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BIODIVERSITY EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This executive summary sets out the key biodiversity issues that have been identified from the 

detailed analysis of the Airport Commission’s (AC) documents and those prepared by Gatwick and the 

promoters of the two Heathrow schemes i.e. the Heathrow Extended Northern Runway (ENR) and 

Heathrow Northwest Runway (NWR). 

This takes account of the Airport’s Commission’s appraisal of the schemes for the biodiversity topic 

without and with mitigation as set out in Table ES1 below.  The table is based on the conclusions on 

biodiversity set out in section 11 of the Commission’s Business Case and Sustainability Assessments 

for each of the short-listed runway proposals.  The anomalous position whereby the impacts of the 

Heathrow Extended Northern Runway are assessed as more adverse following mitigation is based on 

the Commission’s conclusion that the negative impacts on biodiversity of some of the solutions to the 

operational problems relating to birdstrike risk have the capacity to increase the biodiversity impact 

from Adverse to Highly Adverse. 

Table ES1: AC Biodiversity appraisal as set out in the Biodiversity Business Case and 
Sustainability Appraisal 
 
AC 
Appraisal 
Framework 
Scores 

Gatwick Second 
Runway (Middle 

ranking of the three 
schemes) 

Heathrow Extended 
Northern Runway 

(Worst performing of 
the three schemes) 

Heathrow North West 
Runway (Best 

performing of the three 
schemes) 

 Gatwick 
Base 

Plus 
Mitigation

Heathrow 
ENR 
Base  

Plus 
Mitigation

Heathrow 
NWR 
Base 

Plus 
Mitigation 

Highly 
Supportive 

      

Supportive       

Neutral      Neutral 

Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse  

Highly 
Adverse 

   Highly 
Adverse 

  

 
The key biodiversity issues include: 

 The Gatwick Second Runway proposals are not likely to have a significant adverse effect on any 
statutory designated site of international or national importance. Both of the Heathrow schemes 
have the potential for significant effects on a European site, the South West London Waterbodies 
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SPA, due to the birdstrike mitigation likely to be required. On this basis, the performance of both 
Heathrow schemes should be assessed as Highly Adverse for biodiversity. 

 Little weight should be attached to the mitigation proposals illustrated in the Heathrow NWR 
proposals since there is clearly considerable doubt as to whether they can be delivered whilst 
ensuring that there is not an unacceptable risk of birdstrike. Similar considerations apply to the 
proposed Heathrow ENR. The Airports Commission has afforded no weight to the 
mitigation/offsetting proposals presented for Heathrow ENR. For consistency, and in the light of 
the considerable doubts attached to the deliverability of the biodiversity mitigation proposed by 
Heathrow Airport Limited, this should also be the case for the NWR proposals. 

 In the core aspects of the biodiversity approach set out in the AC Appraisal Framework, namely 
designated sites (paragraph 7.6) and ecosystem services (paragraph 7.9), Gatwick performs 
better than either of the Heathrow schemes. Gatwick takes less land from designated sites than 
either of the Heathrow schemes. The Heathrow ENR scheme should be assessed as Highly 
Adverse because it requires significant direct land take (some 8ha) from Staines Moor SSSI. The 
loss of ecosystem services for the Gatwick Second Runway proposal is much less than either of 
the Heathrow proposal and the loss of ecosystem services arising from the Gatwick proposals in 
the overall assessment of biodiversity impacts should be given much less weight than for the two 
Heathrow proposals. 

 The Airports Commission has attached too much weight to the loss of Ancient Woodland for the 
Gatwick scheme.  This is largely as a consequence of the Commission’s consultants’ incorrect 
assessment that the loss of Ancient Woodland is over 14 hectares, whereas, in fact, it is only 
6.35ha.   

 The Gatwick scheme will remove existing culverting of the River Mole and Crawters Brook, and 
will provide a new naturalised river valley of over 6km for these water courses with highly 
beneficial implications to biodiversity at a regional level of importance. In this and other respects, 
the proposals are compliant with the objectives of the EU Water Framework Directive.  In 
contrast, the Heathrow schemes will require the culverting of up to 12km of watercourses. This is 
entirely at odds with the principles of the EU Water Framework Directive. The Commission’s 
Appraisal Framework gives very significant weight to compliance with the Water Framework 
Directive.   

 The assessment by the Airport Commission that the Heathrow NWR scheme is more capable of 
mitigation and/or offsetting than the Gatwick scheme should be revised as the Commission has 
overlooked the potential impacts of the scheme on European sites and has overestimated the 
potential loss of Ancient Woodland as a result of the Gatwick scheme. 

International and National Designated Sites 

The Gatwick Second Runway proposals would not have a likely significant adverse effect on any 
statutory designated site of international or national importance. This is confirmed by Jacobs who 
have not identified any likely significant effects on European Sites as a result of the Gatwick Second 
Runway proposals, and the Airports Commission does not refer to any likely significant effects of the 
Gatwick proposals on European Sites.  

It is clear from the Jacobs and Airports Commission reports that at this stage it is not possible to rule 
out likely significant effects of the Heathrow Airport ENR on the South West London Waterbodies 
SPA, and the Airports Commission has correctly concluded that this could result in a Highly Adverse 
biodiversity impact.  However, based on the evidence of the Jacobs report and Heathrow Airport 
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Limited’s consultants, it is clear that this is also the case for the Heathrow NWR proposals.  However, 
this is not referred to in the Airport’s Commission’s assessment as set out in its Business Case and 
Sustainability Assessment for the Heathrow NWR.  Thus the effects of the two Heathrow proposals on 
the SPA have not been assessed in a consistent way.  If a consistent approach is adopted to the two 
Heathrow schemes, then the biodiversity impacts of the NWR proposal should also be assessed as 
Highly Adverse at this stage. 

The Heathrow North West Runway proposals would give rise to the need for up to some 70,000 
additional houses to the west of London, and the Heathrow ENR proposal for up to some 60,000 
additional houses.  In the absence of any strategy to avoid increased recreation pressure on the 
Thames Basin Heaths SPA as a result of the increased population, this indicates a likely significant 
effect on this European Site at this stage. 

In so far as all of the European Sites referred to above are also SSSIs there is the potential for 

adverse effects on these national level designations.  In addition, the Heathrow ENR proposal would 

result in the loss of some 8ha of Staines Moor SSSI.  This in itself should be considered a Highly 

Adverse impact. 

The Gatwick Second Runway proposal would have no adverse effect on any SSSI. 

Local Designated Sites 

The direct land take for the Gatwick scheme would affect two local designated sites, one of which is 

also a statutory LNR (Willoughby Fields SNCI/LNR), and one non-statutory (Rowley Wood SNCI).  

The land take from these sites assessed by Gatwick is 20ha and 2.1ha respectively (a total of 22.1ha) 

and by Jacobs (who have assumed that the entire sites would be lost) as 25.8ha and 3.7ha 

respectively (a total of 29.5ha).  

This should be contrasted with the much larger loss of local designated sites which would result from 

the Heathrow NWR proposal.  The following sites lie within the footprint of the proposal: Lower Colne 

SMINC (51ha), Old Slade Lake LWS (8ha) and Stanwell II SNCI (6ha), a total of 65ha. 

The Heathrow ENR proposal would affect the East of Poyle Meadows SNCI (2.9ha), Arthur Jacob 

LNR (4.1ha), Greenham’s Fishing Pond SNCI (0.45ha), the Lower Colne SMINC (10-15ha) and River 

Colne (from County boundary to Staines Moor) Stanwell Moor SNCI (1.25ha) a total of 18.7 to 23.7ha. 

Woodland and other habitats 

Woodland Loss 

There are significant errors in the figures for woodland loss for the Gatwick proposals in the Airports 
Commission’s assessment.  The correct figures for woodland loss within the airport land take are: 

Deciduous Woodland      39.0 ha 

Ancient Woodland (in addition to deciduous woodland)  5.35 ha 

The total woodland loss within the Gatwick land take is thus 44.35 ha (rather than the 62.1ha referred 
to by Jacobs), of which 5.35 ha is ancient woodland (rather than the 8ha referred to by the Airports 
Commission).  
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Woodland Management  

For the proposed Gatwick scheme, 30.85 ha of woodland (including 6.2ha of ancient woodland) are 
within zones affected by the CAA take off climb (TOCS) and approach (APPS) obstacle limitation 
surfaces (OLS).  Within these zones around 1ha of ancient woodland and 15.3ha of other woodland 
would require complete clearance. 5.2ha of ancient woodland and 9.3ha of other woodland is, 
however, likely to be retained as woodland subject to height management. 

Gatwick has undertaken to replace ancient woodland at a ratio of 3:1 and other woodland at 2:1 
subject to agreement with stakeholders including Natural England.  Gatwick notes Jacobs’ general 
agreement to a 2:1 ratio for habitat replacement, but a 5:1 ratio for ancient woodland and that this is 
also adopted by the Commission.  Gatwick notes this recommendation for an increased replacement 
ratio for ancient woodland and confirms that this will be considered further with stakeholders in due 
course. 

Watercourses 

The Gatwick scheme will remove culverting of the River Mole and Crawters Brook, and will provide a 
new naturalised river valley of over 6km for these water courses with highly beneficial benefits to 
biodiversity at regional level.  Approximately 44ha of the scheme land take is for the replacement river 
corridors to the south and west of the operational boundary in which other habitats will also be 
replaced and enhanced.  The proposals are compliant with the objectives of the Water Framework 
Directive.  The Environment Agency in particular has already expressed the view that the river 
diversion element of the scheme “has the potential to contribute to targets set out in the England 
Biodiversity Strategy in terms of creating new priority habitats”. 

In contrast the Heathrow schemes will require the culverting of up to 12km of watercourses. This is 
important habitat and will have significant adverse effects for biodiversity.  It is entirely at odds with 
the principles of the EU Water Framework Directive.  In the terms of the Commission’s Appraisal 
Framework, compliance with the Water Framework Directive is given very significant weight.  The 
relative performance of the schemes with respect to the Directive would be expected to be a material 
in their consideration of relative overall performance but seems not to have been taken into account. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

Gatwick notes and concurs with the Airports Commission’s conclusion with respect to the Gatwick 
proposals that: 
 
“With respect to birdstrike in particular because the proposed new runway is on a similar alignment to 
the existing one and will sit in the same habitat type, the overall birdstrike risk per flight on the new 
runway is likely to be similar to that on the existing site, providing that any environmental mitigation for 
lost habitats is appropriately designed and sited.” 

Gatwick will ensure that in further developing its biodiversity mitigation and offsetting proposals, any 
increased birdstrike risks are avoided. 

It is clear from the Jacobs report that there is considerable doubt regarding the deliverability of 
biodiversity mitigation in the area of the Colne Valley to the west of the proposed Heathrow North 
West Runway.  The report states: 

“…Compensatory habitats created as mitigation for the scheme proposals would need to be designed 
in such a way as to deter/not attract birds hazardous to aviation operations or be sited sufficiently far 
away for increased strike risks to be insignificant.  However, compensatory habitat creation areas 
identified to the west and north of the airport expansion are likely to be subject to birdstrike 
management and this may limit potential biodiversity benefits.” 
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In addition, no consideration seems to have been given by Heathrow Airport Limited to the likely 
movement of birds along the Colne Valley.  The existing Colne Valley north and south of the airport 
already contains many waterbodies which attract large numbers of waterfowl.  Further enhancement 
of habitats within the valley, regardless of the care taken in their design and management, will not 
reduce the numbers of birds currently using the valley, and may increase numbers.  The proposed 
new North West Runway in so far as it would extend into the valley, with lakes to the north and south, 
may well extend into an area over which birds currently fly in moving along the valley.   

On the basis of the evidence available, it is clear that little weight should be attached to the mitigation 
proposals illustrated in the Heathrow Airport Limited proposals since there is clearly considerable 
doubt as to whether they can be delivered whilst ensuring that there is not an unacceptable risk of 
birdstrike.  Thus no adjustment should be made to the assessment of biodiversity impact of the 
proposed North West Runway on the basis of the illustrative mitigation proposals. 

Similar considerations apply to the proposed Heathrow ENR.  Gatwick notes that the Airports 
Commission has afforded no weight to the mitigation/offsetting proposals presented by Heathrow Hub 
Limited.  For consistency, and in the light of the considerable doubts attached to the deliverability of 
the biodiversity mitigation proposed by Heathrow Airport Limited, this should also be the case for the 
NWR proposals. 

Mitigation proposals 

Gatwick has clearly identified and acknowledged the effects of its proposal and made commitments to 
replant woodland and undertake other mitigation and compensation measures.  The Airports 
Commission has misunderstood the extent of woodland and ancient woodland likely to be affected at 
Gatwick; moreover it has incorrectly stated that Gatwick has proposed a mitigation scheme related 
only to the quanta of woodland lost.  The Airports Commission has not taken into account Gatwick’s 
commitment to provide habitat compensation to achieve a net gain in biodiversity.  Gatwick did not 
present an illustrative mitigation plan to the Airports Commission and this may have disadvantaged 
Gatwick in the Commission’s assessment of the potential for the Gatwick scheme to eventually reach 
“Neutral” or “Beneficial” performance.  The Commission’s analyses indicate that mitigation can be 
provided locally at Gatwick without undue increase in bird hazard in contrast to the Heathrow 
schemes.  The technical reports for the Heathrow schemes identify expectation of significant 
difficulties faced by both schemes in respect of the potential for off-site habitat creation to attract birds.  
In both cases, the technical reports indicate that the habitat may have to be managed in such a way 
so as to reduce its nature conservation benefits.  Management of habitats to reduce birdstrike risk will 
reduce their effectiveness as a compensation measure, and could have further effects on the integrity 
of the South West London Waterbodies SPA.  It is thus unsafe to credit the landscape scheme for the 
North West Runway in particular as being capable of reducing or offsetting the biodiversity impact of 
the proposal.  

Ecosystem Services 

The loss of ecosystem services arising from the Gatwick Second Runway proposals is substantially 
less than for either of the Heathrow proposals. 

Food production is an important ecosystem service.  However in this context the assessment of loss 
is based purely on land value.  On this basis and having regard to the overall Objective for biodiversity 
in the Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework which is “To protect and maintain natural habitats 
and biodiversity”, then it seems reasonable to consider the other non-agricultural ecosystem services 
separately. Gatwick notes that in providing the figure for Total Ecosystem Services for Broad Habitats, 
(also given by the Airports Commission as a sub-total,) this difference is recognized. If the higher 
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figures for these Total Ecosystem Services (excluding agricultural land) are considered the figures (in 
£,000’s) for the three runway proposals are as follows: 

Gatwick Second Runway   -£2,175 

Heathrow North West Runway   -£8,619 

Heathrow Extended Northern Runway  -£10,245 

It can be seen that the value of the loss of non-agricultural ecosystem services for the Gatwick 
proposal is only some 25% of the loss arising from the Heathrow North West Runway and some 21% 
of that from the Heathrow ENR.   

The effects on ecosystem services appear to be given considerable weight in the Commission’s 
assessment of the biodiversity effects, since for all three proposals the effects are specifically referred 
to in the concluding paragraphs where the overall assessment of impacts is stated.  Clearly the loss of 
ecosystem services arising from the Gatwick Second Runway proposals in the overall assessment of 
biodiversity impacts should be given much less weight than for the two Heathrow proposals but this is 
not reflected in the Commission’s assessment. 

Gatwick does in any event question what weight, if any, should be attached to the outcome of the 
ecosystem services assessment, where there is no guidance or precedence on that matter in the UK 
planning system.   

Conclusions 
 
Taking account of the analysis of the key biodiversity issues identified, it is considered that Gatwick 
continues to perform substantially better than the Heathrow ENR (as assessed by the Airports 
Commission), but also better than the Heathrow NWR scheme, most significantly in terms of the likely 
significant effects on the South West London Waterbodies SPA and Ramsar site.  There are also 
significant concerns relating to the deliverability of biodiversity mitigation in the Colne Valley to the 
west of Heathrow for both of the Heathrow runway proposals as a result of the need to avoid 
increasing the risk of birdstrike.  

The Heathrow ENR proposal would result in the loss of some 8ha of Staines Moor SSSI.  This in itself 
should be considered a Highly Adverse impact. 

Gatwick have corrected figures for loss of woodland which would arise for the Second Runway 
proposals.  Gatwick has considered fully the likely effects on woodland, both within the land take of 
the proposed new runway, and also the potential effects on woodland areas within the TOCS and 
APPS.  Gatwick has clearly identified and acknowledged the effects of its proposal and made 
commitments to replant woodland and undertake other mitigation and compensation measures.  The 
Airports Commission has not taken into account Gatwick’s commitment to provide habitat 
compensation to achieve a net gain in biodiversity. 

The Gatwick scheme will remove culverting of the River Mole and Crawters Brook, and will provide a 
new naturalised river valley of over 6km for these water courses with highly beneficial benefits to 
biodiversity at regional level.  It is compliant with the objectives of the EU Water Framework Directive.  
In contrast the Heathrow schemes will require the culverting of up to 12km of watercourses.  This is 
entirely at odds with the principles of the Water Framework Directive.  In the terms of the 
Commission’s Appraisal Framework, compliance with the Water Framework Directive is given very 
significant weight but this seems not to have been taken into account in the Commission’s 
Assessments. 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 vii 

Accepting that some of the mitigation and compensation measures will take a number of years to 
mature and fulfil their potential, in terms of the Commission’s Appraisal Framework, the Gatwick 
scheme should be considered to be Neutral but moving towards Supportive in the longer term. 

The loss of non-agricultural ecosystem services for the Gatwick proposal is only some 25% of the loss 
arising from the Heathrow North West Runway and some 21% of that from the Heathrow ENR.  
Clearly the loss of ecosystem services arising from the Gatwick proposals in the overall assessment 
of biodiversity impacts should be given much less weight than for the two Heathrow proposals but this 
is not reflected in the Commission’s assessment. 

Taking into account these significant biodiversity considerations, and assessing the effects of both of 
the Heathrow proposals in a consistent way, the Airport Commission’s overall assessment with 
respect to biodiversity effects of the three runway proposals should be revised as illustrated in Table 
ES 2 below.  This overall assessment does not take into account the requirements for additional 
housing which may be required in the vicinity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which would result in 
an assessment of Highly Adverse for both of the Heathrow proposals in the absence of mitigation. 

 
Table ES 2: Revised Appraisal by Gatwick taking into account the objective 
application of the Appraisal Framework to key Biodiversity issues 
 
AC 
Appraisal 
Framework 
Scores 

Gatwick Second 
Runway  

(Best) 

Heathrow Extended 
Northern Runway 

(Worst) 

Heathrow North West 
Runway  

(Worst) 

 Gatwick 
Base 

Plus 
Mitigation

Heathrow 
ENR Base

Plus 
Mitigation

Heathrow 
NWR 
Base 

Plus 
Mitigation 

Highly 
Supportive 

      

Supportive  
 

    

Neutral  Neutral     

Adverse Adverse   Adverse Adverse 
 

Highly 
Adverse 

  
Highly 

Adverse 
Highly 

Adverse 
 

Highly 
Adverse 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Biodiversity sections of the Airports Commission’s Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessments and the Biodiversity Reports for the Gatwick and two Heathrow proposals 

prepared by Jacobs for the Commission have been reviewed.  The promoters’ own 

biodiversity reports are also considered.  The documents referred to in this report are: 

 Airports Commission.  Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment (November 2014) 

 Airports Commission.  Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment (November 2014) 

 Airports Commission.  Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway: Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment (November 2014) 

 Jacobs.  7. Biodiversity: Baseline – prepared for the Airports Commission (November 

2014) 

 Jacobs.  7. Biodiversity: Assessment – prepared for the Airports Commission (November 

2014) 

 Jacobs.  7. Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services – prepared for the Airports Commission 

(November 2014) 

 Jacobs.  7. Biodiversity: Figures – prepared for the Airports Commission (November 

2014) 

 RPS.  Gatwick R2 – Updated Scheme Design – Biodiversity Appendix (May 2014) 

 Gatwick Airport Limited. Updated Scheme Design Submission SD4 - Mitigation Strategies 

(May 2014) 

 Amec.  Heathrow’s North West Runway – Biodiversity Assessment (June 2014) 

 URS.  Heathrow Expansion – Stage 2 Submission – Attachment 5-1 section 3 Biodiversity 

(May 2014) 

 URS.  Heathrow Expansion – Stage 2 Submission – Attachment 5-1 section 9 Ecosystem 

Services (May 2014) 

1.2 The Gatwick Second Runway proposals are considered first in Section 2.  In section 3 the 

Heathrow North West Runway (NWR) proposals are considered and in section 4, the 

Heathrow Extended Northern Runway (ENR).   

1.3 Each section considers the runway proposals under the headings:  

 Methodology; 
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 Assumptions; 

 Inputs; 

 Analysis; and 

 Conclusion.  

1.4 The review considers: 

 Effects on international and national designated sites; 

 Effects on local designated sites; 

 Effects on priority habitats including ancient woodland; 

 Effects on protected and notable species; 

 Mitigation proposals; 

 Birdstrike and biodiversity mitigation; and 

 Effects on ecosystem services. 

1.5 Following the review of the individual proposals, Section 5 is an overall discussion of the key 

matters identified for all three runway proposals with conclusions.  
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2 GATWICK SECOND RUNWAY 

2.1 The Airports Commission’s assessment of the Gatwick Second Runway proposals are set out 

in section 11 of the Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment.  The Jacobs reporting is set out in the Gatwick sections of their biodiversity 

reports to the Airports Commission.  The Gatwick submission on biodiversity is set out in 

Appendix A10: A Second Runway for Gatwick.   

Methodology  

Overall Approach 

2.2 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report explains that the Airports Commission Appraisal 

Framework document (Chapter 7 – Biodiversity), defines the scope, methodology and 

approach to be adopted for assessing the biodiversity baseline and impacts.  In summary, the 

primary requirements relating to identification and assessment of biodiversity features and 

impacts are as follows: 

1.  Identify sites, habitats and species of particular biodiversity interest (resources); 

2.  Assign a level of Environmental Capital to these resources, to include assessments of 

ecological trends, susceptibility, replaceability and ecological importance/value; 

3.  Estimate the impact of the scheme on these resources, at a strategic level, to include 

assessments of magnitude, duration and reversibility; 

4.  Propose potential mitigation strategies, to include an assessment of cost, achievability, 

and net biodiversity gains; and 

5.  Define post-mitigation (residual) impacts. 

2.3 The report explains that Jacobs has undertaken a biodiversity baseline assessment for each 

site, presented in the Biodiversity: Baseline report and this has subsequently been used to 

inform the assessment of biodiversity impacts.  The promoters’ submissions have been 

reviewed and, where the Jacobs assessment of biodiversity baseline information, impacts or 

proposed mitigation measures differs significantly from those presented by the scheme 

promoters, the likely implications in terms of risk to the relevant ecological receptors are 

discussed. 

2.4 The biodiversity assessments and mitigation proposals are, by necessity, based on a high 

level strategic approach.  These early stage assessments will need to be followed, in due 

course, by appropriately detailed ecological field survey and subsequent impact assessments 

fully compliant with the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

Regulations 2009, the Airports NPS and the Habitats Regulations.  The review and 

assessment of the promoters’ documents, in conjunction with Jacobs’ own assessments, 

consequently follows a high level strategic approach. 

2.5 The Gatwick submission also refers to the Commission’s Appraisal Framework and explains 
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that this requires that the biodiversity assessment identifies the sites of particular biodiversity 

interest, such as designated sites of international, national and local importance, protected 

and priority species and habitats present in the areas around Gatwick Airport.  Environmental 

capital has been assigned to these resources, correlating to the level of protection they are 

placed under in international, European or national legislation, or local protection policies.  

Details of the habitats that may be affected by the scheme are provided with likely impacts. 

2.6 The overall methodology for the collection of data to inform both the Jacobs assessment and 

that submitted by Gatwick is thus very similar. 

International and National designated sites 

2.7 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report (section 1.2) explains that Regulation 61 of the 

Habitats Regulations requires the assessment of all plans or projects for implications for 

European sites.  These Regulations transpose the European Habitats Directive (Directive 

92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and Wild Flora and Fauna) into domestic 

legislation.  Such assessments are commonly known as Habitats Regulations Assessment 

(HRA) which demonstrates to the Competent Authority whether an Appropriate Assessment in 

relation to maintaining the Natura 2000 network’s integrity should be made.  The HRA 

process is split into 5 sequential stages that relate to the tests set within the Regulations.  The 

Jacobs assessment has considered the first screening step and whether at this stage it is 

possible to identify if the schemes are Likely to have Significant Effects (LSE) on a European 

site and the potential requirement for Appropriate Assessment. 

2.8 The Gatwick submission includes an assessment of the effects on European and other 

statutory designated sites. 

Local designated sites 

2.9 This is included in the overall Jacobs and Gatwick methodologies referred to above. 

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

2.10 This is included in the overall Jacobs and Gatwick methodologies referred to above. 

Protected and notable species 

2.11 This is included in the overall Jacobs and Gatwick methodologies referred to above. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

2.12 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report includes an overview assessment of the likely 

bird strike risks from the proposals and the types of management actions that may be needed 

and these are set out in Appendix D: Birdstrike Report. 

