects from over-flying aircraft; and
light pollution. CCB also considered
that the development would deprive
much of the Chilterns AONB of the
tranquillity which it should have as a
nationally protected area.

+ Some of the respondents expressed
their concerns about the maturity of
any mitigation planting and the time
needed for effective screening
to establish.

THE FEEDBACK

In terms of the landscape and visual
impact assessment of the proposed
expansion, some respondents, in
particular local authorities, commented
as follows:

+ The assessment should consider
the impact of noise and movement
in relation to landscape, visual and
audible tranquillity and the enjoyment
of people using Public Rights of
Way (including the Chiltern Way,
Chilterns Cycleway and the North
Chiltern Trail).

+ The cumulative effects should
consider any visual and landscape
impacts on changes to the local
highway network/sustainable
transport measures to accommodate
increased numbers of people
travelling to the airport as well as
cumulative effects of the proposed
development, development at
Century Park and the sites allocated
for housing to the east of Luton.

+ The landscape and visual assessment
should include representative
viewpoints from within the
surrounding countryside and consider
the sensitivity of views from Someries
Castle and Luton Hoo. One authority
also requested that views from
Ivinghoe Beacon also be considered.

+ It was also noted that the
replacement park will fundamentally
change the character of the existing
agricultural land, and whether this is
an appropriate change that
requires assessment.

Respondents also made a number
of comments regarding measures
to manage the landscape and visual
effects of expansion, noting the
following:

* There was a comment that
landscaping would be key to
mitigating the effects of the
development and getting buy-in from
the surrounding community.

+ We should seek to minimise our
development ‘footprint’ to retain more
of the countryside and maintain as
much of the existing vegetation cover
as possible.

+ One local authority advised that there
would be a requirement for off-site
enhancement of landscape, green
infrastructure and amenity linked to
mitigation needs.

+ There was a suggestion that
Sustainable Drainage System
(SuDS) attenuation features could be
employed within the setting of the
terminal and associated buildings to

create an attractive and interesting
landscape setting.

+ Other suggested mitigation measures
included planting more trees and
bushes surrounding the airport,
minimising the height of proposed
buildings, selecting materials that
are less visually prominent, using
high quality architecture to make
features of buildings, using green
roofs or green walls, creating bunds
between the new park and the airport
perimeter and working with the
Luton Creative Forum to introduce
public art.

+ One of the respondents suggested
that phasing of the proposals should
allow landscape mitigation measures
to mature prior to impacting
affected areas.

+ One of the local authorities noted that
introducing structure planting (e.g.
woodland shelterbelts as screens)
and large attenuation areas could
introduce conflict with birds (i.e.
increase risk of bird strike).

Some respondents felt there to be
insufficient detail at this stage to form
a view on potential landscape or visual
mitigation measures and the measures
that were included in the consultation
material lacked any detail.
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L ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________/
QUESTION 5N

Heritage Theme Theme expanded on Percentage
. of those that
Question 5n asked: answered the
. . . estion

Heritage impacts are considered on questi
pages 65 to 68 of the consultation Heritage Support for the preservation of heritage sites in local 21%
document. Do you have any areas
comments on our emerging strategy Option preference No expansion 12%
to preserve, understand and Heritage Support for plans to show the legacy of heritage sites 5%
enha’?ce p ublic _engagemen t with Heritage Review of heritage assets and support to preserve them 4%
the historic environment?

Wigmore Valley Park Want to retain the park as it is 3%
In tOta_I’ 313 reSpondentS answered Landscape and visual ~ Suggestions for landscape and visual improvements 2%
question 5n on the feedback form.

Noise Concern with existing flightpaths 2%
We ar?alysed the free text gnswers to Biodiversity Support for a biodiversity strategy 2%
question 5n and have outlined in
the table the top ten themes that Heritage Accessibility of heritage sites 1%
were provided. Air quality Concerns about pollution 1%

Table showing top ten themes to question 5n

THE FEEDBACK 1



QUESTION 5N

Combining this with the responses
received via letter and email, the main
issues raised regarding heritage were:

+ Several respondents highlighted
the importance of, and the need
to preserve, cultural heritage.
Designated heritage assets that
respondents mentioned as being
of specific importance were
Someries Castle and Luton Hoo.
Some respondents have specifically
identified improved access to, and
the preservation and interpretation of,
Someries Castle.

THE FEEDBACK

+ A few respondents highlighted
the importance of the historic
environment in general and that of
the aviation history of London Luton
Airport in particular and that it should
be preserved and made more widely
available through displays and/
or a visitor centre. One respondent
suggested that the heritage of the
airport itself, as a Second World War

RAF base, should also be considered.

+ A number of respondents were

concerned that priority would not

be given to the conservation of the
heritage assets. Several respondents
referred to the destruction of historic
buildings as being undesirable. One
local authority specifically referenced
strong concerns over visual impact of
built forms/structures on the historic
landscape character associated with
Luton Hoo and Someries Castle.

+ Others were concerned by the impact

of noise and visual intrusion of flying
planes on their experience of the
heritage assets. A number of heritage
assets in the wider environment that
are already impacted by noise were
identified as being sensitive to the
results of expansion. These included
St Albans, Welwyn Garden City,
Hatfield House, Knebworth House,
Flamstead village and church and
Stockwood Park.

Several respondents expressed
negative views of the cultural heritage
and the proposals in the consultation,
commenting that heritage has already
all been destroyed and doubting that
any commitments entered into as part
of the project would be met.

+ One local authority noted they would

like to see an acknowledgement
that if internationally or nationally
important heritage assets are
identified these may be put forward
for statutory protection by means of
scheduling or listing.

Some respondents suggested
educating visitors about Luton and
Bedfordshire heritage and tourism
with displays and way pointing at the
airport, directed at arriving visitors.
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QUESTION 50

Biodiversity
Question 50 asked:

Biodiversity impacts are
considered on pages 69 to 71 of the
consultation document, including
measures we are considering to
minimise the impacts of our project
on biodiversity, and opportunities
we are seeking for enhancement.
Do you have any comments on how
we should minimise biodiversity
impacts, and also where we should
be looking to enhance the ecological
environment?

In total, 323 respondents answered
question 50 on the feedback form.
We analysed the free text answers to
question 50 and have outlined in the
table the top ten themes.

Combining these with comments
received via letter and email, the main
themes included the following:

« Overall biodiversity was not a
key concern for the majority of
respondents, with issues such as
noise, surface access and landscape
impacts taking precedence. However,
when asked what the most important
considerations were in designing and
constructing a replacement public
open space (question 5d refers),

THE FEEDBACK

‘natural habitats (flora and fauna)’ was
ranked the highest.

Some respondents felt that the loss
of habitat and wildlife by building

on Wigmore Valley Park would

be unacceptable — they said that
expansion should be located on the
adjacent farmland. Other comments
were that rare and valued populations
of bat, birds and orchids within the
site would be severely impacted, as
well as the loss of important mature
trees and hedgerows;

Some expressed a concern that
a replacement area of parkland
may take years to establish and
compensate for such loss.

A number of respondents were
concerned that biodiversity pledges
would be forgotten if expansion goes
ahead and advocated the need for

a serious regimen of inspection and
penalties to make sure that no harm
is done.

It was suggested that LLAL should
put a greater emphasis on the
importance of biodiversity. More
in-depth surveys and/or gathering
of data from the wider area were
proposed to establish the long-
term impacts of the development,
particularly in relation to birds.

Theme

Option preference
Biodiversity

Wigmore Valley Park
Landscape and visual
Climate Change

Air quality

Wigmore Valley Park
Biodiversity

Air quality

Air quality

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Support for a biodiversity strategy

Want to retain the park as it is

Suggestions for landscape and visual improvements
Need to reduce carbon emissions

Concerns about pollution

Concerns about the impact on park landscape
Local projects

Protection of wildlife from impact of pollution

Need for a management plan

Table showing top ten themes to question 50

Percentage
of those that

answered the

question
17%
16%
8%
6%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%

* It was also noted that natural
environment could be an important
buffer for noise and pollution from
the airport — for example by virtue of
providing more trees (including along
roads) and public open spaces.
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QUESTION 6

Other comments
Question 6 asked:

Do you have any further comments
about our emerging proposals for
the expansion of London Luton
Airport or about this consultation?

In total, 578 respondents provided
written responses to question 6 on

the feedback. We analysed the free
text answers to question 6 and have
outlined in the table the top ten themes
that were provided.

THE FEEDBACK

Theme

Option preference
Consultation process
Noise

Noise

Air quality

Option preference
Benefits

Climate Change

Finance

Consultation process

Theme expanded on

No expansion

Concern with the questionnaire

Concern with existing flightpaths

Concern with future flightpaths

Concerns about pollution

Support expansion

Concerns about unfair distribution of benefits
Need to reduce carbon emissions

Acknowledgement of the business case/reasons for the
project

Felt uninformed about the consultation

Table showing top ten themes to question 6

Percentage
of those that
answered the
question

33%
13%
11%
8%
8%
6%
5%
3%
3%

3%

Our analysis of these, alongside the
“unstructured” consultation responses
received via letter and email, enabled
us to identify six further key issues,
additional to those already commented
on above.

Opposition to expansion

As outlined earlier in this chapter,

a clear issue emerging from

the consultation was that some
respondents were opposed to
expansion of the airport. They typically
expressed this view in free-text
responses. The reasons given for
opposing expansion were generally
connected with the environmental
impacts of expansion, including noise.
Consultees also raised concerns that
the current infrastructure would not
support further increase in airport
capacity based on the current capacity
issues with the existing road network.
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QUESTION 6

Climate change

The main issues arising from the
consultation in relation to climate
change were:

« There were concerns regarding the
impact of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions resulting from the scheme
on the climate, specifically the impact
of increased emissions from flights
on the climate and the impact this
will have on the UK meeting its legally
binding carbon reduction targets.

+ The resilience of the scheme to
climate change and the impact of
the scheme on the resilience of
the surrounding environment and
community to cope with the impacts
of climate change were also noted.

+ Some respondents raised the
issue regarding the loss of
Wigmore Valley Park and the
subsequent impact of increased
temperatures in combination with
increased noise preventing the local
community from opening windows to
ventilate buildings.

+ Stakeholders commented that there
was an absence of reference to
climate change policy and legislation,
including consideration of UK Carbon
Budgets (set under the climate
Change Act 2008).

THE FEEDBACK

Consultation and engagement

The main issues arising about the
consultation itself were:

+ Views were expressed that the
questions were biased and that
they assumed support, and did not
provide sufficient allowance for the
fact that some respondents were
against the expansion.

+ A number of the respondents were
critical of the use of ranking questions
in the non-statutory consultation
questionnaire.

+ Some respondents commented
that insufficient information had
been provided in the non-statutory
consultation materials for them
to form a view, and that the
information provided was in places
factually incorrect.

+ Some respondents were of the view
that more advertisement was needed
for the public consultation events
and that more consultation events
were required.

+ There were also some positive
comments about the consultation,
noting that it was professional.

On the question on engagement,
generally respondents welcomed
opportunities to engage in the future
development of the airport, although

a number of respondents expressed
concerns about lack of engagement by
the airport in the past.

Health

The consultation did not include
specific questions or statements
relating to health by which to draw

a direct analysis. Therefore, this
commentary has been drawn from
responses that refer to issues relating
to the determinants of health such as
noise and air quality.

+ Some respondents who were
opposed to expansion of the airport
citing detrimental effects on health,
well-being, quality of life and mental
health. This included impacts on
Luton and the surrounding areas,
villages and more rural parts of
Hertfordshire and Bedfordshire.
References were made by
respondents on the “health hazards”
and potential risks posed by the
expansion to residents living under
the flight path.

» Respondents described concerns
about how traffic and associated air
quality/pollution and noise would
adversely affect their health and
quality of life and some respondents
commented on impacts on sleep due
to night time flights, low flying planes
and noise.

+ Question 3b prompted the most
responses on health, quality of life
and wellbeing, with respondents
raising various issues including: lack
of benefits arising from expansion
for those living near the airport and
neighbouring areas, and highlighting
the tension between the economic
benefit and environmental impact of
an airport.

» Impacts on green spaces and public
open spaces such Wigmore Valley
Park were considered to affect health
and wellbeing. This also included
private spaces such as gardens in the
areas most affected. Respondents
raised the issue of impacts on families
and children, particularly in relation to
impacts on Wigmore Valley Park and
other outdoor spaces and gardens.
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QUESTION 6

Land and compensation

« A number of respondents raised
the issue of compensation both in
terms of impact on property value
and also seeking compensation
measures in respect of noise, air
quality and pollution:

+ 36 respondents referred to the topic
of compensation and insulation of
properties

+ 16 of those were primarily
concerned with the insulation of
affected properties

+ 10 were concerned about
compensation in the value of
their property

+ 6 people expressed their
dissatisfaction with current noise
mitigation measures in terms of
insulation and compensation.

+ Suggestions were made for noise
insulation mitigation measures/
schemes such as triple glazing,
wall and roof insulation and air-
conditioning (to help with the problem
of noise during hot periods when the
residents leave their windows open).

THE FEEDBACK

» Some respondents made requests

to be relocated and others requested
more information on compensation
and the insulation scheme. One
respondent suggested a reduction/
rebate of council tax as a means of
compensation to the local community
affected by the negative impacts of
the proposed expansion.

There was also a suggestion that the
planned new housing in the flightpath
area should be fully aware of plans
well in advance so that developers
can incorporate insulation as part of
initial build.

Operations and passenger experience

+ Some respondents expressed a

preference for the development to the
south of the existing runway because
they saw the benefits in minimising
disruption to the existing terminal
operation. There were some concerns
about disrupting ongoing operations
at the existing terminal which already
has a constrained and congested
operation. Some respondents were

in favour of two terminal north side
solution for the same reason.

+ In addition, some respondents
commented that the level of service
at the existing terminal was sub-
standard in terms of levels of seating,
queueing, bins provided etc. They
also raised the issue of lack of
boarding bridges. Others made
similar requests that a new terminal
provide a higher level of service.

+ There were also concerns about the
effects of current construction works
adversely impacting the passenger
experience at the airport.
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___________________________________________________________________4
RESPONSE TO KEY THEMES

Once the consultation response data
sets were prepared, and the statistical
information set out in chapter 4 was
available, the multi-disciplinary team of
technical specialists met to discuss the
responses to the issues raised during
the consultation.

We identified the following response
themes (listed in alphabetical order).

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

+ Air quality - Earthworks + Heritage
 Biodiversity + Employment + Land and compensation
+ Climate change and economics + Landscape and visual

+ Construction impacts * Flightpaths - Need and forecasts
- Consultation and * Green Belt - Noise
stakeholder engagement - Health - Operations

In the following sections of this chapter
we set out our responses to the issues
raised, structured according to the
above themes.

The non-statutory consultation
feedback was also considered by

the technical teams as part of Sift 3,
the third stage of the option sifting
process. The technical teams reviewed
all of the responses alongside further
technical work undertaken since Sift
2 and undertook a “back-check” of
the Sift 1 and Sift 2 process to see if
the appraisals should change in light
of the feedback received and ongoing

technical work. Then, taking into
account the consultation feedback
and additional information which
has become available since Sift 2,
the expansion options (including an
additional option - see chapter 6 for
further details) were appraised to
identify a preferred option.

Chapters 6 and 7 of this report
explains the Sift 3 process in more
detail, and report on the outcome,
including our choice of option 1a as
the preferred option, and our
decision to target 32 mppa for our
DCO application.

Opposition to the
proposed expansion

Option preference
Replacement parkland
Surface access
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___________________________________________________________________4
RESPONSE TO KEY THEMES

1 Air quality
Summary of issues raised Our response
Air quality was a key consideration in the Air quality considerations were one of the assessment criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion option. The
response to the consultation. The main issues feedback received confirmed that we had appropriately identified and considered matters relating to air quality in Sift 1 and Sift 2. The feedback was also
raised by respondents related to the potential taken into account in the Sift 3 appraisal.

impacts on air quality from the proposed
expansion including increased aircraft emissions
and also increased road traffic leading to
increased road vehicle emissions.

In terms of developing our preferred option, an air quality assessment will be undertaken as part of the statutory Environmental Impact Assessment

(EIA) process. The air quality assessment will be included in an Environmental Statement (ES) which will form part of our DCO application. It will include
modelling of the impacts of aircraft emissions on the ground at the airport, and during landing and take-off cycle operations at height. Road traffic data
will also be used to investigate the future impacts of the expansion. The traffic data will consider the growth in the region in the future. The assessment will
also look beyond these key sources of pollution and consider the emissions from combustion plant located at the airport and the airside support vehicles.
The assessment will follow guidance from local and national government and the European Commission. It will also set out any mitigation that is required.

Several queries were raised by respondents The air quality assessment study area is a 15km by 15km grid centred on the airport. This captures the most sensitive receptors and the receptors which
regarding the air quality assessment study area, will be most impacted by the proposed expansion. Traffic data will be used to assess the air quality for the roads that are predicted to be impacted by the
such as whether a respondent’s particular area/ scheme, which will include the access routes to the airport.

location will be assessed

Comments were received from respondents Air quality monitoring is currently being undertaken by Luton Borough Council and LLAOL, and an additional survey is underway to inform the DCO
regarding air quality monitoring such as: application. These surveys provide good coverage around the airport, Luton and at Breachwood Green, which will be the most affected area. Central
o o ) Bedfordshire Council and North Hertfordshire District Council also undertake their own monitoring which has also been collected to assess the baseline
+ requests for monitoring at specific locations; sonshiens
- the view that there is not enough air quality . . . . . o . . o
monitoring or it is not far-reaching enough: The coverage is gopd for the areas that will be most. affected. The baseline assessment, Whl(.?h will involve verification using the available monitoring data
and air quality, will provide predictions of the concentrations at locations that have not been monitored.
+ the view that results of air quality monitoring Currently, the pollutants being monitored include nitrogen dioxide (NO,) and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
are not transparent/readily available/ which are compounds related to fuel are also being monitored with passive tubes.
published

A “supersite” is also in procurement for Wigmore Valley Park which will monitor:

* Nitrogen oxides (NOx), nitrogen dioxide (NO,) and nitrogen monoxide (NO);

+ Total suspended particulate matter (TSP) and fine particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5 and PM1);
+ Black carbon;

* Sulphur dioxide (SO,);

+ Carbon monoxide (CO);

» Ozone (03);

+ and the VOCs benzene, naphthalene and toluene.

This will result in more pollutant species being monitored at LTN than at any other major UK airport. Carbon dioxide is not a direct concern with regards
to human health and is not monitored in ambient air, however, CO, emissions will be considered in the Climate Change assessment. The monitoring
undertaken by local authorities is published in annual reports. The results from the survey undertaken for the air quality assessment, by LLAOL and
monitored at the supersite will be included in the DCO application documentation.
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___________________________________________________________________4
RESPONSE TO KEY THEMES

1 Air quality (continued)

Comments were received which query the
impacts at AQMAs.

Concerns were noted by respondents regarding
the impacts of emissions from aircraft at height.
These concerns were borne out of concern from
being below a flight path. Comments were also
received that “in flight” operational measures
will reduce aircraft emissions.

Concerns were noted regarding the potential
air quality impacts at ecological sites such as
Wigmore Valley Park and the Chilterns AONB.

Construction impact of earthworks and road
traffic

Concerns were raised regarding the cumulative
impacts on air quality of other proposed
developments such as a proposed incinerator,
other airports and regional growth.

Air quality mitigation was raised by some
respondents who asked for more details on how
the proposed measures will be accomplished,
how enforcement of mitigation measures and
consequences would be undertaken and how
objectives were to be achieved. Additional
measures were also suggested.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

The air quality assessment that will be undertaken as part of the EIA will include an assessment of the impacts at AQMAs located in Luton, Dunstable and
Hitchin.

Impacts from aircraft emissions are generally limited to altitudes up to 1,500ft (457m) above ground level. However, the assessment will include a
sensitivity test to investigate the ground level impact from aircraft operations in the altitude range of 1,500-3,000ft (457-914m) above ground level. The
impacts will be assessed across the assessment domain and will form part of the EIA air quality assessment

The receptors closest to the airport will be the most affected by aircraft emissions.

As part of the EIA air quality assessment the potential impacts of the proposed expansion on where the public spend time (for example, one hour dog-
walking in Wigmore Valley Park) will be assessed for comparison with the relevant air quality objectives. The impacts of emissions at designated ecological
sites will also be assessed. The ecological impact at an AONB will only be assessed if it is a designated ecological site.

An assessment of the construction impacts will be undertaken as part of the EIA. A construction dust assessment will be undertaken which will inform the
Construction Environmental Management Plan (or similar document) to minimise the impacts.

The cumulative impacts from existing sources will be included in the air quality assessment. The cumulative impact from the proposed incinerator will
be considered if it is consented or highly likely to exist in any of the scenario years modelled as part of the air quality assessment. The effect of regional
growth will be assessed via the regional traffic model.

