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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

The heritage assessment forms part of the wider Place Assessment which covers a wide range of 

topics including: 

 Heritage 

 Waste 

 Land Use and Land Cover 

 Agriculture 

 Landscape 

The current overall Airports Commission (AC) Sustainability Assessment of performance of the three 

schemes for Place is shown in the Table below: 

Airports Commission Sustainability Assessment of Heritage Performance 

AC 
Appraisal 
Framework 
Scores 

Gatwick (Best) Heathrow ENR 
(Middle) 

Heathrow NWRR 
(Worst) 

 LGW 
Base 

+ 
Mitigation 

ENR 
Base 

+ 
Mitigation 

LHR NW 
Base 

+ 
Mitigation 

Highly 
Supportive 

      

Supportive       

Neutral  Neutral ?     

Adverse 
Adverse 

 
Adverse 

Adverse Adverse  Adverse 

Highly 
Adverse 

    Highly 
Adverse 

 

 

This executive summary provides details of the key heritage issues that have been identified from the 

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

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

Heathrow North West Runway (NWR). 

Those key heritage issues include: 

 There are substantially more designated heritage assets within 2km of the boundary of either of 
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the two Heathrow schemes than is the case at Gatwick; 

 There are very substantially more designated heritage assets potentially affected by aircraft 

noise as a consequence of both of the Heathrow schemes than at Gatwick. Furthermore, the 

quality of such assets at Heathrow is significantly greater than at Gatwick; 

 At Heathrow, the potential requirement to uncover and examine large areas of land containing 

significant archaeological remains poses a risk to the overall delivery programme.  This is not the 

case at Gatwick; and 

 There are inconsistencies and errors within the reports prepared by the AC’s consultants, which 

result in Gatwick being treated on a less favourable basis in comparison with the two Heathrow 

schemes.   

Settings of Heritage Assets 

We agree with the AC’s Business Case and Sustainability Assessments insofar as they acknowledge 

that, for any of the proposed schemes, designated heritage assets located outside the land take areas 

could be adversely affected as a result of changes to their settings.  This could be visual change with 

regard to views of and from the heritage asset, and also changes in ground noise and airborne noise. 

The assessments undertaken by Jacobs for the AC show clearly that there are substantially more 

designated heritage assets within 2km of the boundary of either of the two Heathrow schemes than is 

the case at Gatwick. 

At Gatwick the land take boundary has been designed specifically to exclude physical impacts on two 

Scheduled Monuments, although it is acknowledged that there will be impacts on the settings of these 

two designated heritage assets. 

Tranquility 

Where Jacobs have assessed the issue of impacts on designated heritage assets resulting from 

changes in tranquility, there is a pronounced difference between Gatwick and the two Heathrow 

schemes with regard to both the quantity and quality of heritage assets that could potentially be 

affected. However, this has not been given appropriate weight in the overall AC assessment of each 

scheme. 

Looking just at the numbers of heritage assets that would fall within the N70 (20 event) noise contour 

for 2030 (as plotted by Jacobs), this shows that with a second runway at Gatwick there would be a 

total of 292 designated heritage assets potentially affected.  The equivalent figure for the Heathrow 

North West Runway (NWR) scheme would be 1,954 and for Heathrow Extended Northern Runway 

(ENR) the figure would be 2,322.  Thus the figure for Gatwick is considerably lower than for both of 

the two Heathrow schemes. 

However, it is the more qualitative aspects of these potential impacts on heritage assets as a result of 

changes in tranquility that are perhaps of greater importance.  At Gatwick the Jacobs assessment 

shows that by 2030 a total of two Conservation Areas and two Scheduled Monuments would fall 

within this N70 (20 event) contour – but no World Heritage Sites or Registered Parks and Gardens.  

For the Heathrow NWR scheme the equivalent figures would be 18 Conservation Areas, eight 

Scheduled Monuments, one World Heritage Site and 15 Registered Parks and Gardens.  For the 
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Heathrow ENR scheme the figures would be 21 Conservation Areas, nine Scheduled Monuments, 

one World Heritage Site and 10 Registered Parks and Gardens. 

For the Heathrow NWR scheme, heritage assets that would fall within the N70 (20 event) noise 

contour include the World Heritage Site at Kew Gardens, along other heritage assets including 

Windsor Castle, Windsor Great Park, Frogmore House and Gardens (including the Royal 

Mausoleum), Eton College, Richmond Park, Osterly House and Park, Syon House and Park, 

Buccleuch Gardens, Ditton Park and Ankerwyke Priory. 

For the Heathrow ENR scheme, the N70 (20 event) noise contour plotted by Jacobs shows that many 

of the heritage assets identified above would also be affected to a greater or lesser extent, along with 

Burnham Abbey.  At Runnymede Bridge, the Magna Carta Monument, the John F Kennedy Memorial 

and the Royal Air Force Memorial would be just outside the contour, as would Chiswick House and 

Gardens.  For Gatwick, there are no affected heritage assets that come anywhere near the 

significance of those identified above.  This point is clearly illustrated in Figures 1-3 of this report. 

Archaeology 

One issue that the AC may wish to address in more detail is that of the risk to the overall delivery 

programme which arises from having to deal with buried archaeological remains. 

The Gatwick submission to the AC contained a detailed appraisal of archaeological potential within 

the required land take and the surrounding area, whereas the promoters of the two Heathrow 

schemes merely presented an account of what is identified in the relevant Historic Environment 

Records. 

At Heathrow it is clear from previous investigations that any archaeological remains present could be 

extensive and significant – this is acknowledged in the promoter’s submission for the Heathrow NWR 

scheme which states that there is potential for the scheme to result in the loss of archaeological 

remains which would be equivalent to Scheduled Monuments in importance and value. 

There is a total area of 175 hectares within the land take required for the Heathrow NWR scheme that 

is likely to contain significant archaeological remains.  In 1999, an area of 21 hectares was 

investigated ahead of the construction of Heathrow Terminal 5 and this was seen within the 

archaeological community as a major investigation that required the input of a substantial number of 

archaeologists from within the overall UK workforce.  The potential requirement to investigate a 

similarly rich archaeological landscape across up to 175 hectares of land within the construction 

programme for the Heathrow NWR scheme must be regarded as a risk to the overall deliverability of 

the proposed scheme. This is because of the likely unprecedented scale of the excavations and 

uncertainty regarding the time necessary to complete the work to the required standard. 

Inconsistencies 

A number of inconsistencies within the assessments undertaken by Jacobs for the AC are identified in 

this report and in the Comparison Tables at Appendix 1. 

One of the more significant inconsistencies with regard to Gatwick is that the impact on one of the 

Scheduled Monuments outside the land take boundary has been assessed by Jacobs as being of 

Very Large significance after mitigation, whereas without mitigation the impact had been assessed 

(by Jacobs) as being of Large significance.  This increase in impact significance has not been 
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explained.  There are other situations within the Jacobs reports where the assessed magnitude of 

impacts actually increases following mitigation. 

The number of designated heritage assets within the land take boundary at Gatwick is incorrectly 

stated at several points within the Jacobs reports and subsequently within the AC Business Case and 

Sustainability report regarding Gatwick.    
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report addresses the Consultation Document published by the Airport Commission (AC) 

in November 2014 with regard to Place (Heritage).  Other AC documents examined within this 

response include the Business Case and Sustainability Assessment report on the potential 

Gatwick Airport Second Runway (Gatwick) and the equivalent reports published with regard to 

the potential Heathrow Airport North West Runway (Heathrow NWR) and the potential 

Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway (Heathrow ENR).  In compiling this response 

the authors also examined the material submitted to the AC by the promoters of the three 

schemes. 

1.2 The Gatwick sections of the AC reports and consultant reports are considered first and 

compared with the Gatwick submission under the headings:  

 Methodology 

 Assumptions 

 Inputs 

 Analysis 

 Conclusion  

1.3 The response then looks in turn at how this feeds through to the Business Case and 

Sustainability Appraisal.  

1.4 The following elements are considered: 

 Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

 Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

 Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

 Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

1.5 The relevant AC reports, Jacobs reports and the promoters’ reports relating to the Heathrow 

NWR and Heathrow ENR schemes are then considered under similar headings. 

1.6 A final section provides information in a tabulated form that allows for a comparison of each of 

the schemes, along with some explanatory text.   

1.7 Following this comparison, the key points arising from the analysis are summarised and 

conclusions drawn.  
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2 GATWICK 

Methodology  

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

2.1 The AC reports identify designated heritage assets within the scheme land take boundary and 

assess effects on such assets.  The definition of ‘designated heritage asset’ is in line with the 

one provided in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), i.e. World Heritage Sites, 

Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Protected Wreck Sites, Registered Parks and 

Gardens, Registered Battlefields and Conservation Areas. 

2.2 The AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014) required the promoter to ‘identify the heritage 

assets affected including historic landscape and archaeological remains’ (paragraph 10.21).  

The assessment was not limited to designated heritage assets as defined by the NPPF.  The 

Gatwick submission to the AC also included consideration of locally-listed buildings, which is 

a form of local heritage designation.  However, these locally-designated buildings are not 

considered within the AC reports. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

2.3 The Gatwick submission to the AC included a comprehensive account of the archaeological 

background at a regional and local level and went on to identify those areas within the land 

take boundary that have the highest potential for the presence of buried archaeological 

remains.  A detailed mitigation strategy which addressed potential impacts on buried 

archaeological remains was also submitted. 

2.4 Similarly, a detailed appraisal of the character of the historic landscape within the land take 

boundary was included within the Gatwick submission to the AC.  This included a review of 

available Historic Landscape Characterisation information as specified in paragraph 10.19 of 

the AC Appraisal Framework. 

2.5 The methodology used by Jacobs on behalf of the AC concentrates on designated heritage 

assets (as defined within the NPPF), with just brief references to non-designated 

archaeological remains and to historic landscape character.  The AC Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment report for Gatwick does not mention non-designated heritage 

assets including archaeological remains and historic landscape character, although these 

aspects were identified in the AC Appraisal Framework. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

2.6 The baseline assessments undertaken by Jacobs on behalf of the AC uses two separate 

study areas outside the land take boundary – an Intermediate Study Area of 300m from the 

land take boundary and an Outer Study Area of up to 2km from the land take boundary.  No 

such study areas had been defined in the AC Appraisal Framework. 

2.7 The 300m used for the Intermediate Study Area was selected as this is the size of the scoping 

area suggested in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB, HA208/07).  However, 

no reason is provided in the AC or Jacobs reports for the selection of the 2km zone for the 
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Outer Study Area.  Furthermore, the Gatwick consultant team is not aware of any guidance 

which specifies a 2km study area with regard to the assessment of the potential effects of 

proposed developments on heritage assets. 

2.8 The Gatwick submission to the AC identified a number of designated heritage assets outside 

the land take boundary.  No specific study area was identified for the purposes of this 

submission, however the study identified all known heritage assets within 2km of the revised 

airport boundary and all designated heritage assets within 15km of the revised airport 

boundary.  A detailed assessment was undertaken with regard to those assets that were 

considered to have the potential to be affected by the construction and operation of the 

second runway here. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

2.9 The AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014) advised that ‘The methodology for assessing 

impacts on tranquility from aircraft noise will involve overlaying maps showing flight paths 

below an altitude of 7,000 feet with the Campaign to Protect Rural England’s (CPRE) national 

tranquility maps, to illustrate areas where low-flying aircraft impact on landscapes and 

tranquility’ (paragraph 10.16). 

2.10 In the Gatwick submission to the AC, an assessment was undertaken in line with the 

methodology specified in the AC Appraisal Framework, i.e. the flight paths below 7,000 feet 

were overlain on the CPRE tranquility mapping, both for the current situation and for a second 

runway in operation.  The locations of designated heritage assets of the highest importance 

were also plotted on this mapping, enabling an assessment of the number of significant 

designated heritage assets that would be additionally affected by aircraft flying at less than 

7,000 feet (Figures 13-17 of the Gatwick submission regarding Place).   