2.13 Jacobs explain that the change in the environment around an airport has the potential to 

impact on local bird populations and hence on the birdstrike risk for the airport.  Longer term 

changes in bird populations at the local or national level may increase or reduce the numbers 

of birds of particular species in the area and thus change the birdstrike risk. The analysis uses 
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the current bird populations around the airports as a benchmark, and does not attempt to 

project the risk, or any associated management needs, forward into the future. 

2.14 In the context of potential implications for biodiversity, the focus of the assessment is on the 

bird management that would need to be in place to cope with the step-change resulting from 

the opening of an additional runway.  

2.15 The Gatwick submission describes the measures in Gatwick Airport’s BCMP and explains that 

this contains measures which primarily relate to those bird species most hazardous to aircraft, 

i.e. species of large size and/or which habitually form flocks and covers not only the airport 

estate but also properties and land around the airport, with individual properties having their 

own management plan as appropriate.  The management plan includes: 

 Record keeping and monitoring of birds; 

 Regular review of the management plan; 

 Inspection of properties and adjacent land as necessary; and 

 Implementation of long term management. 

2.16 The Gatwick submissions explains that in practical terms, measures are taken to deny birds 

feeding, nesting, loafing and roosting through careful design, good estate management and 

use of dispersal action/scaring where necessary.  There are restrictions with respect to 

planting trees, landscaping, and also in relation to the planting palette, e.g. that the species 

used should not be berry bearing.  New ponds or open water courses are generally required 

to be netted to prevent bird hazard. 

Ecosystem services 

2.17 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services report explains in section 1.2 that the 

methodology adopted follows from the Airports Commission Appraisal Framework.  The 

ecosystems services assessment is high level and uses readily available information from 

other assessments (such as biodiversity) and published information on the locations under 

assessment.  As set out in the Appraisal Framework at paragraph 7.24 the following steps 

were undertaken: 

 Defining the environmental stock - a process which is likely to rely on previously produced 

high-level habitat maps, such as those created in conjunction with Natural England’s work 

linking National Ecosystem Assessment to broad habitat types; 

 Identifying the environmental services (i.e. ecosystem service benefits) that flow from that 

stock; 

 Identifying the environmental impact of a scheme to those services; 

 Estimating costs or benefits, in terms of the change to ecosystem services at a strategic, 

qualitative level. The aim is not to undertake an exhaustive assessment, but to identify 

potential key impacts at a high level; and, 
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 Sensitivity analysis if necessary. 

 
2.18 In line with the Appraisal Framework, the assessment focussed at a high level on two key 

drivers of ecosystem change: 

 Primarily land use change, resulting from construction of infrastructure (airport and 

surface access); and 

 To a lesser degree hydrological change and pollution, resulting from changes in surface 

access and air traffic. 

2.19 In addition, the assessment also includes supplementary estimates of the monetised value of 

the ecosystem services impacted.  These estimates are stated to be indicative only and are 

subject to a number of limitations.  Moreover, they should be interpreted as an indicative 

economic value of the potential change in ecosystem service benefits rather than a financial 

value. 

2.20 As explained in the Gatwick Biodiversity Report section 2 Methodology, the Gatwick 

assessment of ecosystem services also follows the approach set out in the Airports 

Commission’s Appraisal; Framework.  A review of the impact on ecosystem services, as 

defined in Natural England’s National Character Areas (NCA) publications, has been 

undertaken at a high level, informed in particular by the profile of the Low Weald NCA within 

which Gatwick Airport is located. The NCA profile provides a strategic context for any 

potential infrastructure development.  A full account of the ecosystem services assessment is 

presented in Appendix 3 of the Gatwick Biodiversity report. 

2.21 No additional monetisation of ecosystem services was carried out. 

Assumptions 

Baseline data 

2.22 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Baseline report at section 1.3 sets out the assumptions and 

limitations which apply to the baseline data.  This explains that the biodiversity baseline is 

based on the outputs of desk-based studies and compilation of publically available 

information.  The baseline study considers the ecological sites within a certain distance of the 

scheme boundary and is not based on a detailed assessment of impact pathways between 

potential sources and receptors.  The study is based on a desk top review of publically 

available data.  Jacobs has used a 15km search zone around the proposed airport site 

boundary outlines whilst the airport promoters’ submissions use a 15km radius circle centred 

on the central Aerodrome Reference Point (ARP).   

2.23 A limitation of desk study data is always that an absence of a species record within an area 

does not necessarily reflect an absence of that species from the same area.  Similarly, the 

distribution of species records may reflect survey effort rather than an accurate distribution of 

that species.  As such, historic records should always be assessed with caution. 

2.24 The National Character Areas have been identified where each of the proposed schemes are 
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situated.  However, the potential impacts from the scheme proposals may extend beyond 

those NCAs into adjacent areas. 

2.25 The baseline data collected for the Gatwick Biodiversity report is similarly based largely on 

desk study data provided by biological records centres, although as explained in paragraph 

2.13 of the report, these were supplemented by  

 Site and habitat assessments undertaken by RPS ecologists and arboriculturalist from 

public rights of way; 

 An outline study of trees, woodland and habitat within the Take-Off Climb and Approach 

Surfaces of the updated scheme design; 

 Data from surveys undertaken by Biodiversity Gatwick; 

 Chris Blandford Associates 2010. Gatwick Airport Ecological Review. A report for London 

Gatwick Airport which provides a full summary of the biodiversity of Gatwick Airport’s 

current estate; 

 Hedgerow data from the Sussex Hedgerow Inventory Project co-ordinated by the Sussex 

Biodiversity Records Centre; 

 Published atlases and other accounts of the flora and fauna of Sussex and Surrey; 

 Data from the Biodiversity/Ecology chapters and reports of planning applications 

undertaken within 2 km; and 

 Miscellaneous data found searching the Internet. 

Assessment 

2.26 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report sets out at section 1.4 the assumptions and 

limitations which apply to the assessment of biodiversity impacts.  This explains that the 

Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework sets out the approach to be adopted in making 

an assessment of the impact of a scheme on the biodiversity of sites at a strategic level, with 

emphasis on designated sites of ecological value, rather than undesignated habitats and 

species.  Accordingly, the emphasis of this appraisal is on the effects to designated sites, with 

reference to rare or threatened species and habitats in undesignated areas, including 

functional habitats surrounding SPAs, as appropriate. 

2.27 Assessments of impacts to biodiversity are based, by necessity at this stage, on the outputs 

of desk-based studies and compilation of publically available information.  Jacobs’ habitat 

area calculations used for estimates of direct impacts and mitigation requirements are based 

on the Natural England Priority Habitat GIS database.  There can be differences between this 

dataset and current on-the-ground conditions, reflecting recent changes in land use and 

habitat management. 

2.28 Detailed assessment comprising ecological field surveys and in-depth impact assessment will 

be required during further detailed design and assessment process including the consent 
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process for the selected scheme, and is outside the scope of the appraisal. 

2.29 The assessment set out in the Gatwick Biodiversity report is similarly limited by lack of 

detailed survey data and thus should also be seen as a strategic level assessment.  A full 

range of ecology surveys would be carried out to inform the detailed design and assessment 

for an application for consent. 

Ecosystem Services 

2.30 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services report at section 1.3 sets out the assumptions 

and limitations which apply to the assessment of ecosystem services. This explains that as a 

high level analysis of impacts which can have complicated pathways, much of the 

assessment is based on considered assumptions and professional judgements.  In particular 

this applies to the level of ecosystem services provided by a given environmental stock, and 

to the level of change in that service from a change to the stock.  As the assessment was 

desk based, no attempt was made to verify on the ground the information provided by map 

tools to determine how well the specific ecosystems match their categorisations. 

2.31 The assessment is based predominantly on the level of environmental stock, measured as 

hectares of broad habitat type, rather than the level of functioning of the ecosystem in its 

current state.  Loss of land is assumed to signify a total loss of ecosystem services, even 

though the extent of the services to be lost is not known. 

2.32 The ecosystem services assessment carried out for Gatwick is similarly high level and similar 

assumptions and limitations apply. 

2.33 The Jacobs report also refers to limitations to the monetisation aspect of the assessment 

which by valuing ecosystem service benefits through the use of transfer values, presents a 

high level and indicative value of the potential effects on ecosystem services.  The results 

should not be interpreted as representing a financial value, but rather an indicative economic 

value of the potential change in ecosystem service benefits.  

2.34 With regards to the monetisation aspects, along with the above methodological issues, gaps 

are present in both the physical baseline data and valuation data used for the assessment. 

This is due to limitations in the availability of detailed data in regards to the functioning of 

environmental assets, and gaps in the adopted literature for certain ecosystem services 

transfer values. 

2.35 Gatwick would also emphasise that it is unclear how much, if any weight should be attached 

to the outcomes of these assessments, as there is currently no guidance or precedents on 

that matter in the UK planning system. 

Inputs  

International and National designated sites 

2.36 The Jacobs report (Biodiversity: Baseline; section 2.1) identifies three sites of International 

(European) importance within 15km of the Gatwick scheme, these being Ashdown Forest 

SAC and SPA, 12km to the southeast, and Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC, 10km to 
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the north. There are a further two SACs within 30km of the scheme which are designated for 

important bat populations: The Mens SAC (25km southwest) and Ebernoe Common SAC 

(29km west). 

2.37 The Gatwick submission also identifies the Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA and the Mole Gap to 

Reigate SAC within 15km of the scheme.  This was the limit of the area of search so there is 

no reference to The Mens SAC and Ebernoe Common SAC of importance to bats, both more 

than 25km from the scheme.  It should be noted that, as Jacobs report in section 2.1.2 of the 

Biodiversity: Assessment report ……”the buffer used by Natural England for disturbance 

effects to bats and birds is 11km……”.  Thus there are unlikely to be significant effects on 

these sites. 

2.38 The Jacobs report identifies 35 SSSIs within 15km of the proposed scheme. There are four 

SSSIs within 5km, with Glover’s Wood SSSI being the only one within 2km of the scheme 

boundary.   

2.39 The Gatwick submission identifies one SSSI (Glovers Wood SSSI) within 2km, a further 19 

SSSIs (six of which are sites designated only for their geological interest) within 10 km, and a 

further 15 SSSIs (two of which are sites of geological interest) within 15km; also a total of 35 

SSSIs within 15 km. 

2.40 The Jacobs report identifies five Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) within 5km of the scheme 

boundary, with three within 2km (Edolph’s Copse LNR and Grattons Park LNR and 

Willoughby Fields LNR which is within the footprint of the scheme). 

2.41 The Gatwick submission also identifies these three Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) within 2 

km, together with a further 14 LNRs within 10km and a further 2 LNRs within 15km.   

2.42 There is thus no material difference in the inputs between the Airports Commission and 

Gatwick other than with respect to the Mens SAC and Ebernoe Common SAC of importance 

to bats, and both more than 25km from the scheme.  However, as Jacobs report in section 

2.1.2 of the Biodiversity: Assessment report ……”the buffer used by Natural England for 

disturbance effects to bats and birds is 11km……”.  These SACs are thus well beyond the 

distance over which significant effects on bats would be likely.  

Local designated sites 

2.43 The Jacobs report identifies 46 non-statutory sites (all Sites of Nature Conservation 

Importance - SNCIs) within 5km of the Gatwick scheme boundary.  Three of these sites fall 

within the scheme footprint, these being: Horleyland Wood SNCI, Rowley Wood SNCI, and 

Willoughby Fields SNCI. 

2.44 The Gatwick submission identifies nine SNCIs within 2 km of the boundary of Gatwick Airport, 

with the same three sites reported within the scheme boundary.   

2.45 Thus other than for the wider search area used by Jacobs, there is no material difference 

between the inputs.  A search area of 2km is standard for such sites. 
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Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

2.46 The Jacobs report provides a list of Priority Habitats present within the proposed Gatwick 

scheme footprint, within 0-2 km, and between 2km and 5 km; the full list being, deciduous 

woodland, good quality semi-improved grassland, lowland heathland, lowland meadows and 

traditional orchards.  Of these only deciduous woodland is within the scheme.   

2.47 Jacobs report that for habitats of Principal Importance for biodiversity within the proposed 

operational boundary (land take) zone, the following figures are provided by Gatwick Airport 

Limited: 62.1 ha of lowland mixed deciduous woodland including 8 ha of ancient woodland; 

49.7km of hedgerow including 25.3km of ancient hedgerow; 3.5km of rivers and brooks 

including 2.2km of canalised or conduited channel; and, 6 ponds (size unspecified, but 

indicated on drawings). 

2.48 Jacobs have mistakenly added together the habitat areas in Gatwick Zones 1 and 2.  As 

explained at para 2.7 of Gatwick’s Biodiversity report: 

Zone 1 is the land between the present boundary of Gatwick Airport and the operational 

boundary of the updated scheme design; and 

Zone 2 is the land between the present boundary of Gatwick Airport and the land take 

boundary of the updated scheme design.   

2.49 This means that Zone 1 is entirely included within Zone 2.  Thus the only figures for habitat 

area which need to be considered within the airport land take are those in Zone 2.  So the 

correct Gatwick habitat figures are those for Zone 2 which are as follows: 

 Lowland mixed deciduous woodland: (39.0 ha, including 5ha of ancient woodland); 

 Hedgerow (28.4km, including 14.7km of ancient hedgerow); 

 Lowland meadows (no area given but potential identified to south of airport); 

 Rivers and brooks (1.9km of which 1.2km is canalized or conduited channel); and 

 Standing open water including ponds (6-8 ponds) 

2.50 The Jacobs report includes Figure 5 which shows areas of ancient semi-natural woodland 

within 5km of the Gatwick proposal taken from the Forestry Commission’s Ancient Woodland 

Inventory which only includes woodlands of more than 2 ha in area. This identifies ancient 

semi-natural woodland within the footprint, and within 5km of Gatwick Airport.  

2.51 The same data are presented on Figure 4 of the Gatwick Biodiversity report. 

Protected and notable species 

2.52 The Jacobs report at Appendix A provides a list of protected species recorded within 2km of 

the scheme boundary during the last 10 years, sourced from the local Biodiversity Records 

Centres.  Key species are reported to include various species of bat, great crested newts, 

hazel dormouse and reptiles (including grass snake and adder). 
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2.53 The Gatwick Biodiversity report states that the database of records of species of plants and 

animals that was collated includes over 2,300 records for 280 species in the 2 km zone 

around Gatwick Airport.  A summary table of priority species within the proposed operational 

boundary is provided which lists key species of butterfly, amphibians (great crested newt), 

reptiles (grass snake), birds, mammals (including a number of bats, badger and hedgehog) 

and a protected plant (pennyroyal). 

2.54 The data presented by both Jacobs and Gatwick are essentially the same. 

Mitigation Proposals 

2.55 Table 2.3 of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report compares the impacts identified in 

the Gatwick submission with Jacobs estimate and sets out mitigation proposed by Gatwick 

compared with Jacobs’ estimate of the requirements.  There are differences between Jacobs’ 

and the Gatwick calculations of areas affected, largely as a result of the double counting of 

habitats in Gatwick’s Zones 1 and 2 as explained under Priority Habitats above, and possibly 

to slight variations in mapping of site boundary positions and/or minor variances in Natural 

England habitat classification assessment data versus the current situation on the ground. 

2.56 Jacobs have calculated areas of mitigation based on a 2:1 ratio unless otherwise stated, 

explaining that this is a commonly adopted approach to calculating compensatory habitat 

areas, and is used within Department of Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) Biodiversity Offsetting 

pilot schemes.  They have also included precautionary allowances for the possibility that 

protected species might exist in agricultural land not captured within designated sites or 

Priority Habitats (10% of the 382ha agricultural land extent within the scheme footprint, as 

measured by Jacobs), and for the potential for indirect effects (10% of the total compensatory 

habitat calculation).  The allowance of 10% is an arbitrary figure, but they consider it to be a 

reasonable value in both instances.   

2.57 The Gatwick submission commits to replacing ancient woodland at 3:1 and other woodland at 

2:1 (subject to agreement of an appropriate strategy with Natural England and other 

interested stakeholders).  In all circumstances, however, the requirement will be to 

understand the functionality of the proposed habitat replacement within the wider ecological 

landscape, and to achieve enhancement wherever possible. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

2.58 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report sets out the assessment of birdstrike for each of 

the proposed runway proposals.  This considers in section 2.1.1(f) the current birdstrike risk 

and management at Gatwick Airport, and at 2.1.4 the likely future risk of the second runway, 

and any additional risks from environmental mitigation such as provision of new habitat which 

may attract birds. 

2.59 Section 2.1.1(f) explains that Gatwick Airport is situated in an area that consists of a complex 

of arable fields, hedgerows and small woodlands, interspersed with small villages.  The larger 

towns of Crawley and Horley are located to the south and north-east of the airport 

respectively.  There is not an extensive wetland habitat resource in the area, although the 

airport is located on the floodplain of the River Mole which skirts the airport to the north and a 
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number of small balancing ponds exist that may attract ducks or geese in low numbers. The 

birdstrike sample is likely to consist of a mixture of common agricultural bird species plus a 

common range of smaller birds. 

2.60 In common with all other licensed civil airports in the UK, Gatwick Airport is required to have 

an effective plan in place to monitor and manage the birdstrike risk which is audited by the 

CAA. 

2.61 The Gatwick submission describes the measures in Gatwick Airport’s Bird Control 

Management Plan (BCMP) which primarily relate to those bird species most hazardous to 

aircraft, i.e. species of large size and/or which habitually form flocks and covers not only the 

airport estate but also properties and land around the airport, with individual properties having 

their own management plan as appropriate. 

Ecosystem services 

2.62 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services report explains in section 1.2.1 that the 

assessment primarily makes use of land take data derived for the habitat and biodiversity 

assessment, and geographical information relating to the footprint of the schemes and the 

wider study area in relation to the relevant ecosystems which are present.  Relevant readily 

available literature was consulted with regard to the presence of ecosystem services within 

the different identified environments, and likely effects on the provision of ecosystem services 

resulting from disturbance of these environments was inferred.  A detailed assessment of the 

change in ecosystem services at the individual level was not conducted due to the complex 

nature of ecosystems and a current lack of detailed information at this level; rather, a loss of 

land reflects a total loss of ecosystem service. 

2.63 The Gatwick Ecosystem Services Assessment is set out in Appendix 3 of Biodiversity Report.  

At para A3.2, this explains that the assessment baseline for ecosystem services has been 

defined by identifying the performance of the identified ecosystem services within the context 

of the Low Weald NCA.  These are food provision, timber provision, water availability, genetic 

diversity, climate regulation, regulating water quality, regulating water flow, pest regulation, 

sense of place/inspiration, sense of history, tranquility, recreation, human health and well-

being, biodiversity and geodiversity.  Gatwick does not attempt a monetised approach to the 

assessment. 

2.64 Gatwick does question some of the figures used by Jacobs in the calculation of the effects on 

ecosystem services for the Gatwick proposal, for example in terms of area of woodland as 

discussed above. However, in view of the high level nature of the assessment and lack of 

detailed information, for the purposes of this report Gatwick uses the Jacobs figures. 

Analysis  

International and National Designated Sites 

2.65 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report; section 2.1.2 Assessment of impacts to 

biodiversity features accepts that although there is the potential for disturbance effects to 

birds at SSSIs within 11km, which is likely to require further more detailed assessment, it is 
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considered unlikely these effects will be significant.  Whilst Jacobs also accept the potential 

for air quality effects to habitats at SSSIs within 5km, which are likely to require further 

detailed assessment, it is considered unlikely that these effects will be significant. Jacobs also 

refer to the potential impacts via receptor pathways on SACs designated for highly mobile bat 

species.  A guideline distance of 30km from the scheme footprint to identify designated sites 

for bats, as per the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB HD44/09: Assessment of 

Implications (of Highways and/or Roads Projects) on European Sites (Including Appropriate 

Assessment)) is recommended.  However Jacobs also refer to Natural England’s buffer for 

disturbance effects to birds and bats of 11km. 

2.66 Thus Jacobs have not identified any likely significant effects on European Sites as a result of 

the Gatwick Second Runway proposals at this stage.  Similarly the Airports Commission in its 

Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment does not 

refer to any likely significant effects of the Gatwick proposals on European Sites. 

2.67 Jacobs confirm that as there are no SSSIs within 5km of the Gatwick scheme, direct impacts 

can be discounted.  Whilst Jacobs refer to a number of potential effects on SSSIs as a result 

of the Gatwick proposals, including disturbance of birds and bats, and changes in hydrology 

and air quality, they conclude that at this stage there is no indication of significant effects. 

2.68 The Gatwick submission reports no adverse effects of land take effects or noise impacts on 

international or national statutory designated sites.  The effect of operational bird hazard 

management activities on existing sites of importance for biodiversity under European 

Legislation and National legislation is assessed as neutral. The potential for enhancement of 

Glovers Wood SSSI is reported.   

2.69 There is agreement between the Airports Commission and Gatwick that at this stage no likely 

significant effects on international and national statutory designated sites have been 

identified. 

Local designated sites 

2.70 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report states that the Gatwick scheme involves direct 

land take impacts on two local designated sites, one of which is also a statutory LNR 

(Willoughby Fields SNCI/LNR), and one non-statutory (Rowley Wood SNCI).  

2.71 The Gatwick submission also reports that the majority of the area of these two sites of 

importance for would be removed by the scheme.  The Gatwick submission states that there 

will need to be compensation for the effects on these sites. 

2.72 Jacobs also report that surface access for the scheme could have potential impacts due to 

land take and disturbance at a small number of non-statutory sites adjacent to the M23 

motorway, in the general area of Junction 9A. Sites initially identified are Bridges Wood SNCI, 

Bridges Fields SNCI and The Roughs SNCI, all of which carry a degree of importance for 

biodiversity at the local level. Using their buffer zone of 100m as a potential area of impact 

around the proposed surface access routes, Jacobs identified some potential overlap with the 

boundaries of these sites. They acknowledge that it is likely that during subsequent design 

stages the exact alignment of the surface access routes and the construction methods to be 
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used would be planned to avoid designated sites wherever practicable. 

2.73 The Gatwick surface access proposals have been considered in some detail and this surface 

access corridor does not form part of the proposals. Gatwick does not agree that the surface 

access proposals for the Gatwick Second Runway would give rise to the impacts on non-

statutory designated sites referred to by Jacobs. 

2.74 Other than for the consideration of surface access, there is agreement between the Airports 

Commission and Gatwick regarding the effects on these non-statutory designated sites.   

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

2.75 For habitats of Principal Importance for biodiversity within the proposed operational boundary 

(land take) zone the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report refers to figures of predicted loss 

provided by the promoter as: 62.1ha of lowland mixed deciduous woodland including 8ha of 

ancient woodland, 49.7km of hedgerow including 25.3km of ancient hedgerow, 3.5km of rivers 

and brooks including 2.2km of canalised or conduited channel, and six ponds (size 

unspecified, but indicated on drawings). The Jacobs report states that they have also 

calculated predicted habitat losses and agrees with these assessments.  

2.76 As explained in the Baseline section above, Jacobs have incorrectly derived the figures for 

habitat loss by adding Zones 1 and 2 in the Gatwick Biodiversity Report.  Since Zone 1 is 

entirely contained within Zone 2, only the Zone 2 figures need to be considered.  Thus the 

correct figures for habitat loss should be: 

 39.0ha of lowland mixed deciduous woodland including 5ha of ancient woodland,  

 28.4km of hedgerow including 14.7km of ancient hedgerow,  

 1.9km of rivers and brooks including 1.2km of canalised or conduited channel, and  

 6 to 8 ponds. 

2.77 Table 2.3 of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment for the Airports Commission sets out areas 

of woodland which they state would be lost as a result of the Gatwick proposals.  These are 

as follows: 

Deciduous Woodland      62.1ha 

Ancient Woodland (taken from within deciduous woodland) 14.2ha 

Surface Access       13.4ha 

2.78 The 13.4ha of woodland loss referred to in order to accommodate surface access does not 

form part of Gatwick’s proposals and is not considered further. 

2.79 The 62.1 ha of deciduous woodland referred to by Jacobs is incorrect and the error results 

from a misunderstanding of the figures referred to in Zones 1 and 2 in Gatwick’s Biodiversity 

report as explained above. 

2.80 Since Zone 1 is entirely contained within Zone 2, the only figures for woodland loss which 
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need be considered within the airport land take are those in Zone 2.  Jacobs have 

misunderstood this and have added together the figures given in Table 3.2 of the Gatwick 

Biodiversity Report for Zone 1 (23.1ha) and Zone 2 (39ha).  There is also an error in Table 3.2 

which states that the figures given for ancient woodland are included in the overall woodland 

figure.  In fact they are additional. 

2.81 Thus the correct figures for woodland loss within the airport land take in Zone 2 are: 

Deciduous Woodland      39ha 

Ancient Woodland (in addition to deciduous woodland)  5ha 

2.82 The areas of ancient woodland are shown on Figure 1 and include: 

Huntsgreen Wood       1.6ha 

Rowley Wood       2.1ha 

Bonnetts Wood       1.3ha 

2.83 So the total woodland loss within the Zone 2 land take is 44ha (rather than the 62.1ha 

referred to by Jacobs), of which 5ha is ancient woodland.  