We are in the process of considering and reviewing appropriate mitigation measures to seek to address potential adverse impacts of the expansion
proposals. Any such measures will be assessed for their suitability and monitoring will continue in the future to allow an assessment of the effectiveness of
the measures put in place.
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RESPONSE TO KEY THEMES

2 Biodiversity

The main issues raised by respondents in
relation to biodiversity were concerns about the
potential loss of habitat and wildlife at Wigmore
Valley Park, the methods by which survey and
data regarding wildlife would be gathered, and
how the expansion proposals would impact on
future biodiversity.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Natural habitats and biodiversity was one of the assessment criteria considered in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion
option. All the consultation responses received regarding natural habitats and biodiversity were reviewed by our technical team. The feedback received
confirmed that we had appropriately identified and considered matters relating to biodiversity in Sift 1 and Sift 2. Accordingly there was no change
required to the results of that analysis. The consultation feedback on biodiversity was also considered as part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a

preferred option.

Having had regard to concerns raised during the consultation about the impact of the proposals Wigmore Valley Park, we developed a new option 1d. This
option accommodates expansion north of the existing runway whilst retaining Wigmore Valley Park. This option was appraised as part of Sift 3 alongside
the existing Sift 2 options, but did not ultimately emerge as our preferred option (see further chapters 6 and 7).

For the species surveys that have been and will be undertaken the methods have been agreed with local council ecologists from Luton Borough Council,
Central Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire, as well as being agreed in principle with Natural England. Along with informing the option selection process the
results of these surveys will also inform the EIA and will therefore identify suitable mitigation and enhancement measures to replace any habitats lost.

In terms of developing our preferred option a biodiversity strategy will be prepared to identify habitat and species management measures to ensure long-
term biodiversity gains and enhanced connectivity within the area. This will take on board the feedback from this consultation exercise and be prepared in
consultation with local groups/organisations through ongoing stakeholder engagement meetings and will incorporate suggestions of habitat translocation,
species re-introductions and school initiatives wherever possible.
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3 Climate change

The main issues raised by respondents
regarding climate change were related to the
potential increased climate change impacts of
aviation, and to a lesser degree surface access
journeys, on carbon emissions.

Several respondents referenced the impact of
increased emissions from flights on the climate
and the impact this will have on the UK meeting
its legally binding carbon reduction targets.
Stakeholders commented that there was an
absence of reference to climate change policy
and legislation, as well as the consideration

of UK Carbon Budgets (set under the Climate
Change Act 2008).

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Climate change and carbon emission considerations were both criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion
option.

All the consultation responses received regarding climate change and carbon emissions were reviewed and considered by our technical team. The
feedback received confirmed that we had appropriately identified and considered matters relating to climate change in Sift 1 and Sift 2. Accordingly, there
was no change required to the results of that analysis. The consultation feedback on climate change and carbon emissions was also considered as part of
the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

We will be developing a Surface Access Travel Plan as part of the DCO application that will seek to encourage a shift to lower carbon travel to the airport.
The travel plan will be developed to identify how, as part of the airport expansion, the necessary infrastructure will be implemented to encourage the use
of public transport by passengers and staff rather than the use of private cars. A new mass passenger transit system is currently being built to provide a
link between the existing railway station and the airport terminal and this will be extended as required. Discussions are in place with the train operating
companies to increase the number of trains stopping at the airport.

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (or similar document) will be developed to manage carbon emissions from construction activities.

The UK has made legally binding commitments to reduce carbon emissions through the Climate Change Act (2008). We understand the aviation sector
has a key role to play if these are to be achieved. To understand the GHG impact of the proposed airport expansion, an assessment of GHG emissions
resulting from construction and future operations will be undertaken as part of the EIA. Along with emissions arising directly from on-site airport operations,
this assessment will also consider emissions from the surface access journeys made by passengers and staff. The assessment will identify opportunities
to mitigate GHG emissions during construction and operation of the airport, for example potential low carbon energy generation and design, the provision
of public transport and promotion of low carbon fuel vehicles and opportunities to reduce emissions from aircraft operation during the landing take-off
cycle.

The outputs from the GHG emissions assessment will be used to identify any impact the proposed expansion may have on the UK Government’s ability to
achieve its legally binding carbon reduction targets and identify key mitigation measures to reduce GHGs. It will also identify the contribution LTN will make
to overall UK aviation sector emissions. When assessing the impact of the airport expansion, consideration will be given to the UK Government’s new
Aviation Strategy expected in 2019. The aviation industry is working to seek opportunities to reduce aviation emissions through the introduction of new
aircraft technologies and lower carbon fuels.
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4 Consultation and stakeholder engagement

The main issues raised in relation to the
consultation process were views that: the
questions asked were biased; dislike of the
ranking questions; that insufficient information
had been provided in the booklets/brochures;
that more advertisement was needed for the
public consultation events; and that more
consultation events were required.

There were also some positive comments, such
as the consultation was professionally run.

We received numerous responses from
organisations welcoming engagement and

offering to take part in engagement in the future.

5 Construction impacts

We have considered all the comments received on the consultation while we review our strategy and approach to drafting the documents for the next
consultation exercise. Statutory consultation is planned to take place later this year and we are considering the inclusion of possibly more event venues (in
light of the feedback regarding flightpaths) and more advertisements of the events ahead of the start of the statutory consultation. We will also be listing
and including more document inspection venues.

We signalled our plans expand the airport in our 2017 Vision document. The 2018 consultation was focussed on the options for doing so, and the impacts
that should be taken into account when developing proposals. We designed the feedback form so that the public could provide comments and information
that will assist us in developing our expansion proposals for LTN. The questionnaire also included space for further comments, to allow consultees to
provide feedback that was not covered in the preceding questions. All of the feedback received has been carefully considered.

We are reviewing the types of questions we will ask at the statutory consultation to ensure that all questions are clear to ensure that there is a consistent
approach in recording answers on the questionnaire when responding to the questions raised.

We have noted the requests for more detail. More detailed work will be undertaken ahead of the statutory consultation and this will form the basis of the
statutory consultation documents.

We are also reviewing the digital strategy to ensure that website-related concerns with the questionnaire are not repeated during statutory consultation.

We recognise the legal requirements placed on promoters by the Planning Act 2008 to consult on their applications, as well as the practical need for

a robust pre-application period of consultation and ongoing engagement, and have set up strategies to achieve this. We are looking at the requests of
technical organisations to engage with us and will accommodate these as far as possible. Our statutory consultation is planned for later this year and will
be another opportunity for engagement.

Responses were received from respondents
raising concerns about the various possible
impacts from construction activities that might
arise as a result of the proposed expansion.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Construction impacts would be managed and controlled via a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP), or similar document. The purpose of
a CEMP is to set a framework to control possible impacts arising from the construction of the scheme. The CEMP will cover environmental, public health
and safety aspects of the scheme that may affect the interests of local residents, businesses, the general public and the surroundings in the vicinity of
the scheme. The control measures set out in the CEMP will be based on the findings and mitigation measures set out in the Environmental Statement
prepared following consultation with stakeholders. A CEMP (or similar document) commonly applies to all works authorised by the DCO and undertaken
by the appointed Contractor(s). The Contractor(s) will also comply with all legislation relating to the construction activities.
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6 Earthworks

The majority of the comments from respondents
had an appreciation of the major scale of
earthworks required to support the creation of
the platform and therefore the significant impact
on the existing character of the landscape
resulting from the preferred proposals. As

a consequence, a number of respondents
sought clarity or further detail on the proposed
earthworks solution, particularly the associated
remediation and mitigation of Wigmore Valley

Park. That there was insufficient detail relating to

the impact on the existing topography caused
by the enabling works was a recurring theme
and many of the responses identified a number
of concerns which should be addressed in the
landform design.

Respondents raised concerns regarding the
proposed earthworks to be undertaken around
the landfill site, it being perceived as dangerous.

Some respondents highlighted the need to
consider construction impacts whilst assessing
the earthworks proposals, e,g. construction
compounds, night-time working, percussive

piling.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

The feasibility of earthworks was one of the assessment criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion option.

All the consultation responses received regarding earthworks were reviewed by our technical team. The feedback received confirmed that we had
appropriately identified and considered matters relating to earthworks in Sift 1 and Sift 2. The consultation feedback on earthworks was also considered
as part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

The environmental impacts of working with landfill are typical considerations made by our technical team in the preparation and assessment of any
earthworks proposals and led to our intention to minimise any use of, or disturbance to, the landfill site. In terms of developing our preferred option,
detailed ground investigation has been undertaken to understand the nature of the waste.

It should be highlighted that there are a number of embedded engineering solutions to minimising risk to human receptors when working adjacent to
former landfill sites although these will be determined through detailed design at a later stage.

Although the consultation document made it clear that details of the construction phasing and building works will be considered during the next phase,
and will be included in our next consultation, there is a clear opportunity to engage further with and receive feedback from stakeholders which we plan to
undertake as our proposals develop.
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7 Employment and economics

Responses to the consultation queried The ability to deliver economic benefits nationally and regionally and increase job opportunities were assessment criteria used in our three-stage options
the economic benefits and increased job sifting process to identify a preferred expansion option. All the consultation responses received regarding employment and economics were reviewed
opportunities arising from the proposed by our technical team. We concluded that the matters raised during consultation had already been appropriately considered in Sift 1 and Sift 2, and
expansion. accordingly there was no change required to the results of that analysis. . The consultation feedback regarding employment and economics was also

considered as part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

A number of respondents queried the The estimate of an increase of 800 jobs per mppa was presented as an initial estimate of the employment impact within the three counties region and
estimate of 800 jobs per mppa created by the represented potential growth in total jobs supported by the airport within this area over the current levels of employment supported. This included direct
development citing that this level of employment on-site employment as well as an initial estimate of supply (indirect) and induced employment impacts. Some respondents appear to have assumed that
generation had not been achieved by LTN in the the figure related to direct on-site employment only.

ast.
i More detailed assessment work is underway in relation to the economic benefits that would arise from the development and how these would be

distributed over the local area. This work will be outlined in the next phase of consultation, planned for later this year.

Some respondents commented that the benefits We have carefully considered these views and we are planning to put forward proposals for how the benefits of expansion can be spread over a wider area
arising from the growth of the airport are as part of the statutory consultation, planned for later this year.
unevenly distributed.

In particular, respondents’ comments that most
of the benefits as perceived as being realised in
Luton whilst areas in Hertfordshire, in particular,
suffered the disbenefits in terms of noise and
traffic.

Respondents suggested that more could

be done to share the benefits arising from

the proposals and several organisational
respondents asked for further dialogue on the
actions that could be taken to ensure that the
benefits are spread over a wider area.
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7 Employment and economics (continued)

Several respondents expressed concern The question of a tourism deficit is not normally addressed at the individual airport level as this is a national issue and limiting growth at LTN would
regarding the impact of the growth of LTN on not necessarily result in fewer UK residents travelling abroad. In any event, the ability to travel abroad is more often seen as a ‘social good’ and the
the tourism expenditure overseas, contributing Government does not have any policy which seeks to restrict overseas travel in order to improve the balance of payments.

to a balance of payments deficit.
pay l The effect of any tourism deficit is also not included within WebTAG (the recognised appraisal methodology). In any event, it is virtually impossible to

identify the net economic impact as it is not possible to be certain how much of this income would be retained in the UK i.e. it might simply be used to
purchase imported goods in any event.

More detailed assessment work is underway in relation to the economic benefits that would arise from the development. This work will take into account
tourism effects as far as it is reasonable to do so.

Some respondents raised the impact of Quantifying the impact of development on house prices is very difficult. Experience would suggest that the impact of airport development on house prices
development on house prices, both positive can be both positive and negative in the long run.

in terms of pressure of demand on supply and
negative in terms of the effect of the airport
growing on property values in the areas affected
by noise.

To the extent that there are demonstrable effects on house prices arising from the development these will be assessed in line with statutory provisions for
compensation more generally.

Some respondents suggested that the The costs of any required environmental mitigation, to be identified within the environmental assessment work, will be paid for by the airport operator
‘polluter pays’ principle should be imposed on and, hence, passed to airlines and their passengers. The assessment of the business case for the development has included an allowance for reasonable
passengers using the airport and that this would mitigation costs and this does not undermine the economic case for expansion. If consented, the development will be consistent with the polluter pays
impact on the demand levels and on the extent  principle.

of economic benefits to be realised by the

development.
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8 Green Belt

Concerns were raised in letters received from
stakeholders regarding the potential expansion
into the green belt. Concerns related to potential
incursion of development in the green belt,

the loss of accessible open countryside, how
LLAL would seek to address the harm as well
as demonstrate exceptional circumstances for
inappropriate development.

9 Health

Our sift appraisals identified that the options capable of supporting 36-38 mppa could have a potential impact on the neighbouring Green Belt, notably to
accommodate the earthworks and to host some comparatively minor associated development. The design development process had therefore sought,
from the outset, to seek to minimise the impact of the airport expansion on designated Green Belt and land within North Hertfordshire,

The sift criteria assessed the expansion options based on conformity with national and local town planning policies and the capability of attracting the
consents required. As such options were assessed in relation to compliance with national planning policy, including policy regarding the Green Belt.
Options which were in broad conformity with national policy and which limited the extent of any inappropriate development within the Green Belt (options
1a, 1b and 1c) scored more positively than those which required more significant development in the Green Belt (options 2, 3a, 3b and 3c).

As reported in chapter 6 below, we have now decided to focus the DCO application on a target of 32 mppa. Accordingly the potential impacts on the
Green Belt of options 1a, 1b and 1c are substantially reduced due to the reduced scale of the DCO proposal.

The main issues that respondents raised
regarding health related to concerns for
well-being resulting from noise and air quality
impacts of the development proposals. In
addition concerns were noted about the loss of
public open space and the ability to attract new
jobs to the area.

A specific response to the consultation was
received from Public Health England, who
requested that the health and community
assessment considers including the human
health effects of electromagnetic fields in its
assessment

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

We have considered all the responses relating to health in detail. The sift appraisal incorporated consideration of access to employment and training
opportunities, as well as impacts on residential amenity, which are also considered important factors in determining levels of health in the local
communities. The appraisal also made the assumption that each option would be delivered in line with employment strategies to maximise the benefits
and to ensure the benefits reach relevant groups.

The Environmental Statement will include a chapter on health covering the impacts and effects on human and population health. Further responses from
technical health and well-being experts will be considered as part of the assessment.

The assessment will be an evidenced-based approach drawing from other topics within the Environmental Statement, for example, noise, air quality and
transport assessments to ensure a comprehensive health assessment is undertaken as part of the process.

We welcome Public Health England’s engagement in the proposals. The proposed airport expansion will not generate any electromagnetic fields to assess
and therefore this will be scoped out from the assessment.
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9 Health (continued)

A small number of respondents made specific
reference to the dumping of fuel by aircraft. Of
the responses on the subject, some suggest
that fuel dumping happens often and there is
concern about the environmental and health
impacts.

10 Heritage

Fuel dumping from an aircraft is the practice of jettisoning fuel rapidly from special dump vents on the wings of the aircraft. Fuel dumping systems are

only found on larger wide body aircraft that are designed with a maximum landing weight considerably less than its maximum take-off weight. For these
aircraft, landing too heavy can cause structural damage to the aircraft. In these larger aircraft, fuel dumping is only carried out if aircraft have an emergency
situation shortly after take-off and need to lower their weight rapidly before landing. These situations are coordinated with Air Traffic Control to minimise
any dumping at a height whereby the fuel has not evaporated before landing on the ground.

As the large majority of aircraft operating out of LTN are small commercial and business jets that do not have fuel jettison systems, it is believed that the
reports of fuel dumping are being made mistakenly. LTN has some capability to cater for a small number of larger aircraft such as the Airbus A330 and
Boeing 767 of the current types but, as LTN has a relatively short runway, these aircraft are unlikely to operate at or near their max take-off weight and as
such would not need to dump fuel if they needed to land shortly after take-off.

The main issues raised by respondents
highlighted the setting and preservation of
heritage assets, such as Someries Castle and
Luton Hoo, as important considerations in the
selection of the preferred option. The comments
indicated that priority should be given to the
conservation of heritage assets, including
against noise and visual intrusion of flying
planes as well as any enhancement of heritage
assets including provision of better access.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Heritage considerations were one of the assessment criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion option. All
the consultation responses received regarding heritage were reviewed by our technical team. We concluded that the matters raised during consultation
had been appropriately considered in Sift 1 and Sift 2, and so there was no change required to the results of that analysis. The consultation feedback on
heritage was also considered as part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

We recognise the importance of heritage conservation. Cultural heritage will be considered as part of the EIA process, and this will incorporate
consideration of consultation responses. Detailed assessments of the impact of the proposal on the heritage assets and details on mitigation measures
where they are necessary will be provided. LLAL will also identify enhancement opportunities.

Once baseline noise data is available the potential impact on the setting of heritage assets across the wider area will be assessed, with particular focus on
the assets and areas mentioned by the respondents.
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11 Land and compensation

The main issues raised under this theme
concerned the insulation of the affected
properties, and compensation in the value of
properties affected by the proposals. Some
people expressed their dissatisfaction with
current available noise mitigation measures.

12 Landscape and visual

We have carefully considered respondents comments and concerns regarding compensation measures, including noise insulation.

The airport operator, LLAOL, has in place a Noise Insulation Scheme as one of the measures involved in reducing noise for local communities. The scheme
was implemented for non-residential noise sensitive buildings in 2013 and for residential buildings since 2014.

Together with an Independent Noise analyst and London Luton Airport Consultative Committee Noise Insulation Sub-Committee, LLAOL offer insulation to
eligible properties from a pot of £100,000 available each year. Depending on any existing insulation in the property, double glazing, secondary glazing and
ventilation units can be provided.

We are in the process of considering and reviewing appropriate compensation and mitigation measures to seek to address potential adverse impact
of the expansion proposals. Further details will become available as the proposals progress. We plan to include this as part of our proposed statutory
consultation later this year

Respondents highlighted various concerns
about landscape and visual impacts of the
proposed expansion, including: significant loss
of visual amenity in a valued landscape, with
the expanded airport more prominent; loss of
valued biodiversity and tree cover; and impacts
on the Chilterns AONB.

Consultees made proposals about the
assessments that should be undertaken to
understand landscape and visual impacts,

and various suggestions in terms of measures
to mitigate the impacts, such as maximising
retained vegetation, on-site and off-site
environmental enhancements, and designing the
scheme to minimise intrusion.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Landscape and visual considerations were one of the assessment criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion
option. The main issues that were raised in the consultation feedback had already been taken into account in Sift 1 and Sift 2, though some additional
elements such as the tranquillity of the ANOB were added. This did not, however, affect the overall appraisal ratings. The consultation feedback on
landscape and visual issues was also considered as part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

Most of the proposals suggested in consultation responses are consistent with best practice and are accordingly planned to be needed to support the
Landscape and Visual Impacts Assessment (LVIA) for our DCO application.

The feedback suggests however that:
+ The project may benefit from our involving, to a greater extent, local representatives in the planning of landscape and visual mitigation, landform and
identification of long-term amenity enhancements both on and off-site; and

- Consideration should be given to improving the arrival experience and mitigating the landscape and visual effects of the existing airport development,
alongside effects resulting from the expansion proposals.

The feedback also recognises the importance of landscape management for mitigation and the need to ensure that long-term funding is put in place for
managing landscape mitigation and enhancement measures both on and off-site.

Further work will be undertaken as part of the LVIA to understand the landscape and visual effects of consequential developments (e.g. distant road
junction improvements), once these are better understood.

It will also be necessary to consider within the LVIA effects on more distant receptors (e.g. people walking, cycling, riding or volunteering in the Chilterns
AONB) and include Ivinghoe Beacon as a viewpoint location.

91



___________________________________________________________________4
RESPONSE TO KEY THEMES

13 Need and forecasts

Summary of issues raised

There were concerns raised by some
respondents that the airspace simply cannot
accommodate the levels of movements required
for the development.

A number of respondents raised concerns about
the safety of increasing the number of aircraft
movements at LTN. Specific issues include the
ability to achieve 50 movements per hour from

a single runway without extending the runway.
Concerns about the safety of some aircraft
using LTN was also queried.

It was suggested that further capacity could

be made available by displacing business
aviation away from the airport and using that
space for other activities so as to reduce overall
development.

A number of respondents expressed the view
that the demand forecasts were over optimistic.
Specific issues raised were in relation to the
DfT’s national aviation forecasts, the impact of
Brexit and the relationship between growth at
LTN and the expansion planned at other London
airports.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Our response

As discussed further under the “Noise” theme at 14 below, NATS has embarked on the Future Airspace Strategy Implementation (FASI) South exercise
which is committed to ensuring that the airspace is adequate to support anticipated growth across all of London’s airports, including Heathrow’s third
runway and anticipated growth at the other airports, including LTN.

It is important to note the level of change in aircraft movements related to LTN required to be accommodated in any given hour. This is expected to
increase from 37 to 50 in the peak hours.

Simulation modelling has been used to assess the capacity of LTN’s runway to handle 50 movements per hour. This shows that this level of hourly
movements is achievable without undue delays and congestion so long as sufficient taxiway and apron infrastructure is provided. This is taken into
account in the options for development being considered.

The demand forecasts take into account the range of aircraft types that can operate both safely and with a commercial payload from LTN’s existing
runway length.

All airlines operating to the UK are required to adhere to international safety standards, currently determined by European Union Aviation Safety
Agency (EASA).

We will consider the space currently used for other activities in our scheme design, although the space currently occupied by business aviation activities
may not lend itself to constructive use for larger aircraft and wider passenger operations.

