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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1.1 OVERVIEW  

This report highlights a number of key concerns around the delivery 

programme and cost estimate for the Heathrow Airport North West Runway 

(NWR) scheme proposed by Heathrow Airport Limited (HAL) to the UK 

Airports Commission (herein the “Commission”) being chaired by Sir Howard 

Davies. 

 

This report and the views expressed by EC Harris in this document are based 

on the information presented as part of the Commission’s analysis, findings 

and data that is available in the public domain. 

 

There are compelling reasons to doubt whether a new third runway at 

Heathrow can be delivered at all, but that is not the purpose of this report.  

This report starts with the assumption that a new third runway could be 

delivered and then estimates, using industry best practice, to determine how 

long this would take and at what cost.  To that end, the primary focus of this 

report is to scrutinise the key programme and cost allowances that have been 

proposed by HAL in their Technical Submission (Taking Britain Further, 

Volumes 1-3) to the Commission in May 2014.  In our opinion, these 

allowances are questionable and require further justification and explanation 

by HAL.   

 

The delivery timetable submitted by HAL is optimistic by up to four years with 

the cost estimate inflated by up to £5.6bn.  In support of this claim, we 

highlight three elements that will be the source of major delays and challenge 

HAL’s ability to meet its current stated delivery programme:  

 

▪ The extent of remediation required to treat leaching and migrating 

contaminants from a large number of active/historic landfill sites that will 

be disturbed, alongside the level of ground stabilisation required to 

enable construction of the new runway; 

▪ The re-provision of critical airport support facilities located off the airport, 

as well as the Lakeside Energy from Waste (EfW) plant which provides 

an important local and regional waste management capability; and 

▪ The extent of highway and river diversion works, and associated 

environmental mitigation and compensatory measures required to enable 

the construction of the new runway.   

 

On review of the evidence presented in HAL’s Technical Submission (May 

2014) documents to the Commission, there is zero probability of achieving the 

stated 2025 runway opening date.   The earliest date in which the new runway 

▪ Heathrow’s NWR scheme 

programme could take at 

least four years longer to 

deliver than HAL has 

stated, extending out to 

April 2029. 

▪ The CAPEX is 

underestimated by up to 

£5.6bn. The estimated 

total cost is more likely to 

be around £21.2bn or 

£26.5bn when adding the 

Commission’s OB. 

▪ Broken down, the £5.6bn 

of additional CAPEX is 

attributed to: 

▪ £3bn for post runway 

opening scope 

omissions; 

▪ £1.3bn for third party 

funding omissions; 

▪ £0.8bn for up to four 

years of programme 

delays; and 

▪ £0.5bn of 

compensation to the 

operators of relocated 

‘off-airport’ support 

facilities. 

▪ The annual capital spend 

required to achieve HAL’s 

stated runway opening in 

2025 is not thought to be 

realistic and has never 

been previously achieved 

by Heathrow during the 

development of either T5 

or T2. 

▪ A minimum two year 

period would be required 

to secure DCO consent. 
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could be realistically opened, based on a forecast P80 ‘industry norm’ 

confidence level, is April 2029, at an estimated cost of £21.2bn.  When taking 

account of the Commission’s Optimum Bias (OB) the estimated cost further 

inflates to £26.5bn. 

 

To substantiate this view our report has principally focused on two key areas:  

 

▪ CAPEX Shortfall; and 

▪ Programme Risks and Timetable Delays. 

1.1.1 CAPEX  SHORTFALL  

The CAPEX could be underestimated by up to £5.6bn as a result of the 

potential delays to construction, the omission of Terminal 2 (T2) future 

expansion to support forecast demand and the exclusion of third party funding 

that will be required to finance elements of the NWR scheme.  This is 

illustrated in Figure 1. 

 
 
Figure 1 - The cost composition of the NWR Programme  

Both the Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway (ENR) and Heathrow 

Airport NWR schemes show limited or no capacity enhancement CAPEX post 

runway opening, to match traffic growth forecasts and passenger demand.  

This will adversely impact and increase the overall passenger charge.  

Conversely, Gatwick has taken account of this capacity growth in its Second 

Runway (2R) submission (May 2014) to the Commission.  Figure 2 (see page 

3) illustrates the CAPEX profiles of each of the three short-listed schemes. 
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Figure 2 - HAL NWR, Heathrow ENR, and Gatwick 2R Sche mes CAPEX  

 

In order for the Commission to accurately evaluate and compare the individual 

merits of each of three short-listed schemes to decide which could best 

contribute to addressing the future airport capacity needs of London and the 
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South East, further evidence will be required to explain exactly how the 

development of the NWR scheme will deliver all of the benefits being claimed 

by HAL.  For example, it appears that an element of the associated Heathrow 

2R Master Plan should be included in the NWR scheme scope therefore 

providing an over optimistic view of the total construction costs.  The 

estimated value of the NWR post opening scope that has been omitted 

amounts to at least £3bn.  