2.11 In the Jacobs report on Place: Assessment it is explained that ‘For tranquility effects, 

predicted N70 (20 event) noise contours were compared for ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do something’ 

options for each of the proposals to identify designated heritage assets where impacts on 

their tranquility could occur from aircraft noise as a result of increases or other changes in air 

traffic’ (page v).  Some additional information is provided in Section 4.1 (page 73) but it is not 

clear how this work aligns with the methodology specified in the AC Appraisal Framework – 

i.e. is this using data regarding current and predicted flight paths below 7,000 feet?  What is 

the significance of the 20 event threshold – why not 15 or 25 etc?  Why is 70 dB(A) relevant to 

heritage assets?  The Gatwick consultant team is aware of the recent report for English 

Heritage on this issue (Aviation Noise Metric – Research on the Potential Noise Impacts on 

the Historic Environment by Proposals for Airport Expansion in England, Temple 

Group/Cotswold Archaeology July 2014) but cannot see where this provides support for the 

approach taken by Jacobs. 

Assumptions 

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

2.12 The designated heritage assets within the land take area are described as being those ‘at 

greatest risk from physical impact from construction of the proposed options’ (Place: Baseline 

section 4.1).  This is repeated in the Methodology section of the Place: Assessment report 
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(4.1). 

2.13 However, the design of the Gatwick scheme has been developed with a view to avoiding 

physical impacts on designated heritage assets as far as possible.  This has included the 

drafting of the land take boundary to avoid specific designated heritage assets (including two 

Scheduled Monuments) along with the adjustment of scheme elements in order to preserve a 

number of designated heritage assets that are still within the land take for the scheme. 

2.14 Thus the Grade II* listed former airport terminal and control tower known as The Beehive will 

be retained (with no physical impact) and incorporated within the revised airport boundary. 

Also, the Grade II* Charlwood Park Farmhouse and the two Grade II listed buildings 

Edgeworth House and Wing House will be retained in situ (with no physical impact).  This is 

acknowledged in the relevant detailed assessment table (Table 4.6) of the Place: Assessment 

report. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

2.15 The Jacobs Place: Baseline report does not address non-designated assets within the land 

take boundary. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

2.16 The designated heritage assets within the Intermediate Study Area are described as being 

those where the ‘settings are at risk of impact from construction and operation of the 

proposed options’ (Jacobs Place: Baseline section 4.1).  This is repeated in the Methodology 

section of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report (4.1). 

2.17 The designated heritage assets within the Outer Study Area are described as being those 

assets with ‘settings at risk of impact from operation of the proposed options’ (Jacobs Place: 

Baseline section 4.1).  This is repeated in the Methodology section of Jacobs Place: 

Assessment report (4.1). 

2.18 In the Gatwick submission to the AC, a much more nuanced approach was adopted with 

regard to assessing the potential for effects on designated heritage assets.  This was fully 

informed by visits to the heritage assets along with appraisal of their current settings and their 

location in relation to the Gatwick scheme; this approach is in line with current guidance.  In 

contrast, the approach used in the Jacobs assessment for the AC is based purely on distance 

from the operational boundary of the airport and takes no account of the current settings of 

the heritage assets or their location with regard to the Gatwick scheme.   

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

2.19 As described above (2.11), the methodology used by Jacobs in assessing impacts on 

heritage assets as a result of changes in tranquility does not conform to that described in the 

AC Appraisal Framework.  In the Jacobs Place: Assessment report, Section 4.2.5 addresses 

the issue of the Gatwick scheme and tranquility with regard to designated heritage assets.  

The assessment assumes that if a designated heritage asset is currently outside the N70 

contour but will fall within this contour as a result of the Gatwick scheme, then there will be an 

effect on tranquility and consequently on the heritage asset – no justification is given for this 

approach.  Some types of heritage assets are far more sensitive to changes in tranquility than 
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others, particularly those that have an ‘outside’ element such as Registered Parks and 

Gardens, Conservation Areas, World Heritage Sites and (some) Scheduled Monuments. 

Inputs  

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

2.20 The Jacobs Place: Baseline report has a specific section (4.2) regarding the Heritage 

Baseline for the Gatwick scheme.  In this section the report identifies (4.2.1) a total of 22 

designated heritage assets within the Gatwick land take boundary, all of which are listed 

buildings.  These are identified in Table C1 (Appendix C) and comprise six Grade II* listed 

buildings and 16 Grade II listed buildings. 

2.21 However, as acknowledged in the text of section 4.2.1 and also in Table C1, two of the Grade 

II listed buildings are actually no longer present – one has been relocated and one has been 

demolished. Thus the correct number of designated heritage assets within the land take 

boundary is actually 20 (six Grade II* listed buildings and 14 Grade II listed buildings). 

Nevertheless, the reference to 16 Grade II buildings is then reproduced in concluding section 

4.5.   

2.22 Despite the Jacobs Place: Baseline report acknowledging that two of the Grade II listed 

buildings within the Gatwick land take are no longer present, this observation is not carried 

forward into the assessment or into the AC reports. 

2.23 The Jacobs Place: Assessment report (section 4.2) claims that there are 22 designated 

assets within the Land Take Study Area whilst section 4.2.1 (opening paragraph) states ‘A 

total of 22 designated heritage assets have been identified within the Land Take Study Area 

and have the potential to be impacted by Gatwick 2R’.  This paragraph then goes on to agree 

that the scheme promoter identified potential impacts on 20 of these designated assets, as 

two were ‘correctly identified as having been recently demolished or relocated’.  Therefore the 

opening sentence of 4.2.1 is inaccurate.  Perhaps even more concerning is that Table 4.1 of 

the same report predicts a Major magnitude of impact (unmitigated) on six Grade II* and 16 

Grade II listed buildings, despite two of these Grade II buildings no longer being present. 

2.24 Paragraph 2.67 of the AC Business Case and Sustainability Report for Gatwick also states 

that ‘22 designated heritage assets have been identified within the land take area for the 

second runway at Gatwick which would be directly affected’ but then goes on to say that two 

of these assets were removed some time ago.  This is repeated in paragraph 14.5 of the 

same report.  It would be helpful if the Commission would explain why these documents 

continue to refer to there being 22 designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

when it is acknowledged that the correct number is 20 and this should be cited as such 

throughout. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

2.25 The Gatwick submission to the AC included a comprehensive account of the archaeological 

background at a regional and local level and went on to identify those areas within the land 

take boundary that have the highest potential for the presence of buried archaeological 

remains.  A detailed mitigation strategy that addressed potential impacts on buried 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 

 6 

archaeological remains was also submitted and this demonstrated how the mitigation process 

would be implemented within the construction programme, thus reducing any risk of delays. 

2.26 Similarly, a detailed appraisal of the character of the historic landscape within the land take 

boundary was included within the Gatwick submission to the AC.  This included a review of 

available Historic Landscape Characterisation information as specified in paragraph 10.19 of 

the AC Appraisal Framework. 

2.27 The methodology used by Jacobs on behalf of the AC concentrates on designated heritage 

assets and there is no mention of non-designated heritage assets including archaeological 

remains and historic landscape character in the AC Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment report for Gatwick. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

2.28 The Jacobs report on Place: Baseline identifies a total of ten designated heritage assets 

within the Gatwick Intermediate Study Area (4.2.2).  These are identified in Tables C2-C4 

(Appendix C) and comprise six Grade II listed buildings, two Scheduled Monuments and two 

Conservation Areas. 

2.29 However, as acknowledged in the text of section 4.2.2 (but not in Table C2), one of the Grade 

II listed buildings (Sycamore House) is actually no longer present – it has been demolished – 

thus the correct number of designated heritage assets within the Intermediate Study Area is 

actually nine (five Grade II listed buildings, two Scheduled Monuments and two Conservation 

Areas). 

2.30 Despite the Jacobs Place: Baseline report acknowledging that one of the Grade II listed 

buildings within the Gatwick Intermediate Study Area is no longer present, this observation is 

not carried forward into the assessment or into the AC reports. 

2.31 The Jacobs Place: Assessment report (section 4.2) claims that there are 10 designated 

assets within the Intermediate Study Area whilst section 4.2.3 (opening paragraph) states ‘A 

total of ten designated heritage assets have been identified by Jacobs within the Intermediate 

Study Area’.  Table 4.2 then predicts a Major magnitude of impact (unmitigated) on six Grade 

II listed buildings, despite one of these Grade II buildings no longer being present. 

2.32 Similarly paragraph 2.67 of the AC Business Case and Sustainability Report for Gatwick 

states that ’a further 10 assets have been identified within the Intermediate Study Area’.  This 

is repeated in paragraph 14.5 of the same report.  It would be helpful if the correct number of 

designated heritage assets could be provided throughout... 

2.33 The Jacobs report on Place: Baseline identifies (4.2.3) a total of 162 designated heritage 

assets within the Gatwick Outer Study Area and these are identified in Table C5 (Appendix 

C).  As this does not correspond with any study area used by the Gatwick team it has not 

been possible to check the accuracy of these identifications.  In the Jacobs report on Place: 

Assessment it is stated in Section 4.2 that they have identified a total of 160 designated 

heritage assets within the Outer Study Area for Gatwick (compared with the 162 as claimed in 

the Jacobs Place: Baseline report). 

2.34 In the Jacobs Place: Assessment report, Section 4.2 identifies a total of 192 designated 
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heritage assets within the three defined Study Areas (Land take, Intermediate and Outer).  

The section concludes by stating ‘A total of 33 designated heritage assets were identified by 

GAL in its submission’.  In Section 4.2.3 this report states (with regard to the Intermediate 

Study Area) ‘Jacobs identified six further Medium value Grade II Listed Buildings not identified 

by the promoter within their submission’.  Similarly, with regard to the Outer Study Area, 

Section 4.2.4 includes the comment ‘Jacobs have identified a further five High value Grade I 

Listed Buildings, four further High value Grade II* Listed Buildings, and 144 Medium value 

Listed Buildings’. 

2.35 It is incorrect for Jacobs to say that they have identified designated heritage assets that were 

not picked up in the Gatwick submission.  Figure 9 of the Gatwick Place submission shows all 

designated heritage assets within 2km of Gatwick Airport. These are tabulated and 

descriptions are provided in Appendix 3 (along with non-designated assets).  Furthermore, 

Figure 8 of the Gatwick Place submission shows designated heritage assets within 15km of 

Gatwick Airport. These include all of the designated heritage assets identified by Jacobs in 

the Intermediate and Outer Study Areas.  Jacobs have only considered the heritage assets 

that were individually appraised in the Gatwick submission as having been identified by the 

promoter but this figure shows that the Gatwick work was much more extensive. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

2.36 The differences between the approach taken in the Gatwick submission regarding tranquility 

and heritage assets and that used by Jacobs are outlined above (paragraph 2.11). 

Analysis  

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

2.37 Table 4.1 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report predicts impacts of Large significance 

(unmitigated) on six Grade II* and 16 Grade II listed buildings within the land take boundary.  

[It has been shown above that this is incorrect as there are only 14 Grade II listed buildings 

within the land take rather than the 16 included within the Jacobs table.]  These impacts 

would result from the unmitigated loss of these listed buildings. 

2.38 Table 4.7 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report shows that the mitigation proposed in the 

Gatwick submission would result in residual impacts of Large significance on four Grade II* 

listed buildings and impacts of Moderate significance on one Grade II* listed building and 13 

Grade II listed buildings within the land take boundary. 

2.39 Analysis of the more detailed assessment provided in Table 4.6 of the Jacobs Place: 

Assessment report reveals that the impact on the Grade II* listed building known as The 

Beehive has been reduced to Neutral as a result of its retention and reincorporation within the 

airport boundary within G2, whilst the impact on the Grade II* Charlwood Park Farmhouse 

has been reduced to Moderate as a result of its retention outside the operational boundary of 

the airport (as it is now). 

2.40 The comments provided in column 7 of Table 4.6 shows that the significance of the residual 

impact (after mitigation) on the other four Grade II* listed buildings within the land take 

boundary (Gatwick Manor Inn, Rowley Farmhouse, Charlwood House and the Church of St 
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Michael and All Saints) has also been assessed as Large, although this could be reduced to 

Moderate if the buildings were to be translocated (moved without dismantling). 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

2.41 As stated above (paragraphs. 2.3 - 2.5), the methodology used by Jacobs on behalf of the AC 

concentrates on designated heritage assets and does not take non-designated archaeological 

remains or historic landscape character into account within their Place: Baseline report, 

despite these topics being specified in the AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014, paragraph 

10.21). 

2.42 However, impacts on non-designated archaeological remains and historic landscape 

character are actually briefly addressed in the Jacobs Place: Assessment report.  Table 4.6 of 

this report includes a line for non-designated archaeological remains which acknowledges the 

promoter’s proposed programme of mitigation as ‘feasible and practical’.  It is accepted that 

the proposed mitigation would reduce the significance of impact and lead to a residual impact 

of Moderate significance.  This assessment is repeated in Table 4.7 which summarises the 

residual impacts.  