2.84 Although not within the Zone 2 new land take area there is also, as shown on Figure 1, the 

potential for an area of up to 0.35 ha of Horleyland Wood, within the existing airport, to be 

affected by potential surface access requirements. Any loss within this area would be subject 

to detailed design, but if required, would increase the total loss of ancient woodland to 5.35ha. 

2.85 Jacobs refer in section 2.1.2 of the Biodiversity: Assessment report to additional impacts on 

woodlands required within the Take–off Climb Surfaces (TOCS) and the Approach Surface 

(APPS) to allow safe airport operations.  They refer to the key impact being on 6.2ha of 

ancient woodland (and this is included in their figure for loss of ancient woodland of 14.2ha).  

This figure is derived from Table 5.1 of the Gatwick Biodiversity report which identifies 6.2 ha 

of ancient woodland which would require management to the west of the airport.  However, 

the majority of this woodland would be retained, not lost.  Gatwick has re-measured the areas 

referred to in Table 5.1 and an amended table is provided below.   
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Table 1: Revised Table 5.1: Summary of estimates of woodland areas with respect to 

the management approach needed to achieve the required height reduction  

(east) = area to east of proposed new runway; (west) = area to west of proposed new runway 

Woodland type Management approach 

for height reduction  

(with reference to 

numbered areas on 

Figure 8 of Gatwick 

Biodiversity Report) 

Woodland 

area 

(including 

ancient 

woodland 

(ha) 

Ancient 

woodland 

area (ha) 

Woodland 

(not 

Ancient) 

(ha) 

Lowland mature 

mixed woodland 

(Green on 

Figure) 

Retain woodland 

structure and manage 

height (Number 1 on 

Figure 

 

12.9 (west) 

 

1.4 (east) 

5.2 (west) 

 

 

7.7ha (west) 

 

1.4 ha(east) 

Clearance and selective 

management of natural 

regeneration/ replanting 

to required height 

(Number 3 on Figure) 

8.4 (west) 

 

 

0.5 (west) 

 

 

7.9ha (west) 

 

 

Clearance and 

management as non-

woodland habitat type 

e.g. species rich 

grassland/glade (Number 

4 on Figure) 

2.6 (west) 

 

0.5 (west) 

 

 

2.1ha (west) 

Lapsed Coppice 

Woodland (Blue 

on Figure) 

Clearance and 

management as non-

woodland habitat type 

(Number 4 on Figure) 

0.9 (west) 

 

0 

 

 

Coppice - phased 

reintroduction of 

rotational coppice 

(Number 2 on figure) 

0.25 (west) 0  

Woodland or 

wooded areas 

of degraded or 

of limited value 

(Purple on 

Clearance and selective 

management of natural 

regeneration/replanting to 

required height (Number 

2.1 (west) 0  



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 17 

Woodland type Management approach 

for height reduction  

(with reference to 

numbered areas on 

Figure 8 of Gatwick 

Biodiversity Report) 

Woodland 

area 

(including 

ancient 

woodland 

(ha) 

Ancient 

woodland 

area (ha) 

Woodland 

(not 

Ancient) 

(ha) 

Figure) 3 on Figure) 

Solitary/Pasture 

Trees (Pink 

strips on Figure) 

Retain and manage 

height (Circles on Figure) 

0.2 (east) 

 

  

Clearance and selective 

management of natural 

regeneration/replanting to 

required height (Number 

3 on Figure) 

2.1 (west)   

Trees in the 

Built Form in 

the Airport Land 

Take 

Clearance 1.1 (east)   

 

2.86 There is no change to the areas of ancient woodland.  The areas proposed for the different 

types of management are summarised in the table below: 

 Table 2: TOCS and APPS Woodland Management Areas 

Treatment West 
(ha) 

West 
Ancient 

(ha) 

East 
(ha) 

TOTAL 
(ha) 

1. Retain and manage height 7.7 5.2 1.6 14.5 
2. Coppice/re-introduction of coppice 0.25   0.25 
3. Clearance and selective 

management  of 
regeneration/replanting 

12.1 0.5  12.6 

4. Clearance and management as non-
woodland 

3.0 0.5  3.5 

Total 23.05 6.2 1.6 30.85 
 

2.87 Thus 30.85 ha of woodland (including 6.2ha of ancient woodland) are within the TOCS and 

APPS areas and would require some management.  However, not all of this woodland would 

necessarily be lost.  In particular 14.5ha (including 5.2ha of ancient woodland) is likely to be 

retained as woodland subject to height management.  At paragraph A4.16 of Appendix 4 to 

the Gatwick Biodiversity Report this is described as: 
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“Retain structure and manage height: the retention of the entire woodland mid-storey shrub 
layer and the crown reduction or selective felling of individual trees within the woodland to 
realise the required height.” 
 

2.88 Around 5.35ha will be required to be cleared within the airport boundary and 1ha of ancient 

woodland from areas affected by the OLS. As stated at para 5.41 of its Biodiversity Report, 

Gatwick has undertaken to replace ancient woodland at a ratio of 3:1 and other woodland at 

2:1 subject to agreement with stakeholders including Natural England.  Gatwick notes Jacobs 

general agreement to a 2:1 ratio for habitat replacement, but a 5:1 ratio for ancient woodland 

(section 2.1.3 of the Biodiversity: Assessment report), and that this is also adopted by the 

Commission (para 11.1 of the Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment).  Gatwick notes this recommendation for an increased 

replacement ratio for ancient woodland and confirms that this will be considered further with 

stakeholders in due course. 

2.89 It can be seen that Gatwick has considered fully the likely effects on woodland; both within the 

land take of the proposed new runway, and also the potential effects on woodland areas 

within the TOCS and APPS.  

Protected and notable species 

2.90 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report refers to potential impacts on protected and 

priority species (pre-mitigation) highlighting potentially adverse impacts on bats, particularly 

Bechstein’s bat.  They refer to the Low Weald National Character Area (NCA) within which the 

scheme is proposed as amongst the most important areas for bats in terms of species 

diversity.  Jacobs therefore recommends that lighting impacts to foraging bats be considered 

in forthcoming assessments.  Bechstein’s bat populations or other bat species could be 

adversely effected if light spill from airport infrastructure and/or the recreational lighting 

requirements of proposed compensatory green spaces pollutes previously dark feeding 

corridors. 

2.91 The Gatwick submission refers to a number of protected species known to occur in the 

immediate environs of Gatwick Airport.  Twenty-three animal species and one plant species 

occurring within the proposed operational boundary for the updated scheme design would be 

impacted.  Five are European protected species, 14 are protected under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act, 20 under Section 41 of the NERC Act and 11 listed in Red Data Books. 

2.92 Given the combination of sensitivity and magnitude of impact, without mitigation the Gatwick 

assessment is that the performance of the scheme would be Adverse on most of these 

species especially those associated with woodland.  The only group where this might be a 

Highly Adverse impact without mitigation is for bats and potentially Bechstein’s bat, a rare 

species. 

2.93 In contrast the performance of the scheme on the aquatic fauna and flora of the River Mole 

and its tributaries would be Highly Supportive at the local and regional levels. 

2.94 The performance of the operational activities associated with the airport proposals would be 

Neutral on protected and priority species.  The design of the airport extension would minimise 

the scope for use by birds and hence the impact through bird control would be insignificant 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 19 

2.95 Gatwick’s assessment is that the impact of the proposed development on protected species 

post mitigation and compensation would be Neutral, and for some species could be Highly 

Supportive especially those associated with woodland and the River Mole and its tributaries. 

2.96 For some species, e.g. Great Crested Newt and bats, opportunities would be taken to create 

habitat ahead of the effects of land-take, e.g. through creation of ponds which can mature and 

be ready to receive translocated newts when the time arises and woodland management or 

creation for bats ahead of land-take. 

2.97 In summary, both the Jacobs report and the Gatwick submission identify the potential effects 

on bats, including Bechstein’s bat, as the most significant potential impact on protected 

species and particular attention will be paid in the detailed development of the Gatwick 

proposals to mitigate the effects on bats. 

Mitigation proposals 

2.98 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report advises that, based on the commonly adopted 

2:1 area compensation ratio, that Gatwick’s mitigation strategy would incorporate 124.2ha of 

woodland and, taking into account potential surface access losses, 99.4km of hedgerow (see 

below for ancient hedgerow), 7km of rivers and brooks and twelve ponds.  

2.99 The Mitigation Strategies report (SD4) produced by Gatwick as part of the May 2014 

submission to the AC commits to replacing ancient woodland at a 3:1 ratio with newly planted 

woodland, and ‘other’ woodland at 2:1 (subject to agreement with Natural England and other 

stakeholders).  Jacobs refer to advice available from Defra (2012) on Biodiversity Offsetting 

which suggests, for a habitat as diverse and complex as ancient woodland, an area multiplier 

of between 3 and 10 be used.  As a precautionary approach, they therefore advise a multiplier 

of greater than 3.   

2.100 Jacobs refer to an area of 8ha of ancient woodland which is likely to be lost, and an additional 

6.2ha impacted due to TOCS/APPS management.  They explain that Gatwick indicate that 

the impacts on a large part of this additional ancient woodland area would be mitigated 

through management approaches to keep within required height restrictions.  However, given 

the uncertainty over impacts at this stage, a precautionary approach has been taken by 

Jacobs and the whole area is included in their assessment of mitigation requirements.  Using 

a ratio of 3:1, a minimum compensatory area of 42.6ha of woodland should be planted, but 

Jacobs suggests a higher precautionary ratio of 5:1 is used, giving a minimum of 71ha to be 

planted.  This would need to be added to the total woodland planting that Jacobs consider 

would be required including the area potentially lost to surface access construction works (i.e. 

in addition to 151 ha of woodland planting required, making a total of 222ha). 

2.101 Similarly for hedgerows, of the 49.7km which Jacobs refer to as being lost, 25.3km is ancient 

hedgerow.  Applying a multiplier of 2:1 to the non-ancient length, and 3:1 to the ancient, 

Jacobs assess that this gives a compensatory length requirement of 124.7km. 

2.102 The Gatwick scheme will remove culverting of the River Mole and Crawters Brook, and will 

provide a new naturalised river valley of over 6km for these water courses with highly 

beneficial benefits to biodiversity at regional level.  Approximately 44ha of the scheme land 
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take is for the replacement river corridors to the south and west of the operational boundary in 

which other habitats will also be replaced and enhanced.  The proposals are compliant with 

the objectives of the Water Framework Directive. The Environment Agency in particular has 

already expressed the view that the river diversion element of the scheme “has the potential 

to contribute to targets set out in the England Biodiversity Strategy in terms of creating new 

priority habitats”. 

2.103 Jacobs’ outline cost for provision of compensatory mitigation for direct habitat loss is 

estimated as between £3.69M and £8.63M (the range is based on considering either 

management agreement or land acquisition options for delivering the habitat compensation). 

A large part of the cost is attributable to the cost of reinstating woodland and hedgerows, and 

much of the remainder is due to the need to adequately mitigate for the loss of ancient 

woodland. 

2.104 The Airports Commissions Report (based on the Jacobs Assessment) states that  

“The land take impact on designated sites, habitats and species will have high magnitude, 

medium to long term duration and varying reversibility (dependent on habitat type).  Given 

this, the Commission has assessed that replacement of sites at a 2:1 ratio is required for most 

land take impacts, with 5:1 for ancient woodland.  This represents a total of 291ha (including a 

10% contingency for indirect impacts).  Gatwick has assumed only 124.2ha of land take 

mitigation is required. 

With good provision of alternative sites the biodiversity impacts above can be mitigated. 

However, it is important to note that given the high ecological value and low replaceability of 

some of the sites directly affected by the proposal (e.g. areas of ancient woodland), providing 

extra land does not entirely mitigate the impacts.” 

2.105 As explained earlier, Jacobs calculations of habitat loss (and hence the mitigation 

requirements) are based on incorrect figures as a result of adding together Zones 1 and 2. 

2.106 As well as this error, the Jacobs report (and hence the Airport Commission Report) differs 

from the Gatwick submission with regard to mitigation requirements in a number of respects.  

First, the area for woodland replanting calculated is based on the assumption that all of the 

ancient woodland identified in Table 5.1 in the Gatwick Biodiversity submission would need to 

be cleared to comply with CAA requirements.  They acknowledge that the promoter indicates 

that the impacts on a large part of this additional ancient woodland area would be mitigated 

through management approaches to keep within required height restrictions but in their view, 

given the uncertainty over impacts at this stage, a precautionary approach has been taken 

and the whole area is included in Jacobs’ mitigation requirements.   

2.107 The Jacobs report states incorrectly that “Gatwick has assumed only 124.2ha of land take 

mitigation is required”.  Gatwick does not state this anywhere in its submission.  Rather 

Gatwick makes commitments to replant woodland lost at a ratio of 2:1 and ancient woodland 

at 3:1 (subject to agreement of an appropriate strategy with Natural England and other 

interested stakeholders), and to meet the requirements of the Habitats Regulations 

(principally this will relate to protected species).  The requirement will be to understand the 

functionality of the proposed habitat replacement within the wider ecological landscape and to 
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achieve enhancement wherever possible. 

2.108 The Gatwick submission acknowledges that biodiversity offsetting is not appropriate for loss 

of ‘irreplaceable habitat’ e.g. Ancient Woodlands, and a means of compensating for any such 

losses would need to be explored, e.g. woodland creation elsewhere or funding long term 

management agreements for existing woodlands, in conjunction with the relevant local 

authorities.   

2.109 Gatwick has made a number of commitments in both its public consultation on options and in 

its submissions in May 2014 to the Airports Commission.  These can be summarised as: 

 providing a net gain in biodiversity overall in the longer term; 

 meeting the requirements of the Habitats Regulations; 

 meeting the UK’s Water Framework Directive obligations to achieve improvement to 

the ecological and chemical status of waterbodies; 

 replacing the functionality of the Willoughby Fields site (nature conservation and 

sports pitches); 

 replanting ancient woodland at 3:1; 

 replanting other woodland at 2:1; and 

 understanding the functionality of the proposed habitat replacement within the wider 

ecological landscape, and achieving enhancement wherever possible. 

2.110 Without undertaking a full environmental assessment supported by detailed surveys, it is not 

possible to understand fully what the correct level of habitat re-provision should be.  This will 

be required as part of the planning process for the approval of scheme.  The indicative plan at 

Figure 2 thus represents a best estimate at this stage of what could be required.  At present it 

provides for some 270 ha of land outside and adjacent to the airport operational boundary, 

largely bordering the river corridor.  

2.111 Additionally, the river corridors are estimated to be capable of providing a further 44 ha 

bringing the total dedicated habitat creation proposed to at least 314 ha. 

2.112 The habitats and facilities provided are as close as practicable to those which are lost.  They 

will enable connectivity through or around the development.  Although the areas identified are 

not as great as the area given over to airport development, they would be managed 

specifically for the benefit of nature conservation in a manner that most of the areas they 

replace aren’t presently.  Additionally, some priority species will be able to use the airport 

grasslands created.  In all circumstances careful consideration will be given to the 

management of bird hazard risk. 

2.113 There is also a need for compensation with respect to the operational impacts on woodlands 

and trees associated with the CAA TOCS and APPS obstacle limitation surfaces where there 

is habitat and tree loss and where there is a reduction in quality of the woodland or tree. 
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Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation  

2.114 The Airports Commission report concludes with regard to birdstrike that Gatwick would have 

marginal impacts on bird populations from potential bird strike mitigations.  This follows the 

Jacobs report finding that birdstrike management issues at Gatwick are predicted to continue 

to centre on species associated with a predominantly agricultural landscape (e.g. pigeons, 

crows, starlings and gulls), and bird management and control activities likely to be required as 

a result of the scheme are not considered likely to result in a significant adverse impact on 

biodiversity.  Compensatory habitats created as mitigation for the scheme proposal will need 

to be designed in such a way as to deter/not attract bird species hazardous to aviation 

operations (such as gulls, geese and ducks) or be sited sufficiently far away for increased 

strike risks to be insignificant.  

2.115 Thus the Jacobs assessment is that for Gatwick, the overall birdstrike risk per flight on the 

new runway is likely to be similar to that on the existing airport, providing that any 

environmental mitigation for lost habitats is appropriately designed and sited. 

2.116 Accordingly the Airports Commission concludes at para 11.4 of Gatwick Airport Second 

Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment (reflecting the findings of the Jacobs 

conclusion in the Biodiversity: Assessment report at section 2.1.4) that: 

“With respect to birdstrike in particular because the proposed new runway is on a similar 

alignment to the existing one and will sit in the same habitat type, the overall birdstrike risk per 

flight on the new runway is likely to be similar to that on the existing site, providing that any 

environmental mitigation for lost habitats is appropriately designed and sited.” 

2.117 Jacobs confirms that the Gatwick submission acknowledges the need to manage birdstrike 

risk in the development of mitigation and offsetting, and refers to the risks associated with 

creating environmental mitigation close to a new runway development. 

Ecosystem Services 

2.118 The Jacobs report Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services for the Airports Commission sets out 

monetised ecosystem services assessments for all three of the short-listed runway proposals.  

The summary tables from these assessments are taken forward into the Airports 

Commission’s Business Case and Sustainability Assessment for each of the runway 

proposals.  The effects on ecosystem services appear to be given considerable weight in the 

Commission’s assessment of the biodiversity effects since for all three proposals the effects 

are specifically referred to in the concluding paragraphs where the overall assessment of 

impacts is stated. Gatwick questions the weight that appears to have been attached to the 

outcome of this assessment as there is no guidance or precedence on that matter in the UK 

planning system. 

2.119 The figures for the Gatwick Second Runway may be summarised as follows: 
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Table 3: Gatwick Ecosystem Services  

Ecosystem Services Gatwick Second Runway 
Total Assessment Period Net Value  
(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem Services for 

Broad Habitat 

-£191 to -£2,175 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,823 to -£6,987 

Total Ecosystem Services -£6,014 to -£9,162 

 

2.120 Whilst Gatwick does question some of the figures used by Jacobs in the calculation of the 

effects on ecosystem services for the Gatwick proposal, for example in terms of loss of 

woodland as discussed above, in view of the high level nature of the assessment and lack of 

detailed information, Gatwick does not propose alternative figures. 

2.121 Considering the figures above it can be seen that a substantial proportion of the total loss of 

ecosystem services reported results from the agricultural land loss.  As explained by Jacobs 

in section 1.2 of the Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services report, the approach to monetisation of 

impacts on agricultural land is different from that for the other ecosystem services considered 

and is simply costed on the basis of the market value of the land.   

2.122 Food production is an important ecosystem service.  However in this context the assessment 

of loss is based purely on land value.  On this basis and having regard to the overall Objective 

for biodiversity of the Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework which is “To protect and 

maintain natural habitats and biodiversity”, then it seems reasonable to consider the other 

non-agricultural ecosystem services separately. Gatwick notes that in providing the figure for 

Total Ecosystem Services for Broad Habitats, (also given by the Airports Commission as a 

sub-total,) this difference is recognised. 

Conclusions  

2.123 This section sets out the main conclusions with regard to the assessment of biodiversity 

impacts of the proposed Gatwick Second Runway. 

International and National designated sites 

2.124 No likely significant effects have been identified on European Sites as a result of the Gatwick 

Second Runway proposals.  There would be no adverse impacts on SSSIs and there is the 

potential for improvements to Glover’s Wood SSSI. 

Local designated sites 

2.125 Major parts of Willoughby Fields SNCI (also a statutory LNR) and Rowley Wood SNCI would 

be lost.  Jacobs also refer to potential effects on other SNCIs as a result of surface access 

improvements. Gatwick does not agree that the surface access proposals would give rise to 
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impacts on these non-statutory designated sites. 

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

2.126 Jacobs have incorrectly derived the figures for habitat loss by adding Gatwick Zones 1 and 2.  

Since Zone 1 is within Zone 2, only the Zone 2 figures need to be considered.  Thus the 

correct figures for habitat loss should be: 

 39.0ha of lowland mixed deciduous woodland including 5ha of ancient woodland,  

 28.4km of hedgerow including 14.7km of ancient hedgerow,  

 1.9km of rivers and brooks including 1.2km of canalised or conduited channel, and  

 6 to 8 ponds. 

2.127 Although not within the Zone 2 new land take area there is also, as shown on Figure 1, the 

potential for an area of up to 0.35 ha of Horleyland Wood, within the existing airport, to be 

affected by potential surface access requirements. Any loss within this area would be subject 

to detailed design, but if required, would increase the total loss of ancient woodland to 5.35ha 

2.128 30.85ha of woodland (including 6.2ha of ancient woodland) are within the TOCS and APPS 

areas and would require some management to comply with CAP168.  However, not all of this 

woodland would necessarily be lost.  In particular 14.5ha (including 5.2ha of ancient 

woodland) is likely to be retained as woodland subject to height management.  Only 1 ha is 

likely to require clearance.  Where woodland does need to be cleared, the areas affected 

would be managed as non-woodland habitat e.g. species rich grassland or woodland glade 

where surrounding/adjacent woodland remains.  

2.129 Other areas of woodland would require restructuring, and where woodland is currently in poor 

condition, restructuring the woodland, e.g. on a phased basis would allow it to be restored and 

develop greater biodiversity value.  

2.130 Thus a total of 6.35 ha of ancient woodland is likely to be lost.  This is should be contrasted 

with the Jacobs assessment that 14.2 ha of ancient woodland would be lost. 

Protected and notable species 

2.131 The Gatwick proposal has potential effects on bats, including Bechstein’s bat, and particular 

attention will be paid in the detailed development of the Gatwick proposals to mitigate the 

effects on bats. 

2.132 The impact of the proposed Gatwick development on protected species post mitigation and 

compensation would be neutral, and for some species could be highly supportive especially 

those associated with woodland and the River Mole and its tributaries. 

Mitigation proposals 

2.133 The Jacobs report states incorrectly that “Gatwick has assumed only 124.2ha of land take 

mitigation is required”.  Gatwick does not state this anywhere in its submission.  Rather 
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Gatwick has made a number of commitments in both its public consultation on options and in 

its submissions in May 2014 to the Airports Commission  These can be summarised as: 

 providing a net gain in biodiversity overall in the longer term; 

 meeting the requirements of the Habitats Regulations; 

 meeting the UK’s Water Framework Directive obligations to achieve improvement to 

the ecological and chemical status of waterbodies; 

 replacing the functionality of the Willoughby Fields site (nature conservation and 

sports pitches); 

 replanting ancient woodland at 3:1; 

 replanting other woodland at 2:1; and 

 understanding the functionality of the proposed habitat replacement within the wider 

ecological landscape, and achieving enhancement wherever possible. 

2.134 The indicative plan at Figure 2 represents a best estimate at this stage of what could be 

required.  At present it provides for some 270 ha of land outside and adjacent to the airport 

operational boundary, largely bordering the river corridor.  Additionally, the river corridors are 

estimated to be capable of providing a further 44 ha bringing the total dedicated habitat 

creation proposed to at least 314 ha. 

2.135 The Gatwick scheme will remove culverting of the River Mole and Crawters Brook, and will 

provide a new naturalised river valley of over 6km for these water courses with highly 

beneficial benefits to biodiversity at county level.  Approximately 45ha of the scheme land 

take is for the replacement river corridors to the south and west of the operational boundary in 

which other habitats will also be replaced and enhanced.  The proposals are compliant with 

the objectives of the Water Framework Directive. The Environment Agency in particular has 

already expressed the view that the river diversion element of the scheme “has the potential 

to contribute to targets set out in the England Biodiversity Strategy in terms of creating new 

priority habitats”. 

2.136 Accepting that some of the mitigation and compensation measures will take a number of 

years to mature and fulfil their potential, in terms of the Commission’s Appraisal Framework, 

the Gatwick scheme should be considered to be Neutral but moving towards Supportive in the 

longer term. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

2.137 The Airport Commission concludes for the Gatwick proposals that: 

“With respect to birdstrike in particular because the proposed new runway is on a similar 

alignment to the existing one and will sit in the same habitat type, the overall birdstrike risk per 

flight on the new runway is likely to be similar to that on the existing site, providing that any 

environmental mitigation for lost habitats is appropriately designed and sited.” 
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2.138 Gatwick acknowledges the need to manage birdstrike risk in the development of mitigation 

and offsetting, and refers to the risks associated with creating environmental mitigation close 

to a new runway development. 

 

Ecosystem Services 

2.139 The Jacobs monetised ecosystem services assessment figures for the Gatwick Second 

Runway may be summarised as follows: 

Table 4: Gatwick Ecosystem Services Monetisation 

Ecosystem Services Gatwick Second Runway 

Total Assessment Period Net Value 

(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem Services for 

Broad Habitat 

-£191 to -£2,175 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,823 to -£6,987 

Total Ecosystem Services -£6,014 to -£9,162 

 

2.140 A substantial proportion of the total loss of ecosystem services reported results from the 

agricultural land loss.  As explained by Jacobs in section 1.2 of the Biodiversity: Ecosystem 

Services report, the approach to monetisation of impacts on agricultural land is different from 

that for the other ecosystem services considered and is simply costed on the basis of the 

market value of the land.   