Business aviation operations are of high value to the economy as a whole and this will be a factor in our consideration of the extent to which such
operations should be accommodated in future

The forecasts presented at the non-statutory consultation were based on the DfT’s October 2017 UK aviation forecasts. A number of respondents sought
to compare the expected growth of LTN up to best use of its single runway, expected to be reached in the early 2040s, with the specific DfT forecasts for
2025. This is misleading as LTN would not be expected to reach full capacity until 15 or more years later.

These and other respondents queried the need for expansion at LTN in the light of growth plans at other airports. Expected growth at both Heathrow (third
runway), as supported in the Airports National Policy Statement (NPS), and Stansted (to 43 mppa) has been allowed for in the forecasts presented. The
growth plans of other airports are necessarily less certain at this stage. DfT forecasts show all the London airports approaching their aircraft movement
capacity over the period 2030-2040. LTN itself is shown as reaching capacity between 2020 and 2025 unless further expansion is allowed. This provides
the context for the policy support for all airports being able to realise the best use of their existing runway capacity alongside the development of a third
runway at Heathrow.

Other respondents also highlighted the uncertain effects of Brexit on future air travel growth. This uncertainty is acknowledged. The demand forecasts will
be updated, taking into account the effects of Brexit and any changes to the plans of other airports prior to our statutory consultation.
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13 Need and forecasts (continued)

Some respondents saw growth at LTN as an
opportunity to provide a wider range of air
services and destinations available locally.

It was highlighted that as the average aircraft
size at LTN is smaller than some other airports,
then more movements will be needed to handle
the throughput.

14 Noise

The demand projections for LTN indicate that, over the medium term, there will be sufficient demand to support a wider range of destinations being
served, including the East Coast of the USA and the Middle East as well as a wider range of European destinations, including business cities. Newer
generation aircraft such as the B787 and A350 have the capability of serving these more distant points from LTN’s existing runway provided that terminal
and apron infrastructure is upgraded.

It is correct that airports that have a larger component of long haul services have a greater use of larger aircraft. Long haul services and short haul services
are not in the main substitutable, except where a passenger may use a short haul hub to connect to a long haul flight. In terms of comparable short haul
operations, the fleet mix at LTN is comparable or even larger in aircraft size/passenger load terms on average than that seen at other airports for their short
haul services. The implications of the future fleet mix will be fully assessed in the EIA and reported in the ES

Noise was a key issue raised during the
consultation. Responses focused on: the impact
of any increases in aircraft movements resulting
in increased noise; flightpaths and flight times,
notably night flights; the impact of future aircraft
technology; and proposed noise insulation
schemes. Comments were also received
concerning road traffic noise and other noise
generated by airport operations.

Respondents also commented on current
levels of noise, the LLAOL Noise Action Plan
and current noise monitoring and the noise
envelope, notwithstanding any expansion.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Noise considerations were one of the assessment criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion option. We
concluded that matters raised during consultation had already been appropriately considered in Sift 1 and Sift 2, and so there was no change required to
the results of that analysis. The consultation feedback on noise was also considered as part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

In addition to consideration of the feedback for the sift process, the consultation feedback will help inform an assessment of potential noise and vibration
impacts due to the proposed expansion of LTN, that will be carried out as part of the EIA.

The following information (raised in the consultation) will be included in the noise and vibration assessment (in line with the Airports NPS):

» A description of the noise sources;

» An assessment of the likely significant effect of predicted changes in the noise environment on any noise sensitive premises (including schools and
hospitals) and noise sensitive areas (including National Parks and AONBSs);

» The characteristics of the existing noise environment, including noise from aircraft, using noise exposure maps, and from surface transport and ground
operations associated with the project, the latter during both the construction and operational phases of the project;

» A prediction on how the noise environment will change with the proposed project; and
» Measures to be employed in mitigating the effects of noise.

The scope and methodology for assessing potential noise and vibration impacts will be defined in the EIA Scoping Report, which is expected to be
published later in 2019. The main focus of the assessment will cover aircraft noise, as it is the most prominent source of noise associated with the project;
however, the assessment will also address the potential noise and vibration impacts due to construction activities, ground noise impacts from aircraft
taxiing and associated activities and the potential noise impacts due to changes in road traffic flows.
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14 Noise (continued)

Summary of issues raised

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Our response

The results of a preliminary noise impact assessment will be set out in the Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) which will be published later in
2019 as part of our statutory consultation exercise.

Should any significant impacts be identified in this assessment, mitigation measures will be developed in order to avoid those effects in accordance with
Government policy. Good acoustic design will be integrated into the proposed development wherever practicable to minimise ground noise emissions.

A CEMP, or similar document, will be devised and adopted which will set out the measures that will be used during the construction phase to minimise
noise and vibration emissions. This will include how best practicable means will be adopted to manage the potential noise and vibration impact. The plan
would apply to both on-site works and HGV movements on the local road network.

Should any significant adverse noise impacts due to changes in air noise be identified, measures will be defined for avoiding those significant adverse
effects as required by Government policy. It is expected that such measures would follow the principles of the International Civil Aviation Organization’s
Balanced Approach to Aircraft Noise Management. The measures could include, but are not limited to:

+ Using incentives for airlines to adopt quieter aircraft;

» Adopting operational procedures that reduce the noise impact;

» Exploring the provision of respite; and

+ The further development of a noise insulation scheme for noise sensitive premises.

In addition, we will actively engage with the process of redesigning the airspace around LTN so that this opportunity is taken to mitigate and minimise
further the noise impact, where possible.

From the consultation responses we recognise that for those who responded to the consultation, noise generated by aircraft movements at night is the
main adverse noise impact. The consultation materials stated the ambition to retain the existing limit of 9,650 annual aircraft movements during the night
quota period (23:30-06:00). Assuming it is possible to maintain this existing limit, without unduly disrupting the optimal operation of an expanded airport,
other measures will be explored for mitigating and minimising the noise impact in the night quota period. This could include a ban on the use of noisier
types of aircraft and/or having periods during the night when no aircraft movements would be scheduled to occur.

LLAL has committed to put forward plans for a Noise Envelope. At present, there is some general uncertainty over exactly what should constitute a noise
envelope. However, the Airports NPS the design of a noise envelope should be defined in consultation with local communities and relevant stakeholders.
To that end, as previously mentioned in our non-statutory consultation document, we are planning to set up a Noise Envelope Design Group, comprising
representatives of various stakeholders. It is anticipated that the group would have an independent chair.

Throughout the assessment process, our focus will be on demonstrating that the following aims are met for the effective management and control of
noise, within the context of Government policy on sustainable development:

-+ Avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise;

» Mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise; and

» Where possible, contribute to improvements to health and quality of life.
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14 Noise (continued)

Summary of issues raised

Concerns were raised regarding airspace,
flightpaths and subsequent noise.

There were 15 mentions of helicopter flying in
the consultation responses. There were varying
levels of impact described by respondents,
from occasional noise through to them being
very frequent. This relates to noise generated
by these aircraft. A suggestion was made to
re-route helicopters over major roads such as
the M1 rather than residential areas. A further
suggestion was to ensure helicopters flew at a
higher level.

There was a concern that any increase in
movements during the day would need to

be matched pro-rata by an increase in night
movements. There were views that the 9,650
limit is a percentage of permitted day time
flights and, therefore, could need to increase.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Our response

We recognise that airspace and its impact on noise is a significant issue to be addressed. Work is ongoing to redesign the airspace over London, as

part of which the aim is to remove the current constraints that each airport imposes on the others as well as to provide sufficient airspace capacity to
accommodate future growth in air transport, including Heathrow’s third runway. This programme is known as FASI South and the work is being led by
National Air Traffic Services (NATS) under the supervision of the DfT and the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA). It is a collaborative process, involving all of

the London airports. NATS is responsible for airspace redesign above 7,000ft and, in due course, each airport will need to promote its own airspace
change programme for the routes below 7,000ft. It is expected that this process will create opportunities for many of the concerns about flightpaths to be
addressed in the future.

The actual process for airspace change will need to follow the process outlined in the CAA’s Civil Aviation Publication 1616, which will include full
consultation as well as the consideration of the environmental effects, including International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and WHO guidance.
Whilst the current operator may promote short term changes to flightpaths under this process, it is expected that the longer term changes to flightpaths
consequential on the DCO would be subject to a separate process following the granting of the DCO. Further details of the process to be followed will be
made clear as part of the statutory consultation.

Many of the suggestions for changes to the flightpaths and operations are part of a wider Noise Action Plan that will be developed as part of our
expansion plans. This will focus on commercial and operational factors which may mitigate against aircraft noise, and will consider issues around a
perceived inadequacy of the current noise insulation scheme.

Noise modelling, which will need to be undertaken as part of the EIA, will be a key feature of understanding the future impacts to allow airspace design
and noise action planning to be developed to maximise the mitigation measures.

We recognise that helicopters are individually noisy and need to be factored into the noise modelling. However, the number of helicopter movements to/
from LTN is very small — around 600 a year. LLAL believes that a number of people in the area are experiencing issues with overflying helicopters which are
not directly related to or under the control of LTN. Many helicopters follow landmarks such as major roads and railways as part of their navigation around
the country and this may explain why respondents are experiencing disturbance from such operations.

The current limit is an absolute number of flights and is accompanied by a noise quota, limiting the extent to which noisier aircraft can operate. The noise
quota at LTN is less than at many other airports, such as Stansted, Birmingham or Manchester. These airports do not operate with noise curfews but

we recognise that one has been offered by Heathrow should the 3rd runway be developed. We will give further consideration to this issue and it may be
necessary to consider how the movement limit is deployed for best noise mitigation and economic gain.
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14 Noise (continued)

There were concerns that the proposals would
bring larger aircraft with slower climb rates, thus
imposing greater noise on communities over
which they fly. There was also general concern
that larger aircraft are noisier.

There were some respondents who welcomed
larger aircraft to allow a greater range of flying
from the Airport.

Comments were made about private jets being
noisy and these movements taking place in the
early mornings and at night. There was also a
suggestion that the majority of current aircraft
movements were by such aircraft.

In addition to the broader comments above
regarding noise, cargo aircraft were identified
as being particularly noisy due to their age. It
was also highlighted that the times of these
movements during the night often leads to
residents being woken because they are
single events when there are few other aircraft
operations at these times.

Solutions suggested ranged from outright bans
of cargo aircraft at night through to greater
restrictions on how noisy such aircraft can be.

The view held by some respondents was that
any benefits arising from new technologies in
aircraft will be offset by increases in the total

number of movements.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

There may be a mistaken perception about larger aircraft, which in reality can climb at equal or better rates than smaller aircraft. To the extent that our
demand forecasts include a small element of flying by new generation larger aircraft such as the B787 or A350, the implications of their operations will be
taken into account in the modelling of noise impacts to be carried out for the EIA.

The impacts of business aviation will be included in any noise modelling and constraints or mitigations considered. This may also include consideration of
periods of the day or night when limits may be applied to business aviation activity. , It should be noted that private jets make up only around 20% of total
aircraft movements.

The impacts of cargo flying will be included in any noise modelling and constraints or mitigations considered. This may also include consideration of
periods of the day or night when limits may be applied to cargo flights.

We recognise that this concern has arisen because growth in the short term has outstripped the pace at which new generation aircraft have been
introduced into the fleet at LTN. We will give further consideration to how to achieve greater certainty as to the rate of change in the future.

Consideration of this will need to form part of the noise modelling work to inform the EIA. We will need to consider how future aircraft technologies may
change further and how they may relate to LTN
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15 Operations and passenger experience

A number of respondents made comments on
the existing quality of service and congestion
experienced in the existing terminal. In relation
to the operational effectiveness of the options
considered, respondents commented on

the potential for greater efficiency with a

large single-terminal solution, although other
respondents expressed a preference for two
smaller terminals. There were some concerns
that splitting traffic across the two terminals
could result in passenger confusion when
navigating the expanded airport.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Operational effectiveness was one of the assessment criteria used in our three-stage options sifting process to identify a preferred expansion option. All
the consultation responses received regarding operational effectiveness were reviewed by our technical team and used to undertake a back-check of the
Sift 1 and Sift 2 process to see if any of the assessments should change in light of the feedback.

The consultation highlighted that a greater emphasis should be placed on the passenger experience sub-criterion when appraising each of the options.
As a result, the appraisal conducted during Sift 2 was back-checked accordingly and the appraisals under this criterion adjusted. This adjustment did not
lead to a change in the ranking of the options within the Sift 2 analysis. The consultation feedback on operational effectiveness was also considered as
part of the Sift 3 appraisal to identify a preferred option.

These comments reinforce the preference for a two terminal solution as any solution that aims to expand the existing terminal will undoubtedly have more
of an impact on the operation of the existing terminal and wider airport than secondary terminal options. Any impact from construction on the existing
operation would always aim to be minimised as far as possible whatever the format of an expansion is. However, by constructing a new terminal at a
distance from the existing one, it will be much easier to mitigate any disruption.

We have listened to the comments about the frustration and dissatisfaction about people’s experience of using the existing terminal and airport facilities
and will be sharing them with the airport operator. In expanding the capacity of the airport, it will be far easier to provide a higher level of service by
building a new separate terminal. In doing so, we anticipate that the existing terminal will be subject to further refurbishment in the medium to long term
with the aim of improving the levels of service for the passenger. This again will be easier to do after the new separate terminal has opened.

In a new terminal, we will look to provide good levels of service throughout the passenger journey, both inbound and outbound. This would be evident

in an improved amount of space per passenger in check-in, security, departures areas and boarding gates for outbound passengers and for inbound
passengers in passport control, baggage reclaim and customs control. Appropriate levels of seating across the terminal will be provided, with acceptable
ratios of general public seating and commercial seating in food and beverage outlets. Along with this, the requisite numbers of bins, toilets and electronic
device charging areas will be provided.

Further improvements to the airfield are also anticipated that will further enhance the passenger experience in terms of minimising the possibilities
of delays.
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16 Opposed to expansion of the airport

Some respondents considered that LTN should
not be expanding and disagreed with our
proposals.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

The importance to the UK economy of having sufficient airport capacity is made clear in the Airports NPS published in June 2018. Accompanying the
NPS, the Government published: Beyond the horizon The future of UK aviation - Making best use of existing runways. This latter document sets out
Government support for the principle of airports being able to make best use of their existing runways, subject to each case being considered on its merits
in terms of the balance of benefits and impacts.

We consider that there are substantial economic benefits from expanding LTN to make best use of its existing runway. These will be realised in terms of
local employment, wider economic benefits by encouraging investment by others and in terms of benefits to consumers through being able to avail of
a wider range of air services available from their local airport. We understand that some people are opposed to expansion, and have had regard to the
responses received on this point and the reasons for that opposition, However, we remain of the view that expansion of the airport is the right strategy.

It is recognised that the consultation did not contain a detailed assessment of the environmental impacts of the development. This work is underway and
a full assessment of our preferred option, taking into account feedback from this consultation, will now be undertaken. A PEIR will be published as part of
our statutory consultation next year and consultees will be able to comment on the information set out.

Ultimately, the decision as to whether the development can proceed will be taken by the Secretary of State for Transport on a recommendation from the
Planning Inspectorate, taking into account the balance between the benefits and impacts, including environmental impacts, of the development.
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17 Option preference

Whilst the majority of respondents who
commented on the options for expansion
favoured expansion on the north-side of the
existing runway, some respondents expressed
a preference for expansion on the south-side.
Reasons given for expansion on the south-side
included a desire to retain Wigmore Valley Park,
the opportunity to design an efficient modern
terminal with its own surface access, or a desire
to safeguard expansion in the longer term.

Feedback was also received on options

to enhance the existing runway, including
realignment, extension or building a second
runway.

Some respondents suggested moving cargo
facilities closer to the M1.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

In terms of the feedback regarding a second runway, current Government Aviation Policy is not to support the construction of any new runways, other
than at Heathrow, at airports serving the London area before at least 2030 and subject to a further review of policy in the light of the need for additional
capacity at that time.

Notwithstanding this, the current demand forecasts at LTN to the 2040s do not show sufficient demand to warrant a second runway within that timeframe
so development would be premature and difficult to justify, particular given that any second runway would have to be located in the Green Belt.

Realigning or repositioning of the runway was considered at Sift 1. Since government aviation policy encourages airports to make best use of their existing
runways, it is clear that realigning or repositioning a runway does not accord with that policy.

In any event, any realignment or repositioning would involve some part of the new runway being constructed in Green Belt, which would be difficult to
justify given that the existing runway is sufficient to enable projected demand to be handled.

We recognise that realigning or repositioning the runway could reduce noise in some locations but would introduce new noise to locations not currently
affected. The balance of benefits on noise grounds alone is not clear.

The option to site a terminal to the south of the runway was considered in Sift stages 1, 2 and 3. None of the advantages of developing to the south were
considered to outweigh the difficulty of developing in the Green Belt, particularly when there is land available to the north of the runway for development
and which is recognised as being available for airport use in local policy. There are also potential operational challenges with having a second terminal to
the south of the runway as this would require vehicles and aircraft to cross a live runway.

We have listened to feedback regarding Wigmore Valley Park and, following consultation, a further north-side option was developed which would avoid
this. Further details can be found in the next section of this chapter below, and in chapter 6.

We considered this option as part of scheme development, however it would be technically difficult due to land ownership and also to meet the
operational requirements of any operators. It would not reduce the amount of cargo flying.
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18 Replacement parkland

Concerns were raised by respondents regarding Having listened to concerns about the loss of Wigmore Valley Park, we revisited the options to see if there was an option which would avoid the need

the impacts on Wigmore Valley Park. to take land from the park. This resulted in a new option, option 1d, which would be a two terminal solution to the north of the runway, but with the new
second terminal moved further east to avoid Wigmore Valley Park. This option is shown in chapter 6, below. It has been subject to the same “sifting”
analysis that was conducted in respect of options considered in Sift 2. The outcome of this exercise was that option 1d performed poorly against the
sift criteria when compared to the other four options. Hence this option is not viable. Please refer to chapter 6 below, and the Sift 3 report, for more
information on the assessment of this new option 1d.

Various suggestions were made about the We have carefully reviewed the comments made by stakeholders and the public regarding the north-side solutions and the suggested impact that this may
parkland design process and proposed layout have on Wigmore Valley Park. We recognise that people have concerns about our proposals and are keen to address these where possible. We welcome
of parkland. also the various suggestions that people have put forward about what their priorities would be for a replacement area of public open space and will give

these consideration as we move forward with our proposals.

We understand from the feedback that a replacement parkland should be appropriate to the character of the surrounding landscape and that it needs to
be close to and easily accessible from the communities it serves. The feedback makes clear that there needs to be a focus on establishing natural habitats
(i.e. flora and fauna) and that a replacement parkland should be given opportunity to establish and mature, to some extent, prior to it being used by the
public. Park facilities, sports and recreation facilities and play areas are important considerations in a replacement parkland and, whilst of lesser overall
importance, any replacement public open space should also seek to minimise views to the airport, include surfaced and accessible paths, and connect to
the wider footpath network.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK 100
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19 Surface access

Concern regarding the potential impacts of
expansion on the surrounding highway network
was a key theme for respondents to the
consultation.

Respondents raised the issue of road
congestion on the following:

» on the M1 motorway including Junction 10;
 in the Hitchin area;

+ in the roads around Luton Airport.

Respondents raised the issue of road
congestion around the airport Drop Off Zone
(DO2).

Some respondents raised the issue that even
without airport expansion the area is highly
congested.

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

Whilst our assessment is that the runway is capable of handling up to 38 mppa, we recognise that the ability to achieve this capacity is substantially
influenced by the ability to accommodate the increased demand placed on the highway network.

We acknowledge that this was a significant issue mentioned throughout the non-statutory consultation. Further technical work has therefore been aimed at
understanding the surface access issues arising out of airport expansion.

Although an airport capable of handling 36-38 mppa remains as the ultimate vision for the best use of the existing runway, our ongoing assessments have
indicated that the scale of highway capacity enhancements required to achieve 38 mppa would be beyond the scope of the current project.

Accordingly we have identified that the appropriate target for the DCO application at this stage is 32 mppa. This proposal is now undergoing further
development and assessment, including detailed traffic modelling.

Otherwise the majority of surface access issues raised by the public as part of the consultation had already been factored into the Sift 1 and 2 appraisals,
and as such the identified concerns had been acknowledged as needing to be addressed as part of any airport expansion proposals.

In many cases the issues raised would be largely relevant to any of the expansion options appraised. However in some instances, such as concerns over
public transport connectivity to Luton town centre, the options which sought to provide a terminal to the north of the runway would enable the issues
expressed to be addressed more readily and this was reflected in the appraisal of the options.

We are assessing the highway network in the vicinity of the airport and wider afield using traffic models agreed with relevant key highway authority
stakeholders. We are aware of congestion issues related to J10 and although we are not in a position to provide solutions that will result in a congestion
free network we are ensuring that our mitigated solutions will not add significantly to levels of congestion predicted without airport expansion. We have
been engaging with Highways England as we advance our modelling work further.

The performance of the current DOZ area is the responsibility of the airport operator; however, we will take into account future mitigation measures where
appropriate as part of the application for expansion.