 

HAL states that the development of its NWR scheme will be a fully funded 

private scheme.  This is clearly not the case as it has assumed that the 

Highways Agency (HA) will fund £480M of the proposed M25 realignment 

works.  We question this assumption of funding and would argue that HAL will 

be responsible for all of the costs related to the M25 realignment and 

tunnelling as it is a critical enabler for the NWR scheme.  It is therefore 

reasonable to inquire into why the HA would be required to part fund these 

works.  Moreover, the cost of the Southern Rail Connection, as estimated by 

the Commission, inclusive of OB, of £809M also appears to have been 

omitted. 

 

Similarly, it is believed that the allowances for the relocation and re-siting of 

‘off-airport’ facilities around Heathrow, together with the compensation 

payments that will be necessary to pay existing operators is inadequate by 

approximately £500M.  Some of the critical ‘off-airport’ support facilities that 

need to be demolished and relocated to create the development footprint for 

the NWR scheme, include the Colnbrook and DHL Logistics Centres and 

railhead, HM’s Harmondsworth and Colnbrook Immigration Removal Centres 

(IRCs), the British Airways (now IAG) Waterside Corporate Headquarters 

(HQ), Gate Gourmet Catering and the British Telecom (BT) Data Centre and 

vehicle workshops off the A4 Bath Road, the Heathrow Airport Police HQ and 

the Lakeside EfW plant, near Colnbrook.  

 

The programme and the annual capital spend estimated by HAL is 

unachievable in our view if HAL choose to adopt the same procurement 

strategy for the NWR scheme as they did for T5 and T2.  Although we 

question the overall delivery timetable and capital allowance, HAL’s current 

submission for the Heathrow NWR scheme assumes capital expenditure 

peaking at £2.3bn in 2024.  This order of magnitude spend has never been 

previously achieved at Heathrow on any of its previous major capital 

investment projects, such as T5 or T2.  Nevertheless, this large amount of 

capital spend will be required to deliver the new T6 and T6B satellite 

simultaneously to provide the required capacity being sought by HAL.  If this 

level of capital spend cannot be achieved and the delivery of these facilities 

become staggered, then the capacity gains stated by HAL will not be realised. 

 

HAL should provide further information on how they plan to procure and 
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deliver the NWR scheme and associated development based on the 

programme submitted to the Commission in May 2014. 

1.1.2 PROGRAMME R ISKS &  T IMETABLE DELAYS  

The delivery programme proposed by HAL raises concerns about the validity 

and achievability of key milestones, workflow sequences and the overall 

timescale.  There is zero probability that the stated 2025 runway opening date 

for the NWR scheme will be achieved.  A more realistic forecast P80 ‘industry 

norm’ programme completion date that reflects the scale and complexity of 

development, the type and breadth of matters of material interest to be 

mitigated and the need for multiple working fronts to be performed during both 

the enabling and construction phases is April 2029.   

 

In our opinion, there are a number of factors that raise high levels of 

uncertainty around the achievability of the delivery programme stated by HAL 

for the NWR scheme.  These can be grouped into the following reasons: 

 

▪ The insufficient time allowance to conduct a legally compliant 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), carry out extensive 

consultations and prepare a thorough, technically robust Environmental 

Statement (ES) that is based on adequate environmental information 

during the Pre-Application Phase of the Development Consent Order 

(DCO).  A further major challenge to overcome here, is the sufficiency of 

mitigation and compensatory measures to reconcile matters of material 

concern on the environment, namely adverse residual effects arising from 

aircraft noise annoyance, EU Air Quality Limit breaches, habitat loss and 

change, river diversions and flood risk, soil and water contamination from 

landfill site disturbances, designated Green Belt land loss, listed heritage 

asset loss and setting changes, archaeology and landscape change.  

Given the size and scale of the NWR scheme, this is likely to take longer 

than the 937 days currently proposed by HAL in its delivery programme;   

▪ The insufficient time allowance afforded by HAL between submission of 

the DCO Application to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) and the 

Secretary of State’s (SoS) decision to grant consent for the NWR scheme 

and associated development; 

▪ The insufficient time that has been allocated to the implementation of a 

comprehensive package of environmental mitigation and compensatory 

measures and the undertaking of the related enabling works; 