2.141 Loss of agricultural land as a result of the Gatwick proposals is considered in the Gatwick 

response on Place: Land Take.  Since the assessment of loss of the “food production” 

ecosystem service is based purely on land value then it seems reasonable to consider the 

other non-agricultural ecosystem services separately. Gatwick notes that in providing the 

figure for Total Ecosystem Services for Broad Habitats, (also given by the Airports 

Commission as a sub-total) this difference is recognized. 

2.142 Gatwick also questions the weight that appears to have been attached to the outcome of the 

ecosystem services assessment in the conclusions to the Commission’s Sustainability 

Assessment.  Whilst paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that the planning system should 

recognise the wider benefits of ecosystems services it does not suggest that any weight 

should be attached to an ecosystems services assessment in decision making (NPPF 

paragraphs 109-125).  Furthermore, the relevant Secretaries of State are not required to have 

regard to ecosystems services in decision making on any other form of nationally significant 

infrastructure project in so far as ecosystems services assessments are not included in 

decision making in any of the National Policy Statements (NPSs) produced to date under the 
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Planning Act 2008.  This includes the National Networks NPS presented to Parliament for 

designation by the Department for Transport on 17 December 2014 and both NPSs 

designated by Defra (i.e. the department responsible for promoting ecosystem services).  

Therefore, there is no guidance or precedence that suggests that any weight should be 

attached to ecosystem services assessments in decision making in the UK planning system. 
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3 HEATHROW NORTH WEST RUNWAY  

3.1 The Airports Commission’s assessment of the Heathrow NWR proposals are set out in 

section 11 of the Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment.  The Jacobs reporting is set out in the Heathrow North West Runway sections of 

their biodiversity reports to the Airports Commission.  The Heathrow Airport Limited (HAL) 

submission on biodiversity prepared by Amec is set out in Heathrow’s North-West Runway - 

Biodiversity Assessment.   

Methodology 

Overall Approach  

3.2 As explained in the previous (Gatwick) section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report explains that the Airports Commission Appraisal Framework document 

(Chapter 7 – Biodiversity), defines the scope, methodology and approach to be adopted for 

assessing the biodiversity baseline and impacts.  Jacobs has followed this methodology and 

undertaken a biodiversity baseline assessment for each site, presented in the Biodiversity: 

Baseline report and this has subsequently been used to inform the assessment of biodiversity 

impacts, based on a high level strategic approach.   

3.3 The review and assessment of the promoters’ documents, in conjunction with Jacobs own 

assessments, consequently follows a high level strategic approach. 

3.4 The Amec report for Heathrow Airport Limited refers in the Background section (1.1) to the 

assessment of potential effects with and without mitigation having been undertaken in 

accordance with the Airports Commission’s Sustainability Appraisal Framework.  The 

Commission’s requirements regarding biodiversity assessment are listed in section 1.2 of the 

Amec report. 

International and National designated sites 

3.5 As explained in the previous (Gatwick) section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report (section 1.2) explains that Regulation 61 of the Habitats Regulations 

requires the assessment of all plans or projects for implications for European sites.  The 

Jacobs assessment has considered the first screening step and whether, at this stage, it is 

possible to identify if the schemes are Likely to have Significant Effects (LSE) on a European 

site and the potential requirement for Appropriate Assessment. 

3.6 The Amec report includes an assessment of the effects of the proposed Heathrow NWR on 

European and other statutory designated sites. 

Local designated sites 

3.7 This is included in the overall Jacobs and HAL methodologies referred to above. 
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Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

3.8 This is included in the overall Jacobs and HAL methodologies referred to above. 

Protected and notable species 

3.9 This is included in the overall Jacobs and HAL methodologies referred to above. 

Birdstrike and mitigation 

3.10 As explained in the previous (Gatwick) section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report includes an overview assessment of the likely bird strike risks from the 

proposals and the types of management actions that may be needed.  These actions are set 

out Appendix D: Birdstrike Report to the Jacobs report. 

3.11 In the context of potential implications for biodiversity, the focus of the assessment is on the 

bird management that would need to be in place to cope with the step-change resulting from 

the opening of an additional runway.  

3.12 Other than section 4.3 of their report, referred to in the Inputs section of this report above, 

Amec make no further reference to birdstrike risk in relation to the proposed Heathrow NWR.   

Ecosystem services 

3.13 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Ecosystem Services report explains in section 1.2 that the methodology adopted follows from 

the Airports Commission Appraisal Framework.  The assessment is high level and uses 

readily available information from other assessments (such as biodiversity) and published 

information on the locations under assessment.  In addition, the assessment also includes 

supplementary estimates of the monetised value of the ecosystem services impacted.   

3.14 The Amec report states at section 6.2.1 that the ecosystem services assessment considers, 

at a high level, the impact of the proposed airport expansion on each key asset that has been 

identified together with those that are relevant to noise and air quality regulation.  Effects have 

been assessed in terms of the two key drivers of ecosystem change relating to aviation 

projects: 

 Land-use change, resulting from the construction of infrastructure (Airport and surface 

access); and 

 Hydrological change and pollution, resulting from changes in surface access and air 

traffic. 

3.15 No monetisation of ecosystem services was carried out. 

Assumptions 

Baseline data 

3.16 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 
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Baseline report at section 1.3 sets out the assumptions and limitations which apply to the 

baseline data.  The same assumptions and limitations apply to the Jacobs data for the 

Heathrow NWR proposals with the additional limitation relating to Heathrow that no desk 

study data had been provided by the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental 

Records Centre. 

3.17 The Amec report acknowledges in section 3.4 that no species surveys have been undertaken 

in relation to the proposed development, but does not refer to other particular limitations or 

assumptions relating to baseline data.   

Assessment 

3.18 As explained in the previous (Gatwick) section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report sets out at section 1.4 the assumptions and limitations which apply to the 

assessment of biodiversity impacts.  The same assumptions and limitations apply to the 

assessment of the Heathrow NWR proposals. 

3.19 The Amec report does not refer to any particular limitations or assumptions relating to the 

assessment.   

Ecosystem Services 

3.20 As explained in the previous (Gatwick) section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Ecosystem Services report at section 1.3 sets out the assumptions and limitations which 

apply to the assessment of ecosystem services.  This explains that as a high level analysis of 

impacts which can have complicated pathways, much of the assessment is based on 

considered assumptions and professional judgements.  The same assumptions and 

limitations apply to the assessment of the Heathrow NWR proposals. 

3.21 In section 6.2.2 the Amec report states in relation to ecosystem services that at this stage in 

the scheme design process, there is insufficient information available to undertake an 

accurate ecosystem services assessment of the Heathrow NWR proposals.  However, by 

making a number of assumptions about the extent of key assets that will be lost or gained, a 

preliminary set of indicative findings have been derived. 

3.22 The Jacobs report also refers to limitations to the monetisation aspect of the assessment, 

which by valuing ecosystem service benefits through the use of transfer values, presents a 

high level and indicative value of the potential effects on ecosystem services.  The results 

should not be interpreted as representing a financial value, but rather an indicative economic 

value of the potential change in ecosystem service benefits.  

Inputs  

International and National designated sites 

3.23 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Baseline report (section 3.1) identifies the designated sites within the 

relevant buffer areas to Heathrow NWR boundary.  Eight sites of importance to biodiversity at 

International (European) level are identified within 15km of the scheme: the South West 

London Waterbodies SPA and Ramsar site; Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC; Burnham 
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Beeches SAC; Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC; Wimbledon Common SAC; 

Richmond Park SAC; and the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.  The South West London 

Waterbodies SPA and Ramsar site is located on the scheme boundary; this site has 

internationally important numbers of the ducks gadwall and shoveler (the qualifying interest 

species of the SPA).  There are no European sites within 15-30km of the airport boundary 

designated for important bat populations. 

3.24 The report identifies 34 SSSIs and four NNRs within 15km of the proposed scheme.  There 

are seven SSSIs within 5km, with Wraysbury Reservoir and Staines Moor SSSIs being within 

2km of the scheme boundary.   

3.25 There are nine LNRs within 5km of the scheme boundary, with the following five within 2km: 

Cranebank LNR; Bedfont Lakes LNR; Hounslow Heath LNR; Arthur Jacob Nature Reserve 

LNR; and, Pevensley Road LNR. 

3.26 Amec (on behalf of Heathrow Airport Limited) identified statutory designated sites in sections 

3.2.2 and 3.2.3 of their report.  Their search area extended to 11km for European Sites and 

5km for sites of national value.  Within these search areas the sites identified are the same as 

Jacobs and the only European site not listed by Amec is Wimbledon Common SAC which lies 

just beyond the 11km search area.  The total number of SSSIs identified (seven) is 

substantially less reflecting the smaller search area used by Amec. 

Local designated sites 

3.27 The Jacobs report identifies 80 non-statutory sites within 5km of the scheme boundary.  The 

following sites lie within the footprint of the development proposal: Lower Colne Site of 

Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation (SMINC), Old Slade Lake LWS and 

Stanwell II SNCI. 

3.28 Amec (on behalf of Heathrow Airport Limited) identified non-statutory designated sites in 

sections 3.2.5 of their report.  They used a 1km search area for these sites rather than the 

5km used by Jacobs.  2km would normally be considered a minimum search area for such 

sites.  However it should be noted that Figure 3.3 of the Amec report does map such sites to 

2km beyond the scheme boundary. 

3.29 Within the 1km search Amec identified 25 such sites.  Both Jacobs and the Amec reports 

agree that the same three local designated sites lie within the footprint of the scheme. 

Priority Habitats including ancient woodland 

3.30 The Jacobs baseline report provides a list of Priority Habitats present within the proposed 

Heathrow NWR footprint, within 0-2 km, and between 2km and 5 km, the full list being: coastal 

and floodplain grazing marsh, deciduous woodland, good quality semi-improved grassland, 

lowland calcareous grassland, lowland dry acid grassland, lowland fen, lowland heathland, 

lowland meadows, reedbeds and traditional orchards. 

3.31 They report that deciduous woodland is the only Priority Habitat type present within the 

scheme footprint, but all the other Priority Habitats listed above are present within 5km.  For 

habitats of principal importance for biodiversity within the land take area, the following figures 
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have been provided by Heathrow Airport Limited: 13km of rivers; 34 ha of mixed deciduous 

woodland; and, 1.5 ha of traditional orchards. 

3.32 Amec at section 3.3 of their report describe the proposed Heathrow NWR site as a landscape 

that has been highly modified and now supports a mixture of agricultural (chiefly arable) land, 

horse-grazed pasture, secondary woodland, sand and gravel quarries, parks and settlements.  

The area surrounding the land that would be occupied by the extended airport, which includes 

the land to the north and west of the extended airport where major habitat creation and 

enhancement works are proposed is described as a landscape that has also been highly 

modified as a result of various types of development including sand and gravel extraction, 

land-filling, the construction of reservoirs and urban development.  The report states that 

many of the former sand and gravel quarries now support open water habitats, which, 

together with the reservoirs, form a complex of water bodies that provides an important 

resource for a range of wildfowl and other wetland species.  Other quarries have been land-

filled, with some now supporting extensive areas of grassland.  There are also areas of 

agricultural land and less modified habitats (e.g. flower-rich grassland), particularly further 

away from the airport.   

3.33 Priority habitats are not specifically identified in this section of the Amec report. 

3.34 Jacobs report that there are three areas of ancient semi-natural woodland within 5km of the 

proposed Heathrow NWR footprint.  The actual reference is to “ancient semi-ancient 

woodland” but we take this to be an error. 

3.35 Amec do not identify any areas of ancient woodland which would be affected by the 

proposals. 

Protected and notable species 

3.36 The Jacobs Report at Appendix A provides a list of protected species recorded within 2km of 

the scheme boundary during the last 20 years sourced from the Biological Records Centres.  

Key species include various bats, otter, water vole, reptiles (including grass snake and slow 

worm), and various species of birds.  Jacobs state that Heathrow Airport Limited identified 

pennyroyal present at the Lower Colne SINC.  This is a nationally rare plant species, listed as 

a UK Priority Species, and species of Principal Importance for the purpose of conserving 

biodiversity under Section 41 of the NERC Act (2006). This plant is also protected under 

Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

3.37 Section 3.4 of the Amec report states that the land that would be occupied by the extended 

Airport and the areas where habitat creation and enhancement works would take place to the 

west and north of the extended Airport supports a wide range of priority, and legally protected 

and controlled species.  No species surveys have been undertaken in relation to the scheme.  

However, an indication of the species that may occur within both the site of the extended 

airport and the habitat creation/enhancement areas has been obtained from pre-existing 

species records which are summarised in Appendix A to the report.  The Appendix identifies 

31 legally protected and otherwise notable species (excluding confidential records and Red-

listed birds other than those listed for reasons of breeding population and where they might 

regularly breed within the area of the scheme, or wintering population where there might be a 
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regular wintering population in the area of the scheme).  Birds included in Schedule 1 of the 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 as amended are only included if they might have been 

breeding in the area of the scheme. 

Mitigation proposals 

3.38 Table 2.6 of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report compares the impacts identified in 

the Heathrow Airports Limited submission with Jacobs estimate and sets out mitigation 

proposed by the promoter compared with the Jacobs estimate of the requirements.   

3.39 Areas of proposed mitigation measures are quantified by Jacobs on a 2:1 ratio unless 

otherwise stated.  Jacobs also include precautionary allowances for the possibility that 

protected species might exist in agricultural land not captured within designated sites or 

Priority Habitats (10% of the 235ha of agricultural land within the scheme footprint, as 

measured by Jacobs), and for the potential for indirect effects (10% of the total compensatory 

habitat calculation).   

3.40 The Amec report sets out the mitigation proposals for the Heathrow North West Runway in 

section 4.1 Legally Protected Species and 4.2 Habitat Creation.   

3.41 For legally protected species section 4.1 states that the scheme will incorporate mitigation 

measures that will ensure that the proposals comply with all species-related legal 

requirements.  For some legally protected species, there will be a need to translocate 

populations from land located within the area that will be affected by the Airport extension.  

There may also be a need to translocate animals from locations outside the masterplan area, 

where it is proposed to undertake habitat creation works.  This applies especially to land 

where there is a need for major earthmoving work to create flood storage areas.  The 

‘receptor sites’ to which translocated animals would be transferred could be located in habitat 

creation areas where major earthmoving is not required.  Where necessary, habitat creation 

and management works will be undertaken in advance of translocation in order to ensure that 

the chosen locations are sufficiently mature to be effective as receptor sites. 

3.42 For habitat creation the Jacobs report states that beyond the species-related measures, there 

are limited opportunities to avoid or reduce the potential adverse effects of the proposed 

airport expansion on biodiversity.  In view of this, the approach that has been adopted is to 

ensure that the scheme incorporates extensive habitat creation measures that will 

compensate for the limited areas of wildlife-rich habitat that will be lost.  

3.43 The Amec report states that the main focus for the provision of compensatory habitats will be 

an area referred to as the “enhanced Colne Valley”.  The ‘spine’ of the enhanced Colne Valley 

will be a new length of watercourse that is referred to as the River Colne Spur.  

3.44 The report explains that the retained part of the existing River Colne already includes some 

features that are valuable for wildlife and these will be conserved and, where appropriate, 

enhanced, and new valuable habitat features will be created where appropriate.  Alongside 

the rivers, extensive areas will be set aside as floodplains, which will provide valuable areas 

of green space, much of which it is claimed will be of high value for wildlife.  Some other large 

areas that are not required for flood control will become purpose-designed wildlife habitats.  
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The rivers, with their riparian habitats, will provide movement corridors that will enable species 

to move between the larger blocks of newly created habitats, and from and to sections of the 

existing Colne Valley to the north and south.   

3.45 The Amec report goes on to give examples of the species which would be attracted to the 

mitigation areas, and states that wetland habits would be designed to attract a wide range of 

species, including birds, although careful attention would be paid to ensuring that ducks, 

geese and gulls are not attracted to an area where they could present an unacceptable bird 

strike risk (considered in the next section of this report).   

3.46 The report explains that to the north of the Airport, other flood storage areas will be created 

within an area referred to as North Harmondsworth Moor and further habitat connectivity will 

be achieved to the east of North Harmondsworth Moor – where what is referred to as the 

“Cranford Park Link” will incorporate areas of grassland and, in places, woodland, which will 

connect to Cranford Park, thereby further enhancing the habitat network around the Airport.  

South of the enhanced Colne Valley, the focus will be on enhancing existing areas of habitat, 

particularly open water bodies within the South West London Waterbodies SPA/Ramsar site. 

Where appropriate, waterbodies outside the SPA/Ramsar site that play a role in supporting its 

gadwall and shoveler populations will also be enhanced.  Enhancements will be designed to 

benefit the populations of these two duck species, with the intention of mitigating the adverse 

effects of the proposed Airport expansion on Old Slade Lake LWS and potentially other 

waterbodies.  There may also be opportunities to enhance other interest features of some of 

the SSSIs that are located within, as well as outside, the SPA/Ramsar site. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

3.47 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report sets out the assessment of birdstrike for each of 

the proposed runway proposals.  This considers in section 2.2.1 (f) the current birdstrike risk 

and management at Heathrow Airport and in section 2.2.4, the likely future risk of the North 

West Runway, and additional risks from environmental mitigation.  Section 2.2.1 (f) explains 

that Heathrow Airport lies in a semi-urban environment, comprising a mosaic of domestic 

dwellings with gardens, light industrial buildings and ancillary buildings for the airport such as 

hotels and car parking. These areas are interspersed with agricultural fields, primarily growing 

arable crops, and grassed areas such as sports pitches and grazing pasture for horses.  

These habitats are stated to support an assemblage of common bird species typical of many 

airports in the UK.   

3.48 In addition to this, however, Heathrow is stated to be different because of the presence of 

several very large water supply reservoirs and the complex of flooded mineral extractions in 

the Thames and Colne valleys which lie to the south and west of the airport.  This means that 

the western approach to the northern runway passes over the River Thames, Queen Mother 

Reservoir and the River Colne, whilst the western approach to the southern runway crosses 

the River Thames, the complex of flooded gravel pits between Horton and Wraysbury, 

Wraysbury Reservoir itself and the River Colne. The normal mixture of birds that would be 

expected at a UK airport is therefore augmented by very large numbers of gulls that roost on 

the reservoirs in the winter and by large numbers of waterfowl that occupy these reservoirs 

and gravel pits all year round.  These wetland areas also attract smaller numbers of other 
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hazardous large species such as cormorant and grey heron.  The increased numbers of 

wetland bird species in the area means that any development that influences the number or 

behaviour of these birds, or brings the aircraft into closer proximity to them, has the potential 

to increase the birdstrike risk, unless appropriate mitigating action is taken. 

3.49 In common with all other licensed civil airports in the UK, Heathrow is required to have an 

effective plan in place to monitor and manage the birdstrike risk which is audited by the CAA. 

3.50 Amec on behalf of Heathrow Airport Limited, in section 4.3 of their report, refer to birdstrike 

risk.  They refer to the obligations of airport operators to develop and implement birdstrike 

control measures.  For the Heathrow NWR proposals they state that there is a need to 

consider the potential for enhanced bird strike risk as a result of the creation of new wetlands 

as part of the enhanced Colne Valley habitat creation and enhancement proposals.  To 

minimise this risk, careful attention will be paid to ensuring that ducks, geese and gulls are not 

attracted to areas where they could present an unacceptable bird strike risk (e.g. by only 

creating small waterbodies except outside aircraft flight tracks where bird strike is less of a 

concern i.e. to the south of the Airport).  In such areas, open water habitats will be designed 

to attract only those bird species that do not present such a risk (e.g. moorhen, and warblers 

and other perching birds) together with other groups of species such as dragonflies and 

amphibians. 

3.51 The report states that all planting and other aspects of habitat design will be undertaken in 

accordance with the Civil Aviation Authority’s (CAA) guidelines in its CAP 772 birdstrike 

guidelines.  It is noted that the CAA will act as an important consultee in finalising the detailed 

proposals. 

Ecosystem Services 

3.52 As referred to in the preceding section of this report dealing with the Gatwick proposals, the 

Jacobs Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services report explains in section 1.2.1 that the assessment 

primarily makes use of land take data derived for the habitat and biodiversity assessment, and 

geographical information relating to the footprint of the schemes and the wider study area in 

relation to the relevant ecosystems which are present.  A detailed assessment of the change 

in ecosystem services at the individual level was not conducted due to the complex nature of 

ecosystems and a current lack of detailed information at this level; rather, a loss of land 

reflects a total loss of ecosystem service. 

3.53 The Heathrow NWR Ecosystems Services Assessment is set out in section 6 of the Amec 

report.  In section 6.1 this explains that the list of ecosystem services that has been used is 

that developed by Natural England for use in its National Character Area (NCA) profiles.  This 

is the approach that has been proposed by the Airports Commission. 

3.54 In section 6.2.1 the report states that Heathrow is located within an area that Natural England 

has classified as the Thames Valley National Character Area (NCA).  Natural England has 

prepared a descriptive profile for this NCA, which incorporates an ecosystem services 

analysis.  This details the ‘key assets’ that are the main contributors to each of the services 

that is identified as being relevant to the NCA.  For example, for the service of ‘Food 

provision’, the relevant assets are defined as mixed agriculture, the availability of water, 
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fertility of soils, and rivers and gravel beds.  In addition to drawing upon Natural England’s 

NCA analysis, the methodology that has been used for the ecosystems services assessment 

of Heathrow’s expansion was informed by a review of the checklist of ecosystem services in 

the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment categorisation in Everard and Waters (2013).  This 

review identified two further ecosystem services that are relevant to Heathrow, namely noise 

quality regulation and air quality regulation. These have therefore also been included in the 

assessment. 

Analysis  

International and National Designated Sites 

3.55 In its assessment of the Heathrow Airport North West Runway proposals the Jacobs 

Biodiversity: Assessment report (section 2.2.5 Conclusions) states that: 

“Birdstrike management issues for the Heathrow Northwest Runway scheme are primarily 

driven by the large numbers of birds associated with the nearby complex of open water 

reservoirs.  The location for the third runway in closer proximity to the Queen Mother 

Reservoir is likely to result in an increased strike risk, and a corresponding requirement for an 

increase in bird management and control activities is anticipated.  Methods of 

deterring/scaring and controlling bird species potentially hazardous to aviation operations 

could potentially have an adverse effect on non-target species and biodiversity.  Although the 

Queen Mother Reservoir is not part of the South West London Waterbodies (SWLP) SPA and 

Ramsar site, it provides functional habitat for that site.  At this stage it is not possible to rule 

out potential likely significant effects from birdstrike risk management on the SWLW SPA and 

Ramsar Site and it is considered likely that Appropriate Assessment would be required…..“ 

3.56 The birdstrike risk of the Heathrow NWR is referred to in the Airport Commission’s report 

Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment at para 

11.5 which states: 

“On birdstrike specifically the extended airport footprint will remove a number of agricultural 

fields that currently attract significant numbers of pigeons and particularly Canada geese, but 

this benefit is likely to be offset by the fact that the western threshold of the new runway will 

be significantly closer to Queen Mother reservoir, which supports a very large gull roost as 

well as a significant number of other waterfowl.  Further work would be needed on the birds 

using the reservoirs to the west of Heathrow in general so that the likely additional risk can be 

properly assessed.” 

3.57 A similar conclusion was drawn by Heathrow Airport Limited’s consultants (Amec) who 

concluded in section 5.2.2 of their Biodiversity Assessment of Heathrow NWR that: 

“The combination of changes to Old Slade Lake LWS, and noise and air quality changes 

could affect the conservation status of the gadwall and shoveler populations within the SPA.  

To provide a robust assessment or these potential effects, which will be required for the 

purposes of EIA and HRA (the latter being needed to meet the requirements of the Habitats 

Regulations), it will be necessary to undertake winter bird survey work within the SPA and on 

associated water bodies (notably in Old Slade Quarry LWS), and further assessment on the 
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ecological effects of changes in nitrogen deposition.  Additional noise assessment will also be 

needed to inform the EIA and HRA.” 

3.58 However, in the overall assessment of the biodiversity impact of the Heathrow NWR at para 

11.8 of the Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment the Airports Commission concludes that: 

“Given the limited negative impact on biodiversity and the possible negative impact on 

ecosystem services, the Commission judges that at present the scheme has an ADVERSE 

impact on the biodiversity objective. However, this should be weighed against the provision of 

replacement land earmarked by the scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to 

provide effective mitigations for these impacts and could move the assessment towards 

NEUTRAL.  

3.59 Based on the evidence of the Jacobs report and Heathrow Airport Limited’s consultants, this 

is appears to be an incorrect conclusion.  The evidence indicates that the biodiversity impacts 

of the Heathrow NWR should be assessed as Highly Adverse at this stage. 

3.60 Whilst not part of the proposals for the development, as discussed in Gatwick’s Consultation 

Response on Local Economy, the Heathrow NWR proposals would give rise to the need for 

up to some 70,000 additional houses to the west of London.  This would clearly be a very 

significant indirect consequence of the proposed development and would give rise to 

significant environmental impacts.  Among the constraints to provision of housing in this area 

is the presence of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.  The SPA is designated for the presence of 

Nightjar, Woodlark and Dartford Warbler.  Nightjar and Woodlark are ground nesting birds and 

are particularly sensitive to disturbance.  Previous consideration of proposed provision of 

40,000 new homes in the area around the SPA as part of the examination of the former South 

East Plan identified that in the absence of mitigation there was a likely significant effect on the 

SPA as a result of increased recreation pressure.  This led to the development of a delivery 

framework for residential development whereby no new residential development is permitted 

within 400m of the SPA.  Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is required for any 

new housing developments between 400m and 5km of the SPA to avoid increasing recreation 

pressure on the designated sites.  Each of the affected Local Authorities has adopted an 

Avoidance Strategy to conform to these requirements.   