2.43 The following line in Table 4.6 addresses Historic Landscape Character and again the 

promoter’s proposed programme of mitigation as ‘feasible and practical’.  However the 

proposed mitigation would not reduce the significance of impact which would remain Large.  

Unlike the Jacobs assessment of impacts on non-designated archaeological remains, this 

assessment of impact on Historic Landscape Character is not repeated in Table 4.7. 

2.44 The Gatwick submission used different terminology to Jacobs with regard to the assessment 

of impacts, in that it follows the guidance provided in the AC Appraisal Framework (April 

2014).  The impact on buried archaeological remains following the implementation of 

mitigation is assessed in the Gatwick Place report (section 11.10) as Neutral to Adverse 

(reducing from Adverse without mitigation).  This assessment was based on the 

comprehensive analysis of archaeological potential (that formed part of the Gatwick 

submission to the AC) which examined not just the airport and the surrounding land but also 

the whole of the Lower Weald. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

2.45 In the Jacobs Place: Assessment report, unmitigated impacts on the designated heritage 

assets within the Intermediate Study Area are shown in Table 4.2.  These comprise impacts 

of Large significance on six Grade II listed buildings, two Scheduled Monuments and two 

Conservation Areas.  As described above (paragraph 2.29) there are only five Grade II listed 

buildings within this defined study area as one has been demolished. 

2.46 The more detailed appraisal presented in Table 4.6 of this report only addresses one of the 

Grade II listed buildings (Oldlands Farmhouse) along with the two Scheduled Monuments and 

the two Conservation Areas.  There is no individual assessment of the other Grade II listed 

buildings within the Intermediate Study Area. 

2.47 For the Grade II listed Oldlands Farmhouse, the Jacobs assessment in Table 4.6 finds that 

despite the promoter putting forward no mitigation proposals, the residual impact is of 

Moderate significance.  There is no explanation as to how this has been reduced from the 
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unmitigated impact of Large significance shown in Table 4.2. 

2.48 The summary of residual impacts in Jacobs Table 4.7 presents the impact of Moderate 

significance on Oldlands Farm.  None of the remaining Grade II listed buildings within the 

Intermediate Study Area are included on this table and the report does not explain why 

Oldlands Farm has been selected for individual assessment whilst the other Grade II listed 

buildings have not. 

2.49 For the Scheduled Monument at Ifield Court, the detailed assessment in Jacobs Table 4.6 

describes the promoter’s proposed mitigation as ‘feasible and practical, although the 

archaeological works would require Scheduled Monument Consent’.  This is incorrect – the 

land take boundary has been drawn specifically to exclude physical impacts on the Scheduled 

Monument and the mitigation proposed within the Gatwick Place report comprises detailed 

investigation on land outside the Scheduled area for which Scheduled Monument Consent 

would not be required. 

2.50 Jacobs consider that the mitigation would not reduce the significance of impact on this 

Scheduled Monument (Table 4.6, column 7), although English Heritage have commented that 

the proposed archaeological investigation adjacent to the Scheduled area at Ifield Court might 

be of benefit in providing a better understanding of the context of the Scheduled Monument 

(Gatwick Place report, Appendix 1).  Perhaps of greater concern is that in Jacobs Table 4.6 

the residual impact (after mitigation) is shown to be of Very Large significance – this means 

that the impact has actually become greater after mitigation as it was shown on Table 4.2 as 

Large before mitigation.  The summary table (4.7) also shows the residual impact as being of 

Very Large significance.  This anomaly is particularly important as it is the only heritage asset 

at Gatwick for which Jacobs have found an impact of Very Large significance.  It would be 

helpful if the Commission could explain how this impact has increased despite the 

implementation of mitigation.  

2.51 For the Scheduled Monument at Tinsley Green, the detailed assessment in Jacobs Table 4.6 

states that the promoter has not offered any mitigation and that even if some mitigation in the 

form of a noise bund was possible this would not reduce the impact significance which would 

remain as Large.  The assessment made by the consultant team for Gatwick ascribed an 

Adverse effect for the Tinsley Green Scheduled Monument, which would correlate with an 

impact of Moderate significance using the Jacobs methodology.  The assessment by the 

Gatwick team was based on site visits to understand the current setting of the monument and 

also an understanding of how this setting is going to change as a result of the Crawley North 

East Development which is consented and currently under construction – this brings 

residential development very close to the southern and eastern edges of the Scheduled 

Monument. 

2.52 The Jacobs Place: Assessment report also addresses the potential impact on two Scheduled 

Monuments that are located within the Outer Study Area: Ewhurst Place and Thunderfield 

Castle.  Table 4.3 of that report ascribes an unmitigated impact of Moderate significance on 

both of these Scheduled Monuments as a result of change within their settings. 

2.53 The more detailed assessment provided in Table 4.6 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report 

states that the promoter has not identified any impact on either of these Scheduled 

Monuments and has not proposed any mitigation.  It is suggested that ‘landscape screening 
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(if feasible)’ may reduce the significance of impact but the level of residual impact is predicted 

to remain significant.  The adjacent column 6 in this table shows that the significance of the 

residual impact is Large, i.e. the impact has actually become greater after mitigation as it 

was shown on Table 4.2 as Moderate before mitigation.  It would be helpful if the 

Commission could explain what is predicted here for the significance of impact to be 

increased.  

2.54 This assessment also reveals the flaws behind an approach based purely on distance from 

the airport boundary and with no site visits or appreciation of current settings of these assets.  

As described in the Gatwick Place report submitted to the AC, the Thunderfield Castle 

Scheduled Monument is 1.7km north east of the current operational airport boundary.  It is 

well-screened by mature vegetation; the airport is not visible and there is very little aircraft 

noise experienced at the monument.  With the second runway operational, the airport 

boundary will remain unchanged in the north east (i.e. it will be no closer to the monument), 

there will be no change in visibility and no increase in aircraft noise – how then will the setting 

of the monument be affected to the extent that the results in an impact of Large significance?  

According to the methodology used by Jacobs (Appendix D of their Place: Assessment 

report), in order for this to occur the magnitude of impact must be the result of 

‘Comprehensive changes to setting’ or ‘Considerable changes to setting that affect the 

character of the asset’.  Neither of these applies to Thunderfield Castle, where the change to 

the setting will be negligible.  The Gatwick assessment, based on a site visit and an appraisal 

of the contribution that the setting makes to the significance of the Scheduled Monument, is 

that the second runway would have no impact on Thunderfield Castle.  Landscape planting 

here would require third party consent and may itself adversely affect the monument to a 

greater extent than the operation of the Gatwick scheme.       

2.55 The same reasoning applies to the Ewhurst Place Scheduled Monument, which is 

approximately 2.2km south of the current airport boundary.  It is within an urban location in the 

suburbs of Crawley and although the revised boundary with the second runway in place will 

be 1.0km from the Scheduled Monument, there will be no overflying.  The Gatwick 

assessment, based on a site visit and an appraisal of the contribution that the setting makes 

to the significance of the Scheduled Monument, is that the change within the setting of this 

monument would be negligible.  Again, landscape planting here would require third party 

consent and may itself adversely affect the monument to a greater extent than the operation 

of the second runway.   

2.56 The Jacobs Place: Baseline report identifies two Conservation Areas within the Intermediate 

Study Area [Church Road (Horley) and Ifield Village] and a further five within the Outer Study 

Area [Charlwood Village, Burstow, Massets Road (Horley), Dyers Company Almshouses and 

Sunnymede Flats (both Crawley)]. 

2.57 Table 4.2 of the Jacobs Place: Appraisal report ascribes a High value to the two Conservation 

Areas located within the Intermediate Study Area and predicts that the second runway would 

result in an (unmitigated) impact of Large significance on both of these.  Table 4.3 of the 

same report ascribes a High value to the five Conservation Areas located within the Outer 

Study Area and predicts that the Gatwick scheme would result in an (unmitigated) impact of 

Moderate significance on both of these. 
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2.58 The methodology used by Jacobs is taken directly by DMRB (HA208/07) and is provided in 

Appendix D of their Place: Appraisal report.  Table D2 shows the criteria used to assess the 

value of historic buildings.  This shows that a High value should be applied to ‘Conservation 

Areas containing very important buildings’, whilst a Medium value should be applied to 

‘Conservation Areas containing buildings which contribute significantly to its historic 

character’.  Having established this differentiation within their methodology, Jacobs then 

appear not to have applied it within their assessment and have ascribed a High value to all 

Conservation Areas.  Using the criteria described in Table D2 the Conservation Areas at 

Charlwood Village, Ifield Village and possibly Burstow may be considered to be of High value, 

whilst those at Church Road and Massets Road (both Horley) and Dyers Company 

Almshouses and Sunnymede Flats (both Crawley) are of Medium value. 

2.59 In the more detailed assessment provided in Table 4.6 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment 

report, it is noted that the mitigation proposed by Gatwick comprises exclusion of traffic from 

all of these Conservation Areas.  Additionally, for Ifield Village it is proposed that an earthwork 

bund will be established to screen views of the airport from the Conservation Area. 

2.60 The same residual significance of impact is ascribed to all seven of the identified 

Conservation Areas in Jacobs Table 4.6: Moderate during construction of the second runway 

and Large during operation of the expanded airport.  [The assessment of impact on the Ifield 

Village Conservation Area has an additional line with an impact of Large significance but it is 

not clear what this relates to].  This assessment is taken forward to the summary table (4.7) 

which identifies each Conservation Area separately and shows a significance of residual 

impact (after mitigation) of Moderate – Large.  Thus the impact significance in the Jacobs 

assessment with regard to the five Conservation Areas in the Outer Study Area has changed 

from Moderate when unmitigated (Table 4.3) to Moderate-Large following mitigation (Table 

4.7).  The AC should explain what is predicted here for the significance of impact to be 

increased. 

2.61 As with the other designated heritage assets, the Jacobs assessment is based purely on 

distance from the airport boundary and takes no account of the current setting of the 

Conservation Areas.  The two Conservation Areas in Horley are located within an urban 

setting and the operational airport boundary to the north with the second runway built out will 

be no different to the present boundary.   There will also be very little additional aircraft noise 

in this area.  The airport is not visible from the Massets Road Conservation Area and this 

situation will not change with the expansion at Gatwick.  Any visibility of the airport from the 

Church Road Conservation Area will remain unchanged.  The two Conservation Areas in 

Horley are located within an urban setting and there will be very little additional aircraft noise.  

The airport is not visible from either of these Conservation Areas and this will not change.   

2.62 For the Ifield Court Conservation Area, the visibility of the operational airport at Gatwick will 

be restricted by a bund which will also screen aircraft noise at ground level.  The presence 

and appearance of the bund will alter the setting of the Conservation Area and this has been 

taken into account in the promoter’s assessment of impacts.  For the Burstow Conservation 

Area there may be some change in setting in that new airport buildings may be visible, but 

these will be largely screened by the embankment of the M23 motorway as is the case with 

the current views from the Conservation Area towards the airport.  For the Charlwood Village 

Conservation Area there would also be views of new airport buildings, whilst for each of these 
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three Conservation areas there would be an increase in aircraft noise but only Burstow would 

be directly beneath a flight path (as it is now).   

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

2.63 The differences in the methodologies used by Jacobs and by the Gatwick consultant team 

mean that the results of the assessment are radically different.  The Jacobs Place: 

Assessment report predicts (Section 4.2.5) that there is a potential for impacts on the 

tranquility of 147 additional designated heritage assets (above current baseline) in 2030 with 

Gatwick operational, and on 201 designated heritage assets (above current baseline) in 2050.  

These are indicated in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 and broken down into specified types of designated 

heritage asset – Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments etc. 

2.64 The Gatwick Place report submitted to the AC found that impacts on tranquility may be 

experienced at 25 designated heritage assets, comprising six Grade I listed buildings, twelve 

Grade II*listed buildings (five of which are within the scheme land take boundary), six 

Scheduled Monuments (two of which are adjacent to the scheme land take boundary) and 

one Grade II* Registered Park and Garden of Special Historic Interest.    

Conclusions and Summary of Inaccuracies and Inconsistencies 

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

2.65 In some parts of the Jacobs assessment it is assumed that all designated heritage assets 

within the land take boundary will be physically impacted.  The Gatwick scheme has been 

carefully designed to avoid physical impacts on such assets wherever possible. 