▪ There are a significant number of active/historic landfill sites within the 

proposed physical footprint of the NWR scheme and associated 

development.  Some of these landfills are recent with a likelihood of 

compliance with current best practices and legislation, while others are 

older and more likely to contain unlicensed materials. The NWR scheme 

cuts through these areas and will require a significant investment in time 

and cost to remediate the land or remove material and stabilise the 



  © 2014 EC Harris LLP 

Legally Privileged & Strictly Confidential 

P a g e  | 6 

ground to enable construction.  These landfill sites will contain hazardous 

materials and present a risk to local watercourses and groundwater from 

leaching and migrating contaminants.  Given the close proximity of these 

landfill sites to local watercourses, the potential for material harm on local 

water quality and ecosystem health is significant.  The NWR scheme 

programme is at risk of substantial prolongation due to the need to 

resolve and agree acceptable measures and techniques with the likes of 

the Environment Agency (EA) to remediate the historical contamination 

legacy; 

▪ Based on previous procurement strategies adopted by HAL the level of 

projected annual capital spend  is unrealistic  and should be adjusted to a 

more achievable  level of circa £1.5bn per annum in the years where this 

level of spend is being forecast; 

▪ The need for the NWR scheme to work on many fronts at the same time 

will significantly increase the potential for detrimental effects on the local 

community.  The proposed changes to the existing surface access 

systems required to free the construction zone are wide ranging and 

significant.  The likelihood is that the published works sequence will blight 

the area, including the airfield operations, for a good part of the front of 

the proposed development programme.  This will increase the risk of a 

demand for a re-sequence of the proposed timescale to mitigate some of 

the more significant effects, thereby prolonging the front-end elements 

and delaying the release of key construction zones at the proposed 

dates; 

▪ The need to align, reconfigure and improve a significant amount of 

surface access routes to create the required construction zone will cause 

massive disruption to airfield operations, the use of local transport 

infrastructure and local communities.  This may not be tolerable for a 

number of stakeholders and trigger a re-sequence during the DCO 

process with a corresponding prolongation of the overall programme; 

▪ The critical ‘off-airport’ support facilities that require relocation before the 

construction teams could properly establish work compounds and work 

fronts.  As mentioned earlier in Section 1.1.1, some of these facilities 

include the Colnbrook and DHL Logistics Centres and railhead, the 

Lakeside EfW plant and HM IRCs.  It is assumed that all of these will 

require relocation into suitable ‘like-for-like’ replacement facilities prior to 

the release of the land for construction.  Each facility is considered a 

critical asset that is required to support the daily operation of Heathrow.  

There are also a number of other facilities which provide important 

services for both the airport and wider community; 

▪ The replacement of utilities of which there is a significant amount within 

the NWR scheme development footprint.  Each will require relocation 

prior to construction.  Experience from other projects indicates that liaison 

with statutory bodies, such as UK Power Networks (UKPN) require a 

significant amount of time invested prior to the works on site.  Thereby 
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increasing the potential risk of disruption and delay to the allocated 

timeslots for the progression of the site works; 

▪ The timeline allowed for between the securing of DCO consent and 

commencement of works on site is currently set at an optimistic level. 

While this could be achievable the corresponding construction works and 

sequence that follow these key milestones provides a very aggressive 

sequence of works.  Thereby compounding any potential delays or failure 

to designate a location-specific Aviation National Policy Statement (NPS), 

the DCO procedures and agreements on pre-construction conditions.  

There is little or no evidence that the main project timescales have an 

allowance for schedule risk.  This increases the risk of failure on the key 

runway opening date; and 

▪ The programme of change that is proposed for Heathrow means that the 

development of a new runway is biased towards the north west of the 

existing airfield property.  This requires that the new capacity is 

connected to the centralised terminal strategy by subterranean 

infrastructure for passenger and baggage connectivity.  The delivery of 

which will have a significant impact on the efficiency of existing airfield 

operations.  The key facilities of passenger and baggage connectivity are 

required to ensure a resilient operation at the point of opening.  There is 

insufficient information within the programme to give a clear indication of 

the risks associated with these works.   
 

The delivery programme submitted by HAL for the NWR scheme is 

considered optimistic and does not allow for the level of contingency which 

would be expected for a project of this size, scale and complexity.  A more 

realistic timetable should be identified, one that draws upon the delivery of 

previous capital investment projects at Heathrow, as well as giving regard to 

the consenting timescales recently achieved by other major DCO 

Applications, such as Hinkley Point C, the Thames Tideway Tunnel (TTT) and 

the Abel Marine Energy Park (AMEP).  The critical issues identified in relation 

to the delivery programme are: 

 

▪ The apparent absence of an adequate risk allowance for programme 

delays is significant.  Almost one-third of the estimated £15.6bn cost is 

attributed to the implementation of environmental mitigation and enabling 

works.  There are substantial programme risks with such elements which 

cannot be covered by a 15% risk allowance.  In allowing for prolongation 

costs, the risk allowance should be increased to around 20% overall; and 

▪ Delays in the construction phase could cost up to £200M per annum and, 

therefore, based on an estimated four year delay the minimal additional 

programme cost could be up to £0.8bn. 
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2. KEY FINDINGS &  ISSUES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION  

There are compelling reasons to doubt whether a new third runway at 

Heathrow can be delivered at all, but that is not the purpose of this report.  