We will mitigate the highway network to a degree that airport expansion traffic will not significantly affect the network when compared with the without
airport expansion base case. We are not expected to resolve all congestion issues as most are not airport related but we will assess the degree of increase
resulting from our proposals and the significance of this in order to develop our mitigation measures.
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19 Surface access (continued)

Some respondents raised the issue that some
motorists using the airport use residential
side streets or any unintended short cuts (rat
running). In particular respondents noted this:

+ along Hertfordshire roads east of the airport;
and
 along Percival Way.

The following issues were raised in regard to
parking:

» Charges for airport car parking are high;
 Airport users park cars on adjoining roads;

» More passengers at the airport will entail
more displacement of parking;

» The DOZ should be free for a short period;
» There are issues with the offsite parking sites.

Some respondents considered that the following
new highway works would be required such as:
* A by-pass for Hitchin

» The AG6 link to go all the way past Hitchin

+ An A505 link Road

Respondents noted issues with the following
roads:

» M1 Motorway

» Key A roads

+ Hitchin Area

* Luton Road Area

» East Luton

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

We have reviewed these responses and will assess any potential rat running routes and, as appropriate, explore potential mitigation in consultation with
the relevant highway authorities.

In relation to Percival Way we are already aware that this is an issue and will include it in our modelling and address as appropriate within our strategy and
proposed mitigation.

We have reviewed the responses regarding current car park charges but this is LLAOL’s sole responsibility, as airport operator at the current time.
A part of any future parking strategy will be to consider what appropriate levels of charging may be introduced.

In relation to cars being parked on adjoining roads and the potential for this problem to increase in the absence of any other mitigation measures, we will
assess the magnitude of the problem and consider appropriate measures to be consulted upon with residents by Luton Borough Council.

The charging policy for the DOZ is a matter for the airport operator.

Off-site parking will not form part of our DCO application and issues related to such sites should be dealt with through the local authorities’ planning
enforcement powers.

These proposals have no status in planning policy terms, and will not form part of our DCO application. As outlined above, our decision to target a
32 mppa DCO application reflects the fact that certain highway capacity enhancements are beyond the scope of this project .

As part of our modelling we will identify junctions that will need to be modified and we will propose potential improvements at these locations
as appropriate.
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19 Surface access (continued)

Respondents raised concerns regarding HGVs
and general congestion.

Respondents highlighted south of airport
communities with low bus usage.

Respondents raised that expanding the airport
would result in further issues with rail capacity.

Some respondents commented that increasing
modal share of public transport is challenging
and will in their view still not solve congestion
issues

OUR RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK

We will develop a strategy that will in due course be used to obtain agreement with local highway authorities to address HGV traffic along
designated routes.

It is recognised that not all areas can be serviced by public transport due to low volumes of demand but we will assess potential solutions as part of our
wider public transport strategy.

We will be discussing rail capacity as part of our consultations with operators and the DfT and we will include further information on our strategy as part of
our statutory consultation later this year.

We will work to deliver a higher level of public transport that will provide acceptable levels of network operation. However it should be acknowledged

that our work will not resolve all congestion problems — our obligation is to not significantly increase it. Thus appropriate mitigation will be developed and
proposed in the next stage of project development.
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OUR ASSESSMENT

As outlined in chapter 2, to explore
the options for making best use of the
runway, we undertook a three stage
options appraisal process we called
‘sifting’. Sift 1 and Sift 2, described in
chapter 2, resulted in the short list of
options which we consulted on.

These are described fully in the Sift

1 and Sift 2 reports. Sift 3 took into
account consultation feedback and
additional technical information which
has become available since Sift 2

in order to review the previous sifts
to ensure they remained valid, and
undertake a final sift to identify a
preferred option.

Sift 3 marks the completion of the

sift process and going forward our
preferred option will be developed
further and will form the subject of our
statutory consultation. This chapter
outlines how the Sift 3 process arrived
at our preferred option.

POST-CONSULTATION ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS

Development of a new option for
consideration

One of the themes which emerged in
comments by stakeholders and the
public regarding the options proposed
for the north-side of the existing
runway was the impact on Wigmore
Valley Park.

In response to these concerns a new
option was therefore developed as part
of the ‘northern’ option family, which
accommodates expansion north of

the existing runway whilst retaining
Wigmore Valley Park. This was called
option 1d.

Option 1d (shown opposite) includes
a new terminal and apron capacity
east of Wigmore Valley Park, resulting
in two terminals north of the runway,
retaining the existing terminal and
avoiding development within Wigmore
Valley Park.

As well as the development of the
terminal building, the option covers the
concurrent development of the airfield
infrastructure, the associated surface
access enhancement into the airport,
the necessary enabling works and
extension to the mass transit system.

By avoiding Wigmore Valley Park,
the option pushes the development
further east, beyond our current land
ownership and into the Green Belt.

As part of Sift 3 this option was
considered alongside the other
short-listed options. The outcome of
the Sift 3 appraisal, including option
1d, is summarised below.
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MOVING TOWARDS 32 MPPA DCO PROPOSAL

Since Sift 2, further technical work has
been ongoing on a range of issues,
including addressing the surface
access challenges arising out of airport
expansion. This work has involved:

+ a significant number of traffic related
surveys (volume, direction, speed,
journey time etc.) on the highway
network surrounding the airport; and

initial surface access modelling work
to further understand the projected
demand on the road network,
alongside a study of potential
junction improvements.

The effect of airport expansion on the
road network was also a significant
factor raised in consultation.

Greater understanding of this

effect, arising from the further
technical work outlined above, led

to a reconsideration of the scale

of our proposed DCO application.
Although an airport capable of
handling 36-38 mppa remains our
ultimate vision for the best use of the
existing runway, the scale of highway
capacity enhancement required is
beyond the scope of the current

POST-CONSULTATION ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS

project. As a result, we identified that
the appropriate target for the DCO
application is 32 mppa. This proposal
is now undergoing further development
and assessment, including detailed
traffic modelling.

Reducing the airport’s proposed
capacity to 32 mppa also has a
number of beneficial effects on the
potential impacts of the scheme,
most notably reducing the need for
development within the Green Belt,
noting the planning protections

over this land and the concerns
expressed by some consultees about
encroachment of the expanded airport
into the countryside.

This decision required a revision of the
short-listed options so that a 32 mppa
version could be appraised as part of

Sift 3. Details of these revised options
can be found in chapter 2 of the

Sift 3 report.

Sift methodology

The methodology for Sift 3 is set

out in detail in chapter 3 of the Sift

3 report. In summary, a range of
technical experts considered both
the consultation feedback and further
technical work to:

+ ‘back-check’ Sifts 1 and 2 to confirm
the findings of these appraisals

Appraisal Level

Large Beneficial
Moderate Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Neutral

Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Currently Unworkable

Table showing appraisal levels

remained valid having regard to the
consultation feedback and additional
technical work undertaken since

Sift 2;

+ re-appraise the short-listed options
as well as the new option 1d with the
aim of identifying a preferred option;

* reappraise the short-listed options as
well as the new option 1d following
the decision to scale back our DCO
application to 32 mppa.

The same eight level evaluation system
(see the table above) was used for

Sift 3 as for Sift 2, and each option
was appraised against the same

28 criteria covering issues such as
compliance with government policy,
environmental impacts, economic
benefits, quality of life for local
residents, surface access issues,

efficiency and viability. The criteria
used in Sift 3 are set out in Appendix C
of the Sift 3 Report and refinements to
those criteria since Sift 2 are explained
in section 3.5 of that Report. As with
Sift 2, options were scored using the
following appraisal levels and scoring
was based on professional judgement
and the best information available at
the time of appraisal.
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Taking into account consultation
feedback

In order to appraise each option
against each sift criterion a technical
lead was given responsibility for
each sift criterion and as part of
their appraisal was asked to review
the responses made by consultees
in relation to their particular area of
expertise, consider whether these
impacted on their appraisal in
either Sift 1 or 2, and to take those
comments into account in Sift 3.

An overview of the key consultation
issues raised in relation to each
criterion and an explanation of whether
or not these comments impacted on
the sift score or the criterion itself in
each case is contained in Appendix A
of the Sift 3 report.

Because the sift process was aimed

at appraising options and arriving at a
preferred option, issues raised which
applied equally across all options

did not necessarily affect option
selection and so did not impact on the
outcomes of the sift process. However,
these issues will be considered and
addressed in the development of the
identified preferred option.

POST-CONSULTATION ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS

Back check of Sift 2 and refinement
of criteria for Sift 3

The back checking of Sifts 1 and

2 did not result in any changes to

the overall outcomes of those sift
processes. Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the
Sift 3 Report provide further details.
However, consultation feedback did
result in a re-scoring of the options

at Sift 2 under criterion ‘S23:
Operational Effectiveness’.

Passenger experience, particularly

the current passenger experience,
was highlighted as an important
consideration through the consultation
and, whilst this was taken into account
in Sift 2, we agreed that this was a
priority for airport users and airline
operators. Therefore the relative
weight of the sub-criterion relating to
passenger was increased and

this was reflected in the awarded
appraisal level.

This resulted in the appraisal level of
option 1b being reduced from Large
Beneficial to Moderate Beneficial,
reflecting the impact to passenger
experience of disruption to existing
terminal operations before there is
sufficient space to move operations
into new terminal areas, though this
did not alter the overall conclusions
of Sift 2.

Criterion S23 was also modified for
Sift 3 to ensure appropriate weight was
given to passenger experience.
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Outcomes of Sift 3

The detailed results of the Sift 3
appraisal on the basis of a capacity of
36-38 mppa, and the now proposed
capacity of 32 mppa can be found in
Chapter 5 and Appendices A and B of
the Sift 3 report. Overall, the outcomes
of Sift 3 reinforced the conclusions of
Sift 2, i.e. that option 1a is the clear
preferred option. The table opposite
ranks the options from most preferred
to least preferred, to show the relative
distribution of appraisal levels for
each option.

As can be seen, option 1d performed
poorly and was considered to be
currently unworkable as it places
significant infrastructurs in the green
belt. In addition option 1d scored
‘large adverse’ for noise impact due
to close proximity of ground activities
to Eaton Green Road, and landscape
and visual impact dus to the large
area of landscape and agricultural
land affected. Dus to its internal
layout option 1d also performed
more poorly than other options in
relation to operational efficiency and
resilience, and was more difficult

to phase to mest demand. Of all

five options considered at Sift 3,
taking on board changes made from

POST-CONSULTATION ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS

consultation, additional technical

work and back-checking during the
finalisation of Sifts 1 and 2, option

1a remains the preferred option and
performed the strongest against the
majority of the sift criteria, based on

all available information. This option
performed the most strongly in relation
to strategic fit, economic bensfits,
deliverability (within the context of the
current concession, attractiveness

to future concessionaires and not
requiring additional land beyond our
current holdings), requiring additional
land beyond our current holdings),
operational viability and cost bensfit.
This option is shown on the next page.

The other four options — 1b, 1¢, 1d and
2 — are therefore being discontinued.
In particular, options 1d and 2 are
considered unworkable on the
grounds that they do not conform

with national and local town planning
policies and are therefors not capable
of attracting the consents required,
since each option proposes significant
development in the Green Beslt. Both
of the single terminal options, 1b and
1c, performed less well than 1ain
overall terms.

More
preferred
Less
preferred | 1d
i Moderat | o )

Large Beneficial Ben g;:j _ Slight Beneficial Neutral

) Currently
Slight Adverse Moderate Adverse Large Adverse Unworkable

Table showing frequency of appraisal levels for each 32 mppa option at Sift 3

Whilst they were considered

capable of dslivering some degree

of beneficial impacts in relation

to strategic fit, economic, social,
deliverability, operational viability and
cost bensfits, they also delivered Large
Adverse impacts in relation to surface
access and landfill criteria compared
to other options.
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OPTION 1A OUR PREFERRED OPTION

Luton Hertfordshire

Commercial

I ®
e

\ DART
Luton Airport Parkway

» Central Bedfordshire Hertfordshire

"

SUMMARY & NEXT STEPS



/////////////////
- ' AN
"...gé\s\
22N
RASS\
7R
SN
A \
AN \§\ S§
RN
\\\ “\‘\\\\\
(i i
A \\\t\‘}§§‘§\\
i ——
\ \\\‘\\\
' ¥§§§§§§§§
X \\\\\\\&‘:‘\““‘f&‘\
\“‘\\\“\‘

=
=

'iligééghh
¢¢
¢"¢'¢
=
¢¢¢,¢¢
¢¢’¢¢"
oo %
Soo0
4,’;’4&
S S
o 59
o
5!

X
% ,,:f' "’::”?
222 %
/’/:’l”’/”””:"‘
7. 22% ¢¢,¢¢¢¢
2% % Q;';&
/»xq»'«%
222 '¢¢9¢¢6¢
fa,éxww,x»:
szz%*«a
% ”«,’f»,’o
S e
Jf?%t
= =
===
S50 %
= °
S0 J
o o "
SIS
S5
S0
S50
e
-

& X
2%

S 2

59 % ,”,, 5 %

',¢ 2227 2
¢f¢aé'«;¢¢ >
,o//////// e 2%

//4///140 2% %
4///9/,/ X S X
//,”/’I’// 2222 S
w,’/w, S5 '»" 2057
s 55 55 7!
4’«,’* X e S5 9
> SO o% ze%% !
X Sz 2 0%
’o";" % S5 D
X ! <%
ooé, X
S5 -
< ¢¢ X
S8 e
% S
<X S
! %%
% o
geles
Oy
'

X

““‘\\

““‘;\
SO

o “““"““‘:‘:;;‘»
s““‘«“ RN

N
N

W
...\\\\\\\‘\‘\
\\\\“\\\“\‘:\“t\\






__________________________________________________________________4
SUMMARY & NEXT STEPS

Summary

As outlined in chapter 2, Sift 1 and
2 allowed us to identify a short list
of options which we consulted on in
summer 2018.

From our analysis and sifting of the
options at that stage, we identified that
option 1a was our emerging preferred
option before we commenced the
consultation, and at the consultation
we outlined the reasons for this. Our
feedback form asked a series of
questions to find out whether the wider
public and stakeholders agreed that
this was the best choice for expansion.
The answers to this series of questions
suggest that, of the proposals
presented, our preferred option did
have the backing of respondents when
compared to the other possible routes
for expansion.

As discussed in chapter 6, we

have also continued to assess the
technical implications of the various
options, particularly in respect of
issues such as the ability to deliver
surface access capacity, as well as
taking account of the feedback to
the consultation exercise.

SUMMARY & NEXT STEPS

This further technical work also fed
into the Sift 3 process and as a result
we have decided to move forward with
a modified version of option 1a for our
DCO application, which would deliver
growth up to 32 mppa.

This preferred option is now being
developed which will form the

basis of our statutory consultation,
planned for autumn 2019. That will
be a consultation on the scheme we
are proposing to take forward into a
DCO application. The consultation
will be supported by a range of
technical detail, including a PEIR
which will explain the likely impacts
of the scheme across a range of
environmental topics. In order to
prepare for the statutory consultation,
we will shortly be applying to the
Planning Inspectorate for an opinion
on the scope of the matters to be
considered in our environmental
impacts assessment (known as

a “scoping opinion”).

Next steps

An initial draft of the proposed
development (based on preferred
option 1a) is shown opposite. This

is at an early stage and it should be
emphasised that it is subject to further
change as part of the development
and assessment process, and further
consultation and engagement,
outlined above.

As part of this, we are developing

a scheme called “FIRST”, the
FutureLuToN Impact Reduction
Scheme for the Three Counties.

This comprises a range of measures
under three main themes, comprising
improvements to access, initiatives to
support communities, and initiatives
to support the environment. We will
present the proposals as part of our
statutory consultation.

We will continue to keep stakeholders
and those that register for more
information on our website updated
as we progress our plans and move
towards statutory consultation. We
look forward to further engagement
as we develop our plans for the future
expansion of London Luton Airport.

We are very grateful for the

feedback we have received to date,
which has helped us to identify a
preferred option to take forward. We
have also received a wealth of useful
information about the support for, and
understandable concerns related to,
airport development, and how these
concerns might be addressed.

As indicated in our response to the
various consultation themes earlier in
this report, we are having close regard
to this feedback as we develop and
assess the impacts of our preferred
option, and identity proposals to
manage and mitigate those impacts.
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APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

This consultation seeks your views on our proposed strategic

approach to expanding London Luton Airport and the initial draft masterplan
options.

You can read all about our emerging proposals at www.futureluton.llal.org.uk and respond to this consultation online or

you can return your completed form to one of the exhibitions or post to FREEPOST FUTURE LUTON LLAL (no stamp is
required).

Your feedback is important to us. All feedback must be received by 5pm on Friday 31 August 2018 to ensure your
comments are considered.

Please be assured that your personal details will be kept confidential when reporting the results. If you would like to read
about how we keep your data safe, please go to: https://www.luton.gov.uk/privacy-cookies/

Should you require any further information about our expansion proposals, or advice on how you can submit your feedback,
or to request copies of the documents, you can email futureluton@llal.org.uk or write to us using the FREEPOST address.

Instructions for completing this form

It is important to refer to the consultation document when completing this form
The page references within this form will help you find relevant information more easily
You can leave blank any questions that are not relevant to you

1 Let's get started

Qla Are you responding...? (Please tick one box)

O As an individual O On behalf of an organisation or group
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APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

Q1b If you are responding on behalf of an organisation or a group...?

Which organisation/group do you represent

In what capacity are you responding

2 You and London Luton Airport

Q2a Please tell us if you... (Please tick all that apply)

O Work at London Luton Airport O Have used London Luton Airport in the last two years

Q2b Please tell us if you are currently affected by the operations of London Luton Airport
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APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

3 Future LuToN - the benefits of expansion

Please see Chapter 3 of our consultation document (pages 17 to 25), where we outline the benefits that we believe will arise
locally, regionally and nationally as a result of our proposals to expand London Luton Airport.

Q3a To allow us to understand your priorities with regard to the potential benefits of the expansion proposals, how
important are the following to you?

Please rank the following in order from 1 to 7, where 1 is the least important and 7 is the most important to you:
(Please tick one box per row and one box per column)

1 least 7 most
important 2 3 4 5 6 important
Ability to attract new jobs and economic
growth into the area O O

Ability to support key local services
through Luton Council

Ability to support important charitable and
voluntary organisation services through the
LLAL Community Fund in areas impacted
by airport operations

Locally-convenient air travel to a greater
range of destinations

Ability to support growth of the UK
economy

Ability to contribute to meeting the
increasing national demand for air travel

Ability to maintain competitive charges for
airlines and customers

Olo|o|o0| O |O
Olo|o|o| O |00
OlO0|O0|O01 O |O]|0
Olo|o|o| O |00
Olo|o|o| O |00
OlO0|O0|O0l O |0O]|0
Olo|o0|O0| O |O
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APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

Q3b Are there any other benefits you think we should be prioritising from the expansion of London Luton Airport?

4 Considering the options to expand the airport

Please see Chapter 4 of our consultation document, where we explain how we have used a structured process and criteria
to assess our strategic priorities and to sift through options for London Luton Airport’s expansion so that, from a long list, a
shortlist of options and an emerging preferred option have been identified.

Q4a Do you agree that our expansion strategy to make best use of the existing runway is more appropriate than
pursuing an extended, realigned or second runway (see further pages 28 to 30 of the consultation document)? (Please
tick one box)

O Agree O Disagree O Don’t know

Please tell us more about the reasons for your answer to Q4a.
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APPENDICES

Q4b We think that development to the north side of the runway is the most appropriate solution for making best
use of the existing runway at London Luton Airport. Our proposal is therefore to focus on options to the north of
the runway, and to discontinue the southern option at this stage (see further pages 31 to 47 of the consultation
document). Do you agree? (Please tick one box)

O Agree O Disagree O Don’t know

Please tell us more about the reasons for your answer to Q4b.

Q4c If development is taken forward to the north side of the runway, we think a two-terminal solution is the most
appropriate solution (see further pages 46 and 47 of the consultation document). Do you agree?
(Please tick one box)

O Agree O Disagree O Don’t know

Please tell us more about the reasons for your answer to Q4c.
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APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

APPENDICES

5 Managing the impacts of expansion

Key impacts

We would like to understand what you consider would be the key impacts of expansion that we will need to minimise and

mitigate. See Chapter 5 (pages 49 to 73) of the consultation document, which describes these impacts and how we pro-

pose to deal with them.

Q5a We have identified the following key impacts which we consider to be particularly important in the context of

expanding London Luton Airport. Please rank these in order from 1 to 10, where 1 is the least important and 10 is the
most important to you: (Please tick one box per row and one box per column)

1 least
important

10 most
important

Enabling works (e.g.

earthworks and
replacement public
open space)

O

O

Noise

Flightpaths

Surface access

Air quality

ONNORNON NGO

OO0 |0O| O

OO0 |0O| O

OlO0]O|0O| O

OO0 |0O| O

OO0 |0O| O

OO0 |0O| O

OlO0]O|0O| O

OO0 |0O| O

OO0 |0
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Table continued

1 least 10 most

important important
pngsespeandvsdd 0 O O O O O O O O O
rertege O O O O O O O O O O
produersly O O O O O O O O O O
clmate change O O O O O O O O O O
™0 0 O O O O O O O O

Q5b Please tell us if there are any other key impacts you think we need to consider:
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APPENDICES

Earthworks

Please see page 51 of the consultation document for more information about the earthworks that will be required to expand
the airport. Expansion of the airfield will require significant earthworks in order to create a level platform.