3.61 Similar considerations would apply to significant requirements for new residential 

development associated with the Heathrow proposals in this area and at this stage, in the 

absence of a similar avoidance strategy, this indicates a likely significant effect on the 

European Site. 

3.62 It should be noted that similar considerations would apply to other SPAs in the South East 

designated for ground nesting birds.  These include the Thursley, Hankley and Frensham 

Commons SPA, the Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA, and the Ashdown Forest SPA. 

3.63 In so far as all of the European Sites referred to above are also SSSIs, potential adverse 

effects on the national level designations cannot be ruled out at this stage.  In addition, 

Jacobs also report that HAL has identified potential impacts to Staines Moor SSSI, specifically 

the alluvial meadows through which the River Colne flows, as a result of the changes to water 
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courses, including the River Colne, which would need to be made to accommodate the 

Heathrow NWR scheme, and which could affect the hydrological conditions which support the 

SSSI.  Jacobs accepts that these effects could be avoided through detailed design. 

Local designated sites 

3.64 Jacobs report that, for non-statutory designated sites, HAL’s assessment of impacts focuses 

on those sites which lie either partly or wholly within the footprint of the development proposal, 

namely Old Slade Lake LWS (8ha), Lower Colne Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature 

Conservation (SMINC) (51,a), and Stanwell II SNCI (6ha) – a total area of 65ha.  However, 

there is also the potential for impacts to sites beyond the footprint.  These potential impacts 

are to sites such as the River Crane Corridor SMINC which runs adjacent to the eastern 

boundary of the airport site and could be affected through changes in surface run-off / 

drainage. 

3.65 The Amec report assesses the effects on the non-statutory sites within the footprint of the 

scheme referred to above in section 5.4.  The report states that construction of the expanded 

Airport would involve 51ha of land-take from the Lower Colne SMINC and 8ha from Old Slade 

Lake LWS.  These losses could have adverse effects on the integrity of these non-statutory 

biodiversity sites.  The proposed development would also result in the loss of all of Stanwell II 

SNCI (6ha). 

3.66 The report goes on to state that as part of the iterative process of scheme design, there may 

be scope to modify the development proposals so that the effects on Stanwell II SNCI are 

avoided or at least reduced.  However, on a precautionary basis, it is assumed that this is not 

possible.  Consequently, the habitat creation and enhancement proposals have been 

designed to compensate for the loss of this site as well as the parts of the other two sites that 

would be lost.  They are also intended to compensate for other biodiversity losses and to 

deliver biodiversity gains over and above what is required for compensation purposes. 

3.67 The extent of different habitats that would be created to compensate for the expansion of the 

Airport will be subject to ongoing refinement as the development proposals evolve.  To inform 

this process of refinement, it is proposed to adopt a biodiversity offsetting approach in order to 

calculate the extent of different habitats that should be created.  The approach to offsetting 

will be that developed by Defra based upon its review of the results of the offsetting pilots that 

it has supported (assuming that Defra’s methodology has been finalised by the time that the 

offsetting exercise needs to be carried out – otherwise it may be appropriate to use one of the 

pilot methodologies).  The application of offsetting will involve collecting detailed data about 

habitat areas that will be lost. 

3.68 As noted by Jacobs, there is no assessment of any indirect effects to non-statutory sites 

beyond the footprint of the Heathrow NWR scheme. 

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

3.69 Jacobs’ reports that for habitats of Principal Importance for biodiversity within the land take 

zone for the Heathrow NWR, the figures provided by the promoter are: 13km of rivers, 34ha of 

mixed deciduous woodland, and 1.5ha of traditional orchard.  Jacobs state that they largely 
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agree with these assessments with slightly larger area indicated for deciduous woodland and 

slightly smaller area of traditional orchard.  Jacobs state that the potential loss of such a long 

length of river corridor habitat is of particular concern and will require substantial mitigation 

effort. 

3.70 The Amec report refers to the habitat losses reported by Jacobs above and also states that 

some areas of habitats of Principal Importance for biodiversity could also be affected by 

habitat creation works (e.g. in areas where there is a need for major earthmoving work to 

create flood storage areas). 

3.71 There is no reference to impacts on habitats outside the footprint of the Heathrow NWR 

scheme.  In particular, there is no reference to the need for any management of vegetation 

outside the footprint of the expanded airport, either in the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment 

report for the Airports Commission, or the promoter’s biodiversity report.  It is not clear 

whether any such management would be required, but there is considerable tree cover within 

the Colne Valley to the west of Heathrow. 

3.72 Neither Jacobs nor the promoter identify any effects on ancient semi-natural woodland as a 

result of the Heathrow NWR proposals. 

Protected and notable species 

3.73 Jacobs report that pennyroyal is present at the Lower Colne SINC.  This is a nationally rare 

plant species, listed as a UK Priority Species, and species of Principal Importance under 

Section 41 of the NERC Act (2006), also listed on Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside 

Act 1981 (as amended).  The Lower Colne SINC is one of the designated sites located 

partially within the scheme.  The precise location/distribution of pennyroyal needs to be 

determined and mapped, and a subsequent assessment made of the potential impact on the 

species.  Until this is known, the potential impact is uncertain. 

3.74 The Amec report, in section 5.5, states that the extension of the Airport is also likely to affect a 

number of legally protected or otherwise notable species (e.g. species of Principal Importance 

for biodiversity) and such species could also be affected by habitat creation works (e.g. in 

areas where there is a need for major earthmoving work to create flood storage areas).  

Where there is the potential for contravention of the legislation that relates to species, or for 

other species to be significantly affected by the proposed development, detailed survey work 

must be carried out to inform the EIA and HRA processes. Based on these surveys, specific 

mitigation proposals will need to be designed to ensure compliance with all legal 

requirements. 

Mitigation Proposals 

3.75 In section 2.2.3 of the Biodiversity: Assessment  report Jacobs consider the mitigation 

requirements for the Heathrow NWR proposal.  As for the Gatwick Second Runway proposal, 

they provide an outline summary of areas/receptors impacted, with corresponding 

compensatory habitat mitigation extents, as assessed by the promoter and by Jacobs.  Areas 

of proposed mitigation measures are quantified on a 2:1 ratio unless otherwise stated.  

Jacobs recommends precautionary allowances for the possibility that protected species might 
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exist in agricultural land not captured within designated sites or Priority Habitats (10% of 

235ha of agricultural land within the scheme footprint, as measured by Jacobs), and for the 

potential for indirect effects discussed above (10% of the total compensatory habitat 

calculation).   

3.76 Jacobs report that a comprehensive framework of specific mitigation commitments tied to 

local and regional biodiversity initiatives has been described by the promoter.  Post-mitigation 

(i.e. residual) impacts have been specified, and a detailed concept plan and supporting text is 

provided, the achievability of which has been discussed by the promoter.  

3.77 Mitigation proposed for potential impacts to non-statutory designated sites is described with 

reference to the three directly affected sites mentioned above and is addressed through the 

various landscape / habitat proposals put forward by the promoter.  HAL state that the 

Biodiversity Offsetting initiative currently being trialled by Defra would be used as a tool to 

calculate ecological impacts and determine mitigation requirements and that these would be 

used to inform these landscape and habitat proposals.  Jacobs agrees with this approach in 

principle but advises caution in that the ecological value of some of the sites directly affected 

by the proposal (e.g. the River Colne SMINC), is potentially such that the area of land 

proposed for mitigation might be insufficient given the uncertainties over the level of impact.  

This concern is exacerbated by the fact that no assessment of potential indirect impacts to 

non-statutory designated sites or Priority Habitats has been made by the promoter, and that 

there is no precautionary approach towards the potential impacts to SSSIs fed by the River 

Colne, notably Staines Moor SSSI.  It is therefore proposed that the area of land required to 

mitigate ecological impacts should be increased to take account of these concerns.  This is 

incorporated in the 10% allowance Jacobs uses for ‘Indirect effects’. 

3.78 HAL has identified the direct loss of Priority Habitats as being approximately 35.5ha of mixed 

deciduous woodland / traditional orchard and 13km of river.  An estimate of approximately 

400ha of potentially available mitigation space has been made by the promoter.  The direct 

habitat loss figures quoted above give a total of approximately 120ha (the area of riparian 

habitat loss was calculated based on the assumption that an estimated 20m wide corridor of 

riparian habitat would be lost along the 13km length of river affected).  The habitat proposal 

gain of 400ha versus the potential direct loss of 120ha gives a ratio of just over 3:1, which is 

likely to be sufficient, given the standard ratio of 2:1, but it is important to note that not all the 

areas identified by the promoter would be of inherent significant ecological value (e.g. 

children’s’ play area, or the community centre and sports pitches), meaning the extent of 

habitat actually available for ecological mitigation measures is reduced. 

3.79 The Airports Commission states at paragraph 11.4 of the Heathrow Airport North West 

Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment that: 

“With good provision of alternative sites the biodiversity impacts ……can be mitigated.  

However, it is important to note that given the high ecological value and low replaceability of 

some of the sites directly affected by the proposal (e.g. the River Colne Site of Metropolitan 

Importance), and the potential impact on pennyroyal, providing extra land does not entirely 

mitigate these impacts.” 

3.80 Despite these concerns, at paragraph 11.4 the Commission accepts that the adverse effects 
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of the scheme should be weighed against the provision of replacement land earmarked by the 

scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to provide effective mitigations for 

these impacts, and could move the assessment towards neutral. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

3.81 Heathrow Airport Limited’s Illustrative Landscape Masterplan (Volume 3 - Taking Britain 

Further Page 31) indicates extensive habitat creation around the western end of the proposed 

new North West Runway.  The Flood Mitigation Strategy at page 33 of the same volume 

shows a proposed Flood Storage Area immediately to the north west of the proposed new 

runway.  In section 4.3, the Amec Biodiversity Assessment for Heathrow Airport Limited states 

in relation to birdstrike risk that: 

“There is a need to consider the potential for enhanced bird strike risk as a result of the 

creation of new wetlands as part of the enhanced Colne Valley habitat creation and 

enhancement proposals.  To minimise this risk, careful attention will be paid to ensuring that 

ducks, geese and gulls are not attracted to areas where they could present an unacceptable 

bird strike risk (e.g. by only creating small waterbodies except outside aircraft flight tracks 

where bird strike is less of a concern i.e. to the south of the Airport).  In such areas, open 

water habitats will be designed to attract only those bird species that do not present such a 

risk (e.g. moorhen, and warblers and other perching birds) together with other groups of 

species such as dragonflies and amphibians.” 

3.82 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report for the Airports Commission considers the 

proposed approach and concludes in section 2.2.5 that: 

“…Compensatory habitats created as mitigation for the scheme proposals would need to be 

designed in such a way as to deter/not attract birds hazardous to aviation operations or be 

sited sufficiently far away for increased strike risks to be insignificant.  However, 

compensatory habitat creation areas identified to the west and north of the airport expansion 

are likely to be subject to birdstrike management and this may limit potential biodiversity 

benefits.” 

3.83 This reflects the findings of the Birdstrike Report at Appendix D of the Jacobs report which 

concludes at section 4.4 that: 

“…The proposed mitigation will create large quantities of new habitat close to the airport that 

has the potential to increase the overall bird strike risk.  The promoter states that new habitat 

will be designed to avoid increasing the birdstrike risk, but it is not clear how this can be 

achieved whilst maintaining the value of the new habitats created.  Offsetting habitat loss by 

creating new habitat further from the airport would solve these problems.” 

3.84 It is clear that there is considerable doubt regarding the deliverability of biodiversity mitigation 

in the area of the Colne Valley to the west of the proposed North West Runway.   

3.85 No consideration seems to have been given by Heathrow Airport Limited to the likely 

movement of birds along the Colne Valley.  The Amec report refers in section 4.2 to the value 

of the Colne Valley as a wildlife corridor and states: 
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“The rivers, with their riparian corridors, will provide movement corridors that will enable 

species to move between the larger blocks of newly created habitats, and from and to 

sections of the existing Colne Valley to the north and south.  This movement will be aided by 

smaller areas of habitat alongside some sections of the rivers that will act as ‘stepping 

stones’, facilitating the movement of species between the larger blocks.  This connectivity will 

help wide–ranging species, such as the otter, to establish a presence within the enhanced 

Colne Valley.  It will assist many other species to establish and maintain populations in a way 

that would be more difficult to achieve within an environment where blocks of wildlife-rich 

habitats are isolated from one another.” 

3.86 The existing Colne Valley north and south of the airport already contains many waterbodies 

which attract large numbers of waterfowl.  Further enhancement of habitats within the valley, 

regardless of the care taken in their design and management, will not reduce the numbers of 

birds currently using the valley, and may increase numbers.  The importance of the valley as 

a movement corridor for wildlife, referred to by Amec, will extend to birds.  The proposed new 

Heathrow NWR in so far as it would extend into the valley, with lakes to the north and south, 

may well extend into an area over which birds currently fly in moving along the Colne Valley.   

3.87 The risks associated with this are referred to in section 4.3 of the Birdstrike report at Appendix 

D of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report for the Airports Commission which states: 

“It is however, often very difficult to redesign environmental mitigation schemes to exclude 

hazardous species without reducing their effectiveness as a mitigation measure to a greater 

or lesser extent…..Simply moving the mitigation away from the approach and departure 

corridor is, in itself, not sufficient as a precaution, because creating an attractive habitat to one 

side of the airfield when there is existing habitat on the opposite side may result in birds 

regularly crossing the active airspace to move from one side to the other thus increasing the 

risk.” 

3.88 This again confirms the considerable doubt regarding the deliverability of biodiversity 

mitigation in the area of the Colne Valley.   

3.89 At para 11.7 of its Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment the Airports Commission concludes that: 

“The Commission’s assessment finds an overall negative impact on the provision of 

ecosystem services, but this impact has the potential to be reduced by the detailed mitigation 

provided by the promoter: some of these flood compensation areas will provide inland wetland 

habitats, and these are one of the more beneficial in terms of ecosystem service provision….”  

3.90 And at para 11.8: 

“Given the limited negative impact on biodiversity and the possible negative impact on 

ecosystem services, the Commission judges that at present the scheme has an ADVERSE 

impact on the biodiversity objective.  However, this should be weighed against the provision of 

replacement land earmarked by the scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to 

provide effective mitigations for these impacts and could move the assessment towards 

NEUTRAL.” 
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3.91 This appears to be an incorrect conclusion in view of the considerable doubt as to whether the 

mitigation proposals can be delivered whilst ensuring that there is not an unacceptable risk of 

birdstrike.   

Ecosystem Services 

3.92 As referred to in the preceding Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs 

report Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services for the Airports Commission sets out monetised 

ecosystem services assessments for all three of the short-listed runway proposals.  The 

summary tables from these assessments are taken forward into the Airports Commission’s 

Business Case and Sustainability Assessment for each of the runway proposals.   

3.93 The figures for the Heathrow NWR proposals may be summarised as follows: 

Table 5: Heathrow NWR Ecosystem Services 

Ecosystem Services Heathrow North West Runway  

Total Assessment Period Net Value  

(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem Services for 

Broad Habitat 

-£350 to -£8,619 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,954 to -£7,145 

Total Ecosystem Services -£6,304 to -£15,764 

 

3.94 Loss of agricultural land is considered in the Gatwick response on Place: Land Take.  Food 

production is an important ecosystem service.  However in this context the assessment of 

loss is based purely on land value.  On this basis and having regard to the overall Objective 

for biodiversity of the Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework which is “To protect and 

maintain natural habitats and biodiversity”, then it seems reasonable to consider the other 

non-agricultural ecosystem services separately. Gatwick notes that in providing the figure for 

Total Ecosystem Services for Broad Habitats, (also given by the Airports Commission as a 

sub-total,) this difference is recognized. 

Conclusions   

3.95 This section sets out the main conclusions with regard to the assessment of biodiversity 

impacts of the proposed Heathrow NWR. 

International and National designated sites 

3.96 In the overall assessment of the biodiversity impact of the Heathrow NWR at para 11.8 of the 

Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment the 

Airports Commission concludes that: 
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“Given the limited negative impact on biodiversity and the possible negative impact on 

ecosystem services, the Commission judges that at present the scheme has an ADVERSE 

impact on the biodiversity objective. However, this should be weighed against the provision of 

replacement land earmarked by the scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to  

provide effective mitigations for these impacts and could move the assessment towards 

NEUTRAL.  

3.97 This appears to be an incorrect conclusion based on the evidence of the Jacobs report and 

Heathrow Airport Limited’s consultants.  The evidence indicates that the biodiversity impacts 

of the Heathrow NWR should be assessed as Highly Adverse at this stage. 

3.98 Whilst not part of the proposals for the development, the Heathrow NWR proposals would 

give rise to the need for up to some 70,000 additional houses to the west of London.  Among 

the constraints to provision of housing west of London is the presence of the Thames Basin 

Heaths SPA.  Previous consideration of proposed provision of 40,000 new homes in the area 

around the SPA as part of the examination of the former South East Plan identified that in the 

absence of mitigation there was a likely significant effect on the SPA as a result of increased 

recreation pressure.  In the absence of a strategy to avoid such effects, there is a likely 

significant effect on the European Site. 

Local designated sites 

3.99 For non-statutory designated sites, HAL’s assessment of impacts focuses on those sites 

which lie either partly or wholly within the footprint of the development proposal (Old Slade 

Lake LWS (8ha); Lower Colne Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation 

(SMINC) (51ha); Stanwell II SNCI (6ha) – a total area of 65ha).  However, there is also the 

potential for impacts to sites beyond the footprint.  These potential impacts are to sites such 

as the River Crane Corridor SMINC which runs adjacent to the eastern boundary of the airport 

site and could be affected through changes in surface run-off / drainage. 

Priority Habitats including ancient woodland 

3.100 Habitats of Principal Importance for biodiversity within the land take zone for the Heathrow 

NWR are some: 13km of rivers, 34ha of mixed deciduous woodland, and 1.5ha of traditional 

orchard.  The potential loss of such a long length of river corridor habitat is of particular 

concern and will require substantial mitigation effort. 

3.101 Some areas of habitats of Principal Importance for biodiversity could also be affected by 

habitat creation works (e.g. in areas where there is a need for major earthmoving work to 

create flood storage areas). 

3.102 There is no reference to impacts on habitats outside the footprint of the Heathrow NWR 

proposals.  In particular, there is no reference to the need for any management of vegetation 

outside the footprint of the expanded airport.  It is not clear whether any such management 

would be required, but there is considerable tree cover within the Colne Valley to the west of 

Heathrow. 

3.103 Neither Jacobs nor the promoter identify any effects on ancient semi-natural woodland as a 
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result of the Heathrow NWR proposals. 

Protected and notable species 

3.104 The Heathrow NWR proposal is likely to affect a number of legally protected or otherwise 

notable species (e.g. species of Principal Importance for biodiversity) and such species could 

also be affected by habitat creation works (e.g. in areas where there is a need for major 

earthmoving work to create flood storage areas).   

Mitigation Proposals 

3.105 The Airports Commission state at paragraph 11.4 of the Heathrow Airport North West 

Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment that: 

“With good provision of alternative sites the biodiversity impacts ……can be mitigated.  

However, it is important to note that given the high ecological value and low replaceability of 

some of the sites directly affected by the proposal (e.g. the River Colne Site of Metropolitan 

Importance), and the potential impact on pennyroyal, providing extra land does not entirely 

mitigate these impacts.” 

3.106 Despite these concerns, at para 11.4 the Commission accepts that the adverse effects of the 

scheme should be weighed against the provision of replacement land earmarked by the 

scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to provide effective mitigations for 

these impacts, and could move the assessment towards Neutral.   

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

3.107 The Birdstrike Report at Appendix D of the Jacobs report concludes at section 4.4 that: 

“…The proposed mitigation will create large quantities of new habitat close to the airport that 

has the potential to increase the overall bird strike risk.  The promoter states that new habitat 

will be designed to avoid increasing the birdstrike risk, but it is not clear how this can be 

achieved whilst maintaining the value of the new habitats created.  Offsetting habitat loss by 

creating new habitat further from the airport would solve these problems.” 

3.108 It is clear that there is considerable doubt regarding the deliverability of biodiversity mitigation 

in the area of the Colne Valley to the west of the proposed Heathrow NWR.   

3.109 No consideration seems to have been given by Heathrow Airport Limited to the likely 

movement of birds along the Colne Valley.  The existing Colne Valley north and south of the 

airport already contains many waterbodies which attract large numbers of waterfowl.  Further 

enhancement of habitats within the valley, regardless of the care taken in their design and 

management, will not reduce the numbers of birds currently using the valley, and may 

increase numbers.  The importance of the valley as a movement corridor for wildlife will 

extend to birds.  The proposed Heathrow NWR, in so far as it would extend into the valley, 

with lakes to the north and south, may well extend into an area over which birds currently fly 

in moving along the Colne Valley.   

3.110 The risks associated with this are referred to in section 4.3 of the Birdstrike report at Appendix 
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D of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report for the Airports Commission which states: 

“It is however, often very difficult to redesign environmental mitigation schemes to exclude 

hazardous species without reducing their effectiveness as a mitigation measure to a greater 

or lesser extent…..Simply moving the mitigation away from the approach and departure 

corridor is, in itself, not sufficient as a precaution, because creating an attractive habitat to one 

side of the airfield when there is existing habitat on the opposite side may result in birds 

regularly crossing the active airspace to move from one side to the other thus increasing the 

risk.” 

3.111 At para 11.8 of its Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment the Airports Commission concludes that: 

“Given the limited negative impact on biodiversity and the possible negative impact on 

ecosystem services, the Commission judges that at present the scheme has an ADVERSE 

impact on the biodiversity objective.  However, this should be weighed against the provision of 

replacement land earmarked by the scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to 

provide effective mitigations for these impacts and could move the assessment towards 

NEUTRAL.” 

3.112 This appears to be an incorrect conclusion in view of the considerable doubt as to whether the 

mitigation proposals can be delivered whilst ensuring that there is not an unacceptable risk of 

birdstrike.   

Ecosystem Services 

3.113 The monetised ecosystems services figures for the Heathrow NWR proposals may be 

summarised as follows: 

Table 6: Heathrow NWR Ecosystem Services Monetisation 

Ecosystem Services Heathrow North West Runway  

Total Assessment Period Net Value  

(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem Services for 

Broad Habitat 

-£350 to -£8,619 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,954 to -£7,145 

Total Ecosystem Services -£6,304 to -£15,764 

 

3.114 Loss of agricultural land is considered in the Gatwick response on Place: Land Take.  Since 

the assessment of loss of the “food production” ecosystem service is based purely on land 

value then it seems reasonable to consider the other non-agricultural ecosystem services 

separately. Gatwick notes that in providing the figure for Total Ecosystem Services for Broad 

Habitats, (also given by the Airports Commission as a sub-total) this difference is recognized. 
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3.115 Gatwick questions the weight that appears to have been attached to the outcome of the 

assessment of ecosystem services as there is no guidance or precedence on that matter in 

the UK planning system. 
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4 HEATHROW EXTENDED NORTHERN RUNWAY  

4.1 The Airports Commission’s assessment of the Heathrow Extended Northern Runway (ENR) 

proposals are set out in section 11 of Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway: Business 

Case and Sustainability Assessment.  The Jacobs reporting is set out in the Heathrow 

Extended Northern Runway sections of their biodiversity reports to the Airports Commission.  

The Heathrow Hub Limited submission on biodiversity prepared by URS is set out in section 3 

of Attachment 5-1.   

Methodology  

4.2 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report) explains that the Airports Commission Appraisal Framework document 

(Chapter 7 – Biodiversity), defines the scope, methodology and approach to be adopted for 

assessing the biodiversity baseline and impacts.  Jacobs has followed this methodology and 

undertaken a biodiversity baseline assessment for each site, presented in the Biodiversity: 

Baseline report and this has subsequently been used to inform the assessment of biodiversity 

impacts, based on a high level strategic approach.   

4.3 The review and assessment of the promoters’ documents, in conjunction with Jacobs’ own 

assessments, consequently follows a high level strategic approach. 

4.4 URS set out the methodology used in the biodiversity assessment in section 3.3 of their 

report.  The individual components of this are reviewed below. 

International and National designated sites 

4.5 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report (section 1.2) explains that Regulation 61 of the Habitats Regulations 

requires the assessment of all plans or projects for implications for European sites.  The 

Jacobs assessment has considered the first screening step and whether at this stage it is 

possible to identify if the schemes are Likely to have Significant Effects (LSE) on a European 

site and the potential requirement for Appropriate Assessment. 

4.6 The assessment of effects on statutory designated sites in the URS report is included in the 

overall assessment methodology at section 3.3.  There appears to be no reference to Habitat 

Regulations Assessment for the European Sites potentially affected. 