The key assumption underpinning this report is that a new third runway could 

be delivered.  Industry best practice has been used to determine how long, in 

this case, it would take to develop the NWR scheme and at what cost.  As 

such, this section of the report presents: 

 

▪ A high level description of the NWR scheme; 

▪ A variety of land use planning challenges, particularly with regard to the 

DCO process and the securing of consent for the NWR scheme and 

associated development; 

▪ A number of DCO process insights on issues connected to the 

designation of a location-specific Aviation NPS, application timetables, 

EIA and ES preparation, as well as a number of matters of material 

interest that will require thorough consideration; 

▪ The extent of enabling and environmental mitigation works that will be 

required; and 

▪ Some of the key construction issues and re-provisioning of facilities that 

will challenge HAL’s ability to deliver its stated programme and add cost. 

 

This report should be read in conjunction with GAL’s response to the 

Commission’s assessment of the NWR scheme which was published for 

consultation on the 11th November 2014.  In the preparation of its response to 

the Commission, GAL has reviewed and considered in detail the 

Commission’s analysis of the NWR scheme.  A series of technical reports 

providing detailed commentary and appraisal on a wide range of 

environmental, economic, planning, property, operational and construction 

matters have also been produced by GAL.  The evidence presented in these 

reports aims to further validate the case for the Gatwick 2R scheme as the 

best solution for additional runway capacity in London and the South East of 

England. 

 

2.2 HEATHROW NWR  SCHEME DESCRIPTION  

The Heathrow NWR scheme proposed by HAL comprises the development 

and operation of a new 3,500m long runway, 1,045m to the north-west of the 

current northern runway (09L/27R) at Heathrow (see Figure 3).  This level of 

separation will enable full independent operations for all known and new 

generation aircraft, including Code F types such as the A380-800 and future 

variants.  

▪ On average, the timeframe 

in which to secure DCO 

consent from the SoS has 

taken between 16.5 and 

18.5 months. Meanwhile, 

longer timeframes have 

been needed for certain 

major applications to fully 

examine the evidence 

submitted, particularly with 

respect to environmental 

matters, compulsory 

purchase powers and the 

benefits afforded by 

mitigation and 

compensatory measures  

to determine whether 

these outweigh any 

adverse residual effects 

identified. 

▪ HAL has allowed only 15 

months to secure DCO 

consent.  Given the scale 

and complexity of the 

project, the matters of 

material concern and 

potential for significant 

residual effects on the 

environment and 

communities, a more 

realistic timeframe in which 

to obtain DCO consent 

could be obtained is at 

least two years.  

Importantly, this does not 

account for the possibility 

of any claim for judicial 

review on the legality of 

the NPS designation or 

decision made by the SoS.  
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A new terminal (T6) is proposed to the west of the current T5A campus with a 

new T6B satellite located to the north of the current northern runway to serve 

the new NWR.  The layout of terminal infrastructure with the exception of T4 

and the new T6B satellite will therefore continue in a ‘toast-rack’ style 

configuration between the two existing northern and southern runways. 

 

The new T6 is proposed to be built in stages to ultimately handle up to 35M 

passengers annually, which is a similar capacity to T5 (currently 30M).  The 

terminal will adopt a similar modern, contemporary style as T5 and the 

recently opened new T2A (June 2014). 

 

 
Figure 3 – Heathrow NWR Scheme 

 

2.3 L AND USE PLANNING  

The delivery of new runway capacity in the UK is a matter of national 

significance.  The consenting route identified by HAL and indeed all of the 

new runway proposals is the DCO process under the Planning Act 2008 (as 

amended).  Whilst, suitably flexible and offering a ‘one-stop-shop’ consenting 

route for the NWR scheme through largely replacing the need to obtain multi-

agency consents, there are considerable challenges that will need to be 

addressed, accordingly.  A key area of concern is the notable level of political 

uncertainty that would surround the development of the NWR scheme which 

could significantly impact the delivery timetable proposed by HAL and the 

securing of DCO consent from the SoS. 