A key issue relating to all the options to the north of the runway is whether we import the earth required from outside the
area, necessitating a very large number of lorry movements on the road network over several years, or do we take earth
from the site, close to where it is needed, but meaning greater changes to the local topography.

Q5c We propose to take earth from the site to avoid the significant extra traffic burden on the local area.
Do you have any comments on this proposal?

Public open space

The options to expand the airport to the north of the runway would require Wigmore Valley Park to move east of both its
current position and its identified location under the New Century Park proposals, while retaining the main entrance next to
Wigmore Pavilion. To find out more please see page 52 of the consultation document.

Q5d When designing and constructing a replacement public open space, how would you prioritise the following?
Please rank in order from 1 to 8, where 1 is the least important and 8 is the most important to you:
(Please tick one box per row and one box per column)
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1 least 7 8 most
important important

[PN]
EN
(3]
(=]

Park facilities (e.g. café, toilets,
parking areas etc.)

Park outlook

Natural habitats
(e.g. flora and fauna)

Sports and recreational facilities
(e.g. sports pitches, running /
cycling routes, skate parks)

Quality of children’s play areas

Accessibility from the surrounding
community

Surfaced and / or accessible paths
(including for disabled users)

O |0 0] O |O|0|l0O
O |0 0] O |O|0|l0O
O |0 0] O |O|0|0O
O |0 0] O |O|0|0O
O |0 0] O |O|0|0O
O |0 0] O |O|0|0O
O |00l O 0|00
O |0 0] O |O|0|0O

Connections to other rights of way O

O
O
O
O
O
O

O

Q5e Do you have any other priorities that a replacement public open space should provide, or any other comments
relating to our approach to providing replacement public open space?

APPENDICES 126



- __________________________________________________________________4
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APPENDICES

Noise

Q5f We recognise that expansion of London Luton Airport could bring associated noise impacts. How often are you

currently affected by the following sources of airport-related noise? (Please tick one box per row)

Frequently

Occasionally

Not at all

Don’t know

Noise from departing and arriving
aircraft

O

O

O

O

Noise from aircraft on the ground

O

O

O

O

Noise from increased road traffic

O

O

O

O

Temporary noise during
construction

O

O

O

O

Q5g We are considering a range of potential measures to mitigate noise impacts from future airport expansion - see
pages 54 to 57 of the consultation document for more information about noise mitigation. Please rank the following

in order from 1 to 7, where 1 would bring the least benefit and 7 the most benefit to you:
(Please tick one box per row and one box per column)

7 most
benefit

Restricting aircraft movements at night

from 23:30-05:59 hrs to the existing permitted limit

Providing incentives for airlines to adopt quieter

aircraft

Optimising flightpaths to mitigate the impact of

noise from arriving and departing aircraft
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Table continued

Reviewing the Noise Insulation Scheme which
provides compensation for homeowners and
businesses

Improving use of space, reducing taxi time and
queuing to reduce ground noise

Using acoustic barriers to reduce ground and
surface access noise

Managing noise and vibration impacts during
construction O O O O O O O

Ol O] O
Ol O] O
Ol O] O
Ol O] O
Ol O] O
Ol O] O
Ol O] O

Q5h Do you have any comments or suggestions about the above measures that we are proposing in order to address
noise impacts?
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Surface access

Q5i Pages 58 to 60 of the consultation document explain our surface access strategy. Do you agree with our key
objectives to...? (Please tick one box for each objective)

Agree Disagree Don’t know
Promote greater use of public and sustainable modes of
transport than London Luton Airport currently achieves O O O
Identify possible improyements to the existing highway
::;v;z;k?before assessing if any new roads might be O O O

Q5j We will be assessing how we can provide access to an expanded London Luton Airport by all modes of transport,
with a focus on rail, bus, walking and cycling. Are there any particular initiatives you would like to see implemented
to support improved access to the airport by public / sustainable transport?
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Q5k We are assessing a number of locations on the highway network that may require improvement works to
support an expanded London Luton Airport. Are there any particular locations you want to make sure we have
considered as we develop our proposals?

Air quality

Q51 Please refer to pages 61 and 62 of the consultation document, where we outline the measures we are
considering to manage the effects of expansion on air quality. Do you have any comments on these or any other
air quality measures?
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Landscape and visual

Q5m Please refer to pages 63 and 64 of the consultation document, where we outline the measures we are
considering to manage the landscape and visual effects of expansion. Do you have any comments on these or any
other landscape and visual measures?

Heritage impacts

Q5n Heritage impacts are considered on pages 65 to 68 of the consultation document. Do you have any comments on
our emerging strategy to preserve, understand and enhance public engagement with the
historic environment?
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Biodiversity impacts

Q50 Biodiversity impacts are considered on pages 69 and 71 of the consultation document, including measures
we are considering to minimise the impacts of our project on biodiversity, and opportunities we are seeking for
enhancement. Do you have any comments on how we should minimise biodiversity impacts, and also where we
should be looking to enhance the ecological environment?

6 Further comments

Q6 Do you have any further comments about our emerging proposals for the expansion of London Luton Airport or
about this consultation?

APPENDICES 132



APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

7 About you

It’s useful for us to understand who has taken part in the consultation, so please can you provide some details about
yourself. The information you give us will help in the analysis of the feedback.

Please be assured that your personal details will be kept confidential when reporting the findings and will not be shared with
third parties.

Q7a Please provide your details below:

Name

Address

Postcode

Email

Q7b Are you...? (Please tick one box)

O Male O Female O Prefer not to say

Q7c¢ Which age group do you belong to? (Please tick one box)

(O Under 18 O 25-34 O 45-54 O 65 and over

O 18-24 O 35-44 O 55-64 O Prefer not to say
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APPENDICES

Q7c Which age group do you belong to? (Please tick one box)

O under 18 O 25-34
O 18-24 O 35-44

O 45 - 54 O 65 and over

O 55-64 O Prefer not to say

Q7d Do you consider yourself to have a disability? (Please tick one box)

O Yes O No

O Prefer not to say

Q7e Which of the following groups best describes you? (Please tick one box)

(O White - British

O White - Irish

O White - East European

O other White

O Mixed - White and Black Caribbean
(O Mixed - White and Black African
(O Mixed - White and Asian

O Other Mixed

(O Asian/Asian British - Indian

O Asian/Asian British - Kashmiri

O Asian/Asian British - Pakistani
O Asian/Asian British - Bangladeshi
O Other Asian

O Black/Black British - Caribbean
(O Black/Black British - African

O Black Other

O Chinese

O Other

O Prefer not to say
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APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

We may wish to contact you again to provide further information about the London Luton Airport expansion project or to

keep you informed of progress. We may also send you information about news and events that we think might interest you.
We can only do this if you provide explicit consent for us to contact you again.

Q7f Do you consent for us to contact you to...? (Please tick one box per row)

Yes No

Seek clarification or further information

Send you information about the London Luton Airport expansion project

Thank you for your comments
All feedback must be received by 5pm on Friday 31 August 2018
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APPENDIX 2: STAKEHOLDER RESPONDENTS

Local authorities

Aylesbury Vale District Council
Buckinghamshire County Council
Central Bedfordshire Council
Chiltern District Council

Dacorum Borough Council

East Hertfordshire Council

Luton Borough Council

Milton Keynes Council

North Hertfordshire District Council
St Albans City and District Council

Stevenage Borough Council

Council groups

Stevenage Council Liberal
Democrat group

Parish Councils
Berkhamsted Town Council

Caddington Parish Council
(Planning Committee)

Chalgrove Parish Council
Flamstead Parish Council

Great Gaddesden Parish Council

APPENDICES

Hardwick Parish Council
Hertford Town Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Kings Walden Parish Council
Little Gaddesden Parish Council
Pitstone Parish Council

Slapton Parish Council

The Lee Parish Council

Tring Town Council

Welwyn Parish Council
Wheathampstead Parish Council
Wigginton Parish Council

Members of Parliament

Kelvin Hopkins MP

Statutory bodies
Highways England
National Grid plc

Public Health England
Royal Mail Group Limited

Chilterns Conservation Board

Campaign and civic groups
Bedfordshire Climate Change Forum
Bedwell Residents’ Group

The Breachwood Green Society

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes
Association of Local Councils

Campaign to Protect Rural England
Hertfordshire

The Chiltern Countryside Group
Chiltern Society

Federation of Small Businesses
HarpendenSky.com

Harpenden Society

Hertfordshire Association of Parish and
Town Councils

Hitchin Forum
The Hitchin Society

London Luton Airport Town and Village
Communities Committee

Luton And District Association for the
Control of Aircraft Noise (LADACAN)

Luton Friends of the Earth

People Against Aircraft Intrusive Noise
(PAIN)

Residents affected by flights that
take-off in an Easterly direction over
Stevenage

Rural Heritage Society of Little
Gaddesden, Ringshall, Hudnall and
Ashbridge

St Albans Civic Society
St Albans Quieter Skies
Welwyn Planning and Amenity Group

Wheathampstead and District
Preservation Society

Other

Abbey Land Developments Limited
Drilltec (East Anglia) Ltd
Landscape Futures CIC

Prolateral Consulting Ltd
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Appendix A2

List of stakeholders contacted about the 2018 non-statutory consultation

Organisation

[Type

Central Bedfordshire

Ampthill Town Council

Parish Council

Arlesey Town Council

Parish Council

Aspley Guise Parish Council

Parish Council

Aspley Heath Parish Council

Parish Council

Astwick Parish

Parish Council

Barton-Le-Clay Parish Council

Parish Council

Battlesden Parish

Parish Council

Biggleswade Town Council

Parish Council

Billington Parish Council

Parish Council

Blunham Parish Council

Parish Council

Brogborough Parish Council

Parish Council

Caddington Parish Council

Parish Council

Campton and Chicksands Parish Council

Parish Council

Chalgrave Parish Council

Parish Council

Chalton Parish Council

Parish Council

Clifton Parish Council

Parish Council

Clophill Parish Council

Parish Council

Cranfield Parish Council

Parish Council

Dunstable Town Council

Parish Council

Dunton Parish Council

Parish Council

Eaton Bray Parish Council

Parish Council

Edworth Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Eggington Parish Council

Parish Council

Eversholt Parish Council

Parish Council

Everton Parish Council

Parish Council

Fairfield Parish Council

Parish Council

Flitton & Greenfield Parish Council

Parish Council

Flitwick Town Council

Parish Council

Gravenhurst Parish Council

Parish Council

Harlington Parish Council

Parish Council

Haynes Parish Council

Parish Council

Heath and Reach Parish Council

Parish Council

Henlow Parish Council

Parish Council

Hockliffe Parish Council

Parish Council

Houghton Conquest Parish Council

Parish Council

Houghton Regis Town Council

Parish Council

Hulcote and Salford Parish Council

Parish Council

Husborne Crawley Parish Council

Parish Council

Hyde Parish Council

Parish Council

Kensworth Parish Council

Parish Council

Langford Parish Council

Parish Council

Leighton Linslade Town Council

Parish Council

Lidlington Parish Council

Parish Council

Marston Moretaine Parish Council

Parish Council

Maulden Parish Council

Parish Council

Meppershall Parish Council

Parish Council

Millbrook Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Milton Bryan Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Moggerhanger Parish Council

Parish Council

Northill Parish Council

Parish Council

Old Warden Parish Council

Parish Council

Potton Town Council

Parish Council

Pulloxhill Parish Council

Parish Council

Ridgmont Parish Council

Parish Council

Sandy Town Council

Parish Council

Shefford Town Council

Parish Council

Shillington Parish Council

Parish Council

Silsoe Parish Council

Parish Council

Slip End Parish Council

Parish Council

Southill Parish Council

Parish Council

Stanbridge Parish Council

Parish Council

Steppingley Parish Council

Parish Council

Stondon Parish Council

Parish Council
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Type

Stotfold Town Council

Parish Council

Streatley Parish Council

Parish Council

Studham Parish Council

Parish Council

Sundon Parish Council

Parish Council

Sutton Parish Council

Parish Council

Tempsford Parish Council

Parish Council

Tilsworth Parish Council

Parish Council

Tingrith Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Toddington Parish Council

Parish Council

Totternhoe Parish Council

Parish Council

Westoning Parish Council

Parish Council

Whipsnade Parish Council

Parish Council

Woburn Parish Council

Parish Council

Wrestlingworth & Cockayne Hatley Parish Council

Parish Council

North Hertfordshire

Ashwell Parish Council

Parish Council

Barkway Parish Council

Parish Council

Barley Parish Council

Parish Council

Bygrave Parish Council

Parish Council

Caldecote and Newnham Parish Council

Parish Council

Codicote Parish Council

Parish Council

Graveley Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Ashby Parish Council

Parish Council

Hexton Parish Council

Parish Council

Hinxworth Parish Council

Parish Council

Holwell Parish Council

Parish Council

Ickleford Parish Council

Parish Council

Kimpton Parish Council

Parish Council

King Walden Parish Council

Parish Council

Knebworth Parish Council

Parish Council

Hertfordshire County Council

Abbots Langley Parish Council

Parish Council

Albury Parish Council

Parish Council

Aldenham Parish Council

Parish Council

Anstey Parish Council

Parish Council

Ardeley Parish Council

Parish Council

Aspenden Parish Council

Parish Council

Aston Parish Council

Parish Council

Bayford Parish Council

Parish Council

Bengeo Rural Parish Council

Parish Council

Benington Parish Council

Parish Council

Berkhamsted Town Council

Parish Council

Bishop's Stortford Town Council

Parish Council

Bovingdon Parish Council

Parish Council

Bramfield Parish Council

Parish Council

Braughing Parish Council

Parish Council

Brent Pelham and Meesden Parish Council

Parish Council

Brickendon Liberty Parish Council

Parish Council

Buckland and Chipping Parish Council

Parish Council

Buntingford Town Council

Parish Council

Chipperfield Parish Council

Parish Council

Chorleywood Parish Council

Parish Council

Colney Heath Parish Council

Parish Council

Cottered Parish Council

Parish Council

Croxley Green Parish Council

Parish Council

Datchworth Parish Council

Parish Council

Eastwick and Gilston Parish Council

Parish Council

Elstree and Borehamwood Town Council

Parish Council

Essendon Parish Council

Parish Council

Flamstead Parish Council

Parish Council

Flaunden Parish Council

Parish Council

Furneux Pelham Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Gaddesden Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Munden Parish Council

Parish Council

Harpenden Rural Parish Council

Parish Council

Harpenden Town Council

Parish Council

Hertford Heath Parish Council

Parish Council

Hertford Town Council

Parish Council
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Hertingfordbury Parish Council

Parish Council

High Wych Parish Council

Parish Council

Hormead Parish Council

Parish Council

Hunsdon Parish Council

Parish Council

Ickleford Parish Council

Parish Council

Kings Walden Parish Council

Parish Council

Lilley Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Berkhamsted Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Gaddesden Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Hadham Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Munden Parish Council

Parish Council

London Colney Parish Council

Parish Council

Markyate Parish Council

Parish Council

Much Hadham Parish Council

Parish Council

Nash Mills Parish Council

Parish Council

Nettleden with Potten End Parish Council

Parish Council

North Mymms Parish Council

Parish Council

Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council

Parish Council

Northchurch Parish Council

Parish Council

Offley Parish Council

Parish Council

Pirton Parish Council

Parish Council

Preston Parish Council

Parish Council

Redbourn Parish Council

Parish Council

Reed Parish Council

Parish Council

Royston Town Council

Parish Council

Rushden and Wallington Parish Council

Parish Council

Sandon Parish Council

Parish Council

Sandridge Parish Council

Parish Council

Sarratt Parish Council

Parish Council

Sawbridgeworth Town Council

Parish Council

Shenley Parish Council

Parish Council

South Mimms Parish Council

Parish Council

St Ippolyts Parish Council

Parish Council

St Paul's Walden Parish Council

Parish Council

St Stephen Parish Council

Parish Council

Standon Parish Council

Parish Council

Stanstead Abbotts Parish Council

Parish Council

Stanstead St Margarets Parish Council

Parish Council

Stocking Pelham Parish Council

Parish Council

Tewin Parish Council

Parish Council

Thorley Parish Council

Parish Council

Thundridge Parish Council

Parish Council

Tring Rural Parish Council

Parish Council

Tring Town Council

Parish Council

Walkern Parish Council

Parish Council

Ware Town Council

Parish Council

Watford Rural Parish Council

Parish Council

Watton-At-Stone Parish Council

Parish Council

Westmill Parish Council

Parish Council

Weston Parish Council

Parish Council

Wheathampstead Parish Council

Parish Council

Wigginton Parish Council

Parish Council

Woolmer Green Parish Council

Parish Council

Wymondley Parish Council

Parish Council

Buckinghamshire County

Addington Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Adstock Parish Council

Parish Council

Akeley Parish Council

Parish Council

Amersham Town Council

Parish Council

Ashendon Parish Council

Parish Council

Ashley Green Parish Council

Parish Council

Aston Abbotts Parish Council

Parish Council

Aston Clinton Parish Council

Parish Council

Aston Sandford Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Aylesbury Town Council

Parish Council

Barton Hartshorn Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Beachampton Parish Council

Parish Council

Beaconsfield Town Council

Parish Council
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Berryfields Parish Council

Parish Council

Biddlesden Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Bierton with Broughton Parish Council

Parish Council

Bledlow cum Saunderton Parish Council

Parish Council

Boarstall Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Bradenham Parish Council

Parish Council

Brill Parish Council

Parish Council

Buckingham Park Parish Council

Parish Council

Buckingham Town Council

Parish Council

Buckland Parish Council

Parish Council

Burnham Parish Council

Parish Council

Calvert Green Parish Council

Parish Council

Chalfont St Giles Parish Council

Parish Council

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council

Parish Council

Charndon Parish Council

Parish Council

Chartridge Parish Council

Parish Council

Chearsley Parish Council

Parish Council

Cheddington Parish Council

Parish Council

Chenies Parish Council

Parish Council

Chepping Wycombe Parish Council

Parish Council

Chesham Bois Parish Council

Parish Council

Chesham Town Council

Parish Council

Chetwode Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Chilton Parish Council

Parish Council

Cholesbury cum St Leonards Parish Council

Parish Council

Coldharbour Parish Council

Parish Council

Coleshill Parish Council

Parish Council

Creslow Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Cublington Parish Council

Parish Council

Cuddington Parish Council

Parish Council

Denham Parish Council

Parish Council

Dinton with Ford and Upton Parish Council

Parish Council

Dorney Parish Council

Parish Council

Dorton Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Downley Parish Council

Parish Council

Drayton Beauchamp Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Drayton Parslow Parish Council

Parish Council

Dunton Parish Meeting

Parish Council

East Claydon Parish Council

Parish Council

Edgcott Parish Council

Parish Council

Edlesborough Parish Council

Parish Council

Ellesborough Parish Council

Parish Council

Farnham Royal Parish Council

Parish Council

Fawley Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Foscote Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Fulmer Parish Council

Parish Council

Gawcott with Lenborough Parish Council

Parish Council

Gerrards Cross Town Council

Parish Council

Granborough Parish Council

Parish Council

Great and Little Hampden Parish Council

Parish Council

Great and Little Kimble Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Brickhill Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Horwood Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Marlow Parish Council

Parish Council

Great Missenden Parish Council

Parish Council

Grendon Underwood Parish Council

Parish Council

Haddenham Parish Council

Parish Council

Halton Parish Council

Parish Council

Hambleden Parish Council

Parish Council

Hardwick Parish Council

Parish Council

Hazlemere Parish Council

Parish Council

Hedgerley Parish Council

Parish Council

Hedsor Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Hillesden Parish Council

Parish Council

Hoggeston Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Hogshaw Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Hughenden Parish Council

Parish Council

Hulcott Parish Council

Parish Council
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Ibstone Parish Council

Parish Council

Ickford Parish Council

Parish Council

Iver Parish Council

Parish Council

Ivinghoe Parish Council

Parish Council

Kingsey Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Kingswood Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Lacey Green Parish Council

Parish Council

Lane End Parish Council

Parish Council

Latimer & Ley Hill Parish Council

Parish Council

Leckhampstead Parish Council

Parish Council

Lillingstone Dayrell with Luffield Abbey Parish Council

Parish Council

Lillingstone Lovell Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Little Chalfont Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Horwood Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Marlow Parish Council

Parish Council

Little Missenden Parish Council

Parish Council

Long Crendon Parish Council

Parish Council

Longwick cum limer Parish Council

Parish Council

Ludgershall Parish Council

Parish Council

Maids Moreton Parish Council

Parish Council

Maids Moreton Parish Council

Parish Council

Marlow Bottom Parish Council

Parish Council

Marlow Town Council

Parish Council

Marsh Gibbon Parish Council

Parish Council

Marsworth Parish Council

Parish Council

Medmenham Parish Council

Parish Council

Mentmore Parish Council

Parish Council

Middle Claydon Parish Council

Parish Council

Mursley Parish Council

Parish Council

Nash Parish Council

Parish Council

Nether Winchendon Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Newton Longville Parish Council

Parish Council

North Marston Parish Council

Parish Council

Oakley Parish Council

Parish Council

Oving Parish Council

Parish Council

Padbury Parish Council

Parish Council

Penn Parish Council

Parish Council

Piddington and Wheeler End Parish Council

Parish Council

Pitchcott Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Pitstone Parish Council

Parish Council

Poundon Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Preston Bissett Parish Council