2.66 In the Jacobs assessment the number of designated heritage assets present has been 

incorrectly stated.  It is acknowledged by Jacobs that two Grade II listed buildings are no 

longer present, but this is ignored at several key locations within the reports. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

2.67 There has been no detailed assessment by Jacobs of buried archaeological remains or 

Historic Landscape Character, despite these issues being raised in the AC Appraisal 

Framework and presented within the Gatwick submission.  For buried archaeology this has 

resulted in lack of appreciation for relative precedents provided by fieldwork projects at and 

near Gatwick (as provided by the Gatwick submission).  The consequent implications for 

programme deliverability are therefore not addressed in the AC Business Case & 

Sustainability Assessments.  The precedents for Gatwick suggest relatively low densities of 

archaeological remains, providing reassurance that required investigations are unlikely to 

result in a significant risk to overall programme deliverability. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

2.68 The Jacobs assessment uses study areas that were not advised in the AC Appraisal 

Framework and certainly for the Outer Study Area is not supported by any current guidance 

on such matters.  This has resulted in implied criticism of the Gatwick consultant team for not 

identifying the same number of designated heritage assets as Jacobs have done.  The 

number of designated heritage assets within the Outer Study area is inconsistent between the 
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Jacobs Place: Baseline report and their Place: Assessment report.  

2.69 The Jacobs assessment of effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take 

boundary is based purely on distance from the airport boundary – there have been no site 

visits to assess the situation on the ground or any review of the details of the proposed 

scheme.  The assessment provided in the Gatwick submission to the AC was based on a 

detailed appraisal of the current settings of these assets through site visits along with an 

understanding of the details of the proposed scheme. 

2.70 In the Jacobs assessment the number of designated heritage assets present has been 

incorrectly stated.  It is acknowledged by Jacobs that one Grade II listed building is no longer 

present, but this is ignored at several key locations within the reports.  In terms of perception, 

the locations of removed buildings are shown as if still present on Heritage Figure 1 of the 

Jacobs report. 

2.71 The Jacobs detailed assessment includes one of the five Grade II listed buildings within the 

Intermediate Study Area, with no explanation as to why this one has been selected and not 

the others. 

2.72 At a number of points within the Jacobs assessment, the assessed significance of impact 

after mitigation is greater than before mitigation.  This should not be possible and it would be 

helpful if this could be explained. 

2.73 A High value has been ascribed by Jacobs to all Conservation Areas.  This is not in 

conformance with their own methodology as published in Appendix D of their Place: 

Assessment report. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

2.74 The Jacobs assessment uses a different methodology to the Gatwick consultant team for 

assessing potential changes in tranquility with regard to designated heritage assets.  The 

Gatwick methodology is considered to be in conformance with that outlined in the AC 

Appraisal Framework whereas the Jacobs methodology seems to have been developed 

independently with no reference to the AC Appraisal Framework. 

2.75 The Jacobs assessment with regard to tranquility is purely quantitative (i.e. how many 

heritage assets potentially affected?) rather than qualitative (i.e. what type of assets are 

involved and which ones are more sensitive to changes in tranquility?).  

Overall Comments on AC Consultation document and Business Case 

and Sustainability Report for Gatwick 

2.76 In the AC Consultation report, paragraph 3.35 states with regard to Gatwick: ‘Expansion 

would have a negative impact on a range of other local environmental factors, including air 

quality, landscape, heritage and biodiversity and water.  In general, while good detailed 

design and operational deliverability by the airport operator could significantly reduce the 

impact of the scheme, the impacts in some case will never be entirely mitigated.  However, 

the mitigated impacts are not predicted to exceed domestic or international regulations, 

except in the case of air quality where further work is required to fully quantify the limited 

risks’. 
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2.77 The above statement is accurate with regard to cultural heritage – there will be some negative 

impacts that cannot be entirely mitigated. 

2.78 In the AC Business Case and Sustainability Assessment report regarding Gatwick, paragraph 

14.5 addresses the historic environment.  It finds that several of the proposed mitigations are 

‘both feasible and practical’ but that the residual impact is predicted to remain significant.  

This is a reasonable summary of the overall position. 

2.79 The concluding paragraph 14.9 of that report states: ‘the mitigations proposed by GAL are 

valuable and will help to limit the impact but, particularly with regard to tranquility, are unlikely 

to make the impact of the development NEUTRAL.  As such the Commission considers that 

the impact of the GAL scheme on our Place objective is ADVERSE’.  There is no specific 

reference to heritage in this conclusion. 

2.80 Whilst a general ‘ADVERSE’ is considered consistent with the Gatwick submission it does not 

appear to allow for identification of important nuances such as ‘minor’ or ‘moderate’ 

ADVERSE.  This results in a lack of differentiation between the three airport schemes in terms 

of the relative overall impacts to heritage. 
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3 HEATHROW NORTH WEST RUNWAY 

Introduction 

3.1 The promoter’s input to the AC on heritage comprises Section 5.6 of Taking Britain further: 

Heathrow’s plan for connecting the UK to growth, Volume 1, Technical submission.  Four 

appendices are also presented (Appendix 31-34), each one of which is a single figure 

provided to illustrate specific aspect of the heritage.  Additionally, the scheme promoter 

responded to a series of requests for clarification from the AC and these responses are 

presented within a spreadsheet.  One of the responses comprises a short report titled 

Heathrow Historic Environment (Archaeology). 

Methodology and Assumptions 

3.2 Comments on AC methodology and assumptions as per paragraphs. 2.1 – 2.11 and 2.12 – 

2.19 above. 

3.3 The promoter has not provided any specific methodology for the assessment of effects. 

Inputs  

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

3.4 Section 4.3 of the Jacobs Place: Baseline report addresses the baseline for Heathrow NWR.  

For the area within the land take boundary this report identifies a total of 21 designated 

heritage assets, comprising two Scheduled Monuments, two Conservation Areas and 17 

Grade II listed buildings. 

3.5 The promoter did not specifically identify designated heritage assets within the land take 

boundary as part of their submission.  The Conservation Areas and Scheduled Monuments 

identified in the Jacobs Place: Baseline Report are clearly indicated on Appendix 17 of the 

Volume 1, Technical submission.  This figure also purports to show ‘Listed Buildings to be 

lost’ but the scale is such that these cannot be seen.  Listed buildings and Conservation 

Areas are also shown on Appendices 32-34, but these only deal with the northern part of the 

land take area and do not show the Scheduled Monuments.      

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

3.6 There is no mention in the Jacobs Place: Baseline report regarding non-designated heritage 

assets within the land take boundary. 

3.7 Appendices 32-34 of the promoter’s submission show where land has been subject to 

previous extraction and therefore has no potential for archaeological remains to be present.  

However, the promoter has identified that there is a total of 175 hectares of land associated 

with non-designated archaeological remains that could/would be lost if the Heathrow NWR 

scheme were implemented.  Paragraph 5.6.4.3 of their Volume 1, Technical submission 

states that within this 175 hectares there is the ‘Potential for loss of remains of equivalent 

significance to scheduled monuments’. 
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3.8 The absence of any reference by Jacobs to these potentially significant buried archaeological 

remains within the land take for the Heathrow NWR scheme is an important and unjustified 

omission.  Archaeological assets of High Value in the Heathrow area (of equivalent 

importance to a Scheduled Monument) include the Stanwell Cursus, which extends for 3.6km 

from the Colne Valley in the north west to Stanwell in the south east.   

3.9 The promoter has also identified that there will be an effect on the historic character of the 

Colne Valley Regional Park, although there is no actual assessment of Historic Landscape 

Character as required by the AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014). 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

3.10 Section 4.3 of the Jacobs Place: Baseline report addresses the baseline for Heathrow NWR.  

For the area within the Intermediate Study this report identifies a total of 54 designated 

heritage assets, comprising one Scheduled Monument, five Conservation Areas and 48 listed 

buildings (one listed at Grade I, three at Grade II* and 44 at Grade II). 

3.11 Within the defined Outer Study Area the Jacobs Place: Baseline report identifies a total of 166 

designated heritage assets, comprising one Scheduled Monument, five Conservation Areas 

and 160 listed buildings (two listed at Grade I, eleven at Grade II* and 147 at Grade II). 

3.12 The promoter did not specifically identify designated heritage assets outside the land take 

boundary as part of their submission.  Two of the listed buildings within the Intermediate 

Study Area are indicated on Appendix 17 of the Volume 1, Technical submission.  Listed 

buildings and Conservation Areas outside the land take boundary are also shown on 

Appendices 32-34, but these only deal with the northern part of the scheme area. 

3.13 Some mention of designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary is made within 

the promoter’s Volume 1, Technical submission.  A section (5.6.4.2) addresses the ‘Historic 

Thames’ and identifies designated heritage assets with regard to potential aircraft noise 

effects – these assets include Conservation Areas, Registered Parks and Gardens (of Historic 

Interest), listed buildings and a World Heritage Site. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

3.14 The Jacobs input on tranquility and impacts on heritage assets are described below in the 

Analysis section. 

3.15 The promoter has not provided any input on tranquility and heritage assets despite this being 

a requirement expressed in the AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014). 

Analysis  

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

3.16 Table 4.8 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report identifies the unmitigated impacts on 

designated heritage assets within the land take area.  It predicts impacts of Very Large 

significance on two Scheduled Monuments and on two Conservation Areas, also impacts of 

Large significance on 17 Grade II listed buildings. 
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3.17 The more detailed assessment of impacts is provided in Table 4.14 of the report.  The 

Longford Conservation Area will be totally lost as a result of the proposed scheme.  Jacobs 

note the proposed mitigation (to enhance other Conservation Areas in the vicinity or other 

public spaces) as feasible but correctly point out that this would not reduce the effect on the 

Longford Conservation Area.  The residual impact would therefore be of Very Large 

significance.  

3.18 The Harmondsworth Conservation Area would be severed and 50% totally lost as a result of 

the proposed scheme.  Jacobs note the proposed mitigation (to strengthen the remaining part 

of the Conservation Area) as feasible but correctly state that this would not reduce the impact 

and thus the residual impact would therefore be of Very Large significance. 

3.19 Sixteen of the 17 Grade II listed buildings recorded by Jacobs as being present within the land 

take area are individually assessed in Table 4.14 and are shown in the summary table of 

residual impacts (Table 4.15).  The one exception is Technical Block A at the eastern end of 

the airport – it is assumed here that this building will remain in situ and untouched and 

therefore Jacobs did not consider that assessment was required. 

3.20 The assessment in Table 4.14 takes into account the mitigation proposed by the promoter.  

This includes relocation of the listed buildings (King’s Bridge, General Roy’s Monument) or 

building recording followed by retention of selected architectural materials at a suitable 

repository.  This is accepted as feasible and in each case the residual significance of impact 

has been reduced to Moderate as compared with the unmitigated Large significance of 

impact. 

3.21 It is hard to see how the relocation (following recording) of the General Roy’s Monument 

would mitigate the impact of its removal.  Jacobs (Table 4.14, column 7) consider that the 

relocation is feasible and practical for a building of this type and talk about potential loss of 

fabric etc.  This demonstrates a lack of understanding of this listed structure.  The monument 

is a cast iron cannon inserted vertically into the ground.  It was installed in 1791 to mark one 

end of what is now considered to be the first Ordnance Survey baseline established in 

England – the other end (marked by a similar monument) is in Hampton, LB Richmond.  The 

significance of the listed structure is not the monument itself, but its specific location.  If it is 

moved to a new location than its significance would be entirely lost as it would no longer mark 

the end of the historic OS baseline. 

3.22 Perhaps of greater concern is the lack within the Jacobs Place: Assessment report of any 

actual assessment relating to the two Scheduled Monuments within the land take area.  One 

of these (Jacobs SM1) is a very important causewayed enclosure (of early Neolithic date) at 

Mayfield Farm (causewayed enclosures of the earliest farmers were centres for community 

gatherings, ceremonies and exchange) whilst the other is a Romano-British settlement west 

of East Bedfont parish church (Jacobs SM2).  Both are located within the southernmost land 

take area. 

3.23 As mentioned above, Table 4.8 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report identifies impacts of 

Very Large significance (unmitigated) on these two Scheduled Monuments thus indicating an 

anticipated effect.  However, there is no discussion of mitigation and no detailed assessment 

of these designated heritage assets in Table 4.14 (of that report) and no mention of them in 

Table 4.15.  Appendix 17 of the promoter’s Volume 1, Technical submission appears to show 
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the establishment of substantial new drainage features directly adjacent to and partially 

overlapping the Romano-British site SM2. 