 

The extent, complexity and sequencing of the enabling works from an 

environmental mitigation perspective will also prove equally challenging when 

taking account of the following: 
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▪ The measures for replacement and compensatory habitat to offset the 

loss or change to priority habitats; 

▪ The surveying and translocation of protected fauna species in line with 

the optimum seasonal time periods; 

▪ The establishment of new landscaping areas, green space and green 

corridors throughout the Colne Valley, west of the airport;  

▪ The re-provision of critical airport support and other important facilities, as 

well as the Lakeside EfW plant; 

▪ The creation of extensive flood storage areas and installation of flood 

protection and pollution control measures in the Colne Valley catchment; 

▪ The remediation, treatment and removal of leaching and migrating soil 

and water contaminants from disturbed landfill sites; and 

▪ The demolition and possible re-provision of designated heritage assets 

and treatment (i.e. Grade II Listed Buildings) of the historic setting for the 

Grade I listed Harmondsworth Great Barn and Grade II* listed 

Harmondsworth St Marys Church which lie immediately adjacent to the 

boundary of the expanded Heathrow NWR scheme boundary. 

 

2.4 STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  

An outline Statement of Environmental Effects is provided in the following 

table to highlight the principal environmental effects associated with the 

development and operation of the NWR scheme. 

 

Topic Predicted Effects 

Noise Upwards of 500,000 people (in the 55Lden noise contour) 

significantly affected by aircraft noise in 2050 

Air Quality Ongoing breaches of EU Air Quality Limits for NOx and PM10. 

Biodiversity Habitats of >300 protected species lost or disturbed  

8 statutory designated sites within 2km, including the SWLW SPA 

and Ramsar site 

35.5ha of UK Priority Habitats lost 

65ha of habitat lost from three statutorily designated sites  

Water 

Resources 
12.25km of watercourses diverted in the Colne Valley catchment 

3km of river to be placed into concrete culverts 

Flood Risk Large areas of Zone 2 and 3 designated floodplain lost 

Around 475,000m3 of new flood storage areas created to offset 
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floodplain losses 

Green Belt 694.6ha of designated Metropolitan Green Belt land lost further 

fragmenting the Strategic Gap between Slough and Greater 

London 

Heritage & 

Archaeology 
21 listed designated heritage assets lost, including 17 Grade II 

Listed Buildings, 2 Scheduled Monuments and 2 Conservation 

Areas (Harmondsworth Village and Longford Village) 

Land Quality 2 active and 16 historic landfill sites disturbed to the west of the 

airport and requiring remediation, protection and/or removal of 

contaminated soil and water  

Property 1,072 residential properties lost, as well as a large number of 

critical aviation support facilities and commercial properties 

Lakeside Energy from Waste plant to be re-provided   

 

2.5 DCO  PROCESS  

2.5.1 OVERVIEW  

The DCO process is a six-step, front-loaded consenting regime which places 

emphasis on the Applicant to provide the appropriate level of detailed 

information and to consult widely with the community and a number of key 

stakeholders.  The six key steps and their corresponding fixed-timescales as 

prescribed under the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) are: 

 

▪ Pre-Application Preparation (no time limit); 

▪ Application Acceptance by PINS (28 days); 

▪ Pre-Examination (three months); 

▪ Examination by PINS (six months); 

▪ PINS Recommendation (three months); and 

▪ SoS Decision (three months). 

 

There is no definitive timescale in place for the pre-application phase which 

may increase scope for delay and uncertainty.  Prior to the submission of the 

DCO Application to PINS, Applicants are required to carry out extensive 

statutory and community consultation, where the length of time will vary 

according to the scale and complexity of development, and the number of 

issues material to the determination of the application.  In order to keep the 

DCO timetable on track, the Applicant should take account of all responses 

made by the community and stakeholders. 

 

▪ DCO Applications follow a 

six step consenting route.  

Once a DCO Application 

has been accepted by 

PINS, the timescales in 

which to examine and 

determine the Application 

are relatively fixed up to 

the SoS making a 

decision.  

▪ The greatest uncertainty 

exists upfront in the 

process, namely during the 

Pre-Application 

Preparation phase where 

the timescale is not fixed 

and there is a requirement 

to consult widely, 

undertake EIA and prepare 

an ES, and present 

detailed information. 



  © 2014 EC Harris LLP 

Legally Privileged & Strictly Confidential 

P a g e  | 13 

Since the 1st March 2010, approximately 75% of all DCO Applications have 

been for energy projects.  Other projects applying for DCO consent have 

included waste management facilities, highway improvements and rail freight 

terminals, as well as major sewage works and tunnels.  So far, 23 projects 

have been withdrawn from the DCO process for various reasons. 