Parish Council

Princes Risborough Town Council

Parish Council

Quainton Parish Council

Parish Council

Radclive cum Chackmore Parish Council

Parish Council

Radnage Parish Council

Parish Council

Seer Green Parish Council

Parish Council

Shabbington Parish Council

Parish Council

Shalstone Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Slapton Parish Council

Parish Council

Soulbury Parish Council

Parish Council

Steeple Claydon Parish Council

Parish Council

Stewkley Parish Council

Parish Council

Stoke Hammond Parish Council

Parish Council

Stoke Mandeville Parish Council

Parish Council

Stoke Poges Parish Council

Parish Council

Stokenchurch Parish Council

Parish Council

Stowe Parish Council

Parish Council

Swanbourne Parish Council

Parish Council

Taplow Parish Council

Parish Council

The Lee Parish Council

Parish Council

Thornborough Parish Council

Parish Council

Thornton Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Tingewick Parish Council

Parish Council

Turville Parish Council

Parish Council

Turweston Parish Council

Parish Council

Twyford Parish Council

Parish Council

Upper Winchendon Parish Meeting

Parish Council
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Waddesdon Parish Council

Parish Council

Water Stratford Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Watermead Parish Council

Parish Council

Weedon Parish Council

Parish Council

Wendover Parish Council

Parish Council

West Wycombe Parish Council

Parish Council

Westbury Parish Council

Parish Council

Westcott Parish Council

Parish Council

Weston Turville Parish Council

Parish Council

Wexham Parish Council

Parish Council

Whaddon Parish Council

Parish Council

Whitchurch Parish Council

Parish Council

Wing Parish Council

Parish Council

Wingrave with Rowsham Parish Council

Parish Council

Winslow Town Council

Parish Council

Wooburn & Bourne End Parish Council

Parish Council

Woodham Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Worminghall Parish Council

Parish Council

Wotton Underwood Parish Meeting

Parish Council

Luton Borough Council

Local authority

North Herts District Council

Local authority

Central Bedfordshire Council

Local authority

Hertfordshire County Council

Local authority

Dacorum Borough Council

Local authority

Stevenage Borough Council

Local authority

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

Local authority

East Hertfordshire Council

Local authority

St Albans City and District Council

Local authority

South Cambridgeshire District Council

Local authority

Essex County Council

Local authority

Cambridgeshire County Council

Local authority

Buckinghamshire County Council

Local authority

London Borough of Hillingdon

Local authority

London Borough of Harrow

Local authority

London Borough of Barnet

Local authority

London Borough of Enfield

Local authority

Milton Keynes Council

Local authority

Arriva The Shires

Public transport provider

Easy Bus Public transport provider
Uno Bus Public transport provider
Centrebus Public transport provider

National Express

Public transport provider

Grant Palmer

Public transport provider

Stagecoach Public transport provider

Network Rail Public transport provider

Air Nostrum Airlines and airport associated companies
Airline Services Itd Airlines and airport associated companies
Blue Air Airlines and airport associated companies
easyJet Airlines and airport associated companies
EL AL Israel Airlines Itd Airlines and airport associated companies
Flybe Airlines and airport associated companies
MNG Airlines Airlines and airport associated companies
Pen-Avia Airlines and airport associated companies
Ryanair Airlines and airport associated companies

Signature Flight Support

Airlines and airport associated companies

Sun Express

Airlines and airport associated companies

Tarom Airlines and airport associated companies
Thomas Cook Group plc. Airlines and airport associated companies
TUI Airlines UK Airlines and airport associated companies
Twinjet Aircraft Sales (UK) Limited Airlines and airport associated companies
Vueling - IAG Airlines and airport associated companies
Wizz Air Airlines and airport associated companies

7" Someries Luton (Scouts)

Community or interest group

Active Luton

Community or interest group

Actived4Less

Community or interest group

Bedfordshire and Luton Community Foundation

Community or interest group

Bedfordshire Chamber of Commerce

Community or interest group

Bedfordshire Local Nature Partnership

Community or interest group

Page 6




Appendix A2 List of stakeholders contacted about the 2018 non-statutory consultation

Organisation

Type

Bedfordshire Walking Clubs (John Harris' Walking in ... England)

Community or interest group

Buckinghamshire Association of Local Councils

Community or interest group

Bucks Thames Valley LEP

Community or interest group

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) Bedfordshire

Community or interest group

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) Hertfordshire

Community or interest group

CBI

Community or interest group

Central Bedfordshire and Luton Joint Local Access Forum

Community or interest group

Central Bedfordshire Regeneration and Business

Community or interest group

Chiltern Countryside Group

Community or interest group

Chiltern Society

Community or interest group

England's Economic Heartland

Community or interest group

Federation of Small Businesses (Beds, Bucks, Herts)

Community or interest group

Friends of the Earth (Luton)

Community or interest group

Friends of the Eath (North Herts)

Community or interest group

Harpenden Sky

Community or interest group

Harpenden Society

Community or interest group

Hertfordshire Against Luton Expansion (HALE)

Community or interest group

Hertfordshire Garden Trust

Community or interest group

Hertfordshire LEP

Community or interest group

Herts and Middlesex Bat Group

Community or interest group

Herts and Middlesex Wild Life Trust

Community or interest group

Historic England

Community or interest group

Hitchin Forum

Community or interest group

LADACAN

Community or interest group

LLACC

Community or interest group

London Chamber of Commerce and Industry

Community or interest group

London First

Community or interest group

London Luton Airport Town & Village Communities Committee

Community or interest group

Luton Airport Noise Action Group (LANAG)

Community or interest group

Luton and District Association for Control of Airport Noise (LADACAN)

Community or interest group

Luton Friends of Parks and Green Spaces

Community or interest group

Mid Herts Footpath Society

Community or interest group

National Allotment Society (NSALG Ltd)

Community or interest group

National Federation of Parks and Green Spaces

Community or interest group

Natural England Advisor

Community or interest group

North Herts Ramblers Group

Community or interest group

People against Aircraft Intrusive Noise (PAIN)

Community or interest group

Protect Aylesbury Vale Against Noise (PAVAN)

Community or interest group

Save our Skies (St Albans)

Community or interest group

SEMLEP

Community or interest group

St Albans Quieter Skies (STAQs)

Community or interest group

St. Albans and District Footpath Society

Community or interest group

Team Beds and Luton

Community or interest group

The Breachwood Green Society

Community or interest group

The Chiltern Conservation Board

Community or interest group

The Church of England Diocese of St. Albans

Community or interest group

The Conservation Volunteers

Community or interest group

The Hitchin Society

Community or interest group

The Ramblers Association

Community or interest group

The Wildlife Trust BCNP

Community or interest group

The Working Woodland Centre

Community or interest group

Wheathampstead and District Preservation Society (WDPS)

Community or interest group

Wigmore Valley Park Allotments

Community or interest group

Wigmore Valley Park Pavilion and users

Community or interest group

Workplace Matters

Community or interest group

The Health and Safety Executive

Section 42 consultee

National Health Service Commissioning Board

Section 42 consultee

NHS Luton CCG

Section 42 consultee

NHS East and North Hertfordshire CCG

Section 42 consultee

Natural England

Section 42 consultee

The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England

Section 42 consultee

Bedfordshire Fire and Rescue Service

Section 42 consultee

Hertfordshire Fire and Rescue Service

Section 42 consultee

Police and Crime Commissioner for Hertfordshire

Section 42 consultee

The Environment Agency

Section 42 consultee

The Chilterns Conservation Board

Section 42 consultee

The Civil Aviation Authority

Section 42 consultee

The Secretary of State for Transport

Section 42 consultee
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Highways England

Section 42 consultee

Transport for London

Section 42 consultee

The Beford Group of Drainage Boards

Section 42 consultee

Public Health England

Section 42 consultee

Affinity Water (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

National Grid Gas (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

National Grid Electricity Transmission (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

Openreach

Section 42 consultee

Royal Mail Group

Section 42 consultee

Thames Water

Section 42 consultee

Veolia Water Enterprise Limited (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

Vodafone Limited (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

Virgin Media (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

London Luton Airport Operations Limited

Section 42 consultee

UK Power Networks (Registered Office)

Section 42 consultee

The Crown Estate Commissioners

Section 42 consultee

The Forestry Commission

Section 42 consultee

Wigmore Primary School Education
Wigmore Under Fives pre-school Education
Raynham Way Pre-School Education
Ashcroft High School Education
St Francis Pre-School Education
Cockernoe Primary School Education
Someries Junior School Education
Chapel Street Nursery School Education
Gill Blowers Nursery (Leabank) Education
Gill Blowers Nursery (Mossdale) Education
Grasmere Nursery School Education
Hart Hill Nursery School Education
Pastures Way Nursery School Education
Rothesay Nursery School Education
Cheynes Infant School Education
Crawley Green Infant School Education
The Ferrars Academy Education
Foxdell Infant School Education
Hillborough Infant and Nursery School Education
Someries Infant School Education
Warden Hill Infant School Education
Whipperley Infant Academy Education
William Austin Infant School Education
Farley Junior School Education
Ferrars Junior School Education
Foxdell Junior School Education
Hillborough Junior School Education
Sundon Park Junior School Education
Warden Hill Junior School Education
Wenlock Junior School (Church of England) Education
William Austin Junior School Education
Farley Junior School Education
Ferrars Junior School Education
Foxdell Junior School Education
Hillborough Junior School Education
Sundon Park Junior School Education
Warden Hill Junior School Education
Wenlock Junior School (Church of England) Education
William Austin Junior School Education
Beechwood Primary School Education
Beech Hill Primary School Education
Bramingham Primary School Education
Bushmead Primary School Education
Chantry Primary Academy Education
Dallow Primary School Education
Denbigh Primary School Education
Downside Primary School Education
Icknield Primary School Education
Lady Zia Wernher (special school) Education
Leagrave Primary School Education
Maidenhall Primary School Education

Page 8




Appendix A2 List of stakeholders contacted about the 2018 non-statutory consultation

Organisation Type

Norton Road Primary School Education
Pirton Hill Primary School Education
Putteridge Primary School Education
Ramridge Primary School Education
Richmond Hill School (special school) Education
Richmond Hill (east) Education
River Bank Primary School Education
Sacred Heart Primary School Education
Southfield Primary School Education
St Joseph's Catholic Primary School Education
St Margaret of Scotland Catholic Primary School Education
St Martin de Porres Primary School Education
St Matthew's Primary School Education
Stopsley Community Primary School Education
Surrey Street Primary School Education
Tennyson Road Primary School Education
The Linden Academy Education
The Meads Primary School Education
Waulud Pirmary School Education
Whitefield Primary School Education
Cardinal Newman Catholic School Education
Challney High School for Boys Education
Challney High School for Girls Education
Denbigh High School Education
Icknield High School Education
Lea Manor High School Education
Lealands High School Education
Putteridge High School Education
Stopsley High School Education
The Chalk Hills Academy Education
The Stockwood Park Academy Education
Woodlands Secondary School (special) Education
Alternative Learning and Progression Service Education
Barnfield College Education
Luton Sixth Form College Education
University of Bedfordshire Education
Luton Adult Community Learning Education
Challney Community College Education
Dell Farm Residential Outdoor Education Education
The Leagrave Centre Education
Futures House Education
Manor Family Resource Centre Education
Redgrave CYP Centre Education
Flying Start Education
Community Link at Gill Blowers Education
Intensitve Support Team Education
Luton Youth Service Admin Office Education
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\)ndon Luton
Airport Ltd

‘ A Luton Council company

FUTURE LuToN
PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Don’t miss your chance to comment on
expansion plans for London Luton Airport

We are consulting on our plans for the long-term expansion of London
Luton Airport from 2020-2050. The proposals involve making best use of
the existing runway to mest projected increased demand.

In this consultation, we are outlining options for development and our
approach to minimising and mitigating impacts.The consultation began
on Monday 25 June and we have held 19 drop-in public events over the
last month.

Our consultation ends on Friday 31 August at 5pm and you can
continue to view and comment on our proposals until then.

Visit our website at: www.futureluton.llal.org.uk

We look forward to hearing from you!
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Figure A4.1 Newspaper advertisement on Luton Airport extension consultation sessions
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Figure A4.3 Newspaper advertisement on Luton Airport extension consultation closing date
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Future LuloN
MAKING BEST USE OF OUR RUNWAY

hndon Luton
Airport Ltd

-_— A Luton Council company

WELCOME

Thank you for attending this consultation on our expansion plans for London
Luton Airport.

Here you can find out:
e Why the airport needs to expand to meet demand

* The options for expansion that we are considering

The specialist project team is here today to explain what is proposed and
answer questions that you may have.

Once you have reviewed all of the information on display, we would welcome
any feedback you have on the draft plans.

Feedback forms are available; you can fill one out today and hand to a member
of the project team; fill out on the ipads available here or online in the comfort
of your own home.

We will collate and consider all the feedback and comments received. This
will be analysed to guide the technical team as they re-examine the proposals
following the ten-week consultation programme.

Our objectives for this event

* |Inform the community about the proposals to expand the airport
making best use of our existing runway

Engage on the options that we have examined, explaining our
preference and outlining the work that is still to be done

Seek early feedback that will allow us to further develop our proposals
and strategies, such as our transport, surface access, noise and air
quality strategies

Do you have views about any of the information on
these boards or in the consultation documents?
Have your say today by completing a feedback
form here today or online.




LONDON LUTON
AIRPORT TODAY

We want to make the best use of our runway and expand the airport to:

e Meet customer demand

e Play our role in meeting the growing demand for air travel to
and from the UK

e Make the most of Luton’s strategic location

London Luton Airport (LTN) marks its 80th anniversary this year, and there is
much to celebrate.

We, LLAL, own London Luton Airport. Our company is in turn wholly owned

by Luton Council. As such, the airport is unique in that it is the only major UK
airport remaining wholly publicly owned.

It is the fifth largest airport in the UK, and has also been the UK’s fastest

growing major airport over the last five years, handling just under 16 million
passengers in 2017.

LTN 1n numbers 2017

14 airlines Busiest day 15,799,219
38 countries 59,272 passengers
139 destinations passengers

2,354,589 21,199 135,538
1tems of luggage tonnes of cargo flights

\
A\

\\\\\\
\\\\\\
\\\\\\\Q

\
A\
A\
AN
\\\\\\Q\\\
\\\\\\
\\
A\

AN
\\\\\\
A
AN
\
\
&\
M\

|
\

\
o




LONDON LUTON AIRPORT -
WHY WE NEED TO EXPAND

On 5 June 2018, the Government confirmed that it is supportive of UK airports
making best use of their existing runways, alongside the development of a
third runway at Heathrow. This policy statement is set out in the Government’s
publication ‘Beyond the horizon - The future of UK aviation — Making best use
of existing runways’.

Making best use of our existing runway iIs a core principle of our vision for
LTN. We will actively manage the environmental impacts while maximising the
economic contribution that the airport can make.

The latest forecasts by the Department for Transport (DfT — October 2017) show
the potential total passenger demand wanting to travel to and from the UK as
reaching 470-535 million by 2050, with a mid-range position of 495 million, up
from some 277 million today.

The DfT forecasts also show LTN reaching its permitted capacity of 18 mppa
by 2021. We have used these official forecasts of air passenger growth as the
basis of our specific projections of how LTN might grow, taking into account
the proposed development of a third runway at Heathrow and other airports
making best use of their runways.

There is an opportunity for LTN to play a substantially greater role in the UK
aviation market. To do this, we need to expand LTN'’s landside and airside
Infrastructure to take advantage of the potential capacity of up to 36-38 mppa
from its existing runway.

Passenger numbers (mppa)

V Initial DCO capacity
a\
V Initial DCO capacity (minor increase)

Current permitted capacity

I I I
2021 2022/23 2026 Early 2030s

o@o

Years

lllustrative diagram showing indicative demand forecast and capacity provision




LONDON LUTON AIRPORT
AND THE COMMUNITY -

ENSURING THAT
EVERYONE BENEFITS

We believe that the expansion of LTN will bring a number of important
benefits to local communities and across the wider area.

Benefits to users

By providing a wider range of services and offering passengers more choice,
LTN will reduce the time, distance and cost that passengers face in getting to
an airport and so will contribute to achieving a more sustainable pattern of air
services in the local and regional area. Expanding LTN will offer more choice to
passengers within our catchment area and help meet their specific needs for
mainly short-haul, point-to-point journeys.

Wider economic benefits

LTN already provides a wide range of short-haul connectivity options

to business and leisure passengers alike. This helps to support economic
activity and prosperity in the economy of our catchment area by making travel
quicker, easier and more efficient, thus enabling people to do more with their
time, helping areas around LTN more attractive to visit and do business.

An initial assessment of the wider economic benefits of LTN today
suggests that the current connectivity provided could provide a boost to
gross value added (GVA) in the order of £850m a year by making the
economy more productive.

Employment benefits

We anticipate that the contribution of an expanded LTN to the three counties
sub-region could reach up to £2.6bn and support up to 42,000 jobs.

We will aim to make sure LTN continues to generate and add more value
to the sub-regional economy; and most importantly that the benefits are
received by all those with a stake in the region, including the residents and

businesses of Luton, Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire.

Every million additional passengers at LTN

This will deliver a boost to regional economy of around

£76m each year
£ 1 1 Sm at the national level
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DEVELOPMENT CONSENT
ORDERS AND THIS
CONSULTATION

This project is seeking to expand the airport by over 10 million
passengers per year, and is a type of development and of a scale
that meets the thresholds to be a Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP). As such, we must apply to the Government for a
Development Consent Order (DCO) to authorise the proposals. NSIP
applications are examined by the national Planning Inspectorate, and
decided by the Secretary of State for Transport.

This pre-application consultation is part of that planning process -
an early-stage, non-statutory consultation on the options that we
are considering. It is the first of two consultations we are planning
to hold. The second, scheduled to take place next year, will be a
statutory consultation under the Planning Act 2008.

DCO Process

Mid 2018

Non-Statutory Consultation

Initial round of public consultation on the
emerging strategic masterplan options for
making best use of the existing runway in the
period up to 2050 to achieve 36-38 mppa

Mid 2019 - late 2019

Further engagement and

feedback review

Consideration of all comments provided during
consultation leading to final design changes to
our scheme. Finalisation of Environmental
Impact Assessment.

Late 2019

Submission of DCO application for consent
After considering the preferred scheme statutory
consultation responses, and concluding our
technical work, the final scheme will be prepared
and submitted as a DCO application to the
Planning Inspectorate.

2021

Decision made by Secretary of
State for Transport

The decision will be made by the
Secretary of State.

Mid 2018 — Mid 2019

Ongoing engagement and

feedback review

Project team reviews responses to
Non-Statutory Consultation, while continuing
dialogue with local stakeholders leading to

a preferred scheme

Mid 2019

Statutory Consultation

Statutory consultation on the scheme proposed
to comprise the DCO application supported

by the draft detailed technical and
environmental assessments.

Early - mid 2020

Examination of DCO application

Following submission of the application, there
IS an opportunity to make representations about
it to the Planning Inspectorate, who will handle
the examination of the application. Includes an
opportunity to make written submissions and
attend hearings.

Late 2020

Recommendation

Following the closure of the examination,
the Inspector makes a recommendation to
the Secretary of State.




storey short-stay car parking adjacent to the terminal
and a Direct Air-Rail Transit station In
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the forecourt area

We have explored what we require to expand LTN and it would comprise of the

following facilities:
e |Improvement or reprovision of public open spaces and amenities

e Additional aircraft stands, with associated taxiways
e Road and infrastructure provision and adjustments
* A relocated engine run-up and fire training facilities

e TJerminal facilities with boarding piers
e Forecourt and multi-

e Mid and long-stay parking

e A bus station, taxi ranks,

e Improvements to fuel storage facilities




SIFT PROCESS

A structured process was used to sift options for Luton Airport’s expansion so
that from a long list of potential options, a preferred set of options emerged.
Options which performed best against the criteria progressed through each
stage of design development. Other options, like realigning the runway,
extending the runway, or adding a new runway, were discarded because

they are not In line with government policy of making best use of the
existing runway. You can read more about our sifting process in chapter 4 of
our main consultation document.

After two stages of this sifting process, four options were identified for public
consultation: three options focus on development to the north of the runway,
and the fourth option focusing development to the south of the runway. We
are clear that these are not final designs, but are illustrative of how the options
could develop.

Initial identification
of options

-——————l

At this early stage we
discounted certain options as
not feasible or appropriate for
‘At this stage, we identified and considered a long list the expansion of LTN.

of high level options against a set of qualitative criteria,

chosen to meet key strategic objectives for the project.

This stage has been completed and resulted in a short-

list of options for further consideration.’

Initial identification of high level options

Developing strategic options

At this stage our short-listed options from the first
stage of the sift process were developed further
and considered in more detall by our design and
technical specialists with the aim of identifying more
preferred options to take forward. This stage has
also been completed and we are consulting with
you on the outcomes of that work and the options
that have emerged.

Non-statutory consultation

We are at this stage.

Considerations of feedback and
development of proposals

At this stage, we will consider your feedback in the
continued development of the options. Our aim at this
stage is to identify a preferred option for LTN which will _
form the basis of the statutory DCO consultation. Statutory consultation

We will consult again, on the
option proposed to be taken
forward to a DCO application.

Consultation anticipated
Finalising our proposals mid-2019.