Local designated sites 

4.7 This is included in the overall Jacobs and Heathrow ENR methodologies referred to above. 

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

4.8 This is included in the overall Jacobs and Heathrow ENR methodologies referred to above. 
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Protected and notable species 

4.9 This is included in the overall Jacobs and Heathrow ENR methodologies referred to above. 

Birdstrike and mitigation 

4.10 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report includes an overview assessment of the likely bird strike risks from the 

proposals and the types of management actions that may be needed and these are set out 

Appendix D: Birdstrike Report. 

4.11 In the context of potential implications for biodiversity, the focus of the assessment is on the 

bird management that would need to be in place to cope with the step-change resulting from 

the opening of an additional runway.  

4.12 Section 3.10.1 of the URS report is concerned with Bird Flight-paths, Bird-strike and Bird 

Control Measures.  No particular methodology is described for the assessment of birdstrike 

risk or the effects on mitigation.  

Ecosystem services 

4.13 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Ecosystem Services report explains in section 1.2 that the methodology adopted follows from 

the Airports Commission Appraisal Framework.  The assessment is high level and uses 

readily available information from other assessments (such as biodiversity) and published 

information on the locations under assessment.  In addition, the assessment also includes 

supplementary estimates of the monetised value of the ecosystem services impacted.   

4.14 Section 9.4 of the URS report describes the methodology of the ecosystem services 

assessment of the Heathrow ENR.  This explains that this is based on a URS proprietary tool: 

Ecosystem Services Identification, Valuation, and Integration (ESIVI) which provides a 

rigorous and transparent framework for undertaking ESAs to meet national and international 

good practice.  It comprises the following stages: 

 Scoping – to identify the key services provided by affected ecosystems (within the study 

area) that could potentially be impacted by the proposed development or upon which the 

proposed development may depend; 

 Baseline establishment – to assess the status of key services provided by the affected 

ecosystems in the absence of the proposed development, as well as the location of 

ecosystem service beneficiaries and the extent to which they benefit from the services 

provided; 

 Impact assessment – to identify the likely impacts of the proposed development on 

ecosystems services and their beneficiaries, the significance of these impacts, and which 

services should be considered priority ecosystems services; and 
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 Mitigation and residual impact assessment – to identify mitigation measures that may be 

implemented to avoid, minimise, or offset adverse impacts on priority ecosystems 

services and to determine the residual impacts once mitigation is in place. 

4.15 No monetisation of ecosystem services was carried out. 

Assumptions 

Baseline data 

4.16 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Baseline report at section 1.3 sets out the assumptions and limitations which apply to the 

baseline data.  The same assumptions and limitations apply to the Jacobs data for the 

Heathrow ENR proposals with the additional limitation relating to Heathrow that no desk study 

data had been provided by the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records 

Centre. 

4.17 Section 3.2 of the URS report sets out the assumptions and limitations of the biodiversity 

assessment.  This recognises that assessment is not a formal Ecological Impact Assessment 

as described in Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management guidelines. In order to 

confirm its conclusions a full ecological assessment would need to be undertaken, which 

would include: 

 full suite of robust ecological surveys (covering both the development area and proposed 

habitat creation/enhancement areas) including protected and notable species surveys 

and habitat surveys; 

 bird surveys of relevant surrounding waterbodies including vantage point surveys to 

determine flightpaths; 

 detailed hydrological, hydro-geological, water quality, air quality, lighting and noise 

assessments, which will inform the more detailed ecological assessment; and detailed 

design of mitigation strategies informed by thorough and up-to-date information regarding 

the location and population size of relevant protected species groups. 

Assessment 

4.18 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report sets out at section 1.4 the assumptions and limitations which apply to the 

assessment of biodiversity impacts.  The same assumptions and limitations apply to the 

assessment of the Heathrow ENR proposals. 

4.19 As explained under Baseline Data above, URS refer to the assumptions and limitations of the 

biodiversity assessment of the Heathrow ENR in section 3.2 of their report.  

Ecosystem Services 

4.20 As explained in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Ecosystem Services report at section 1.3 sets out the assumptions and limitations which 
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apply to the assessment of ecosystem services.  This explains that as a high level analysis of 

impacts which can have complicated pathways, much of the assessment is based on 

considered assumptions and professional judgements.  The same assumptions and 

limitations apply to the assessment of the Heathrow ENR proposals. 

4.21 URS set out the assumptions and limitations of their ecosystem services assessment in 

section 9.3 of their report.  They explain that it is an intentionally high-level and preliminary 

analysis based solely on a desk study using a bespoke modelling tool for ecosystem services 

impact assessment; Ecosystems Services Identification Valuation Integration modelling tool 

(ESIVI).  The assessment relied on data collected from the NCA 115 report and draft technical 

notes from discipline leads.  It does not incorporate primary evidence on ecosystems services 

baseline or impacts associated with the proposed development.  Furthermore, the 

assessment of impact magnitude and receptor sensitivity relies on professional judgement 

rather than being informed by community consultation on ecosystems services and/or the 

collection and analysis of dedicated primary data. 

4.22 URS state that for the purposes of the ecosystem services approach, the scheme footprint is 

considered to cover the area of land required for the proposed development and the affected 

ecosystems are any of the ecosystems or land uses that fall within or overlap with the 

boundary of the proposed development and its immediate surroundings.  In line with the 

Biodiversity technical note, the study area covers an area of 5km wide. 

4.23 The Jacobs report also refers to limitations to the monetisation aspect of the assessment 

which by valuing ecosystem service benefits through the use of transfer values, presents a 

high level and indicative value of the potential effects on ecosystem services.  The results 

should not be interpreted as representing a financial value, but rather an indicative economic 

value of the potential change in ecosystem service benefits.  

4.24 URS have not included a monetised assessment of ecosystem services for the Heathrow 

ENR. 

Inputs  

International and National designated sites 

4.25 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Baseline report (section 4.1) identifies the statutory designated sites 

within the relevant buffer areas for the Heathrow ENR proposal.  There are eight sites of 

European importance within 15km of the scheme, namely the South West London 

Waterbodies SPA and Ramsar Site; Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC; Burnham Beeches 

SAC; Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC; Wimbledon Common SAC; Richmond Park 

SAC; and, the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.  The South West London Waterbodies SPA and 

Ramsar site is located on the scheme boundary.  This site has internationally important 

numbers of the ducks gadwall and shoveler (the qualifying interest species of the SPA). There 

are no European sites within 15-30km of the airport boundary designated for important bat 

populations. 

4.26 Jacobs report that there are 39 SSSIs and four NNRs within 15km of the proposed scheme.  

There are eight SSSIs within 5km with four of these within 2km of the proposed boundary.  
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These are Staines Moor SSSI, which is within the proposed scheme footprint; Wraysbury and 

Hythe End Gravel Pits SSSI; Wraysbury No 1 Gravel Pit SSSI; and Wraysbury Reservoir 

SSSI.   

4.27 Jacobs report that there are eight LNRs within 5km of the scheme boundary.  The Arthur 

Jacob LNR is within the scheme footprint, with Cranebank LNR, Bedfont Lakes LNR and 

Hounslow Heath LNR within 2km. 

4.28 The URS report (section 3.6) identifies the statutory designated sites within a search area 

extending to 5km around the proposed Heathrow ENR.  The only European Sites identified 

are the South West London Waterbodies SPA and Ramsar Site and the Windsor Forest and 

Great Park SAC.  The URS report identifies seven SSSIs within 5km of the scheme.  The one 

identified by Jacobs and not URS is Kingcup Meadows and Oldhouse Wood SSSI stated by 

Jacobs to be 4.3km to the north. 

4.29 The search area of 5km used by URS for statutory designated sites is insufficient to identify 

the full range of sites which could be affected by a major infrastructure development such as 

the proposed runway.  

Local designated sites 

4.30 The Jacobs report identifies 85 non-statutory sites within 5km of the scheme boundary. These 

comprise: five Local Wildlife Sites (LWS); 60 Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation 

(SINC), one of which (Lower Colne SMINC) falls within the proposed scheme footprint; 18 

Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI); and two Conservation Target Areas (CTA). 

4.31 The URS report identifies non-statutory sites within 2km of the proposed Heathrow ENR.  

Seventeen such sites are identified reflecting the smaller search area.  However 2km would 

be considered a standard search area for such sites.  The Lower Colne SMINC is identified as 

being within the scheme footprint. 

Priority Habitats including ancient woodland 

4.32 The Jacobs report provides a list of Priority Habitats present within the proposed Heathrow 

ENR footprint, within 0-2 km, and between 2km and 5 km, the full list being: coastal and 

floodplain grazing marsh, deciduous woodland, good quality semi-improved grassland, 

lowland calcareous grassland, lowland dry acid grassland, lowland fen, lowland heathland, 

lowland meadows, reedbeds and traditional orchards. 

4.33 Jacobs report that the promoter has identified that approximately 16.2 ha of deciduous 

woodland, 0.5 ha of traditional orchard, 8.6 ha of lowland meadows, 13 ha of standing water, 

7km of river, 6.8km of ditch network, around 6 ha of scrub and 70 ha of pasture / rough 

grassland would be within the scheme boundary. 

4.34 The extent of Priority Habitats within the footprint of the Heathrow ENR scheme are set out in 

section 3.7.1 of the URS report and the figures are the same or close to as those reported by 

Jacobs.  However, URS identify 11.6 km of the Poyle Channel, Colne Brook, Wraysbury 

River, River Colne and the Duke of Northumberland’s River within the footprint, rather than 

the 7km of river reported by Jacobs. 



rpsgroup.com

 

53 

4.35 No reference is made to impacts on such habitats beyond the footprint of the scheme. 

4.36 The Jacobs report refers to their Biodiversity Figure 15 which shows areas of ancient semi-

natural woodland within 5km of the Heathrow ENR scheme.  This shows one small ancient 

woodland within 2km of the scheme and a further 3 areas within 5km, one of which is a 

cluster of small woodland blocks. 

4.37 The URS report makes no reference to ancient woodland. 

Protected and notable species 

4.38 Appendix A to the Jacobs report provides a list of protected species recorded within 2km of 

the scheme boundary during the last 20 years sourced from the Biological Records Centres. 

Key species include various bats, otter, water vole, reptiles (including grass snake and slow 

worm) and various species of birds. 

4.39 The URS report refers at section 3.7.3 to species which may be present based on data from a 

combination of desk study and professional judgement.  They report that the western end of 

the runway extension falls within an area identified on the National Biodiversity Network as a 

broad area for breeding curlew and snipe.  The entire proposed runway extension lies within a 

broad area identified for breeding grey partridge and lapwing.  Local Records Centre data 

identify a range of species of conservation interest which have been recorded within 2km of 

the proposed Northern Runway Extension since 2000.  These include: the plants arrowhead, 

river water dropwort, cornflower and great burnet; a number of invertebrates; birds including 

honey buzzard, red kite and marsh harrier as well as a large number of waterfowl associated 

with the waterbodies on the area, and a range of mammals including noctule, serotine 

Daubenton’s and Nathusius pipistrelle bats, water vole, otter, and brown hare. 

Mitigation proposals 

4.40 Table 2.9 of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report compares the impacts identified in 

the Heathrow Hub Limited submission with Jacobs estimate and sets out mitigation proposed 

by the promoter compared with the Jacobs estimate of the requirements.   

4.41 Areas of proposed mitigation measures are quantified by Jacobs on a 2:1 ratio unless 

otherwise stated.  Jacobs also include precautionary allowances for the possibility that 

protected species might exist in agricultural land not captured within designated sites or 

Priority Habitats (10% of the 168ha of agricultural land within the scheme footprint, as 

measured by Jacobs), and for the potential for indirect effects (10% of the total compensatory 

habitat calculation).   

4.42 The URS report at section 3.10.6 sets out the mitigation and enhancement measures 

proposed for the Heathrow ENR proposals using the preliminary assessment of impacts 

based on habitat loss.  This has been used to calculate the total scale of compensatory 

habitat which is likely to be required using a multiplier of 2.  On this basis URS calculates that 

a total of 147ha of land and 6.8km of linear watercourse (ditch) will potentially be required to 

compensate for the loss of designated sites, wetlands or terrestrial Priority habitats.  This land 

will need to be ‘discounted’ for any existing ecological value (and in turn some ecological 
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receptors in the mitigation areas may need to be relocated at least temporarily) so the actual 

total area of land needed may be greater than 147ha and this has been taken into account in 

identifying compensation areas.  

4.43 URS also identify the potential need to compensate at a rate of 1:1 for the loss of 6ha of scrub 

and 70ha of pasture/rough grassland which may be used by protected species.  Alternatively, 

this function could be provided within the 2:1 habitat creation.  

4.44 In all URS have identified some 210ha of land within which habitat enhancement and creation 

could be undertaken.  These areas have been identified from aerial photography.  URS 

recognise that the presence of designated sites and the highly urbanised nature of the 

surrounding area limit the availability of suitable land, and the areas identified comprise a 

number of widely scattered blocks of land to the south and west of the airport (shown on 

Figure 3.5 of the URS report). 

4.45 URS state that a further 55.8 ha of land of additional land would be needed to provide flood 

storage capacity which could also be designed to provide enhancements, particularly wetland.  

The total area of compensatory habitat available would then be some 265ha. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

4.46 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report sets out the assessment of birdstrike for each of 

the proposed runway proposals.  This considers in section 2.3.1 (f) the current birdstrike risk 

and management at Heathrow Airport and in section 2.3.4, the likely future risk of the 

Heathrow ENR, and additional risks from environmental mitigation.  Section 2.3.1 (f) explains 

that Heathrow Airport lies in a semi-urban environment, comprising a mosaic of domestic 

dwellings with gardens, light industrial buildings and ancillary buildings for the airport such as 

hotels and car parking.  These areas are interspersed with agricultural fields, primarily 

growing arable crops, and grassed areas such as sports pitches and grazing pasture for 

horses. These habitats are stated to support an assemblage of common bird species typical 

of many airports in the UK. 

4.47 However, Heathrow is stated to be different because of the presence of several very large 

water supply reservoirs and the complex of flooded mineral extractions in the Thames and 

Colne valleys which lie to the south and west of the airport.  This means that the western 

approach to the northern runway passes over the River Thames, Queen Mother Reservoir 

and the River Colne, whilst the western approach to the southern runway crosses the River 

Thames, the complex of flooded gravel pits between Horton and Wraysbury, Wraysbury 

Reservoir itself and the River Colne.  The normal mixture of birds that would be expected at a 

UK airport is therefore augmented by very large numbers of gulls that roost on the reservoirs 

in the winter and by large numbers of waterfowl that occupy these reservoirs and gravel pits 

all year round.  These wetland areas also attract smaller numbers of other hazardous species 

such as cormorant and grey heron.  The increased numbers of wetland bird species in the 

area means that any development that influences the number or behaviour of these birds, or 

brings the aircraft into closer proximity to them, has the potential to increase the birdstrike 

risk, unless appropriate mitigating action is taken. 

4.48 In common with all other licensed civil airports in the UK, Heathrow is required to have an 
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effective plan in place to monitor and manage the birdstrike risk which is audited by the CAA. 

4.49 URS, in their report, do not provide any specific information on current birdstrike management 

measures at Heathrow Airport. 

Ecosystem Services 

4.50 As referred to in the Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Ecosystem Services report explains in section 1.2.1 that the assessment primarily makes use 

of land take data derived for the habitat and biodiversity assessment, and geographical 

information relating to the footprint of the schemes and the wider study area in relation to the 

relevant ecosystems which are present.  A detailed assessment of the change in ecosystem 

services at the individual level was not conducted due to the complex nature of ecosystems 

and a current lack of detailed information at this level; rather, a loss of land reflects a total loss 

of ecosystem service. 

4.51 Section 9 of the URS report provides the Ecosystem Services Assessment for the Heathrow 

ENR.  This explains at section 9.5 that the baseline assessment provides a brief analysis of 

the provision and use of each of the scoped-in ecosystem services in the absence of the 

proposed development.  The baseline provides a reference scenario from which the impacts 

of the proposed development can be measured and takes into account: current provision of 

services and how ecosystems support their delivery; the use of ecosystems services by 

beneficiaries; how ecosystems services and the benefits they provide have changed and are 

likely to change in future (in the absence of the proposed development); key beneficiaries and 

the key drivers of change. 

4.52 The baseline was based on Natural England’s National Character Area (NCA) 115: Thames 

Valley, together with information from the technical notes prepared by other disciplines in line 

with the Commission’s assessment base case.  

Analysis  

International and National Designated Sites 

4.53 In its assessment of the Heathrow ENR proposals the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment  

report (section 2.3.5 Conclusions) states that: 

“…At this stage, it is not possible to rule out potential likely significant effects from birdstrike 

risk management on the SWLW [South West London Waterbodies] SPA and Ramsar Site.  In 

particular, if increased levels of bird scaring are required at Kingsmead Gravel Pits and 

Wraysbury II North and South Lakes which support large numbers of gadwall (though not 

shoveler) there could be a likely significant effect on the SPA.  It is therefore considered likely 

that Appropriate Assessment would be required. “ 

4.54 The Airports Commission appears to concur with this finding and states in its Heathrow 

Airport Extended Northern Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment (para 

11.4) that:  

“With respect to bird strike the Commission’s assessment highlights that the main risk to 
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biodiversity arises from the reservoirs west of Heathrow, where a large winter gull roost 

occurs and to which the extended runway would encroach significantly closer than current.  

Gulls may fly into their roosting sites at altitudes in excess of those quoted for aircraft, and 

may also soar above roost sites at similar heights.  A full assessment of the heights at which 

gulls fly over the reservoirs and a modelling exercise to determine likely collision rates would 

need to be carried out if the scheme was to be progressed.” 

4.55 At para 11.7 the Airports Commission concludes that: 

“…While the operational impact of birdstrike is considered elsewhere, the negative impacts on 

biodiversity of some of the solutions to the operational problem have the capacity to increase 

the impact on the biodiversity impact to HIGHLY ADVERSE.” 

4.56 It is apparent that at this stage it is not possible to rule out likely significant effects of the 

Heathrow ENR, and the Airports Commission has correctly concluded that this could result in 

a Highly Adverse biodiversity impact. 

4.57 Whilst not part of the scheme, as discussed in Gatwick’s Consultation Response on Local 

Economy, the Heathrow ENR proposals would give rise to the need for up to some 60,000 

additional houses to the west of London.  This would clearly be a very significant indirect 

result of the proposed development and would give rise to significant environmental impacts.  

As explained in the preceding section referring to the Heathrow NWR proposal, among the 

constraints to provision of housing in this area is the presence of the Thames Basin Heaths 

SPA.  In the absence of a strategy to avoid increased recreation pressure on the SPA there is 

a likely significant effect on the European Site. 

4.58 In so far as all of the European Sites referred to above are also SSSIs potential adverse 

effects on the national level designations cannot be ruled out at this stage.  In addition, 

Jacobs also report that the Heathrow ENR would be likely to impact upon Staines Moor SSSI 

in two locations.  Adjacent to junction 14 of the M25 (the junction with the A3113) the footprint 

of the scheme would encroach into Unit 1 Lowland Grassland (the site is divided into land 

management parcels, or ‘units’).  The predicted impact is 5.7ha of the total 8ha of the 

management unit.  It is likely that the whole of the unit would be adversely impacted given that 

modifications to the transport corridors would take place on either side of the site as well.  

Therefore, it is likely the whole of this site would be lost.  Jacobs state that this is consistent 

with the assessment undertaken by the promoter which concluded there would be an 8.74ha 

impact.  Referring to the guidance provided by WebTAG, nationally designated sites should 

be assigned High value.  The proposals would adversely affect the integrity of the site in 

terms of the coherence of its ecological structure and function, and therefore the magnitude of 

the impact would be Major Negative.  A Major Negative impact on a High value site 

constitutes an effect of Very Large Adverse significance.  In terms of the Airports Commission 

Appraisal Framework, this level of negative impact should be considered to be substantial and 

therefore should be assessed as Highly Adverse. 

4.59 Jacobs also identifies that surface access proposals for the scheme involve potential impacts 

due to land take and disturbance in the southern area of the proposal, primarily along the 

existing M25 motorway corridor and across Staines Moor SSSI.  Jacobs states that the 

adverse impacts to Staines Moor SSSI are likely to be highly significant. 
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4.60 The Airports Commission conclusion at paragraph 11.7 of the Heathrow Airport Extended 

Northern Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment is that before mitigation: 

“Given the wide range of possible negative impacts on ecosystem services and the negative 
impact on biodiversity (particularly on local designated sites) the Commission judges that in 
relation to the biodiversity objective to protect and maintain natural habitats and biodiversity 
the scheme has an ADVERSE impact…….” 

 
4.61 This does not recognise the significance of the impacts on the Staines Moor SSSI and the 

level of significance should be assessed as Highly Adverse. 

4.62 Jacobs also refer to potential adverse effects on statutory sites as a result of works directly 

adjacent to King George VI Reservoir and close to Wraysbury Reservoir and potential effects 

on Staines Moor as a result of changes to a number of watercourses, but accepts that these 

could be avoided by appropriate timing of the works and detailed design. 

4.63 Jacobs reports that Heathrow ENR scheme would directly impact on Arthur Jacob Local 

Nature Reserve (LNR). The LNR is on the boundary of the footprint identified by Jacobs and 

so a complete loss of this site may be avoidable.  However 0.6ha of this site is within the land 

take required for the scheme and 4.1ha is within 300m of the site and so is likely to be 

affected during construction and through disturbance during operation. This is consistent with 

the assessment undertaken for the promoter which indicated there would be a 4.1ha impact 

on the site. 

4.64 The URS report assesses the permanent land take impacts on designated sites in section 

3.8.1.1.  This refers to the loss of the Arthur Jacob LNR, the loss of the entire 8.74ha of 

Management Unit 1 (Poyle Meadow) of the Staines Moor SSSI, possible land take from the 

South West London Waterbodies SPA/Ramsar Site to construct a highway link (or 

alternatively bisecting Management Unit 12 of Staines Moor SSSI).   

4.65 Section 3.9.1 considers operational effects through disturbance of wintering birds.  This 

concludes that it is unlikely that there would be any noise-related impact on wintering birds 

using the South West London Waterbodies SPA/Ramsar Site or associated SSSIs and other 

waterbodies. 

4.66 Section 3.10 considers potential air quality impacts.  This concludes that as the South West 

London Waterbodies are phosphate rather than nitrogen limited, no likely significant effects 

are anticipated as phosphate inputs are not associated with aircraft exhaust emissions and no 

land vehicle movements would be within 200m of any part of the SPA other than Wraysbury 

Reservoir which is already close to the M25 and is separated from the motorway by a high 

embankment. 

Local designated sites 

4.67 Jacobs identify direct impacts on four non-statutory designated sites.  East of Poyle Meadows 

SNCI would be directly affected by the footprint of the scheme.  This site overlaps with the 

boundary of Staines Moor SSSI Unit 1 and although not all of the site is within the footprint of 

the airport itself it is likely that the whole of the site would be lost as a result of works to the 

transport network around the remainder of the 2.9ha site.  This is consistent with the 
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assessment completed by the promoter. 

4.68 Greenham’s Fishing Pond SNCI, a 0.45ha site to the south east of junction 14 of the M25 is 

also likely to be lost.  The scheme would cross the Lower Colne SMINC affecting the entire 

site south of Bath Road and a small area above it.  The exact extent of the impact would 

depend on final road realignments, however the impact is estimated to be between 10-15ha. 

4.69 The River Colne (From County boundary to Staines Moor) Stanwell Moor SNCI is also directly 

under the southern footprint of the proposed development.  This is a 5.5ha site situated 

around the River Colne.  There is a high degree of uncertainty over the potential impact to this 

site. Using the footprint of the scheme alone it would be around 25% of the site or 1.25ha.  

Upstream impacts and the diversion of the River Colne could lead to additional impacts on the 

remainder of the SNCI but these could be avoided through detailed design. 

4.70 Jacobs state that the promoter’s assessment focuses on those sites which lie directly within 

the footprint of the development proposal, namely: East of Poyle Meadows Site of Nature 

Conservation Importance, Arthur Jacob Local Nature Reserve, Management Unit 1 (Poyle 

Meadow) of Staines Moor SSSI, Management Unit 12 Staines Moor SSSI and Greenham’s 

Fishing Pond SINC, a total area of approximately 100ha.  Jacobs also identifies the potential 

for impact from surface access links on West of Poyle Meadows SNCI, as this site is directly 

adjacent to the proposed revised alignment of the M25.  This site could be affected through 

construction and through changes in surface run-off / drainage. 

4.71 The URS report assesses the permanent land take effects on non statutory sites in section 

3.8.1.1.  This refers to the loss of the East of Poyle Meadows SNCI (2.9ha).  The mitigation 

section at 3.10.6 also refers to the loss of Greenham’s Fishing Pond SNCI. 

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

4.72 Jacobs reports that the promoter has identified the direct loss of approximately 16.2ha of 

deciduous woodland, 0.5ha of traditional orchards, and 8.6ha of lowland meadows.  In 

addition 13ha of standing water would be affected, 7km of river would need to be culverted 

and 6.8km of ditch network would be lost.  Around 6ha of scrub and 70ha of pasture / rough 

grassland would also be lost.  This is said to be broadly consistent with Jacobs’ assessment, 

although they identify larger loss of deciduous woodland habitat and a loss of over 10km of 

river corridor.  This is stated to be a highly significant loss and will require substantial 

mitigation effort. 