 

2.5.2 NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT  

Under the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) the DCO process would be 

capable of securing a large proportion of the consents for not just the new 

NWR and T6 infrastructure but for much of the associated development and 

compulsory purchase powers needed to acquire a large number of residential 

and commercial properties.  However, the greatest risk to securing DCO 

consent is timescale and the level of uncertainty that this would create.  The 

securing of DCO consent would rely heavily on the successful, prior 

designation of a relevant, location-specific NPS.  This is integral for the 

purposes of the SoS making a decision on whether to grant consent on the 

basis that the national need for a new runway has been clearly demonstrated.    

 

Any major delay to designate or the absence of the NPS would potentially 

undermine the justification for the delivery of new runway capacity and place 

insuperable difficulty on the SoS to make a properly informed decision.   

 

The timely designation of a robust NPS is therefore vital.  
 

Moreover, the NPS matter would affect all three of the new runway schemes.  

However, the ability of HAL to conduct effective, early stage consultations and 

present the level of detailed information required from the extensive array of 

technical investigations to be undertaken in the timeframes specified by HAL 

to support its DCO Application are questionable and must be treated with 

caution at this stage in the process.  Alongside this, there is also a high risk 

that a location-specific NPS could take longer for the NWR scheme than 

envisaged by HAL and be subject to potential claims for judicial review due to 

major objections around its legality and the basis for which new runway has 

been justified by the Government.  This could significantly prolong the 

programme. 

 

Whether the approximate 2.5 years assumed by HAL for the Government to 

designate a location-specific Aviation NPS will be sufficient is difficult to 

reasonably determine at this stage in the process.  The level of stakeholder 

interest and public sensitivity is likely to be unprecedented with the potential 

for a large number of objections to be made on HAL’s plans for a NWR.  This 

could significantly delay the date of the NPS designation and limit HAL’s 

ability to consult openly and effectively with all stakeholders, finalise the 

scheme design and progress the EIA undertaking. 

▪ The designation of a 

location-specific Aviation 

NPS that clearly sets out 

the national need for the 

development of new 

runway capacity in London 

and the South East is 

vitally important. 

▪ Any major delay to 

designate or absence of a 

location-specific Aviation 

NPS could potentially 

undermine the ability to 

consult effectively and 

undertake a 

comprehensive EIA, which 

in turn could materially 

affect the principle of new 

runway development in 

London and the South 

East, and the credibility of 

decision-making. 
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Admittedly, HAL does acknowledge that any successful legal challenge to the 

location-specific Aviation NPS designation could adversely affect its delivery 

programme.  We also agree that this would be a major risk. 

 

2.5.3 EIA  &  ES  PREPARATION  

The NWR scheme proposed by HAL is classified as EIA development under 

the 2009 Regulations.  It will require the preparation of a comprehensive and 

thorough ES which meets the definition given in Regulation 2(1) of The 

Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 

(as amended in 2012) (“the 2009 Regulations”) to support HAL’s DCO 

Application.  Exhaustive studies and analysis will be required to fully assess 

the potential significant effects of the NWR scheme with regard to aircraft and 

ground noise, local air quality, as well as a number of other material matters 

such as biodiversity, landscape and visual amenity, land quality, heritage and 

archaeology, and water resources and flood risk.  These will be necessary to 

help provide the requisite evidence in which to inform rigorous consultations 

and develop the package of mitigation and compensatory measures to 

minimise any adverse residual effects on the environment.  

 

Although there is no definitive timescale for the successful completion of the 

DCO process, when taking account of the average timescales achieved by 

other Applications from submission to PINS to a decision by the SoS to grant 

consent the range is around 16.5 to 18.5 months.  The degree to which 

timescales are achieved is heavily dependent on the number of material 

matters to be addressed and mitigated, level of technical interdependencies, 

the number of third party interfaces to be managed and volume of evidence 

submitted for examination, as well as the nature of any objections made by 

interested parties. 

 

The greatest risk to a DCO process is the length of time consumed upfront 

during the Pre-Application phase where HAL will be required to consult widely 

with the local authorities and communities, statutory consultees, other key 

stakeholders and interested parties, NGOs, business and the general public.  

The length of time needed to undertake these consultations will depend on the 

adequacy of the design and environmental information presented.  In order to 

keep the DCO timetable on track, HAL must also consider the large volume of 

consultation responses that can be reasonably expected due to the high 

profile and controversial nature surrounding new runway development at 

Heathrow which has been under the public spotlight for a number of years. 

 

In parallel with the consultation process, HAL has a legal duty to undertake an 

EIA in accordance with the 2009 Regulations.  The length of time needed to 

undertake the detailed investigations, gain entry to and survey sites, assess 

▪ Heathrow is located within 

2km of the SWLW 

SPA/Ramsar site and will 

trigger the need for HRA, 

adding a further layer of 

regulatory rigour to an 

already complex 

consenting process.  