We will consider all feedback and comments before
finalising our proposals and submitting our DCO
application. Anticipated late 2019.
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OPTION 1A

Here is an illustration showing what option 1a could look like: two terminals

to the north of the runway, retaining the existing terminal and a new terminal
on part of the existing Wigmore Valley Park, which could be reprovided further
to the east.

Terminal

Luton Airport Parkway

Our thoughts on this option

1a performed better against the majority of our criteria than the other options
(see banner titled Our Assessment of the Options). It performed the most
strongly in relation to strategic fit, economic benefits, deliverability (within the
context of the current concession, attractiveness to future concessionaires
and not requiring additional land beyond current LLAL holdings), operational
viability and cost benefit.

The way In which the development would integrate with the existing airport
operation is particularly important in this context. We believe the existing
terminal and its associated stands are likely to continue to be utilised for at
least 15 years, taking into account the current redevelopment works.

This is one reason why a two-terminal solution on the north side of the runway
appears to us to be the most natural solution to future airport expansion
maximising the use of the existing runway, as it allows the expansion be phased
and delivered in a way which minimises disruption to the operation of the
airport during construction.
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OPTION 1B

Here Is an illustration showing what option 1b could look like: a single new
terminal option to the north of the runway on the long-stay car park and

part of Wigmore Valley Park, phased over time to incorporate or replace the
existing terminal. This terminal could be located as far west as possible and
expand eastwards as required. As with option 1a, Wigmore Valley Park could
be reprovided further to the east.

o
Commercial
._ Park
o~ ~ Park

Terminal
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This terminal could expand westwards as required. As with options 1a and

Here Is an illustration showing what option 1c could look like: a single new
1b, Wigmore Valley Park could be reprovided further to the east.

large terminal option to the north of the runway on Wigmore Valley Park.

OPTION 1C

\ DART
Luton Airport Parkway -
, Car park



Terminal
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Terminal

Car park

retaining the existing terminal with a new terminal to the south of the

remain where it is proposed to be located under the planning application for

Here iIs an illustration showing what option 2 could look like: a two-terminal
New Century Park.

option
runway. In this option, we expect Wigmore Valley Park could significantly

OPTION 2

Luton Airport Parkway




OUR ASSESSMENT
OF THE OPTIONS

Tell us what you think

Our preferred emerging option is 1a, the northside,
two-terminal solution. Do you agree?

Strategic objective Sift category Sift Sift criteria
criteria no.

O1: Compliance with Government Strategy fit ST Consistent with making best use of
aviation policy the existing runway

O2: To identify a scheme that is likely to S2 In broad conformity with national
be capable of being consented and secured and local town planning policies
through and capable of attracting the

a DCO consents required

O3: To provide additional capacity and Increase capacity both airside and
connectivity in line with the assessment landside to achieve target increase to
of need 36-38 mppa

O4: To maximise the potential economic Economic Deliver economic benefits nationally
benefits to the regional, sub-regional and and regionally
local economies

Increase job opportunities for
the people of Luton and the
surrounding areas

O5: To maintain and where possible Social To promote quality of life and minimise
improve the quality of life for Luton’s residents adverse impacts on communities
and the wider population

O6: To minimise environmental impacts Sustainability Noise
and, where practicable, to actively and _ _
mitigate and manage any potential environment Alr quality
environmental effects

Natural habitats and biodiversity

Carbon emissions

Water resources

Flood risk

Cultural heritage

Landscape and visual impact and
environmental land use

Climate change

O7: To maximise the number of passengers  Surface Public transport modal share
and workforce arriving at the airport on access
public transport and
highways
O8: To minimise new build highway S17 Requirement for additional highway
requirements infrastructure

09: To minimise impact on the wider highway S18 Impact on wider highway network
network

O10: To be technically viable, taking account Deliverability S19 Deliverable within the context of the
of the needs of airport users, operators and current concession to 2031
phasing

S20 Attractive to future concessionaires

S21 Feasibility of landfill, earthworks and
ground conditions

S22 Additional land required beyond current
LLAL holdings 20

O11: To enhance LTN’s system efficiency and Operational S23 Operational effectiveness 10

resilience viability
S24 System resilience

S25 Attractiveness to airline operators 10

S26 Safeguarding for expansion 10

S27 Safeguarding existing levels of MRO,
Business, Aviation and Cargo activity 20

O12:To be affordable including any public Cost and S28 Estimated cost benefit
expenditure that may be required and taking benefits

account of the needs of airport users and

operators (value for money)

Most 1a
preferred

1c

1b

Least
preferred

A B B 4

Large Moderate Slight Neutral Slight Moderate Large Currently
beneficial beneficial beneficial adverse adverse adverse unworkable
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
SURFACE ACCESS

Getting passengers, staff, and deliveries to and from the airport is a key
consideration as the airport grows. Our response to this is called our Surface
Access Strategy, and our focus is on providing good levels of accessibility for

all modes of transport but with a clear emphasis on public transport, including
rail, buses, and coaches.

Our commitments

As the airport expands, our objectives are to:

e Provide a higher percentage of public transport use than at present
e Make best use of existing infrastructure

e Improve existing infrastructure to mitigate any new impacts

e Assess the need for new highways links and junctions

* Provide good forecourt operations for all users

Public transport

32% of journeys to and from the airport are currently made by public transport.

We have set ourselves the objective to increase this.

We want to encourage the use of public transport, as seen with our recent
£225m investment in the Luton DART, which will replace the existing bus

services that connect Parkway Station with LTN. This will in turn lead to a more
seamless service that will increase levels of public transport use.

Discussions are already underway with the Department for Transport to
increase the number of fast trains that stop at Luton Airport Parkway Station.

@ Bus/coach 15.4%
© Rail 16.6%
® Taxi17.1%

@ Wwalk/cycle 0.2%

@ Private car 29.1%
(drop-off / pick up)

@ Private car 10.9%
(off-site car park)

@ PFrivate car 6.2%
(on-site car park)

() Rental car 2.0%
Other 2.5%

(Source: CAA Passenger
Survey 2017)
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
NOISE

We recognise that one of the largest impacts that arises from operating an
airport is the noise caused by departing and arriving aircratt.

Our commitments

e Maintaining the current limit of flights between 23:30-05:59, meaning no
more night flights than at present

* Providing incentives for airlines to adopt quieter aircraft

e Forming a Noise Envelope Design Group including community and
stakeholder representatives to agree approaches to managing noise

e Developing a construction environmental management plan to manage noise
during the construction phase

e Using acoustic barriers where appropriate to reduce the impact from ground
and surface noise

e Supporting the modernisation of airspace rules by National Air Traffic
Services, to allow aircraft to make steeper ascents and descents to
the airport
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
AIR QUALITY

In bringing forward our proposals for future expansion, we accept responsibility
for developing strategies, policies and measures which seek to minimise air
pollution, to protect people and sensitive ecological areas. Residential areas
near the airport currently have pollution levels well below the UK’s air quality
objectives — and we want to work with local authorities to ensure that this stays
that way.

Our commitments

e Implementing a new air quality monitoring scheme that will measure a wider

range of potential pollutants than those monitored by any other major airport
in the UK

e Encouraging passengers and staff to use public transport to travel to and
from the airport

e Encouraging the use of low and zero emission vehicles with electric
charging points

* Providing incentives for drivers of ultra-low emission vehicles
* [ncentivising airlines to use their newest aircraft at our airport

e Working with air traffic control and airlines to reduce hold times in the air
and on the ground

* Provision of fixed electric ground power and pre-conditioned air for air
conditioning at the stands, so aircraft can minimise the use of their auxiliary
engines when on the ground

e Ensuring the fleet of ground support equipment is a low emission fleet of
electric powered vehicles

NO, Concentration in 2016 (ug/m)
10-20 20-30 ® 30-40 @ 40-50 @ Air Quality Management Areas
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
CLIMATE CHANGE

Climate change is a global risk, and the aviation sector has its part to play
In reducing greenhouse gas emissions. London Luton Airport is committed
to both reduce carbon emissions and to making the airport resilient to
climate change impacts.

Our commitments

e Using low carbon materials in construction, including locally-sourced and
recycled materials

e Encouraging the use of low emissions vehicles servicing the airport

* |Increasing the number of passengers accessing the airport by public
transport, and decreasing the percentage arriving and leaving by private car

e Reducing taxiing distances and aircraft idling time, and promoting single-
engine taxiing, to reduce emissions during take-off and landing

e Working with Luton Borough Council to identify opportunities to generate
renewable energy, including wind and solar energy, on-site

e (Capturing, cleaning and re-using water for aircraft washing and toilet
flushing, to reduce the amount of water taken from local mains supplies
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
BIODIVERSITY

Although our expansion plans will have unavoidable impacts on the existing
ecological features, we will seek to minimise these. Our plans will use this
opportunity to enhance other existing features, and provide new high-quality
habitats that are characteristic of the local area.

Our commitments

e Areas of ancient woodland will be retained, and impacts to this habitat
avolided as far as possible

e Patches of the four species of orchid found within Wigmore Valley Park
CWS (and elsewhere on-site), which include common spotted, common
twayblade, pyramidal and bee orchids, will be translocated into adjacent
suitable habitat safeguarded from future development

e EXxisting habitats will be replicated within the new development as far as
possible to create a mature biodiverse environment, comprising a mosaic of
habitat types

e (Connectivity between the north and south of the site will be maintained
throughout construction and long-term

* The long-term aim of the biodiversity strategy will be to leave a positive
legacy for wildlife in Luton, Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire, and to facilitate /
enhance public access to this resource.

e We will ensure that current populations of animals and plants are maintained,

and continue to work with Natural England and other stakeholders and seek
to provide biodiversity offsets and/or enhancement measures. This may
Include: off-site enhancement of designated sites within Luton, Bedfordshire
and Hertfordshire; contributions to local biodiversity projects; and
enhancement of poor hedgerows to improve connectivity within the wider
landscape.
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS

HERITAGE

environment, we would seek to avoid and minimise adverse effects wherever
possible. There would also be a number of challenges and opportunities to
enhance the understanding of and accessibility to the characteristic historic

Although our expansion plans will affect parts of the existing historic

drea.

local

landscape and archaeology of the

to reduce visual prominence and aid integration with the surrounding

landscape
and signage

* |[nviting the community to record aural history and submit photos for records

e Use of landscape mitigation measures such as bunds, planting or materials
* Promotion of history through a variety of media such as information boards

e Design measures to reduce the visual prominence

e A programme of evaluation and recording
e (Careful siting of lighting or signage
* Provision of records through a website

Our commitments

e Engaging local heritage groups




OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
ENABLING WORKS

The main issue relating to the earthworks is whether to:

e Import the earth required to raise land to the level of the runway from outside
the area, necessitating a very large number of lorry movements on the road
network over a number of years; or

e Take earth from close to where it Is needed, but meaning greater changes to
the local topography

We have assessed our commitments with regards to enabling works and below

outlines our commitments for the replacement of open space; and roads, Luton
DART and drainage.

If we proceed with a north-side
solution, we will:

e Reprovide open space that is at least as good in terms of size, usefulness,
attractiveness, quality and accessibility as may be lost through our airport
expansion plans

e Retain the existing main entrance into Wigmore Valley Park adjoining
Wigmore Hall / Wigmore Pavilion

o Work with the respective authorities and stakeholders to determine suitable
arrangements and amenity facilities for the replacement open space

e Seek to minimise the duration of any construction activities that may affect
open space, and the duration of any temporary areas of open space

o Retain a suitable area of open space, of equal or greater size as may be
affected by the airport expansion plans, throughout the delivery phases

e Engage with local stakeholders on the potential for future community
stewardship of a new park, possibly leading to the establishment of a trust

o Work with all statutory services suppliers, such as those for electricity, gas,
telecommunications, water and drainage, as we know all these systems
would need reinforcement and extension

Proposed Century Park Access Road

Proposed DART route

Luton Airport Parkway
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
OWNERSHIP AND ACQUISITION

The DCO process provides a mechanism for land to be acquired by compulsory
acquisition, with compensation available to those affected, where it has not
already been acquired by agreement.

Compulsory acquisition of land is a measure of last resort, and we are
committed to negotiating with landowners for the voluntary acquisition of any
land or rights which may be required to deliver our proposals.

We would seek to take the least intrusive approach to the acquisition of land
and would only acquire land and rights which are absolutely necessary.

We own, or have options over, the majority of land that would be needed for
any airport expansion to the north of the runway. This includes land that would
be needed to replace affected areas of Wigmore Valley Park.

We do not own land to the south of the runway, so this would need to be
acquired, were we to pursue an option to the south of the runway.
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OUR KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL

Our development proposals, particularly where an option to the north of the
runway Is pursued, would require extensive earth-moving operations to be
carried out to create a platform to the height of the runway. This would lead to
changes to the existing landscape and to views experienced by people within
It. Mitigation measures that we will consider to reduce potentially negative
landscape and visual effects include, but are not limited to:

e Adjustment of site levels
o Use of appropriate form, detailed design, materials and finishes,
where it Is neither desirable or practical to screen buildings and
associlated development
e Alterations to landforms together with structure planting on and/or off-site
e Avoiding or reducing obtrusive light and minimising light pollution

Going forward we will engage with local authorities and local communities and
share details of our emerging proposals, seeking further input on the layout and
appearance of the proposed landscape measures.
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WHAT DO YOU THINK?
HAVE YOUR SAY TODAY

We are keen to hear from you about the proposals and encourage you to
comment on them. We will collate and consider all the feedback and comments
received. They will be analysed to help the technical team as they re-examine
the proposals following the ten-week consultation programme.

This consultation ends on Friday 31 August at 5pm.

What do you think?
How you can respond to this consultation

Please complete a feedback form:

e You can ask a member of staff for a copy to fill out today or at home
and post back to us using the freepost address below (please ask for an
envelope), or

e Complete the feedback form using an available ipad, or

e (Go on our website, www.futureluton.llal.org.uk

You can also email us your feedback form on: futureluton@llal.org.uk or write to
us at: FREEPOST FUTURE LUTON LLAL

Please note that while all the feedback we receive by the deadline will be
recorded and considered, we will not be able to respond to individual comments.

> l/ll"'
AR
AN
A
ll l'l' \\\\\\\ .'
/ \\ N \ \\
\ \\\;\\\:\\\
AR
NN
AN \\



MASTERPLAN

Option 1A
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MASTERPLAN

Option 1B
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MASTERPLAN

Option 1C
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MASTERPLAN

Option 2
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London Luton

Airport Ltd
\A Luton Council company

Contact: Communications Office

Xx xxxx 2018

futureluton@llal.org.uk Dear resident,

Address
XX
XX
XX

London Luton Airport Limited (LLAL) is pleased to invite you to take part in our consultation on the potential expansion
of the airport.

London Luton airport celebrates its 80" anniversary this year, and has been a great success story. It is the fastest-
growing of all the UK’s major airports, with passenger numbers increasing by 66% over the last five years. Because
Luton Airport Limited is wholly owned by Luton Borough Council, our whole community shares in that success. In just
one year, the airport:

e Generates around £20m for Luton Borough Council to spend on vital investments in key services and
infrastructure

e Contributes around £9.7m to local charities and community organisations in and around Luton

e Contributes an estimated £1.5 billion to the UK economy, and directly employs 10,700 people

Demand for air travel to and from the UK is set to grow over the next 20 years, and the Government wants all airports
to play their part in meeting this demand by making best use of their existing runways. Luton could more than double
the number of passengers it serves, by providing more space for passengers and aircraft, without building a new
runway.

As a nationally significant infrastructure project, a decision on whether to give the airport permission to expand would
be taken by the Secretary of State for Transport and the national Planning Inspectorate. We believe it is important that
the public have a chance to be involved throughout this process.

We are committed to minimising and mitigating the impacts of expansion. In this consultation we will show our
assessments of the impacts, and ask for feedback on our proposals for mitigating them. Public engagement on these
issues will be vital in making sure that the airport can be a good neighbour to surrounding residents.

Our proposals are currently in the earliest stages of development, so you are invited to share your thoughts on these
initial options for growth. Following this round of consultation, the proposals will be refined into a single option which
will be subject to a further round of public consultation in 2019.

Have your say

The initial proposals for achieving airport growth will be displayed at a series of consultation events in your area. At
the events you will have an opportunity to view the plans, speak to members of the expert project team, and leave your
feedback. The full programme of events can be found overleaf.

All information being presented in support of this consultation exercise can also be accessed online at:
www.futureluton.llal.org.uk.

Hart House Business Centre, Kimpton Road, Luton, LU2 OLA

(Registered Office)
Registered in England & Wales No. 2020381



The consultation events will take place at the following times and places. There is no need to register -- you are welcome
to drop in and join us at any point during the published opening times.

Date Time Venue

Monday 9 July 2pm until 8pm University of Bedfordshire, Luton Campus, Vicarage Street, Luton,

2018 Bedfordshire LU1 3JU

Tuesday 10 July 2pm until 8pm Oaklands College, The Campus, Welwyn Garden City, Hertfordshire

2018 AL8 6AH

Wednesday 11 2pm until 8pm Eaton Bray Village Hall, Church Lane, Eaton Bray, Dunstable, Bedfordshire
July 2018 LU6 2DJ

Friday 13 July 2pm until 8pm Jubilee Centre, Catherine Street, St Albans, Hertfordshire AL3 5BU

2018

Monday 16 July 2pm until 8pm Hitchin Town Hall, Brand Street, Hitchin, Hertfordshire SG5 1HX

2018

Tuesday 17 July 2pm until 8pm The Old Town Hall, High Street, Hemel Hempstead, Hertfordshire

2018 HP1 3AE

Wednesday 18 2pm until 8pm Southdown Room, Harpenden Public Halls, Southdown Road, Harpenden,

July 2018

Hertfordshire AL5 1PD

Saturday 21 July
2018

1.30pm until 5pm

Raynham Community Centre, 66 Eaton Green Road, Luton, Bedfordshire
LU2 9JE

Monday 23 July 2pm until 8pm Ellen Terry Room, 2nd Floor, Stevenage Arts and Leisure Centre, Lytton Way,
2018 Stevenage, Hertfordshire SG1 1LZ

Wednesday 25 4pm until 8pm Mead Hall, East Lane, Wheathampstead, St Albans, Hertfordshire

July 2018 AL4 8BP

Thursday 26 July | 2pm until 8pm The Incuba, 1 Brewers Hill Road, Dunstable, Bedfordshire LU6 1AA

2018

Friday 27 July 2pm until 8pm Breachwood Green Village Hall, Chapel Road, Breachwood Green, Hitchin,
2018 Hertfordshire SG4 8NX

Saturday 28 July | 1pm until Flamstead Village Hall, Church Road, Flamstead, St Albans, Hertfordshire AL3
2018 4:30pm 8BN

Monday 30 July 2pm until 8pm Stockwood Discovery Centre, London Road, Luton, Bedfordshire LU1 7HA
2018

Wednesday 1 2pm until 8pm Caddington Sports and Social Club, Manor Road, Caddington, Luton,

August 2018 Bedfordshire LU1 4HH

Thursday 2 4pm until 8pm Whitwell New Fellowship Hall, 9 Bendish Lane, Hitchin, Hertfordshire SG4 8HX
August 2018

Saturday 4 12pm until Linslade Community Hall, Waterloo Road, Linslade, Leighton Buzzard,
August 2018 4:30pm Bedfordshire LU7 2NR

In the meantime, if you require any further information about the programme of events, please don’t hesitate to
contact our consultation team, on 01582 547402 or email futureluton@Illal.org.uk.

Also, if you or someone you know would like this letter translated to another language or provided in braille, please
do get in touch and we will be happy to help.

Yours faithfully

Clir
Chair of LLAL




London Luton Airport Expansion Development Consent Order Appendix A Non-Statutory Consultation Materials and Feedback Report

A7 Flyer sent to residents

TR020001/APP/6.02 | Final | February 2023



e
London Luton
Airport Ltd
\ A Luton Council company
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FUTURE LuToN
PUBLIC CONSULTATION INVITATION

You are invited to have your say on our proposed plans to expand
London Luton Airport.
We want to make the best use of our runway (in line with government policy), which

will involve providing additional capacity, and we have identified a number of options
to help make this happen.

Our consultation begins on Monday 25 June and ends on Friday 31 August, and we
invite you to comment on the plans, which can be found online: futureluton.llal.org.uk.

We are also holding a number of consultation events during this time (see overleaf)
where you can drop in, view the plans and ask members of the project team questions.

For more information visit: futureluton.llal.org.uk
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A2: Emails
Email sent at start of consultation

London Luton Airport Limited (LLAL) is pleased to invite you to take part in our consultation
on the potential expansion of the airport.

London Luton Airport celebrates its 80" anniversary this year, and has been a great success
story. It is the fastest-growing of all the UK’s major airports, with passenger numbers
increasing by 66% over the last five years.

Demand for air travel to and from the UK is set to grow over the next 20 years, and the
Government wants all airports to play their part in meeting this demand by making best use
of their existing runways. Luton could more than double the number of passengers it serves
without building a new runway, by providing more space for passengers and aircraft.

As a nationally significant infrastructure project, the case for giving the airport permission to
expand would be examined by the national Planning Inspectorate with the final decision
taken by the Secretary of State for Transport.

Our proposals are currently in the earliest stages of development and we’'d welcome your
engagement and your thoughts on these initial options for growth. Following this round of
consultation, the proposals will be refined into a single option which will be subject to a
further round of public consultation in 2019.