3.24 As described above, at Gatwick impacts of Large significance (after mitigation) have been 

ascribed to two Scheduled Monuments adjacent to (but not within) the land take.  A direct 

physical impact to SM2 as a consequence of the Heathrow NWR scheme should surely have 

been identified as resulting in an impact of Very Large significance.  The impact resulting 

from the change within the setting of SM2 should be of at least Large significance and 

possibly Very Large, as Neolithic activity associated with the enclosure is likely to extend 

beyond the boundary of the Scheduled Monument.  It would be helpful if the Commission 

were to explain why there has been no assessment of the residual impacts on these two 

Scheduled Monuments.   

3.25 Table 4.9 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report addresses designated heritage assets 

within the Surface Access Corridors.  It predicts impacts of Very Large significance on one 

Grade I listed building and two Conservation Areas and impacts of Large significance on five 

Grade II listed buildings.  The Jacobs Place: Baseline does not individually identify heritage 

assets within the Surface Access Corridors so it is not clear exactly where these assets are 

located or what they are. 

3.26 The more detailed assessment undertaken by Jacobs (Table 4.14) does not separately 

address impacts on designated heritage assets within the Surface Access Corridors so it is 

not clear if these assets are included within the ones ascribed to the Intermediate or Outer 

Study Areas.  Nor do they appear separately in the summary Table 4.15 – so what has 

happened to these unmitigated impacts of Large and Very Large significance?  Again it 

would be helpful if this could be explained by the AC. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

3.27 Table 4.14 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report identifies that there will be an impact of 

Moderate/Unknown significance (after mitigation) on non-designated archaeological remains 

within the land take boundary.  The proposed mitigation is a programme of investigation and 

publication.  The parallel assessment by Jacobs for the Gatwick scheme found there to be an 

impact of Moderate significance, but it is not clear why this differs from the Moderate/ 

Unknown given for Heathrow NWR. 

3.28 As implicit within section 5.6 of the Promoter’s technical submission and detailed within the 

clarifications paper ‘Heathrow Historic Environment’ at Heathrow NWR there is a very strong 

possibility of high levels of impact on buried archaeological remains, including elements of 

equivalent significance to Scheduled Monuments.  This has been established by previous 

archaeological investigations in the area, including at Terminal 5, which have found there to 

be extensive and important prehistoric landscapes across the Heathrow Terrace gravels.  The 

results include very rare evidence for continuity between the Mesolithic and Neolithic periods, 

at least two Neolithic cursus (ceremonial processional) monuments of acknowledged major 

significance, a series of other open arena and mortuary (burial) related monuments of the 

Neolithic and Bronze Age and one of the best examples of preserved Bronze Age landscapes 

with attendant settlements yet recorded (along with Iron Age and Romano-British settlements 

and landscapes).  In contrast Gatwick, though likely to produce dispersed archaeology of 

prehistoric and later date, has much lower potential for intensive and highly significant 
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archaeology of the forms already known to exist at Heathrow.  Required archaeological 

excavations at Heathrow NWR would need to be of an unprecedented scale greatly in excess 

of those predicted for Gatwick. Such investigations would accordingly require unprecedented 

levels of qualified archaeologists, also incurring significantly greater costs than Gatwick. This 

should be acknowledged within the Jacobs assessment, especially with regard to the potential 

need for a lengthy archaeological investigation at Heathrow which could impact on the 

delivery programme. Although acknowledged to some extent by Jacobs in Table 4.14 which 

includes the following statement on non-designated archaeological remains; ‘…The type of 

investigation carried out and the amount and character of any remains discovered during this 

process will have an implication on both the time and costs involved with this mitigation 

strategy…’, the same statement is applied to Gatwick in Table 4.6 and therefore the differing 

scale of archaeological potential and therefore differing risk between the two schemes is not 

acknowledged.   

3.29 Table 4.14 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report also predicts an impact of Unknown 

significance on Historic Landscape Character, presumably as a result of the promoter not 

providing any input on this issue.  The parallel assessment by Jacobs for the Gatwick scheme 

found there to be an impact of Large significance, so therefore it appears that Gatwick is 

being disadvantaged as a result of having followed the AC requirements in the Appraisal 

Framework. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

3.30 Only two designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary have been assessed in 

the Jacobs Place: Assessment report: the Grade I listed Harmondsworth Great Barn and the 

Grade II* listed Church of St Mary at Harmondsworth. 

3.31 For the Great Barn, the promoter has proposed that the building could either be retained in 

situ or relocated to the Chiltern Open Air Museum.  Jacobs have accepted both of these as 

feasible but in either situation the residual impact would be of Large significance (compared 

with an unmitigated impact of Large significance).  However, if the building can be 

translocated (moved without dismantling to a nearby location) than the residual impact would 

be of Moderate significance.  In reality the barn cannot be translocated over any distance 

(and certainly not to the Chiltern Open Air Museum) due to its size. 

3.32 However, the removal of the barn would have an adverse effect on the remaining part of the 

Harmondsworth Conservation Area (50% of which would be removed anyway) and would not 

fit well with the promoter’s stated aim of strengthening the remaining part of this Conservation 

Area. 

3.33 The Church of St Mary at Harmondsworth will remain in situ although it is possible that it will 

no longer be suitable as a place of worship (noise impacts).  If this occurs than the promoter 

will consult with the Church authorities regarding other suitable uses – community hub etc.  If 

this cannot be supported then it is possible that the church will have to be moved to another 

location.  Jacobs have assessed the that there would be an impact of Large significance if the 

church is retained in situ, also Large if dismantled and rebuilt elsewhere, but reduced to 

Moderate if translocated (i.e. moved without dismantling). 

3.34 The summary table of residual impacts for Heathrow NWR in the Jacobs Place: Assessment 
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report (Table 4.15) shows the significance of the residual impacts for the Great Barn and the 

church at Harmondsworth as Moderate – Large, i.e. the outcome depends on the actual 

mitigation at the time of impact.  However, the equivalent table for Gatwick (Table 4.7) shows 

the residual impacts on the four Grade II* listed buildings within the land take zone as being of 

Large significance, despite the more detailed assessment being the same as for the barn and 

church at Harmondsworth, i.e. Moderate if translocated, Large if dismantled and rebuilt.  It 

would be helpful if the Commission could explain why there is a difference in the terminology 

used in the summary tables.  

3.35 Other than the barn and church at Harmondsworth, no designated heritage assets within the 

Intermediate and Outer Study Areas are individually assessed within the Jacobs Place: 

Assessment report.  Instead, there is a generic impact of Unknown significance ascribed to 

such assets.  For Gatwick, the impact on all seven of the Conservation Areas within the 

Intermediate and Outer Study Areas was individually assessed within the Jacobs Place: 

Assessment report, with a predicted Moderate significance of impact on each one during 

construction and an impact of Large significance during operation.  It would be helpful if the 

Commission could explain why a different and more critical level of assessment has been 

applied to Gatwick. 

3.36 For Heathrow NWR, Jacobs have identified a further five Conservation Areas in the 

Intermediate Study Area and five within the Outer Study Area (i.e. ten in total), yet none of 

these have been individually assessed.  This is in marked contrast to the situation with 

Gatwick, where all Conservation Areas within 2km of the revised airport boundary were 

individually assessed in the Jacobs report. 

3.37 An assessment of the impact of the proposed Heathrow NWR scheme on the Conservation 

Area at Colnbrook would seem to be highly relevant given that it would be located just beyond 

the western end of the new runway.  The Conservation Areas at Cranford Park and Cranford 

Village would be close to the eastern end of the new runway and are likely to be under the 

flight path for planes using this runway, whilst the Conservation Area at Harlington would also 

be very close to the flight paths.  The scheme promoter identified the potential for noise and 

visual impacts on all of the Conservation Areas named above, along with the one at West 

Drayton – but this has not been addressed within the Jacobs assessment. 

3.38 The table of unmitigated impacts on heritage assets within the Intermediate Study Area for 

Heathrow NWR in the Jacobs Place: Assessment report (Table 4.10) shows the significance 

of the unmitigated impacts on the 44 Grade II listed buildings within this study area as 

Moderate.  However, the equivalent table for Gatwick (Table 4.2) shows the unmitigated 

impacts on the six Grade II listed buildings within this study area as being of Large 

significance.  It would be helpful if the Commission could explain why there is a difference 

between the two schemes in the assessed magnitude of impact. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

3.39 The Jacobs Place: Assessment report predicts (Section 4.3.5) that there is a potential for 

impacts on the tranquility of 543 additional designated heritage assets (above current 

baseline) in 2030 with Heathrow NWR operational, and on 620 designated heritage assets 

(above current baseline) in 2050 with Heathrow NWR operational.  These are indicated in 

Tables 4.12 and 4.13 and broken down into specified types of designated heritage asset – 
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Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments etc.  These numbers are considerably higher 

than those proposed for Gatwick – see tables below. This comparison should be 

acknowledged in the AC Consultation report. 

Conclusions and Summary of Inaccuracies and Inconsistencies 

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

3.40 There is no assessment by Jacobs or by the promoter regarding potential impacts on the two 

Scheduled Monuments within the land take boundary – these are identified in the Jacobs 

Place: Baseline report but there is no further mention of them within the assessment.  Even if 

direct physical impacts are avoided (and the promoter’s Appendix 17 suggests that they have 

not entirely been avoided by attenuation), there would be impacts to setting and almost 

certainly to associated buried archaeology. 

3.41 The Gatwick submission acknowledged impacts to the settings of the Scheduled Monuments 

at Ifield Court and Tinsley Green (adjacent to but outside of the land take boundary) and 

Jacobs assessed the impact on one of these to be of Very Large significance after mitigation.  

The lack of any equivalent assessment with regard to the two Scheduled Monuments within 

the land take for the Heathrow NWR scheme is a stark contrast and is inconsistent in terms of 

the approach taken.  It would be helpful if the Commission could explain this difference in 

approach. 

3.42 Jacobs have assessed that the recording and relocation of the Grade II listed General Roy’s 

Monument would reduce the unmitigated impact of Large significance to a residual impact of 

Moderate significance.  It is difficult to see how this would occur, given that the monument 

marks a specific location on the ground (one end of the first ever OS baseline) and this would 

no longer be the case if it were relocated and re-erected elsewhere. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

3.43 The promoter has not provided any input regarding Historic Landscape Character despite this 

being a requirement within the AC Appraisal Framework.  Consequently the predicted residual 

impact (as shown in Table 4.14 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report) is of Unknown 

significance.  For Gatwick a detailed review of Historic Land take Character was included in 

the submission to the AC and Jacobs assessed the residual impact to be of Large 

significance.  It appears that Gatwick have been disadvantaged by fulfilling the requirements 

of the AC Appraisal Framework. 

3.44 Jacobs have assessed the residual impact on buried archaeological remains as being of 

Moderate/Unknown significance, whereas for Gatwick where archaeological significance will 

be of a considerably lower order the assessment was Moderate – why the difference?  There 

is a known presence of buried archaeology of high significance across the Heathrow Terrace 

and within the NWR land take that is reliably informed by extensive archaeological works 

undertaken at T5 and elsewhere around Heathrow, as indicated by the promoter.  This 

includes undesignated remains of equivalent status to Scheduled Monuments.      

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

3.45 If the Great Barn and the church at Harmondsworth are translocated then the significance of 
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impact would be reduced to Moderate, as opposed to Large if the buildings were retained in 

situ or demolished and rebuilt elsewhere.  In the summary table (Table 4.15 of the Jacobs 

Place: Assessment report) this is indicated as Moderate – Large, but for similar situations 

regarding Gatwick the impact in the equivalent summary table is just shown as Large. This 

discrepancy in approach is not explained and could be regarded as misleading. 

3.46 Other than these two very important listed buildings, no designated heritage assets within the 

2km study area outside the airport boundary have been individually assessed by Jacobs, 

whereas for Gatwick all seven of the Conservation Areas were assessed and an impact of 

Moderate significance during construction and Large significance during operation was 

predicted for each one.  There are ten Conservation Areas within 2km of the airport boundary 

for Heathrow NWR and with the proposed new runway in operation those at Colnbrook, 

Cranford Park, Cranford Village and Harlington would be most at risk of significant impacts.  