▪ Regulatory complexities, 

the need to consult widely 

and produce a 

comprehensive package of 

documentation, perform a 

robust EIA, respond to a 

large volume of written 

evidence and objections 

made by interested parties 

and the need to obtain 

multiple licences and 

consents outside of the 

DCO process will all 

present significant 

challenges to keeping 

HAL’s delivery timetable 

‘on-track’. 
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the potential environmental effects of the NWR scheme and develop an 

effective package of mitigation and compensatory measures would be 

considerable.  The production of a comprehensive, legally compliant and 

technically robust ES will be vitally important to present the findings of a large 

number of technical assessments to be carried out, as well as the evidence 

supporting various conclusions around the effectiveness of mitigation and 

compensatory measures. 

 

The package of mitigation and compensatory measures being proposed will 

be critical to demonstrate how any substantial residual adverse effects on the 

environment will be minimised and offset by other benefits brought about by 

the NWR scheme. 

 

2.5.4 DCO  APPLICATION T IMETABLES  

Interestingly, the DCO Application that was made for the AMEP took around 

two years (733 days) from the time the Application was submitted to PINS on 

the 16th December 2011 to the decision to grant consent by the SoS on the 

18th December 2013. 

 

The DCO process for the TTT required six years of planning (4.5 years for the 

Pre-Application Preparation phase), 30 months of consultation (including 114 

days of public exhibitions and more than 200 public meetings), 40 plus 

hearings and the production of more than 125,000 pages of documentation.  

Approval was finally given by the SoS to construct the new 25km sewer tunnel 

between Acton and Abbey Pills to intercept 34 combined sewer overflows on 

the 12th September 2014.  This decision is currently the subject of four judicial 

reviews in the High Court. 

 

The judicial reviews are principally concerned with the legality of the decision 

to grant consent for the TTT.  Specifically, the London Borough of Southwark 

opposed the proposed use of Chamber’s Wharf as a construction site, 

claiming it would cause unacceptable levels of disruption to and blight the 

wellbeing of local residents.  The High Court has recently rejected the London 

Borough of Southwark’s case and another case on the grounds of not being 

arguable.  There are strong signs that the other two cases will also be 

rejected.  

 

Similarly, the Hinkley Point C DCO Application, nearly three years of 

consultations with local communities, statutory consultees and other relevant 

stakeholders, including the general public was carried out, along with the 

production of a comprehensive EIA and related studies.  This was followed by 

a 17 month DCO process, up until the granting of a decision by the SoS to 

proceed with development on the 18th March 2013.  Hinkley Point C was the 

▪ The average time taken for 

DCO Applications to 

secure consent from 

Application to Decision 

ranges between 16.5 

months (497 days) to 18.5 

months (560 days). 

▪ Larger applications such 

as AMEP took two years to 

secure DCO consent the 

decision of which is still the 

subject of challenge under 

a judicial review in the 

High Court. 



  © 2014 EC Harris LLP 

Legally Privileged & Strictly Confidential 

P a g e  | 16 

subject of judicial review which took 632 days to be disposed of, 25% longer 

than the time that elapsed from Application to Decision. 

 

Figure 4 shows the number of days that various DCO Applications have taken 

to secure consent since the 1st March 2010.  From this sample of Applications 

the consenting time range spans between 14 months to around 24 months.  

On average, the time taken from Application to Decision has generally ranged 

between 16.5 months (497 days) and 18.5 months (560 days).  This range is 

highlighted by the red band that extends across the chart. 

 

 
 
Figure 4 - DCO Applications: Overall days from appl ication to decision 
(Source – adapted from Bircham Dyson Bell, 2014) 

The AMEP is notable due to its extremely rigorous and protracted planning 

process.  It involves the construction of a new harbour on the South Humber 

Bank at Killingholme, including the onshore facilities needed for the 

construction of Europe’s largest offshore wind energy park to cover almost 

367ha of the North Sea.  The main reason for this was a delay in the time it 

took PINS to conduct the public examination, in particular to consider the 

detailed objections made by the Associated British Ports (ABP) with respect to 

the compulsory purchase of undeveloped land at the Port of Immingham.  

This was followed by ABP petitioning Parliament by a ‘Special Parliamentary 

Procedure’ to further challenge the DCO consent.  On the 30th October 2014, 

the Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament voted by a majority verdict 

of 5:1 to reject ABP’s petition in support of the AMEP.  Furthermore, the SoS 

also needed 10 months instead of the nominal three months to grant consent 

for the project.   

 

To date, one DCO Application has been refused, the Preesall Gas Storage 

Facility in Lancashire.  The Preesall Gas Storage Facility comprises the 

construction of up to 900Mm3 of total natural gas storage capacity (at 

standard temperature and pressure) in 19 underground caverns up to 220m 

below ground surface level on the east side of the Wyre Estuary.  It will also 
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require associated infrastructure on both sides of the estuary, such as gas 

reception and launch facilities. 