4.73 Habitat loss is assessed in section 3.8.1.2 of the URS report.  The losses referred to are as 

indicated by Jacobs above. 

4.74 Gatwick notes that there is no reference to the need for any management of vegetation 

outside the footprint of the Heathrow ENR proposals, either in the Jacobs Biodiversity: 

Assessment report for the Airports Commission, or the promoter’s biodiversity report.  It is not 

clear whether any such management would be required, but Gatwick notes that there is 

considerable tree cover within the Colne Valley to the west of Heathrow. 

4.75 Neither Jacobs nor the promoter identify any effects on ancient semi-natural woodland as a 

result of the Heathrow ENR proposals. 
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Protected and notable species 

4.76 Jacobs do not identify any specific effect on protected or otherwise notable species 

associated with the Heathrow ENR proposals.  

4.77 As referred to under mitigation proposals below, URS identify potential effects on great 

crested newt, reptiles, bats, badger, otter, water vole and fish which would need mitigation. 

Mitigation Proposals 

4.78 In section 2.3.3 of the Biodiversity: Assessment report Jacobs considers the mitigation 

requirements for the Heathrow ENR proposal.  As for the Gatwick Second Runway proposal, 

they provide an outline summary of areas/receptors impacted, with corresponding 

compensatory habitat mitigation extents, as assessed by the promoter and by Jacobs.  Areas 

of proposed mitigation measures are quantified on a 2:1 ratio unless otherwise stated.  

Jacobs recommends precautionary allowances for the possibility that protected species might 

exist in agricultural land not captured within designated sites or Priority Habitats (10% of the 

168ha of agricultural land within the scheme footprint, as measured by Jacobs), and for the 

potential for indirect effects discussed above (10% of the total compensatory habitat 

calculation).   

4.79 Jacobs reports that a comprehensive framework of specific mitigation commitments has been 

described by the promoter and post-mitigation (i.e. residual) impacts have been discussed.  

The achievability of mitigation has been addressed at a strategic level, with reference made to 

previous mitigation schemes.  Locations within the region have been identified as potential 

receptor sites for mitigation and enhancement measures, with their extents defined and 

mapped.  A default precautionary multiplier of 2 has been proposed by Heathrow Hub Limited 

to compensate for losses of habitats, and a detailed, quantified list is provided of proposed 

habitat creation actions.  In summary, this list prescribes provision of 18ha of species-rich 

neutral grassland, 40ha of fen, 4ha of swamp/wet grassland, 8.2ha of wetland including wet 

woodland, 26ha of ponds/lakes, 32.4ha of deciduous woodland, 1ha of traditional orchard, 

17.2ha of lowland meadow and 6.0km of ditch.  These measures give totals of 146ha of 

habitat and 6km of linear watercourse. 

4.80 A further recommendation of 6ha of scrub and up to 70ha of pasture/rough grassland to 

compensate for the loss of these less important habitats is made by the promoter.  

Consideration of the potential requirement for areas greater than those proposed has also 

been made, to compensate for the possibility of adversely impacting the biodiversity resource 

of the proposed mitigation sites themselves, and Jacobs concurs with this assessment and 

approach.  Parcels of land totalling an area of 217ha have been identified by the promoter as 

possible mitigation sites.  Jacobs state that this area would just accommodate the 146ha 

requirement above plus the 76ha for scrub and rough grassland.  Jacobs assesses a 

requirement for 248.8ha of compensatory habitat which is greater (by 63ha) than the 

promoter’s recommendation of 217ha, due to Jacobs’ inclusion of surface access impacts and 

precautionary allowances for potential indirect effects and protected species.  It is noted that 

this requirement is only 31.8ha greater, not 63ha as noted by Jacobs. Jacobs has identified 

that it should be possible to avoid impacts on Staines Moor SSSI Management Unit 12 for 
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which the promoter has allowed 40ha of compensation area. 

4.81 At section 3.10.7 of their report URS outline the measures that could be implemented to 

maintain the hydrology of Staines Moor SSSI to mitigate for the impact of severance by the 

proposed new link road.  Additional impacts of noise and air quality on the SSSI have not 

been considered at this stage.  On a precautionary basis, URS has assumed that all 40 ha of 

the SSSI west of the River Colne could require compensatory provision. 

4.82 At section 3.10.8 URS outline the river enhancement which could be carried out.  They state 

that it will not be feasible to create new lengths of river to compensate for those which would 

be lost through culverting of 8.4km of brook and river.  They refer to the possibility of the 

scheme contributing to existing river restoration and improvement requirements elsewhere in 

the relevant catchments. 

4.83 It is not clear to what extent these improvements would be carried out in any event, so the 

degree of offsetting of impacts which would be achieved is unclear. 

4.84 At section 3.10.9 URS state that a conclusion of no likely significant effect of air quality on the 

South West London Waterbodies SPA/Ramsar site has been agreed with Natural England 

and the Environment Agency, but recognise that it will be necessary to undertaken detailed air 

quality assessments of the proposed scheme on other designated sites, and if necessary 

additional emission controls may be required to avoid adverse effects. 

4.85 At section 3.10.10 URS refer to the need for measures to conserve protected species such as 

translocation of great crested newts and reptiles, provision of bat roosts and 

closure/replacement of badger setts.  At sections 3.10.11 and 3.10.12 measures to maintain 

passage of fish, other and water vole along watercourses are outlined.  All of these measures 

would be subject to further surveys, detailed design and consultation with Natural England 

and the Environment Agency. 

4.86 At section 3.11 URS refer to post-mitigation impacts and state that provided that all the 

mitigation and habitat creation identified above is delivered appropriately and in a timely 

manner, there probably would be no significant residual impacts post-mitigation. They qualify 

this by saying that this conclusion must however be subject to fuller consideration of baseline, 

impacts, effects and mitigation measures, and design of the latter, before it can be made 

definitively.  Given the sensitivity of the setting within which such a major infrastructure project 

is proposed, this appears to be an optimistic conclusion. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

4.87 Similar considerations apply to the proposed Heathrow ENR as to the proposed NRW 

referred to in the previous section of this report.  The Birdstrike Report at Appendix D of the 

Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment advises in section 4.2 that: 

“It is highly likely that this scheme will result in a significantly elevated birdstrike risk from 

gulls, and this risk will need to be mitigated by dispersal of the roost from the waterbodies 

concerned and/or from feeding sites that result in flightlines of birds that cross the active 

airspace at a height which results in an increased risk…” 
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4.88 In contrast to the Heathrow NRW proposals, no weight has been afforded in the Airports 

Commission’s assessment to the mitigation/offsetting proposals presented by Heathrow Hub 

Limited.  In fact they have been assessed as having a negative value in so far as they would 

result in an increase in the risk of birdstrike which would in turn result in the need for 

deterrence of birds.  In the light of the considerable doubts regarding birdstrike and the 

consequent ability to deliver and manage biodiversity mitigation, this is the correct conclusion. 

4.89 URS consider bird strike in section 3.10.1 of their report.  They explain that the runway 

extension will be located 364m north of Wraysbury Reservoir which is closer than the current 

distance of 900m from Staines Reservoirs from the existing southern runway.  They state 

however, 350-400m is still a considerable distance and in situations such as this, in which the 

reservoir is already overflown, the altitude of overflights is likely to be more of an issue than 

the lateral distance.  They claim that there is no reason to conclude that bird control measures 

would need to be more extensive than currently undertaken for Heathrow Airport, nor would 

they need to take place outside the airport boundary.   

4.90 This is assumption is clearly at odds with Jacobs’ findings for the Airports Commission as 

described above. 

4.91 URS refer to a PhD which identifies an observed flightpath for waterfowl between the Queen 

Mother Reservoir and Wraysbury Gravel Pits to the south.  No flightpath between Queen 

Mother Reservoir and Wraysbury Reservoir was identified and even if such a flightpath 

existed the geographical positioning of those waterbodies relative to both each other and the 

northern runway extension are such that there would be no requirement for waterfowl to fly 

through the extended airport boundary and runway airspace in order to travel between the two 

reservoirs.  Although aircraft will be flying over the reservoirs/gravel pits they will be doing so 

at an altitude of at least 1000 feet (305m) which is much higher than the likely flight altitude of 

waterfowl travelling between the gravel pits and reservoirs in the area.  As such, URS 

conclude that no increased risk of bird strike is likely to arise. 

4.92 It should be noted that the PhD research referred to by URS only considered movements of 

gadwall and shoveler and no other waterfowl or other birds.  It should also be noted that URS 

have not considered possible movement of birds along the line of the Colne Valley across the 

new runway.  This raises significant doubts about the validity of the conclusions they have 

drawn from this study. 

Ecosystem Services 

4.93 As referred to in the preceding Gatwick Second Runway section of this report, the Jacobs 

report Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services for the Airports Commission sets out monetised 

ecosystem services assessments for all three of the short-listed runway proposals.  The 

summary tables from these assessments are taken forward into the Airports Commission’s 

Business Case and Sustainability Assessment for each of the runway proposals.   

4.94 The figures for the Heathrow ENR proposals may be summarised as follows: 
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Table 7: Heathrow ENR Ecosystem Services 

Ecosystem Services Heathrow Extended Northern Runway 
Total Assessment Period Net Value 
(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem Services for Broad 

Habitat 

-£398 to -£10,245 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,122 to -£6,146 

Total Ecosystem Services -£5,521 to -£16,391 

 

4.95 Loss of agricultural land is considered in the Gatwick response on Place: Land Take.  Whilst 

Gatwick fully accepts that food production is a very important ecosystem service, in this 

context, and given that the assessment of loss is based purely on land value, and having 

regard to the overall Objective for biodiversity of the Airports Commission’s Appraisal 

Framework which is “To protect and maintain natural habitats and biodiversity”, then it seems 

reasonable to consider the other non-agricultural ecosystem services separately (and Gatwick 

notes that in providing the figure for Total Ecosystem Services for Broad Habitats (also given 

by the Airports Commission as a sub-total) this difference is recognized). 

4.96 URS sets out the conclusions of their ecosystems assessment at section 9.8 of their report.  

These are that overall the high level assessment identified six ecosystems services that could 

potentially be impacted by the construction and operation of the proposed development.  

These are climate regulation (mitigation), hazard regulation, water quality regulation, water 

supply, scientific and knowledge values, and wild species diversity.  Taking into account the 

proposed mitigation the construction impacts are assessed as Negligible or Low other than 

scientific and knowledge values, climate regulation (mitigation) and wild species diversity all of 

which are assessed as Moderate.  

4.97 The operational impacts are assessed as Negligible or Low other than scientific and 

knowledge values and wild species diversity which are assessed as Moderate.  

4.98 URS did not carry out a monetised assessment of ecosystem services. 

Conclusions  

4.99 This section sets out the main conclusions with regard to the assessment of biodiversity 

impacts of the proposed Heathrow ENR. 

International and National Designated Sites 

4.100 In its assessment of the Heathrow ENR proposals the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment  

report (section 2.3.5 Conclusions) states that: 

“…At this stage, it is not possible to rule out potential likely significant effects from birdstrike 

risk management on the SWLW [South West London Waterbodies] SPA and Ramsar Site.  In 

particular, if increased levels of bird scaring are required at Kingsmead Gravel Pits and 
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Wraysbury II North and South Lakes which support large numbers of gadwall (though not 

shoveler) there could be a likely significant effect on the SPA.  It is therefore considered likely 

that Appropriate Assessment would be required.   “ 

4.101 The Airport Commission appears to concur with this finding and states in its Heathrow Airport 

Extended Northern Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment (para 11.7) that:  

 “…While the operational impact of birdstrike is considered elsewhere, the negative impacts 

on biodiversity of some of the solutions to the operational problem have the capacity to 

increase the impact on the biodiversity impact to HIGHLY ADVERSE.” 

4.102 As it is not possible to rule out likely significant effects of the Heathrow Airport ENR, the 

Airports Commission has correctly concluded that this could result in a Highly Adverse 

biodiversity impact. 

4.103 Whilst not part of the proposals for the development, the Heathrow ENR proposals would give 

rise to the need for up to some 60,000 additional houses to the west of London.  Among the 

constraints to provision of housing west of London is the presence of the Thames Basin 

Heaths SPA.  Previous consideration of proposed provision of 40,000 new homes in the area 

around the SPA as part of the examination of the former South East Plan identified that in the 

absence of mitigation there was a likely significant effect on the SPA as a result of increased 

recreation pressure.  In the absence of a strategy to avoid such effects there is a likely 

significant effect on the European Site. 

4.104 The scheme would be likely to impact upon Staines Moor SSSI resulting in a direct loss of 

some 8ha.  In terms of the Airports Commission Appraisal Framework, this level of negative 

impact should be considered to be substantial and therefore should be assessed as Highly 

Adverse. 

4.105 Jacobs also identifies that surface access proposals for the scheme involve potential impacts 

due to land take and disturbance in the southern area of the proposal, primarily along the 

existing M25 motorway corridor and across Staines Moor SSSI.  Jacobs states that the 

adverse impacts to Staines Moor SSSI are likely to be Highly Significant. 

4.106 The Airports Commission conclusion at paragraph 11.7 of the Heathrow Airport Extended 

Northern Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment is that before mitigation: 

“Given the wide range of possible negative impacts on ecosystem services and the negative 
impact on biodiversity (particularly on local designated sites) the Commission judges that in 
relation to the biodiversity objective to protect and maintain natural habitats and biodiversity 
the scheme has an ADVERSE impact…….” 

 
4.107 This does not recognise the significance of the impacts on the Staines Moor SSSI and the 

level of significance should be assessed as Highly Adverse. 

Local designated sites 

4.108 The Heathrow ENR would have direct impacts on four non-statutory designated sites: East of 

Poyle Meadows SNCI, Greenham’s Fishing Pond SNCI, Lower Colne SMINC and the River 

Colne (from County boundary to Staines Moor) Stanwell Moor SNCI. 
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4.109 Jacobs also identifies the potential for impact from surface access links on West of Poyle 

Meadows SNCI, as this site is directly adjacent to the proposed revised alignment of the M25.  

This site could be affected through construction and through changes in surface run-off / 

drainage. 

Priority habitats including ancient woodland 

4.110 The promoter has identified the direct loss of approximately 16.2ha of deciduous woodland, 

0.5ha of traditional orchards, and 8.6ha of lowland meadows.  In addition 13ha of standing 

water would be affected, 7km of river would need to be culverted and 6.8km of ditch network 

would be lost.  Around 6ha of scrub and 70ha of pasture / rough grassland would also be lost.  

This is said to be broadly consistent with Jacobs’ assessment, although Jacobs identifies 

larger loss of deciduous woodland habitat and a loss of over 10km of river corridor.  This is 

stated to be a highly significant loss and will require substantial mitigation effort. 

4.111 There is no reference to the need for any management of vegetation outside the footprint of 

the Heathrow ENR proposals.  It is not clear whether any such management would be 

required, but Gatwick notes that there is considerable tree cover within the Colne Valley to the 

west of Heathrow. 

4.112 Neither Jacobs nor the promoter identify any effects on ancient semi-natural woodland as a 

result of the Heathrow ENR proposals. 

Protected and notable species 

4.113 URS identify potential effects on great crested newt, reptiles, bats, badger, otter, water vole 

and fish which would need mitigation. 

Mitigation Proposals 

4.114 Parcels of land totalling an area of 217ha have been identified by the promoter as possible 

mitigation sites.  Jacobs assesses (Page 40 Biodiversity: Assessment report) a requirement 

for 248.8ha of compensatory habitat which is greater (by 63ha) than the promoter’s 

recommendation of 217ha, due to Jacobs’ inclusion of surface access impacts and 

precautionary allowances for potential indirect effects and protected species.  It is noted that 

the requirement is only 31.8ha greater, not 63ha as identified by Jacobs.  

4.115 At section 3.10.8, URS outline the river enhancement which could be carried out.  They state 

that it will not be feasible to create new lengths of river to compensate for those which would 

be lost through culverting of 8.4km of brook and river.  They refer to the possibility of the 

scheme contributing to existing river restoration and improvement requirements elsewhere in 

the relevant catchments. 

4.116 It is not clear to what extent these improvements would be carried out in any event, so the 

degree of offsetting of impacts which would be achieved is unclear. 

4.117 At section 3.11, URS refer to post-mitigation impacts and state that provided that all the 

mitigation and habitat creation identified above was delivered appropriately and in a timely 

manner, there probably would be no significant residual impacts post-mitigation. They qualify 
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this by saying that this conclusion must however be subject to fuller consideration of baseline, 

impacts, effects and mitigation measures, and design of the latter, before it can be made 

definitively.  Given the sensitivity of the setting within which such a major infrastructure project 

is proposed, this appears to be an optimistic conclusion. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

4.118 Similar considerations apply to the proposed Heathrow ENR as to the proposed NWR 

referred to in the previous section of this report.  The Birdstrike Report at Appendix D of the 

Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment advises in section 4.2 that: 

“It is highly likely that this scheme will result in a significantly elevated birdstrike risk from 

gulls, and this risk will need to be mitigated by dispersal of the roost from the waterbodies 

concerned and/or from feeding sites that result in flightlines of birds that cross the active 

airspace at a height which results in an increased risk…” 

4.119 In contrast to the Heathrow NWR proposals, no weight has been afforded in the Airports 

Commission’s assessment to the mitigation/offsetting proposals presented by Heathrow Hub 

Limited.  In fact they have been assessed as having a negative value in so far as they would 

result in an increase in the risk of birdstrike which would in turn result in the need for 

deterrence of birds.  In the light of the considerable doubts regarding birdstrike and the 

consequent ability to deliver and manage biodiversity mitigation, this is the correct conclusion. 

Ecosystem Services 

4.120 The monetised figures for the Heathrow ENR proposals may be summarised as follows: 

Table 8: Heathrow ENR Ecosystem Service Monetisation 

Ecosystem Services Heathrow Extended Northern Runway 
Total Assessment Period Net Value 
(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem Services for Broad 

Habitat 

-£398 to -£10,245 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,122 to -£6,146 

Total Ecosystem Services -£5,521 to -£16,391 

 

4.121 Loss of agricultural land is considered in the Gatwick response on Place: Land Take.  Since 

the assessment of loss of the “food production” ecosystem service is based purely on land 

value then it seems reasonable to consider the other non-agricultural ecosystem services 

separately. Gatwick notes that in providing the figure for Total Ecosystem Services for Broad 

Habitats, (also given by the Airports Commission as a sub-total) this difference is recognized. 

4.122 Gatwick questions the weight that appears to have been attached to the outcome of the 

assessment of ecosystem services as there is no guidance or precedence on that matter in 



rpsgroup.com

 

66 

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  

5.1 Gatwick welcomes the detailed consideration given to the assessment of the biodiversity 

effects of the Gatwick Second Runway, and also to the impacts of the two Heathrow Airport 

proposals.  The preceding sections of this report have considered each of the biodiversity 

assessments set out in the Airports Commission’s Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment reports and in the biodiversity reports prepared by Jacobs on behalf of the 

Commission and has identified matters where Gatwick considers that errors have been made 

in the assessments, or where further consideration is needed. 

5.2 In these conclusions we set out particular matters of concern to Gatwick where the 

conclusions drawn by the Commission seem to be questionable in the light of the Jacobs 

assessments and/or the submissions provided by the promoters of the short-listed runway 

proposals. 

5.3 These areas of particular concern relate to: 

 International and National Designated Sites; 

 Local Designated Sites; 

 Woodland and other habitats; 

 Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation; 

 Mitigation proposals; and 

 Ecosystem Services. 

5.4 Each of these matters is dealt with in turn in these conclusions. 

International and National Designated Sites 

5.5 Gatwick notes that the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment Report (section 1.2 Methodology) 

prepared for the Airports Commission has considered the ‘Screening’ stage of the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA) which is required, and whether at this stage it is possible to 

identify if the proposed schemes are likely to have significant effects on a European Site, and 

the potential requirement for Appropriate Assessment.  This is not referred to in the Airports 

Commission’s Business Case and Sustainability Assessments and the Commission is asked 

to confirm if it has adopted the Jacobs reports as constituting the Screening stage of its 

Habitats Regulations Assessment for this stage of its consideration of the shortlisted 

proposed runways. 

5.6 The Gatwick Second Runway proposals would not have a likely significant adverse effect on 

any statutory designated site of international or national importance.  This is confirmed by 

Jacobs (section 2.1.2 Assessment of impacts to biodiversity features) who have not identified 

any likely significant effects on European Sites as a result of the Gatwick Second Runway 

proposals.  Gatwick notes that the Airports Commission in its Gatwick Airport Second 
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Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment does not refer to any likely significant 

effects of the Gatwick proposals on European Sites. 

5.7 In its assessment of the Heathrow ENR proposals the Jacobs Biodiversity : Assessment 

Report (section 2.3.5 Conclusions) states that: 

“…At this stage, it is not possible to rule out potential likely significant effects from birdstrike 

risk management on the SWLW [South West London Waterbodies] SPA and Ramsar Site.  In 

particular, if increased levels of bird scaring are required at Kingsmead Gravel Pits and 

Wraysbury II North and South Lakes which support large numbers of gadwall (though not 

shoveler) there could be a likely significant effect on the SPA.  It is therefore considered likely 

that Appropriate Assessment would be required.“ 

5.8 Gatwick notes that the Airports Commission appears to concur with this finding and states in 

its Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment (para 11.4) that:  

“With respect to bird strike the Commission’s assessment highlights that the main risk to 

biodiversity arises from the reservoirs west of Heathrow, where a large winter gull roost 

occurs and to which the extended runway would encroach significantly closer than current.  

Gulls may fly into their roosting sites at altitudes in excess of those quoted for aircraft, and 

may also soar above roost sites at similar heights.  A full assessment of the heights at which 

gulls fly over the reservoirs and a modelling exercise to determine likely collision rates would 

need to be carried out if the scheme was to be progressed.” 

5.9 At para 11.7 the Airports Commission concludes that: 

“…While the operational impact of birdstrike is considered elsewhere, the negative impacts on 

biodiversity of some of the solutions to the operational problem have the capacity to increase 

the impact on the biodiversity impact to HIGHLY ADVERSE.” 

5.10 It is apparent that it is not possible to rule out likely significant effects of the Heathrow Airport 

ENR, and the Airports Commission has correctly concluded that this could result in a Highly 

Adverse biodiversity impact. 

5.11 In its assessment of the Heathrow NWR proposals, the Jacobs Biodiversity Assessment 

Report (section 2.2.5 Conclusions) states: 

“Birdstrike management issues for the Heathrow Northwest Runway scheme are primarily 

driven by the large numbers of birds associated with the nearby complex of open water 

reservoirs.  The location for the third runway in closer proximity to the Queen Mother 

Reservoir is likely to result in an increased strike risk, and a corresponding requirement for an 

increase in bird management and control activities is anticipated.  Methods of 

deterring/scaring and controlling bird species potentially hazardous to aviation operations 

could potentially have an adverse effect on non-target species and biodiversity.  Although the 

Queen Mother Reservoir is not part of the South West London Waterbodies (SWLP) SPA and 

Ramsar site, it provides functional habitat for that site.  At this stage it is not possible to rule 

out potential likely significant effects from birdstrike risk management on the SWLW SPA and 

Ramsar Site and it is considered likely that Appropriate Assessment would be required…..“ 
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5.12 It is thus clear that the position with respect to the potential for adverse effects on the South 

West London Waterbodies SPA as assessed by Jacobs is similar for both of the Heathrow 

proposals.  The birdstrike risk of the NWR is referred to In the Airport Commission’s report 

Heathrow Airport North West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment at para 

11.5 which states: 

“On birdstrike specifically the extended airport footprint will remove a number of agricultural 

fields that currently attract significant numbers of pigeons and particularly Canada geese, but 

this benefit is likely to be offset by the fact that the western threshold of the new runway will 

be significantly closer to Queen Mother reservoir, which supports a very large gull roost as 

well as a significant number of other waterfowl.  Further work would be needed on the birds 

using the reservoirs to the west of Heathrow in general so that the likely additional risk can be 

properly assessed.” 

5.13 It should be noted that a similar conclusion was drawn by Heathrow Airport Limited’s own 

consultants (Amec) who concluded in section 5.2.2 of their Biodiversity Assessment of 

Heathrow’s North-West Runway that: 

“The combination of changes to Old Slade Lake LWS, and noise and air quality changes 

could affect the conservation status of the gadwall and shoveler populations within the SPA.  

To provide a robust assessment or these potential effects, which will be required for the 

purposes of EIA and HRA (the latter being needed to meet the requirements of the Habitats 

Regulations), it will be necessary to undertake winter bird survey work within the SPA and on 

associated water bodies (notably in Old Slade Quarry LWS), and further assessment on the 

ecological effects of changes in nitrogen deposition.  Additional noise assessment will also be 

needed to inform the EIA and HRA.” 