Their inclusion within the tables as for Gatwick would allow ‘like for like’ comparison of 

impacts to be possible. 

3.47 The unmitigated impacts on Grade II listed buildings within the Intermediate Study Area have 

been assessed as being of Moderate significance, whereas for Gatwick the same impacts 

have been assessed as being of Large significance.  It would be helpful if the Commission 

could explain why there is a difference in the magnitude of impact between the two schemes. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

3.48 The promoter has not provided any input regarding tranquility and heritage assets despite this 

being a requirement within the AC Appraisal Framework.  The Jacobs assessment has found 

that far more designated heritage assets would be at risk from changes to tranquility than 

would be the case for Gatwick (see tables below). 

Overall Comments on AC Consultation document and Business Case 

and Sustainability Report for Heathrow NW Runway 

3.49 In the AC Consultation report, paragraph 3.140 states with regard to Heathrow NWR: 

‘Expansion would have a negative impact on a range of other local environmental factors, 

including landscape, heritage, biodiversity and water.  In general while good detailed design 

and operational deliverability by the airport operator could significantly reduce the impact of 

the scheme, the impacts in some case will never be entirely mitigated.  One area where these 

residual impacts could be problematic is flood – even with excellent design and ongoing 

mitigation the Commission’s assessments predict that there could be residual risks of flooding 

downstream from the airport, although appropriate mitigation actions are possible’. 

3.50 The above statement is accurate with regard to cultural heritage – there will be negative 

impacts that cannot be entirely mitigated. 

3.51 In the AC Business Case and Sustainability Assessment report regarding Heathrow NWR, 

paragraph 14.6 addresses the historic environment.  It finds that several of the proposed 

mitigations are ‘both feasible and practical’ but that ‘particularly for Harmondsworth and 

Longford, are limited in how much they can mitigate the impacts’.  However whilst for Gatwick 

there is a statement that the residual impact will remain significant, no similar statement is 

provided here although it is very clear that the residual impact will evidently remain significant 
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and to a greater extent than for Gatwick.   

3.52 Another difference is that the text in paragraph 14.6 of the AC Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment report regarding Heathrow NWR refers to impacts on ‘heritage 

sites, non-designated archaeological remains and historic landscapes’, whereas for Gatwick 

the parallel text refers just to impacts on heritage sites.  The implication of this is that there is 

a greater concern with regard to the Heathrow NWR scheme over impacts on non-designated 

archaeological remains and historic landscapes but these issues are not explored elsewhere 

within the Jacobs technical submission. The potential for significant delays due to the 

presence of extensive highly significant archaeological remains over much or all of the 175 

ha. of undisturbed ground within the land take for the Heathrow NWR scheme has not been 

acknowledged by the Commission.  Archaeological excavations of this highly significant 

landscape on an unprecedented scale must be considered a risk to deliverability on 

programme (and to budget). 

3.53 The concluding paragraph 14.9 of the AC Business Case and Sustainability Assessment 

report regarding Heathrow NWR states: ‘Given the high impacts of land take, landscape 

issues (particularly during construction) and on heritage sites the Commission judges that the 

un-mitigated impact of the scheme on the Place objective to minimise impacts on existing 

landscape character and heritage assets would be SIGNIFICANTLY ADVERSE, but the 

promoter has included significant mitigations in their design to limit these negative impacts.  

As such the Commission considers that the impact of the scheme on our Place objective 

overall has been limited to ADVERSE’.   

3.54 We note the specific reference to impacts on heritage sites in this conclusion, whereas the 

parallel conclusion for Gatwick does not mention heritage sites at all.  The absence of the 

nuances of ‘minor’ and ‘moderate’ (standard terms used in EIA assessments) with regard to 

Adverse impacts does not allow for a distinction to be made between the potentially greater 

levels of impact at Heathrow NWR in comparison with Gatwick.  The equivalent use of 

‘Adverse’ in relation to Heritage for both schemes is probably misleading, particularly with 

regard to noise/tranquility and to buried archaeology.  It is considered that Gatwick would 

result in considerably lower levels of impact on both of these issues. 

 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 

 24 

4 HEATHROW EXTENDED NORTHERN RUNWAY (ENR) 

4.1 The promoter’s input to the AC on heritage comprises Section 6 (Place – Heritage) of the 

URS document: Heathrow Expansion- Attachment 5-1 (prepared for Runway Innovations 

Limited- Heathrow Hub). The promoter provided a separate addendum in June 2014 following 

a request for further information by the AC including Place: Heritage & Townscape modules 

(URS June 2014) 

Methodology and Assumptions 

4.2 Comments on AC methodology and assumptions as per paragraphs 2.1 – 2.11 and 2.12 – 

2.19 above. 

4.3 The promoter’s methodology involves assigning a level of Sensitivity to each heritage asset, 

but there is no methodology for assessing the magnitude or significance of impacts.   

Inputs 

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

4.4 Section 4.4 of the Jacobs Place: Baseline report addresses the baseline for Heathrow ENR  

For the area within the land take boundary this report identifies a total of seven designated 

heritage assets, all of which are Grade II listed buildings.   

4.5 It is difficult to establish which designated heritage assets the promoter has identified as being 

within the scheme land take boundary as the figures showing heritage assets do not include a 

clear boundary.  However, the text of the report does describe seven Grade II listed buildings 

as being within the land take for the runway extension – although this list does not entirely 

match up with the one produced by Jacobs.  No site visits were undertaken in order to review 

and assess the current condition and settings of the listed buildings. 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

4.6 There is no mention in the Jacobs Place: Baseline report regarding non-designated heritage 

assets within the land take boundary. 

4.7 The promoter has reviewed the information available regarding non-designated buried 

archaeological remains within the land take boundary – County Council held Historic 

Environment Record (HER) data etc.  There is high potential for the presence of 

archaeological remains of all periods.  These remains are likely to be Low-Medium 

significance, unless associated with the Stanwell Cursus (a Neolithic monument) in which 

case they would be of High significance.  

4.8 The promoter has not provided any assessment of Historic Landscape Character as required 

by the AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014). 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

4.9 Section 4.4 of the Jacobs Place: Baseline report addresses the baseline for the Heathrow 
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ENR scheme.  For the area within the Intermediate Study this report identifies a total of 30 

designated heritage assets, comprising two Scheduled Monuments, five Conservation Areas 

and 23 listed buildings (one listed at Grade II* and 22 at Grade II). 

4.10 Within the defined Outer Study Area, the Jacobs Place: Baseline report identifies a total of 

168 designated heritage assets, comprising one Scheduled Monument, six Conservation 

Areas, one Grade II Registered Park and Garden and 160 listed buildings (four listed at Grade 

I, five at Grade II* and 151 at Grade II). 

4.11 The promoter did not specifically identify designated heritage assets outside the land take 

boundary as part of their submission, although some of these assets are mentioned within the 

text of their submission.  This includes certain types of designated heritage asset (World 

Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Parks and Gardens and Conservation 

Areas)[but not listed buildings] which are located within the predicted 57dB noise contour with 

Heathrow Hub operational – it is not clear what the significance of the 57dB contour is in 

relation to heritage assets. 

4.12 The heritage assets identified here by the promoter include the World Heritage Site of the 

Royal Botanical Gardens at Kew along with 14 Scheduled Monuments (including Windsor 

Castle), 12 Registered Parks and Gardens (including Eton College, Windsor Great Park and 

Windsor Royal Estate, Frogmore Gardens, Syon Park and Chiswick House) and 30 

Conservation Areas. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

4.13 The Jacobs input regarding tranquility and impacts on heritage assets is described below in 

the Analysis section. 

4.14 The promoter has not provided any input on tranquility and heritage assets despite this being 

a requirement expressed in the AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014). 

Analysis  

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

4.15 Table 4.16 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report identifies the unmitigated impacts on 

designated heritage assets within the land take area.  It predicts impacts of Large significance 

on the seven Grade II listed buildings.  This report also identifies that there is a Conservation 

Area within the study area for the Surface Access Route for Heathrow ENR and predicts an 

unmitigated impact of Very Large significance on this asset (Table 4.17).  There is no 

mention of this Conservation Area in the Jacobs Place: Baseline report. 

4.16 The more detailed assessment of impacts is provided in Table 4.22 of this report.  This 

assesses impacts on five of the Grade II listed buildings within the land take area.  No 

assessment has been undertaken for the Grade II listed Technical Block A at the airport or the 

Grade II listed General Roy’s Monument and no reason is given for this. 

4.17 The promoter has proposed the recording of the five Grade II listed structures assessed by 

Jacobs followed by the relocation of two of these – a City Post and a milestone.  Jacobs have 

assessed that the loss of a Grade II listed building after recording would result in an impact of 
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Moderate significance.  For Gatwick the same significance of impact (Moderate) is assigned 

to Grade II buildings that are proposed to be relocated after recording. 

4.18 For the Grade II listed structures that the promoter has proposed to relocate, Jacobs have 

assessed that relocation and reconstruction would result in an impact of Large significance, 

whereas translocation (moving without prior dismantling) would result in an impact of 

Moderate significance.  Considered against the assessment described in the paragraph 

above this seems to be illogical – recording followed by removal and rebuilding appears to 

result in an impact (Large) of greater significance than recording followed by demolition 

(Moderate). 

4.19 The more detailed Jacobs assessment presented in Table 4.22 also addresses impacts on 

three other Grade II listed buildings.  Two of these are within the Intermediate Study Area 

(according to the Jacobs Place: Baseline report) whilst the remaining one (Stable range at 

Thornley Farm) does not appear at in the Jacobs Place: Baseline report.  One of those within 

the Intermediate Study Area is to be relocated (a water-pump) whilst the other two will be 

recorded prior to demolition – it is not clear why any of these need to be demolished if they 

are not within the land take boundary (and indeed the scheme promoter states in section 

6.6.1 of their submission that the Grade II listed stable range at Thornley Farm will be 

retained). 

4.20 There is no mention in the more detailed Jacobs assessment (Table 4.22) of the Conservation 

Area within the land take for surface access for which an unmitigated impact of Very Large 

significance was predicted in Table 4.17 of the report.  It would be helpful if the Commission 

could explain their understanding of what would happen to this Conservation Area as a result 

of the construction and operation of Heathrow ENR.  

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

4.21 Table 4.22 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report identifies that there will be an impact of 

Moderate/Unknown significance (after mitigation) on non-designated archaeological remains 

within the land take boundary.  The proposed mitigation is a programme of investigation and 

publication.  The parallel assessment by Jacobs for the Gatwick scheme found there to be an 

impact of Moderate significance, but it is not clear why this differs from the 

Moderate/Unknown given for Heathrow ENR. 

4.22 At Heathrow ENR there is a very strong possibility of high levels of impact on buried 

archaeological remains that are of equivalent significance to Scheduled Monuments.  This 

has been established by previous archaeological investigations in the area, including at 

Terminal 5, which have found there to be extensive and important prehistoric landscapes 

across the Heathrow Terrace gravels.  The results include very rare evidence for continuity 

between the Mesolithic and Neolithic periods, also two Neolithic cursus monuments of 

acknowledged major significance, a series of other mortuary related monuments of the 

Neolithic and Bronze Age and one of the best examples of preserved Bronze Age landscapes 

with attendant settlements yet recorded (along with Iron Age and Romano-British settlements 

and landscapes).  These elements (including the linear processional cursus monuments) will 

almost certainly be affected.  The extended western end of the runway and the extensive 

attenuation lakes would affect prehistoric alluvium of the Colne Valley which has a high 

potential to contain significant archaeological remains.  In contrast Gatwick, though likely to 
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produce dispersed archaeology of prehistoric and later date, has lower potential for intensive 

and highly significant archaeology of the forms already known at Heathrow.  This 

differentiation should be acknowledged by the Commission. 

4.23 The promoter provided a separate addendum in June 2014 following a request for further 

information by AC including Place: Heritage & Townscape modules (URS June 2014).  

Section 5 on Heritage and associated Figure 6.5 demonstrate a complex of access routes 

north east of M25 Junction 13 (including the realignment of the M25) which by virtue of their 

linear nature will effectively sever archaeological assets such as settlement sites.  Such 

fragmentation inevitably leads to a reduction in the residual significance of remaining 

elements and the incomplete understanding of the excavated areas, reducing any benefit 

from enhanced knowledge.  This contrasts with open area zones which provide the complete 

sites and full settings for impacted remains. 