Have your say

The initial proposals for achieving airport growth will be displayed at a series of consultation
events. At the events you will have an opportunity to view the plans, speak to members of

the exiert iroiect team, and leave i/our feedback. You can find your nearest event at

There is no need to register - you are welcome to drop in and join us at any point during the
published opening times.

All the information can also be accessed online at — You can
complete the consultation by visiting the ‘Have your say’ section of the website.

We look forward to discussing our proposals with you, listening to your views and working
with you to shape the future of LTN.

Should you have any questions, please contact us a{jj ||| G
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Don’t miss chance to comment on London Luton Airport expansion proposals

There is still a chance to comment on our early-stage proposals for long-term expansion of
London Luton Airport.

While a series of 19 community events has now come to an end, the Non-Statutory
Consultation will remain open until 5pm on Friday 315t August.

You can view the consultation documents online in the ‘How to find out more’ section at
I =¢ you can complete the consultation feedback form ]

The documents are also available to view at venues across the region; you can find a full list
of inspection points on the website.

LLAL believes it may be possible for London Luton Airport to handle to up 36-38 million
passengers per year by 2050 from its existing single runway to meet projected demand.

The consultation documents present a number of options for how this could be achieved,
and also outline LLAL'’s strategic approach to minimising and mitigating environmental
impacts.

We want to hear from as many people as possible, so we’d encourage you to share this
email with any family, friends or colleagues who might be interested in the future of London
Luton Airport.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the team at ||| G
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London Luton

Airport Ltd
‘A Luton Council company

«Company_Name if_applicable» Ref: #tH-HitH-HiH-#H#
«Address_Line_1»
«Address_Line_2» DD Month YYYY

«Address_Line_3»
«Town__City»
«Postcode»

Dear [insert name]
Consultation on London Luton Airport Expansion Proposals

In December 2017, London Luton Airport Limited (LLAL) launched our ‘Vision for Sustainable Growth 2020
— 2050’ (the Vision), detailing proposals to increase the capacity of the airport by making the best use of
our existing runway, particularly as it will shortly be full to permitted capacity.

Given the location of your property, and its close proximity to the airport, we are writing to you in advance
to let you know that on 25 June we will be launching our public consultation as an important next step in
taking this Vision forward. The consultation will present the potential options for securing the future levels
of growth and expansion at the airport in the period up to 2050, and will invite comments on the proposals.
Please be assured that LLAL values its relationships with its neighbours and there will be further
opportunities for dialogue on the scheme as it develops.

We are consulting on these plans at this early stage and would like your views to help us shape and inform
the proposals for the expansion of the airport. Further details of the consultation, including details of the
consultation events and consultation feedback form, will be made available at www.futureluton.llal.org.uk
when the consultation goes live.

In the meantine, we would encourage you to take part in the forthcoming consultation by attending one of
the proposed events and responding to the consultation using the online form. In addition, we would like
to offer you the opportunity to discuss the proposal with us in person. If you would like to arrange this
then please contact the WSP Land Services team on 0203 057 2104 or via email at lutonairport@wsp.com.

Yours sincerely,

Development Director

we

Registered in England and Wales No. 2020381
Registered office: London Luton Airport Ltd, Hart
House Business Centre, Kimpton Road, Luton LU2
OLA



London Luton Airport Expansion Development Consent Order Appendix A Non-Statutory Consultation Materials and Feedback Report

A11 Notes of POCG meeting 22 June 2018

TR020001/APP/6.02 | Final | February 2023



London Luton
Airport Ltd

A Luton Council company

Luton Airport — Technical Stakeholder Draft Meeting Notes
Date: 22nd June 2018 Time: [10:00 - 13:00

Location: | Hart House, Luton

Chax ______________

Minute taker I

Present:

Name Title Initials
i Luton Borough Council DG
i Luton Borough Council SF
i Hertfordshire County Council PD
i | North Herts District Council IF
I East Herts District Council KM
I St Albans District Council LG
i St Albans District Council JW
P Central Bedfordshire Council CF-B
P London Luton Airport Limited CG
i Bircham Dyson Bell LT
I Arup cs
Arup JO
i Capita GU
P ] GL Hearn CP
I GL Hearn FM
i GL Hearn PW

Actions / Decision / Notes

Agenda Notes/Actions Owner
No.

1.0 Purpose of Meeting

1.1 The meeting was a follow up to a meeting held on 26 February to update Note
the LPAs on the project, present the approach to the Non-Statutory
Consultation (NSC) and options development and discuss the way forward
for future engagement as the project progresses towards Statutory
Consultation and submission of the DCO.

Document Ref: LLADCO-2-GLH-00-00-MI-TX-0001
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London Luton

Airport Ltd
= /. |uton Council company

2.0

Introduction

2.1

FM introduced the agenda and presentation. It was confirmed that
presentation slides would be circulated, together with a note of the
meeting. CG set out the context for the growth of the airport, including its
contribution to the economy of the surrounding three Counties, growth in
air travel and Government policy of supporting making best use of existing
runways. He noted that the airport runway has potential capacity for 36-
38 mppa and that the DCO application is aimed at achieving this growth in
phased way.

PW/FM

3.0

Non-Statutory Consultation

3.1

FM confirmed that details of the consultation approach were set out in his
email invitation to the meeting. CP described the approach to the NSC and
confirmed that a ‘soft’ launch would commence on Monday 25" June with the
consultation document posted on the London Luton Airport Limited (LLAL)
consultation web site I CP circulated hard copies of
the timetable of consultation events and venue sites to the LPA Group and
confirmed that there will be 17 events in total extending over 4 weeks
commencing on 9 July. The consultation period will be for 10 weeks ending
on 31 August. DG confirmed that the Luton Airport Consultative Committee
had received a copy of the details on the evening of 21 June.

Note

4.0

Considering the Options

4.1

GU introduced LLAL’s approach to considering the options as set out in the
NSC document. He outlined the need to grow the airport and described the
Sift process for Sifts 1 and 2 which is set out in the NSC document and
confirmed that the Sift reports containing the detailed assessment will be
posted on the consultation web site. GU confirmed that the results of the
NSC will be input and be a key contributor to the Sift 3 process to determine a
preferred option ahead of the statutory consultation for the DCO scheme. LT
confirmed that the intention is to have a preferred option for the statutory
consultation stage.

Note

4.2

GU explained the 4 main options by reference to the presentation slides
comprising options 1a, 1b and 1c, which comprise options of new terminal
facilities to the north of the run way and option 2 which places all new facilities
to the south of the runway.

Note

4.3

DG asked how the Sift options for consultation refer to New Century Park
application currently before the Council. GU noted that the options provide a
broad indication for location of development at this stage and LT stated that
the New Century Park scheme has been considered and reflected in the Sift 2
process. Further detailed consideration will be given as the design develops
and as part of the Sift 3 process. DG confirmed that there had been a lot of
objection to the New Century Park application and that LLAL could expect a
level of cynicism from the public to the consultation in this regard.

Note

Document Ref: LLADCO-2-GLH-00-00-MI-TX-0001
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London Luton

Airport Ltd
= /. |uton Council company

4.4

DG indicated that each airport is supposed to have a master plan in place
which has been consulted on for 6 weeks to inform future development and
asked if the airport has a master plan. He noted that Policy LLP6 of the Luton
Local Plan refers to the need for an up to date Airport Master Plan in the
consideration of development proposals for the airport. GU indicated that the
end of the Sift 3 process will result in a preferred master plan for the airport.
LT explained that the DCO process sits outside the normal planning process.
It was agreed that BDB would prepare a note responding to the master plan
point to feedback to the LPA Group.

LT

4.5

IF indicated that the consultation process will attract a lot of objections from
residents and Members of North Herts, particularly in respect of the north of
the runway options. He advised that the situation is highly politicised with
the District having just been through a Local Plan Review. He advised that it
is vitally important that the LPAs are aware of what is being proposed and
the process to allow consultation and discussion within their respective
authorities and coordination with their neighbouring authorities. IF noted that
all the paper work for the NSC had been published before the LPA technical
officers had had an opportunity to review.

Note

4.6

SF asked if consideration has been given to the planning constraints around
the airport, for example the Green Belt and scheduled ancient monument.
GU advised that these matters had been considered and reference included
within the Sift reports. LT advised that details on ranking and scoring having
regard to site constraints are set out in the Sift documents. IF advised that to
get to a credible option the planning policy constraints will need to have
been addressed.

Note

5.0

Enabling Works

5.1

GU presented the approach to enabling works and the public open space
commitments included with the NSC document.

Note

6.0

Managing the Impacts

6.1

CS set out the approach to managing the impacts of the project by reference
to the presentation slides, including Noise, Air Quality, Landscape and Visual,
Heritage, Biodiversity and Climate Change.

Note

6.2

With respect to Noise, SF asked if there is any information on noise contours
within the NSC information. CS advised that no noise data is being published
as part of the NSC but that this would be included as part of the EIA work in
the next stage of design development and would inform the statutory
consultation process. DG advised that it would be helpful to have this
information as early as possible to inform surrounding LPA Local Plan
reviews planning for housing around the local area.

Note

Document Ref: LLADCO-2-GLH-00-00-MI-TX-0001
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London Luton

Airport Ltd
= /. |uton Council company

6.3

DG advised that Policy LLP6 of the Luton Local Plan indicates that any
expansion of the airport should be within the existing noise limits set for the
airport. CF-B advised that from a non-technical resident viewpoint, the
perception will be that any increase in passenger numbers will result in an
increase in noise. CS advised that as soon as noise data is available for
publication he will advise the LPA Group.

CS

6.4

DG advised that the airport operator is already in breach of one of the
conditions on the existing planning permission for the airport relating to noise.
He advised that the airport operator will be making an application under s73
of the Town and Country Planning Act in the next few months to vary the
condition and that the application will be supported by an Environmental
Statement. DG also advised that the airport operator is consulting on a Noise
Action Plan.

Note

6.5

PD indicated his view that some residents will only consider the scheme
from a point of view of noise impact and that if noise issues are not resolved
then the options may not move forward. He noted that Stanstead Airport
indicated in its master plan consultation that any expansion would not make
the noise situation any worse.

Note

6.6

CF-B noted that there was a role for LPAs to highlight the economic benefits
of the scheme as well the potential environmental impacts and that Central
Beds would be supportive of the economic benefits.

Note

6.7

PW indicated that LLAL has taken a decision to consult at an early stage to
obtain consultation input to inform the options development. On this basis,
there is a necessary balance between the amount of information available at
this stage and the wish to engage in early consultation to inform the next
stage of design development. SF asked if there anything that can be said at
this stage to give an indication as to how noise will be contained. CS
referred and presented the potential measures proposed to managing noise
impacts which are contained with the NSC document.

Note

6.8

With respect to Air Quality, CS referred to the presentation graphic showing
monitoring locations and confirmed that Air Quality potential management
measures are included within the NSC document. It was noted that
monitoring locations in North Herts are included within the assessment
although the locations are not shown on the graphic.

Note

6.9

With respect to Landscape and Visual Impact, CS advised that a full
landscape and visual impact assessment would be undertaken in support of
the proposals. IF advised that an application had been made to Natural
England to extend the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which if agreed
would impact on the proposed long term car park areas to the east. He also
advised that there is a proposal for a National Park in the area which North
Herts is looking to ‘push up the agenda’ with Natural England.

Note

6.10

With respect to Heritage, CS advised that an extensive programme of
surveys is proposed to inform the EIA are in the process of being planned.

Note

Document Ref: LLADCO-2-GLH-00-00-MI-TX-0001
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London Luton

Airport Ltd
= /. |uton Council company

6.11

With respect to Biodiversity, CS advised that no statutory designated sites
are affected by the proposals and that extensive surveys are being
undertaken including habitats, badgers, bats, reptiles, invertebrates and
birds.

Note

6.12

With respect to Climate Change, CS referred to the comprehensive strategy
to minimise GHGs and confirmed that the design will be resilient to climate
change indicating the measures to be explored. DG highlighted the need to
have regard to the Committee on Climate Change recommendations for
reducing carbon emission levels. He referred to a decision of the Local
Government Ombudsman from 2015 in respect of the Council’s decision to
approve the expansion of Luton Airport, which misunderstood the Committee
on Climate Change recommendations. DG indicated that he would send on
the relevant paperwork. Post meeting note: Since forwarded by DG on 25
June.

DG

6.13

JOJ set out the approach with respect to surface access and public transport
access strategy. He indicated that the approach would be for a significant
modal shift towards public transport through a ‘carrot and stick’ approach
and that the team is currently working through the options.

Note

6.14

IF asked if growth from local plans was being factored in with the associated
models. JOJ advised that two models are to be used. Surveys were
undertaken in October 2017 to inform a micromodel and a local model
validation report had recently been prepared and submitted to Luton
Borough Council and Highways England. The second model to be used is a
strategic model. A strategic model for the wider area is currently in place but
it is not suitable for the DCO process as it doesn’t include the airport as one
zone and doesn’t represent passengers well. Therefore, Arup is working
with Aecom who are responsible for the model to enhance it so it can be
used for the DCO surface access work. It was noted that this enhanced
model would be available to the LPAs for other modelling requirements. CF-
B advised that the Central Beds and Luton Borough Councils were also
considering enhancing the strategic model.

Note

6.15

DG asked how this will work as Aecom is also contracted to Highways
England to provide comments on applications. JOJ indicated that this had
been raised with Highways England and there would be a need to ensure
that appropriate ‘Chinese walls’ are put in place. CF-B referred to the 2050
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Growth Corridor opportunity and if the
associated growth implications had been factored in, as the model could
quite quickly become out of date. PD also referred to road proposal
schemes in Local Transport Plans, which may need to be considered.

Note

6.16

As part of the modal shift towards public transport, IF indicated consideration
should be given to areas outside the airports control. KM noted that there
were issues in Stansted with airport users parking in residential streets and
taking taxis to the airport. KM referred to the opportunity for on demand
responsive transport e.g. Arriva Click in Sittingbourne.

Note

Document Ref: LLADCO-2-GLH-00-00-MI-TX-0001
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Airport Ltd
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6.17

DG referred to the Century Park Access Road (CPAR) forming part of the
New Century Park scheme. He indicated that there were capacity issues
with the design of the CPAR which are being looked at in a revised
Transport Assessment. SF referred to the East of Luton study due to be
published soon which will need to be considered as part of the DCO. JOJ
advised that these matters would be considered as part of the surface
access strategy work. He noted that the enhanced strategic model is
anticipated to be fully operational by March next year.

Note

7.0

Next Steps - Future Engagement

7.1

FM advised that there were a series of next steps following the NSC. This
would include reviewing the project in light of consultation responses,
preparation of a feedback report, EIA scoping consultation, discussion with
the relevant LPAs on a draft Statement of Community Consultation, work
towards a Statement of Common Ground and continued Technical
Stakeholder engagement to support the scheme development.

Note

7.2

FM proposed that future regular meetings be held in a structured way with
the core group of authorities whose administrative areas are directly affected
by the DCO proposals forming a Planning Officers Consultative Group,
namely Luton Borough Council, North Herts District Council and
Hertfordshire County Council. Other planning authorities would engage in
the appropriate subject sub group related to their interests and could also be
invited to the core group as the agenda required. This approach was agreed.

Note

7.2

SF advised that significant resources would need to be deployed to attend
meetings and respond to the topics and issues as the process progresses
and she indicated that Luton Council would look to LLAL to sign up to a
Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) to cover the Council’s costs of
engaging in the process. It was noted that there were various approaches to
a PPA which would need to be considered and that other DCO examples
could be considered. DG indicated his preference was for a single PPA to
cover all technical inputs. DG noted the approach of EDF at Hinckley Point
was to cover the cost of meetings and then agree outputs at the meeting
which could then be costed. PW advised that the LLAL team would work
through the programme and likely input requirements and consider
approaches to the PPA and report back in advance of the next meeting.

PW/FM

7.3

DG asked that LLAL provide a list of the consultants working on the project
against each discipline.

PW/FM
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Luton

news release

ID 10988

26 June 2018
For Immediate Release

Consultation gets under way on potential expansion of London Luton
Airport

Luton Council’s airport company — London Luton Airport Limited (LLAL) — is pleased to
announce that a ten-week consultation on potential expansion of the airport is under
way.

The consultation runs until 31 August, with a series of 17 consultation events taking
place in and around Luton between 9 July and 4 August. At these events everyone will
have the opportunity to view the plans, speak to members of the expert project team,
and provide feedback.

London Luton Airport celebrates its 80" anniversary this year, and has been a great
success story. It is the fastest-growing of all the UK’s major airports, with passenger
numbers increasing by 66 per cent over the last five years.

And because LLAL is wholly owned by Luton Council, local and regional communities
share in that success. The airport already supports more than 30,000 jobs and
contributes £1.5bn into the UK economy, including more than £500m into Bedfordshire,
Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire.

We take the responsibility to our local community very seriously. LLAL has provided
millions of pounds every year for local charities, community and voluntary organisations
in communities impacted by airport operations in and around Luton. Over the last five
years, this total has topped £50m. At 62p per passenger, that's more than 24 times the
scale of our nearest airport competitor.

Clir Andy Malcolm, chair of LLAL, said: “We believe it is important that the public have
the chance to be involved throughout the expansion planning process right from the
earliest stage.

“We are committed to minimising and mitigating as far as possible, the impacts of
expansion. In this consultation we will show our assessments of the impacts, and ask
for feedback on our proposals for mitigating them. Public engagement on these issues
will be vital in making sure that the airport can be a good neighbour to surrounding



residents.”

Demand for air travel to and from the UK is set to grow over the next 20 years, and the
government wants all airports to play their part in meeting this demand by making best
use of their existing runways.

London Luton Airport could more than double the number of passengers it serves, by
providing more space for passengers and aircraft, without building a new runway.

Cllr Hazel Simmons, Leader of Luton Council, said: “The airport continues to be a key
driver for the council’s work to improve people’s lives and bring new opportunity,
aspiration and prosperity.

It is a key magnet for investment, and it is estimated that up to 800 new jobs and an
extra £76m for the regional economy across the three counties is created with every
additional million passengers.

“This is one of the reasons why we recently invested £225m in the Luton DART (Direct
Air- Rail Transit) mass passenger transit system. The DART is designed to significantly
reduce passenger journey times to the airport using the national rail network.

“With a connection time of less than five minutes between the Luton Airport Parkway
station and the terminal building, the DART will generate further growth and create new
employment and apprenticeship opportunities, as well as reducing pollution, and
congestion on our roads.”

As a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project, the case for giving the airport
permission to expand will be examined by the national Planning Inspectorate — with the
final decision taken by the Secretary of State for Transport, not Luton Council.

LLAL’s proposals are currently in the earliest stages of development, so everyone is
invited to share their thoughts on these initial options for growth.

Following this round of consultation, the proposals will be refined into a single option
which will be subject to a further round of public consultation in 2019.

The full programme of events can be found below. There is no need to register —
everyone is welcome to drop in and join us at any point during the published opening
times:

Monday 9 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, University of Bedfordshire, Luton Campus,
Vicarage Street, Luton, LU1 3JU

Tuesday 10 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Oaklands College, The Campus, Welwyn
Garden City, AL8 6AH

Wednesday 11 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Eaton Bray Village Hall, Church Lane, Eaton



Bray, Dunstable, LU6 2DJ

Friday 13 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Jubilee Centre, Catherine Street, St Albans, AL3
5BU

Monday 16 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Hitchin Town Hall, Brand Street, Hitchin, SG5
1HX

Tuesday 17 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, The Old Town Hall, High Street, Hemel
Hempstead, HP1 3AE

Wednesday 18 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Southdown Room, Harpenden Public Halls,
Southdown Road, Harpenden, AL5 1PD

Saturday 21 July 2018, 1.30pm until 5pm, Raynham Community Centre, 66 Eaton
Green Road, Luton, LU2 9JE

Monday 23 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Ellen Terry Room, 2nd Floor, Stevenage Arts and
Leisure Centre, Lytton Way, Stevenage, SG1 1LZ

Wednesday 25 July 2018, 4pm until 8pm, Mead Hall, East Lane, Wheathampstead, St
Albans, AL4 8BP

Thursday 26 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, The Incuba, 1 Brewers Hill Road, Dunstable,
LUG 1AA

Friday 27 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Breachwood Green Village Hall, Chapel Road,
Breachwood Green, Hitchin, SG4 8NX

Saturday 28 July 2018, 1pm until 4.30pm, Flamstead Village Hall, Church Road,
Flamstead, St Albans, AL3 8BN

Monday 30 July 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Stockwood Discovery Centre, London Road,
Luton, LU1 7HA

Wednesday 1 August 2018, 2pm until 8pm, Caddington Sports and Social Club, Manor
Road, Caddington, Luton, LU1 4HH

Thursday 2 August 2018, 4pm until 8pm, Whitwell New Fellowship Hall, 9 Bendish
Lane, Hitchin, SG4 8HX

Saturday 4 August 2018, 12 noon until 4.30pm, Linslade Community Hall, Waterloo
Road, Linslade, Leighton Buzzard, LU7 2NR

You can also have vyour say by responding to the consultation online at



For further information about the programme of events, please contact our consultation
team on 01582 547402 or email:

ENDS

For further information, please contact Luton Council’'s Communications Team on
01582 547402.

Communications Division Luton Council Town Hall Luton LU1 2BQ