5.14 However, in the overall assessment of the biodiversity impact of the Heathrow NWR proposal, 

the Airports Commission concludes the following at para 11.8 of the Heathrow Airport North 

West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment : 

“Given the limited negative impact on biodiversity and the possible negative impact on 

ecosystem services, the Commission judges that at present the scheme has an ADVERSE 

impact on the biodiversity objective. However, this should be weighed against the provision of 

replacement land earmarked by the scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to 

provide effective mitigations for these impacts and could move the assessment towards 

NEUTRAL.  

5.15 This appears to be an incorrect conclusion based on the evidence of the Jacobs report and 

Heathrow Airport Limited’s consultants, and is inconsistent with the way that this risk has 

been assessed in the context of the ENR.  If a consistent approach is adopted for both 

Heathrow schemes, then the biodiversity impacts of the NWR proposals should also be 

assessed as Highly Adverse at this stage. 

5.16 As discussed in Gatwick’s Consultation Response on Local Economy, the Heathrow NWR 

proposals would give rise to the need for up to some 70,000 additional houses to the west of 

London, and the Heathrow ENR proposal for up to some 60,000 additional houses.  Among 

the constraints to provision of housing in this area is the presence of the Thames Basin 
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Heaths SPA.  The SPA is designated for the presence of Nightjar, Woodlark and Dartford 

Warbler.  Nightjar and Woodlark are ground nesting birds and are particularly sensitive to 

disturbance.  Previous consideration of proposed provision of 40,000 new homes in the area 

around the SPA as part of the examination of the former South East Plan identified that in the 

absence of mitigation there was a likely significant effect on the SPA as a result of increased 

recreation pressure.  This led to the development of a delivery framework for residential 

development whereby no new residential development is permitted within 400m of the SPA.  

Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is required for any new housing 

developments between 400m and 5km of the SPA to avoid increasing recreation pressure on 

the designated sites.  Each of the affected Local Authorities has adopted an Avoidance 

Strategy to conform to these requirements.   

5.17 Similar considerations would apply to significant requirements for new residential 

development associated with the Heathrow proposals in this area and at this stage, in the 

absence of a similar avoidance strategy, indicates a likely significant effect on the European 

Site. 

5.18 It should be noted that similar considerations would apply to other SPAs in the South East 

designated for ground nesting birds.  These include the Thursley, Hankley and Frensham 

Commons SPA, the Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA, and the Ashdown Forest SPA. 

5.19 Further consideration of this and other constraints on residential development are provided in 

Gatwick’s Consultation Response on Local Economy. 

5.20 In so far as all of the European Sites referred to above are also SSSIs there is the potential 

for adverse effects on these national level designations.  In addition the Heathrow ENR 

proposal would result in the loss of some 8ha of Staines Moor SSSI.  This in itself should be 

considered a Highly Adverse impact. 

5.21 The Gatwick second runway proposal would have no adverse effect on any SSSI and there is 

the potential for enhancement of the Glover’s Wood SSSI. 

Local Designated Sites 

5.22 The direct land take for the Gatwick scheme would affect two local designated sites, one of 

which is also a statutory LNR (Willoughby Fields SNCI/LNR), and one non-statutory (Rowley 

Wood SNCI).  The land take from these sites assessed by Gatwick is 20ha and 2.1ha 

respectively (a total of 22.1ha) and by Jacobs (who have assumed that the entire sites would 

be lost) as 25.8ha and 3.7ha respectively (a total of 29.5ha).  

5.23 This should be contrasted with the much larger loss of local designated sites which would 

result from the Heathrow NWR proposal.  The following sites lie within the footprint of the 

proposal: Lower Colne SMINC (51ha), Old Slade Lake LWS (8ha) and Stanwell II SNCI (6ha), 

a total of 65ha. 

5.24 The Heathrow ENR proposal would affect the East of Poyle Meadows SNCI (2.9ha), Arthur 

Jacob LNR (4.1ha), Greenham’s Fishing Pond SNCI (0.45ha), the Lower Colne SMINC (10-

15ha) and River Colne (from County boundary to Staines Moor) Stanwell Moor SNCI (1.25ha) 

a total of 18.7 to 23.7ha. 
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Woodland and other habitats 

Woodland Loss 

5.25 Table 2.3 of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment for the Airports Commission sets out areas 

of woodland which would be lost as a result of the Gatwick proposals.  These are as follows: 

Deciduous Woodland      62.1ha 

Ancient Woodland (taken from within deciduous woodland) 14.2ha 

Surface Access       13.4ha 

5.26 The 13.4ha of woodland loss referred to in order to accommodate surface access does not 

form part of Gatwick’s proposals and is not considered further. 

5.27 The 62.1 ha of deciduous woodland referred to by Jacobs is incorrect and the error results 

from a misunderstanding of the figures referred to in Zones 1 and 2 in Gatwick’s Biodiversity 

report.  As explained at para 2.7 of that report: 

Zone 1 is the land between the present boundary of Gatwick Airport and the operational 

boundary of the updated scheme design; and 

Zone 2 is the land between the present boundary of Gatwick Airport and the land take 

boundary of the updated scheme design.   

5.28 This means that Zone 1 is entirely included within Zone 2.  Thus the only figures for woodland 

loss which need be considered within the airport land take are those in Zone 2.  Jacobs have 

misunderstood this and have added together the figures given in Table 3.2 of the Gatwick 

Biodiversity Report for Zone 1 (23.1ha) and Zone 2 (39ha).  There is also an error in Table 3.2 

which states that the figures given for ancient woodland are included in the overall woodland 

figure.  They are additional 

5.29 Thus the correct figures for woodland loss within the Zone 2 airport land take are: 

Deciduous Woodland      39ha 

Ancient Woodland (in addition to deciduous woodland)  5ha 

5.30 So the total woodland loss within the Zone 2 land take is 44ha (rather than the 62.1ha 

referred to by Jacobs), of which 5ha is ancient woodland.  

5.31 Although not within the Zone 2 new land take area there is also, as shown on Figure 1, the 

potential for an area of up to 0.35 ha of Horleyland Wood, within the existing airport, to be 

affected by potential surface access requirements. Any loss within this area would be subject 

to detailed design, but, if required would increase the loss of ancient woodland within the 

airport land take to 5.35ha.  

Woodland management 

5.32 Jacobs refer in section 2.1.2 of the Biodiversity: Assessment report to additional impacts on 
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woodlands required within the Take–off Climb Surfaces (TOCS) and the Approach Surface 

(APPS) to allow safe airport operations.  They refer to the key impact being on 6.2ha of 

ancient woodland (and this is included in their figure for loss of ancient woodland of 14.2ha).  

This figure is derived from Table 5.1 of the Gatwick Biodiversity report which identifies 6.2 ha 

of ancient woodland which would require management to the west of the airport.  Gatwick has 

re-measured the areas referred to in Table 5.1 and an amended table is provided below. 

Table 9: Revised Table 5.1: Summary of estimates of woodland areas with respect to 
the management approach needed to achieve the required height reduction  

(east) = area to east of proposed new runway; (west) = area to west of proposed new runway 

Woodland type Management 
approach for height 

reduction  

(with reference to 
numbered areas on 
Figure 8 of Gatwick 
Biodiversity Report) 

Woodland 
area 

(including 
ancient 

woodland 
(ha) 

Ancient 
woodland 
area (ha) 

Woodland 
(not 

Ancient)(ha)

Lowland mature 
mixed woodland 

(Green on 
Figure) 

Retain woodland 
structure and manage 
height (Number 1 on 
Figure 

 

12.9 (west) 

 

1.4 (east) 

 

5.2 (west) 

 

 

 

7.7ha(west) 

 

1.4 ha(east) 

 

Clearance and 
selective management 
of natural regeneration/ 
replanting to required 
height (Number 3 on 
Figure) 

8.4 (west) 

 

 

 

0.5 (west) 

 

 

 

7.9ha (west) 

 

 

 

Clearance and 
management as non-
woodland habitat type 
e.g. species rich 
grassland/glade 
(Number 4 on Figure) 

2.6 (west) 

 

0.5 (west) 

 

 

2.1ha (west) 

Lapsed Coppice 
Woodland (Blue 
on Figure) 

Clearance and 
management as non-
woodland habitat type 
(Number 4 on Figure) 

0.9 (west) 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

Coppice - phased 
reintroduction of 
rotational coppice 
(Number 2 on figure) 

 

 

 

0.25 (west) 

 

0 

 

Woodland or 
wooded areas of 

Clearance and 
selective management 

2.1 (west) 0  
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Woodland type Management 
approach for height 

reduction  

(with reference to 
numbered areas on 
Figure 8 of Gatwick 
Biodiversity Report) 

Woodland 
area 

(including 
ancient 

woodland 
(ha) 

Ancient 
woodland 
area (ha) 

Woodland 
(not 

Ancient)(ha)

degraded or of 
limited value 
(Purple on 
Figure) 

of natural 
regeneration/replanting 
to required height 
(Number 3 on Figure 

 

Solitary/Pasture 
Trees (Pink 
strips on Figure) 

Retain and manage 
height (Circles on 
Figure) 

0.2 (east) 

 

 

  

Clearance and 
selective management 
of natural 
regeneration/replanting 
to required height 
(Number 3 on Figure) 

2.1 (west)   

Trees in the 
Built Form in the 
Airport Land 
Take 

Clearance 1.1 (east)   

 
 
5.33 There is no change to the areas of ancient woodland.  The areas proposed for the different 

types of management are summarised in the table below: 

Table 10: TOCS and APPS Woodland Management 

Treatment West 
(ha) 

West 
Ancient 

(ha) 

East 
(ha) 

TOTAL 
(ha) 

5. Retain and manage height 7.7 5.2 1.6 14.5 
6. Coppice/re-introduction of coppice 0.25   0.25 
7. Clearance and selective 

management 
12.1 0.5  12.6 

8. Clearance and management as non-
woodland 

3.0 0.5  3.5 

Total 23.05 6.2 1.6 30.85 
 

5.34 Thus, 30.85 ha of woodland (including 6.2ha of ancient woodland) are within the TOCS and 

APPS areas and would require some management.  Around 1ha of ancient woodland would 

need to be cleared entirely. However, not all of this woodland would necessarily be lost.  In 

particular 14.5ha (including 5.2ha of ancient woodland) is likely to be retained as woodland 

subject to height management.  At paragraph A4.16 of Appendix 4 to the Gatwick Biodiversity 

Report this is described as: 
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“Retain structure and manage height: the retention of the entire woodland mid-storey shrub 

layer and the crown reduction or selective felling of individual trees within the woodland to 

realise the required height.” 

5.35 As stated at paragraph 5.41 of its Biodiversity Report, Gatwick has undertaken to replace 

ancient woodland at a ratio of 3:1 and other woodland at 2:1 subject to agreement with 

stakeholders including Natural England.  Gatwick notes Jacobs general agreement to a 2:1 

ratio for habitat replacement, but a 5:1 ratio for ancient woodland (section 2.1.3 of the 

Biodiversity: Assessment report), and that this is also adopted by the Commission (para 11.1 

of the Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment).  

Gatwick notes this recommendation for an increased replacement ratio for ancient woodland 

and confirms that this will be considered further with stakeholders in due course. 

5.36 It can be seen that Gatwick has considered fully the likely effects on woodland; both within the 

land take of the proposed new runway, and also the potential effects on woodland areas 

within the TOCS and APPS.  

5.37 Gatwick notes that there is no reference to the need for any management of vegetation 

outside the footprint of either the Heathrow ENR or the Heathrow NWR proposals, either in 

the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment report for the Airports Commission, or the promoters’ 

biodiversity reports.  It is not clear whether any such management would be required, but 

Gatwick notes that there is considerable tree cover within the Colne Valley to the west of both 

of the Heathrow proposals. 

Watercourses 

5.38 The Gatwick scheme will remove culverting of the River Mole and Crawters Brook, and will 

provide a new naturalised river valley of over 6km for these water courses with highly 

beneficial benefits to biodiversity at regional level.  Approximately 44ha of the scheme land 

take is for the replacement river corridors to the south and west of the operational boundary in 

which other habitats will also be replaced and enhanced.  The proposals are compliant with 

the objectives of the Water Framework Directive.  The Environment Agency in particular has 

already expressed the view that the river diversion element of the scheme “has the potential 

to contribute to targets set out in the England Biodiversity Strategy in terms of creating new 

priority habitats”1. 

5.39 In contrast the Heathrow schemes will require the culverting of up to 12km of watercourses. 

This is important habitat and will have significant adverse effects for biodiversity.  It is entirely 

at odds with the principles of the EU Water Framework Directive.  In the terms of the 

Commission’s Appraisal Framework, compliance with the Water Framework Directive is given 

very significant weight.  The relative performance of the schemes with respect to the Directive 

would be expected to be a material consideration in consideration of their relative overall 

performance but seems not to have been taken into account. 

Birdstrike and Biodiversity Mitigation 

                                                            
1 Consultation response letter from EA to GAL dated 2nd May 2014 
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5.40 Birdstrike risk in terms of operational safety is addressed in Gatwick’s response on 

Operational Efficiency.  These conclusions relate only to the effects of birdstrike risks, and 

management to mitigate those risks, on the delivery of biodiversity mitigation. 

5.41 Gatwick notes and concurs with the Airport Commission’s conclusion at para 11.4 of Gatwick 

Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment that: 

“With respect to birdstrike in particular because the proposed new runway is on a similar 

alignment to the existing one and will sit in the same habitat type, the overall birdstrike risk per 

flight on the new runway is likely to be similar to that on the existing site, providing that any 

environmental mitigation for lost habitats is appropriately designed and sited.” 

5.42 Gatwick notes that this reflects the conclusions of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment 

Report at section 2.1.4.  Jacobs confirms that the Gatwick submission acknowledges the 

need to manage birdstrike risk in the development of mitigation and offsetting, and refers to 

the risks associated with creating environmental mitigation close to a new runway 

development.  Gatwick will ensure that in further developing its biodiversity mitigation and 

offsetting proposals, any increased birdstrike risks are avoided. 

5.43 Heathrow Airport Limited’s Illustrative Landscape Masterplan (Volume 3 - Taking Britain 

Further Page 31) indicates extensive habitat creation around the western end of the proposed 

new North-West Runway.  The Flood Mitigation Strategy at page 33 of the same volume 

shows a proposed Flood Storage Area immediately to the north west of the proposed new 

runway.  The Amec Biodiversity Assessment for Heathrow Airport Limited states in relation to 

birdstrike risk in section 4.3 that: 

“There is a need to consider the potential for enhanced bird strike risk as a result of the 

creation of new wetlands as part of the enhanced Colne Valley habitat creation and 

enhancement proposals.  To minimise this risk, careful attention will be paid to ensuring that 

ducks, geese and gulls are not attracted to areas where they could present an unacceptable 

bird strike risk (e.g. by only creating small waterbodies except outside aircraft flight tracks 

where bird strike is less of a concern i.e. to the south of the Airport).  In such areas, open 

water habitats will be designed to attract only those bird species that do not present such a 

risk (e.g. moorhen, and warblers and other perching birds) together with other groups of 

species such as dragonflies and amphibians.” 

5.44 The Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment Report  for the Airports Commission considers the 

proposed approach and concludes in section 2.2.5 that: 

“…Compensatory habitats created as mitigation for the scheme proposals would need to be 

designed in such a way as to deter/not attract birds hazardous to aviation operations or be 

sited sufficiently far away for increased strike risks to be insignificant.  However, 

compensatory habitat creation areas identified to the west and north of the airport expansion 

are likely to be subject to birdstrike management and this may limit potential biodiversity 

benefits.” 

5.45 This reflects the findings of the Birdstrike Report at Appendix D of the Jacobs report which 

concludes at 4.4 that: 



rpsgroup.com

 

75 

“…The proposed mitigation will create large quantities of new habitat close to the airport that 

has the potential to increase the overall bird strike risk.  The promoter states that new habitat 

will be designed to avoid increasing the birdstrike risk, but it is not clear how this can be 

achieved whilst maintaining the value of the new habitats created.  Offsetting habitat loss by 

creating new habitat further from the airport would solve these problems.” 

5.46 It is clear that there is considerable doubt regarding the deliverability of biodiversity mitigation 

in the area of the Colne Valley to the west of the proposed Heathrow NWR.   

5.47 No consideration seems to have been given by Heathrow Airport Limited to the likely 

movement of birds along the Colne Valley.  The Amec report refers in section 4.2 to the value 

of the Colne Valley as a wildlife corridor and states: 

“The rivers, with their riparian corridors, will provide movement corridors that will enable 

species to move between the larger blocks of newly created habitats, and from and to 

sections of the existing Colne Valley to the north and south.  This movement will be aided by 

smaller areas of habitat alongside some sections of the rivers that will act as ‘stepping 

stones’, facilitating the movement of species between the larger blocks.  This connectivity will 

help wide–ranging species, such as the otter, to establish a presence within the enhanced 

Colne Valley.  It will assist many other species to establish and maintain populations in a way 

that would be more difficult to achieve within an environment where blocks of wildlife-rich 

habitats are isolated from one another.” 

5.48 The existing Colne Valley north and south of the airport already contains many waterbodies 

which attract large numbers of waterfowl.  Further enhancement of habitats within the valley, 

regardless of the care taken in their design and management, will not reduce the numbers of 

birds currently using the valley, and may increase numbers.  The importance of the valley as 

a movement corridor for wildlife referred to by Amec will extend to birds.  The proposed 

Heathrow NWR in so far as it would extend into the valley, with lakes to the north and south, 

may well extend into an area over which birds currently fly in moving along the valley.   

5.49 The risks associated with this are referred to in section 4.3 of the Birdstrike report at Appendix 

D of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment Report for the Airports Commission which states: 

“It is however, often very difficult to redesign environmental mitigation schemes to exclude 

hazardous species without reducing their effectiveness as a mitigation measure to a greater 

or lesser extent…..Simply moving the mitigation away from the approach and departure 

corridor is, in itself, not sufficient as a precaution, because creating an attractive habitat to one 

side of the airfield when there is existing habitat on the opposite side may result in birds 

regularly crossing the active airspace to move from one side to the other thus increasing the 

risk.” 

5.50 This again confirms the considerable doubt regarding the deliverability of biodiversity 

mitigation in the area of the Colne Valley.   

5.51 Gatwick is thus surprised that at paragraph 11.7 of its Heathrow Airport North West Runway: 

Business Case and Sustainability Assessment the Commission concludes that: 

“The Commission’s assessment finds an overall negative impact on the provision of 
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ecosystem services, but this impact has the potential to be reduced by the detailed mitigation 

provided by the promoter: some of these flood compensation areas will provide inland wetland 

habitats, and these are one of the more beneficial in terms of ecosystem service provision….”  

5.52 And, at paragraph 11.8: 

“Given the limited negative impact on biodiversity and the possible negative impact on 

ecosystem services, the Commission judges that at present the scheme has an ADVERSE 

impact on the biodiversity objective.  However, this should be weighed against the provision of 

replacement land earmarked by the scheme promoter in its proposal, which may be tailored to 

provide effective mitigations for these impacts and could move the assessment towards 

NEUTRAL.” 

5.53 On the basis of the evidence available, summarised above, little weight should be attached to 

the mitigation proposals illustrated in the Heathrow NWR proposals since there is clearly 

considerable doubt as to whether they can be delivered whilst ensuring that there is not an 

unacceptable risk of birdstrike.  Thus no adjustment should be made to the assessment of 

biodiversity impact of the proposed Heathrow NWR. 

5.54 Similar considerations apply to the proposed Heathrow ENR.  The Birdstrike Report at 

Appendix D of the Jacobs Biodiversity: Assessment advises in section 4.2 that: 

“It is highly likely that this scheme will result in a significantly elevated birdstrike risk from 

gulls, and this risk will need to be mitigated by dispersal of the roost from the waterbodies 

concerned and/or from feeding sites that result in flightlines of birds that cross the active 

airspace at a height which results in an increased risk…” 

5.55 Gatwick notes that no weight has been afforded to the mitigation/offsetting proposals 

presented by Heathrow Hub Limited.  Gatwick suggests that for consistency, and in the light 

of the considerable doubts attached to the deliverability of the biodiversity mitigation proposed 

by Heathrow Airport Limited as described above, this should also be the case for the 

Heathrow NWR proposals. 

Mitigation proposals 

5.56 Gatwick has clearly identified and acknowledged the effects of its proposal and made 

commitments to replant woodland and undertake other mitigation and compensation 

measures.  The Airports Commission has misunderstood the extent of woodland and ancient 

woodland likely to be affected at Gatwick; moreover it has incorrectly stated that Gatwick has 

proposed a mitigation scheme related only to the quanta of woodland lost.  The Airports 

Commission has not taken into account Gatwick’s commitment to provide habitat 

compensation to achieve a net gain in biodiversity.  Gatwick did not present an illustrative 

mitigation plan to the Airports Commission and this may have disadvantaged Gatwick in the 

Commission’s assessment of the potential for the Gatwick scheme to eventually reach 

“Neutral” or “Beneficial” performance.  The Commission’s analyses indicate that mitigation 

can be provided locally at Gatwick without undue increase in bird hazard in contrast to the 

Heathrow schemes.  The technical reports for the Heathrow schemes identify expectation of 

significant difficulties faced by both schemes in respect of the potential for off-site habitat 
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creation to attract birds.  In both cases, the technical reports indicate that the habitat may 

have to be managed in such a way so as to reduce its nature conservation benefits.  

Management of habitats to reduce birdstrike risk will reduce their effectiveness as a 

compensation measure, and could have further effects on the integrity of the South West 

London Waterbodies SPA.  It is thus unsafe to credit the landscape scheme for the Heathrow 

NWR in particular as being capable of reducing or offsetting the biodiversity impact of the 

proposal.  

Ecosystem Services 

5.57 Gatwick questions what weight, if any, should be attached to the outcome of the ecosystem 

services assessment, where there is no guidance or precedence on that matter in the UK 

planning system.  Gatwick notes Jacobs’ monetised ecosystem services assessments for all 

three of the short-listed runway proposals set out in the Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services 

report for the Airports Commission.  Gatwick also notes that the summary tables from these 

assessments are taken forward into the Airports Commission’s Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment for each of the runway proposals.  The effects on ecosystem 

services appear to be given considerable weight in the Commission’s assessment of the 

biodiversity effects since for all three proposals the effects are specifically referred to in the 

concluding paragraphs where the overall assessment of impacts is stated. 

5.58 The figures may be summarised as follows: 

Table 11: Ecosystem Services Monetisation – Comparison of All Schemes 

Ecosystem 

Services 

Gatwick Second 

Runway 

Total Assessment 

Period Net Value 

(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Heathrow North 

West Runway  

Total Assessment 

Period Net Value 

(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Heathrow Extended 

Northern Runway 

Total Assessment 

Period Net Value 

(PV, ‘000 2014£) 

Total Ecosystem 

Services for Broad 

Habitat 

-£191 to -£2,175 -£350 to -£8,619 -£398 to -£10,245 

Agricultural Land Loss -£5,823 to -£6,987 -£5,954 to -£7,145 -£5,122 to -£6,146 

Total Ecosystem 

Services 

-£6,014 to -£9,162 -£6,304 to -

£15,764 

-£5,521 to -£16,391 

 

5.59 Whilst Gatwick does question some of the figures used by Jacobs in the calculation of the 

effects on ecosystem services for the Gatwick proposal, for example in terms of loss of 

woodland as discussed above, Gatwick recognises that there may be similar inaccuracies in 

the calculations for the other proposals.  So for the purpose of comparing the effects of the 

three proposals on ecosystem services, the Jacobs figures are used. 
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5.60 It is evident that the loss of ecosystem services arising from the Gatwick Second Runway 

proposals is substantially less than that for either of the Heathrow proposals.  Considering the 

figures above it can be seen that a substantial proportion of the total loss of ecosystem 

services reported results from the agricultural land loss.  As explained by Jacobs in section 

1.2 of the Biodiversity: Ecosystem Services report, the approach to monetisation of impacts 

on agricultural land is different from that for the other ecosystem services considered and is 

simply costed on the basis of the market value of the land.   

5.61 Loss of agricultural land as a result of the Gatwick proposals is considered in the Gatwick 

response on Place: Land Take.  Food production is an important ecosystem service.  

However in this context the assessment of loss is based purely on land value.  On this basis 

and having regard to the overall Objective for biodiversity of the Airports Commission’s 

Appraisal Framework which is “To protect and maintain natural habitats and biodiversity”, then 

it seems reasonable to consider the other non-agricultural ecosystem services separately. 

Gatwick notes that in providing the figure for Total Ecosystem Services for Broad Habitats, 

(also given by the Airports Commission as a sub-total,) this difference is recognized. 

5.62 If the higher figures for these total ecosystem services (excluding agricultural land) are 

considered the figures for the three runway proposals are as follows: 

Gatwick Second Runway   -£2,175 

Heathrow North West Runway   -£8,619 

Heathrow Extended Northern Runway  -£10,245 

5.63 It can be seen that the value of the loss of non-agricultural ecosystem services for the 

Gatwick proposal is only some 25% of the loss arising from the Heathrow NWR and some 

21% of that from the Heathrow ENR. 

5.64 Clearly the loss of ecosystem services arising from the Gatwick Second Runway proposals in 

the overall assessment of biodiversity impacts should be given much less weight than for the 

two Heathrow proposals.  This appears not to be the case in the Airports Commission’s 

Assessments. 
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