4.24 The addendum is accurate in reflecting a high potential to encounter prehistoric and medieval 

remains in particular, based on numerous findings in northern Stanwell and north of Junction 

13 but there is slight inconsistency (5.2.1 & 5.2.5 of the report) in attributing likely low to 

medium significance generally but also some potential for encountering archaeology of high 

significance.  

4.25 The promoters’ identification of a high potential for paleoenvironmental finds from the Colne 

floodplain is also accurate and the major disruption of earlier prehistoric alluvium and peat by 

the roads (and runway extension) will require considerable archaeological investigation.  

There is an omission in that no identification of potential for encountering significant preserved 

wooden structures such as platforms and trackways linking dry land and wetland has been 

provided by the promoter.  

4.26 In their conclusions (paragraph 5.2.5 of the addendum) the promoter suggests ‘enhancement 

of the historic landscape to the west and south-west of Stanwell Moor to reinstate historic 

moorland environment will enhance the setting of heritage assets in Stanwell Moor and Lower 

Mill Farm, whilst offsetting the negative impact of construction on the new road across Staines 

Moor.’  Such heathland creation does not significantly contribute towards the mitigation of 

impacts on buried archaeology. 

4.27 The same table also predicts an impact of Unknown significance on Historic Landscape 

Character, presumably as a result of the promoter not providing any input on this issue.  The 

parallel assessment by Jacobs for the Gatwick scheme found there to be an impact of Large 

significance, so therefore it appears that Gatwick is being disadvantaged as a result of having 

followed the AC requirements as expressed in the Appraisal Framework. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

4.28  Other than the three Grade II listed buildings discussed above in paragraph 4.19, no 

designated heritage assets within the 2km study area outside the airport boundary have been 

individually assessed by Jacobs, whereas for Gatwick all seven of the Conservation Areas 

were assessed and an impact of Moderate significance during construction and Large 

significance during operation was predicted for each one.  The two Scheduled Monuments 

were also assessed individually.  There are 11 Conservation Areas, three Scheduled 

Monuments and one Registered Park and Garden within 2km of the airport boundary for 
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Heathrow ENR but none of these have been individually assessed. Instead there is a generic 

impact of Unknown significance ascribed to such assets. 

4.29 The table of unmitigated impacts on heritage assets within the Intermediate Study Area for 

Heathrow ENR in the Jacobs Place: Assessment report (Table 4.18) shows the significance of 

the unmitigated impacts on the 22 Grade II listed buildings within this study area as 

Moderate.  However, the equivalent table for Gatwick (Table 4.2) shows the unmitigated 

impacts on the six Grade II listed buildings within this study area as being of Large 

significance.  It would be helpful if the Commission could explain why there is a difference in 

the magnitude of impact between the two schemes with regard to this asset type. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

4.30 The Jacobs Place: Assessment report predicts (Section 4.4.5) that there is a potential for 

impacts on the tranquility of 911 additional designated heritage assets (above current 

baseline) in 2030 with Heathrow ENR operational, and on 888 designated heritage assets 

(above current baseline) in 2050 with Heathrow ENR operational.  These are indicated in 

Tables 4.20 and 4.21 (incorrectly shown as 4.22 in the report) and broken down into specified 

types of designated heritage asset – Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments etc.  These 

numbers are considerably higher than those proposed for Gatwick – see tables below. 

Conclusions and Summary of Inaccuracies and Inconsistencies 

Effects on designated heritage assets within the land take boundary  

4.31 It is difficult to establish which designated heritage assets are definitely within the scheme 

land take boundary.  No site visits were undertaken in order to review and assess the current 

condition and settings of the listed buildings. 

4.32 The Jacobs Place: Assessment report predicts an unmitigated impact of Very Large 

significance on a Conservation Area within the Surface Access Route land take, however this 

is not included within the more detailed assessment and the residual impact significance is 

not identified. 

4.33 The Jacobs assessment is inconsistent and also apparently misjudged– for listed buildings, a 

proposed programme of recording followed by removal and rebuilding appears to result in an 

impact (Large) of greater significance than just recording followed by demolition (Moderate). 

Effects on non-designated heritage assets within the land take boundary 

4.34 The promoter has not provided any input regarding Historic Landscape Character despite this 

being a requirement within the AC Appraisal Framework.  Consequently the predicted residual 

impact (as shown in Table 4.22 of the Jacobs Place: Assessment report) is of Unknown 

significance.  For Gatwick a detailed review of Historic Land take Character was included in 

the submission to the AC and Jacobs assessed the residual impact to be of Large 

significance. This appears to disadvantage Gatwick despite the submission being in 

accordance with the Appraisal Framework. 

4.35 Jacobs have assessed the residual impact on buried archaeological remains as being of 

Moderate/Unknown significance, whereas for Gatwick the assessment was Moderate. It 
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would be helpful if the Commission could explain the reason for the difference?  There is a 

known presence of buried archaeology of high significance across the Heathrow Terrace and 

within the Heathrow ENR land take. This includes undesignated remains of equivalent status 

to Scheduled Monuments such as the two Neolithic cursus monuments partially investigated 

at T5.  Other significant impacts to buried archaeology would arise from construction of 

infrastructure and surface access. 

Effects on designated heritage assets outside the land take boundary 

4.36 Other than three Grade II listed buildings, no designated heritage assets within the 2km study 

area outside the airport boundary have been individually assessed by Jacobs, whereas for 

Gatwick all seven of the Conservation Areas were assessed and an impact of Moderate 

significance during construction and Large significance during operation was predicted for 

each one.  There are 11 Conservation Areas, three Scheduled Monuments and one 

Registered Park and Garden within 2km of the airport boundary for Heathrow ENR but none 

of these have been individually assessed.  It would be helpful if the Commission could explain 

this inconsistency of approach. 

4.37 The unmitigated impacts on Grade II listed buildings within the Intermediate Study Area have 

been assessed as being of Moderate significance, whereas for Gatwick the same impacts 

have been assessed as being of Large significance.  Again, it would be helpful if the 

Commission could explain why there is a difference in the magnitude of impact between the 

two schemes. 

Tranquility and effects on designated heritage assets 

4.38 The promoter has not provided any input on tranquility and heritage assets despite this being 

a requirement expressed in the AC Appraisal Framework (April 2014).  The Jacobs 

assessment has found that far more designated heritage assets would be at risk from 

changes to tranquility than would be the case for Gatwick (see tables below). 

Overall Comments on AC Consultation document and Business Case 

and Sustainability Report for Heathrow ENR 

4.39 In the AC Consultation report, paragraph 3.140 states with regard to Heathrow Hub: 

‘Expansion would have a negative impact on a range of other local environmental factors, 

including landscape, heritage, biodiversity and water.  In general while good detailed design 

and operational deliverability by the airport operator could significantly reduce the impact of 

the scheme, the impacts in some case will never be entirely mitigated.  One area where these 

residual impacts could be problematic is flooding – even with excellent design and ongoing 

mitigation the Commission’s assessments predict that there could be residual risks of flooding 

downstream from the airport’. 

4.40 The above statement is accurate with regard to cultural heritage – there will be negative 

impacts that cannot be entirely mitigated. 

4.41 In the AC Business Case and Sustainability Assessment report regarding Heathrow ENR, 

paragraph 14.5 addresses the historic environment: ‘The heritage impact of the scheme 

development is controlled to an extent by the constrained footprint of the airport.  Heathrow 
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Hub Ltd. Has identified a lower number of sites requiring mitigation (eight total) than the 

Commission but, of those for which they identified mitigation, the mitigations proposed are 

feasible and practical’.  However the following paragraph goes on to advise that the limited 

footprint of the scheme is due in some part to the lack of provision for commercial 

development. 

4.42 Paragraph 14.9 of that report concludes: ‘As such the Commission concludes that the impact 

of the scheme on our Place objective to minimise impacts on existing landscape character 

and heritage assets is ADVERSE’.  We note the specific reference to impacts on heritage 

assets in this conclusion, whereas the parallel conclusion for Gatwick does not mention 

heritage assets. 
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5 COMPARATIVE TABLES 

Designated Heritage Assets 

Table 1 Designated Heritage Assets within land take and defined study areas – 

quantitative (numbers from Jacobs Place: Baseline report) 

  Gatwick  Heathrow NWR  Heathrow ENR 

Land take  20¹  21²  7³ 

Intermediate Study Area  9¹  54  30 

Outer Study Area  162  166  168 

Overall total  191  241  205 

Total outside land take  169  220  198 

¹ -  adjusted to reflect assets no longer present 

² -  but Jacobs Place: Assessment report also shows 8 designated heritage assets within 

the land take for Surface Access 

³ -  but Jacobs Place: Assessment report also shows 1 designated heritage asset within 

the land take for Surface Access 

5.1 This shows that Heathrow ENR is best with regard to designated heritage assets within the 

land take (i.e. assets that could be permanently lost), although there is a lack of clarity 

regarding the relocation of commercial development.  However Gatwick is slightly better than 

the two Heathrow schemes with regard to designated heritage assets within land take and a 

2km buffer, and better than the two Heathrow schemes with regard to designated heritage 

assets outside land take but within the 2km buffer. 

Table 2 Heritage Assets – qualitative (numbers from Jacobs Place: Baseline report) 

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Land take 

Scheduled Monuments - 2 - 

Listed buildings Grade I - -² - 

Listed buildings Grade II* 6 - - 

Listed buildings Grade II 14¹ 17³ 7 

Conservation Areas - 2⁴ -⁵ 

Intermediate Study Area 

Scheduled Monuments 2 1 2 

Listed buildings Grade I - 1 - 

Listed buildings Grade II* - 3 1 

Listed buildings Grade II 5¹ 44 22 

Conservation Areas 2 5 5 
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 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Outer Study Area 

Scheduled Monuments 2 1 1 

Listed buildings Grade I 5 2 4 

Listed buildings Grade II* 4 11 5 

Listed buildings Grade II 144 147 151 

Conservation Areas 5 5 6 

Registered Park & 
Garden 

- - 1 

Combined Intermediate 
and Outer Study Areas 

Scheduled Monuments 4 2 3 

Listed buildings Grade I 5 3 4 

Listed buildings Grade II* 4 14 5 

Listed buildings Grade II 149 191 173 

Conservation Areas 7 10 11 

Registered Park & 
Garden 

- - 1 

¹ - adjusted to reflect assets no longer present 

²- but Jacobs Place: Assessment report also shows 1 Grade I listed building within land take 

for Surface Access 

³ - but Jacobs Place: Assessment report also shows 5 Grade II listed buildings within land 

take for Surface Access 

⁴ - but Jacobs Place: Assessment report also shows 2 Conservation Areas within land take for 

Surface Access 

⁵ - but Jacobs Place: Assessment report also shows 1 Conservation Area within land take for 

Surface Access 

5.2 This shows that Gatwick performs worst in terms of higher value designated heritage assets 

at risk of permanent loss (i.e. Grade II* listed buildings) – 6 are shown on here although 

Gatwick will retain 2 of these.  The impact of Heathrow NWR on the two Scheduled 

Monuments is unclear but it is likely that they can be retained albeit with some direct physical 

impact on one of them and changes to the settings of both.  

5.3 Heathrow NWR performs worst with regard to potential impacts on higher value designated 

heritage assets outside land take but within the 2km buffer. 
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Tranquility – figures from Jacobs Place: Assessment Report 

Table 3 Tranquility - N70 Contour for 2030 with scheme in place 

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Conservation Areas 2 18 21 

Registered Parks and Gardens - 15 10 

World Heritage Sites - 1 1 

Scheduled Monuments 2 8 9 

Listed Buildings – Grade I 8 62 61 

Listed Buildings – Grade II* 24 140 167 

Listed Buildings – Grade II 256 1710 2053 

Overall total 292 1954 2322 

Increase on Do Minimum 147 543 911 

 

Table 4 Tranquility - N70 Contour for 2050 with scheme in place 

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Conservation Areas 2 18 19 

Registered Parks and Gardens - 12 8 

World Heritage Sites - 1 1 

Scheduled Monuments 2 5 7 

Listed Buildings – Grade I 9 58 60 

Listed Buildings – Grade II* 28 132 147 

Listed Buildings – Grade II 308 1676 1926 

Overall total 349 1902 2168 

Increase on Do Minimum 201 622 888 
 

5.4 The above tables show that (using the Jacobs methodology) Gatwick performs considerably 

better than both of the Heathrow schemes with regard to the overall number of designated 

heritage assets potentially at risk of impact on tranquility and also with regard to the increase 

above the Do Minimum predications.  Heathrow ENR performs worst on both of these 

measures. 

5.5 The draft Heritage Assessment Report for Gatwick (Jacobs on behalf of the AC, September 

2014) suggested that ‘tranquility contributes more to the significance of designated heritage 

assets which are predominantly enjoyed ‘outdoors’ such as Scheduled Monuments, 

Conservation Areas and Registered Parks and Gardens (and also World Heritage Sites), 

rather than Listed Buildings where tranquility is considered to contribute less towards their 

significance as most interactions occur ‘indoors’’.  This approach was apparently agreed by 

English Heritage at a meeting with Jacobs.  The tables below show the figures for the heritage 

asset types that are considered to be predominantly enjoyed outdoors.   
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Table 5 Tranquility - N70 Contour for 2030 with scheme in place 

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Conservation Areas 2 18 21 

Registered Parks and Gardens - 15 10 

World Heritage Sites - 1 1 

Scheduled Monuments 2 8 9 

Overall total 4 39 41 

 

Table 6 Tranquility - N70 Contour for 2050 with scheme in place 

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Conservation Areas 2 18 19 

Registered Parks and Gardens - 12 8 

World Heritage Sites - 1 1 

Scheduled Monuments 2 5 7 

Overall total 4 36 35 
 

5.6 The above tables show that with this more qualitative approach Gatwick performs 

considerably better than both of the Heathrow schemes.  Figures 1-3 of this report provide 

this information in graphic form.  Its advantages are even more pronounced when taking 

account of the actual heritage assets that are potentially at risk with regard to the Heathrow 

schemes, cf. the World Heritage Site of the Royal Botanical Gardens at Kew, along with other 

heritage assets such as Windsor Castle, Windsor Great Park and Windsor Royal Estate, 

Frogmore House and Gardens (including the Royal Mausoleum), Eton College, Richmond 

Park, Osterly House and Park, Syon House and Park, Buccleuch Gardens, Ditton Park, 

Burnham Abbey and Ankerwyke Priory.  There may also be adverse effects at the Magna 

Carta Monument, the John F Kennedy Memorial, and the Royal Air Force Monument, all close 

to Runnymede Bridge and at Chiswick House and Gardens.  For Gatwick, there are no 

affected heritage assets that come anywhere near the significance of those identified above.  
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APPENDIX 1 – COMPARISION OF SCHEME ASSESSMENTS (JACOBS)  

 

  Issue   Gatwick  Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR Comments

  Land take Study Area 

Grade II* listed buildings 6 present, assumed unmitigated Large 
impact on all, mitigated to Neutral 
where retained in situ (2) and Large 
where recorded and possibly relocated 
(4). 

None present None present  

Grade II listed buildings 14 present, assumed unmitigated 
Large  impact on all, mitigated to 
Neutral (1) or Moderate (1) where 
retained in situ (1) and Moderate where 
recorded and possibly relocated (12). 

17 present, assumed unmitigated 
Large impact on all, mitigated to 
Neutral where retained in situ (1) 
and Moderate  where recorded 
and possibly relocated (2) or 
selected materials retained (14). 

7 present, assumed 
unmitigated Large impact on 
all, mitigated to Neutral (1) or 
Large (0) where retained in 
situ , Large where recorded 
and possibly relocated (or just 
recorded) or Moderate if 
translocated. 

For Heathrow ENR, why do 
impacts remain Large when 
buildings are recorded and 
possibly relocated, whereas 
for the two other schemes the 
residual impact is Moderate? 

Conservation Areas None present 2 present, assumed unmitigated 
Very Large impact on both, also 
Very Large impact after 
mitigation. 

None present  

Scheduled Monuments None present 2 present, assumed unmitigated 
Very Large impact on both, no 
assessment and no discussion 
of residual impacts 

None present For Heathrow NW Runway, 
why are no residual impacts 
assessed for the 2 Scheduled 
Monuments within land take? 

Non-designated 
archaeological remains 

Moderate after mitigation Moderate / Unknown after 
mitigation. 

Moderate / Unknown after 
mitigation 

Why is Gatwick treated 
differently to the two Heathrow 
schemes?   

Historic landscape character Large Unknown – no information 
provided by promoter. 

Unknown – no information 
provided by promoter 

Why is Gatwick treated 
differently to the two Heathrow 
schemes?   

  Surface Access Corridors 
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  Issue  Gatwick  Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR Comments

Grade I listed buildings None present 1 present, assumed unmitigated Very 
Large impact, no assessment and 
no discussion of residual 
impacts  

None present For Heathrow NW Runway, 
what is this Grade I listed 
building and why has the 
residual impact not been 
assessed? 

Grade II listed buildings None present 5 present, assumed unmitigated Large
impacts on all, no assessment and 
no discussion of residual 
impacts 

None present For Heathrow NW Runway, 
why have the residual impacts 
on these buildings not been 
assessed? 

Conservation Areas None present 1 present, assumed unmitigated Very 
Large impact, no assessment and 
no discussion of residual 
impacts 

1 present, assumed unmitigated 
Very Large impact, no 
assessment and no 
discussion of residual 
impacts 

For the two Heathrow 
schemes, what is this 
Conservation Area and why 
has the residual impact not 
been assessed? 

  Intermediate Study Area 

Grade I listed buildings None present 1 present, assumed unmitigated Large
impact, mitigated to Large where 
retained in situ or relocated or 
Moderate if translocated. 

None present  

Grade II* listed buildings None present 1 present, assumed unmitigated Large
impact, mitigated to Large where 
retained in situ or relocated or 
Moderate if translocated. 

1 present, assumed unmitigated 
Large impact, no assessment 
and no discussion of 
residual impact 

For Heathrow ENR, why has 
the residual impact on this 
Grade II* listed building not 
been assessed? 

Grade II listed buildings 5 present, assumed unmitigated Large 
impacts on all, mitigated to Moderate (1) – 
others not assessed. 

44 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

22 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

Why are the unmitigated impacts 
at Gatwick shown as Large whilst 
for the two Heathrow schemes 
these are shown as Moderate? 

Scheduled Monuments 2 present, assumed unmitigated Large 
impacts on both, mitigated to Large (3) and 
Very Large (1) 

1 present, assumed unmitigated Large
impact, no assessment and no 
discussion of residual impact 

2 present, assumed unmitigated 
Large impacts on both, no 
assessment and no 
discussion of residual 
impact 

At Gatwick, why is the residual 
impact larger than the unmitigated 
impact? 
For the two Heathrow schemes, 
why is there no assessment or 
identification of residual impacts?  
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  Issue  Gatwick  Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR Comments

Conservation Areas 2 present, assumed unmitigated Large 
impacts on both, mitigated to Moderate 
(Construction) and Large (Operation). 

5 present, assumed unmitigated Large
impacts on all, not individually 
assessed but collectively allocated an 
Unknown residual impact. 

5 present, assumed unmitigated 
Large impacts on all, not 
individually assessed but 
collectively allocated an Unknown 
residual impact. 

For the two Heathrow schemes, 
why is there no assessment or 
identification of residual impacts on 
an individual basis as is the case 
for Gatwick? 

  Outer Study Area 

Grade I listed buildings 5 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

2 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on both, no 
further assessment undertaken. 

4 present, assumed 
unmitigated Moderate impacts 
on all, no further assessment 
undertaken. 

 

Grade II* listed buildings 4 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

11 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no 
further assessment undertaken. 

5 present, assumed 
unmitigated Moderate impacts 
on all, no further assessment 
undertaken. 

 

Grade II listed buildings 144 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

147 present, assumed 
unmitigated Moderate impacts on 
all, no further assessment 
undertaken. 

151 present, assumed 
unmitigated Moderate impacts 
on all, no further assessment 
undertaken. 

 

Scheduled Monuments 2 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

1 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impact, no further 
assessment undertaken. 

1 present, assumed 
unmitigated Moderate impact, 
no further assessment 
undertaken. 

 

Conservation Areas 5 present, assumed unmitigated Moderate 
impacts on all, mitigated to Moderate 
(Construction) and Large (Operation) 

5 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, not 
individually assessed but collectively 
allocated an Unknown residual impact.

6 present, assumed unmitigated 
Moderate impacts on all, not 
individually assessed but 
collectively allocated an Unknown 
residual impact. 

At Gatwick, why is the residual 
impact larger than the unmitigated 
impact? 
For the two Heathrow schemes, 
why is there no assessment or 
identification of residual impacts on 
an individual basis as is the case 
for Gatwick? 

Grade I Registered Parks 
and Gardens 

None present None present 1 present, assumed 
unmitigated Moderate impact, 
no further assessment 
undertaken. 

 



 

 

FIGURES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure No: 1 Revision: .

Date: Dec 2014
Drawn:

Datum:
Checked:

Projection:
Job Ref:MS MR OXF8027

OSGB36 BNG

1:90,000Scale: A3 @
0 4.52.25 km

Title:

Client: Gatwick Airport Ltd
Project: Gatwick R2

20     Western Avenue     Milton Park     Abingdon     Oxon     OX14 4SH
T  01235 821888    F  01235 820351    E  rpsox@rpsgroup.com    W  rpsgroup.com

Status: -
Data Source: RPS 2014

Rev: Date: Amendment: Name: Checked:

±

Pr
oje

ct 
Re

f: O
:\8

02
7 G

atw
ick

 Ai
rpo

rt -
 P

lan
nin

g\T
ec

h\D
raw

ing
s\8

02
7-0

33
9-0

4.m
xd

    
Da

te 
Sa

ve
d: 

19
/12

/20
14

© Crown copyright, All rights reserved. 2014 License number 0100031673, 10001998,100048492. Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014

Gatwick N70 (20 event) contour
with heritage assets

Legend

GF Scheduled Monument
") Grade I Listed Building
") Grade II* Listed Building

Registered Park and Garden
Conservation Area
N70 (20 event) contour as plotted by
Jacobs



Figure No: 2 Revision: .

Date: Dec 2014
Drawn:

Datum:
Checked:

Projection:
Job Ref:MS MR OXF8027

OSGB36 BNG

1:100,000Scale: A3 @
0 52.5 km

Title:

Client: Gatwick Airport Ltd
Project: Gatwick R2

20     Western Avenue     Milton Park     Abingdon     Oxon     OX14 4SH
T  01235 821888    F  01235 820351    E  rpsox@rpsgroup.com    W  rpsgroup.com

Status: -
Data Source: RPS 2014

Rev: Date: Amendment: Name: Checked:

±

Pr
oje

ct 
Re

f: O
:\8

02
7 G

atw
ick

 Ai
rpo

rt -
 P

lan
nin

g\T
ec

h\D
raw

ing
s\8

02
7-0

33
8-0

4.m
xd

    
Da

te 
Sa

ve
d: 

19
/12

/20
14

© Crown copyright, All rights reserved. 2014 License number 0100031673, 10001998,100048492. Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014

Heathrow NWR
N70 (20 event) contour with heritage assets

Legend

GF Scheduled Monument
") Grade I Listed Building
") Grade II* Listed Building

World Heritage Site
Registered Park and Garden
Conservation Area
N70 (20 event) contour as plotted
by Jacobs



Figure No: 3 Revision: .

Date: Dec 2014
Drawn:

Datum:
Checked:

Projection:
Job Ref:MS MR OXF8027

OSGB36 BNG

1:100,000Scale: A3 @
0 52.5 km

Title:

Client: Gatwick Airport Ltd
Project: Gatwick R2

20     Western Avenue     Milton Park     Abingdon     Oxon     OX14 4SH
T  01235 821888    F  01235 820351    E  rpsox@rpsgroup.com    W  rpsgroup.com

Status: -
Data Source: RPS 2014

Rev: Date: Amendment: Name: Checked:

±

Pr
oje

ct 
Re

f: O
:\8

02
7 G

atw
ick

 Ai
rpo

rt -
 P

lan
nin

g\T
ec

h\D
raw

ing
s\8

02
7-0

33
7-0

4.m
xd

    
Da

te 
Sa

ve
d: 

19
/12

/20
14

© Crown copyright, All rights reserved. 2014 License number 0100031673, 10001998,100048492. Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014

Heathrow ENR
N70 (20 event) contour with heritage assets

Legend

GF Scheduled Monument
") Grade I Listed Building
") Grade II* Listed Building

World Heritage Site
Registered Park and Garden
Conservation Area
N70 (20 event) contour as plotted by
Jacobs