 

A panel of three inspectors recommended that DCO consent be granted, 

however, the SoS for Energy and Climate Change decided to refuse the 

Application on the 9th April 2013.  Although PINS concluded with a 

recommendation for approval, the SoS gave significant weight to the policy 

requirement to demonstrate the suitability of the geology for underground 

natural gas storage, whilst noting the national need for the proposed gas 

storage the SoS disagreed that sufficient hard evidence had been provided in 

which to prove beyond reasonable doubt that the geological structure, 

thickness and faulting of the halite could support the underground construction 

of the caverns of the particular sizes and shapes within specified areas in 

order to support the volumes of natural gas storage being proposed. 

 

As such, the grounds of this refusal were based on the lack of geological 

information regarding the proposed cavern areas and the need for further 

geological surveys.  Currently, the project is the subject of a judicial review in 

the High Court.  

 

In contrast, HAL’s timetable to obtain DCO consent for the NWR scheme has 

allocated only 455 days (around 15 months).  This is lower the average 

timescales achieved by other Applications which arguably could be 

considered to be far less controversial and unlikely to present the quantum of 

material matters or generate the level of public interest that the Heathrow 

NWR scheme will.  Meanwhile, the Gatwick 2R programme has allowed 

around 20 months (610 days) to secure its DCO consent.  Given the scale 

and complexity of the NWR scheme and the level of stakeholder and public 

opposition likely to face HAL’s plans, as well as the lengthy and exhaustive 

process of consultations, examinations and hearings of written evidence and 

nature of objections to be made, HAL’s programme for DCO consent is 

ambitious.   

 

Furthermore, HAL has only allowed around 2.5 years (937 days) to prepare a 

DCO Application for the NWR scheme.  Taking account of the intense rigours 

of the EIA process and the volume of environmental information that will need 

to be produced  and presented in an ES and supporting annexes, likely to be 

largest ever produced in the UK, this allowance should be significantly 

increased.  Figure 4 compares the time allowances made by HAL and GAL for 

their respective schemes.  Whilst, GAL has made longer allowances during 

the DCO phases, due to its 2R scheme being far less complex to construct 

than Heathrow’s NWR scheme, GAL anticipates an earlier runway opening 

date of 44 days. 

 

▪ The Preesall Gas Storage 

Facility is the only DCO 

Application to be refused 

by the SoS.  It is still the 

subject of a lengthy judicial 

review challenge in the 

High Court and a 

redetermination is 

considered highly likely 

and imminent. 

▪ HAL’s timetable to prepare 

a DCO Application for the 

NWR scheme, despite 

being a significantly more 

complex and difficult 

scheme than the Gatwick 

2R scheme, is shorter. 

▪ When taking account of 

the average timeframes in 

which a large selection of 

other DCO Applications 

have secured DCO 

consent, the timescales 

proposed by HAL are well 

below the average. 

▪ HAL’s current delivery 

programme and DCO 

timetable should be treated 

with caution given its 

highly optimistic nature. 
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Figure 4 – Proposed DCO Timetables for Heathrow NWR and Gatwick 2R  

Schemes 

(Source: HAL and GAL May 2014 Submission Documents to the Commission) 

 

In looking ahead and based on current trends, it would be reasonable to 

conclude that DCO Applications underpinned by a NPS will ultimately be 

successful in securing consent from the SoS.  It is also noteworthy that there 

is a strong likelihood that the number of judicial review challenges will 

increase.  This will be a source of significant delay and risk, testing the 

capacity and efficiency of the High Court to deal with an increased number of 

challenges.  We firmly believe that the NWR scheme will be the subject of an 

extraordinary number of challenges for judicial review in the High Court.  The 

nature and extent of the challenges to be made will influence the level of delay 

imported into the programme.  

 

2.5.5 SWLW  SPA  &  RAMSAR S ITE  

The NWR scheme will also be developed in close proximity (within 0.9km at 

its nearest point) to the South West London Waterbodies (SWLW) which is 

afforded protection under the European Habitats (92/43/EEC) and Birds 

Directive (2009/60/EC) as a Special Protection Area (SPA), as well as being a 

declared wetland of international importance under the Ramsar convention.  

The presence of the SWLW SPA/Ramsar site and three other SACs, all of 

which form part of the European network of Natura 2000 sites, are close to the 

site of the proposed NWR scheme and/or lie under the flight paths serving 

Heathrow.  As such the NWR scheme will require assessment under the UK 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) which 

transposes the requirements of Article 6 (Appropriate Assessment) of the EC 

Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC. 

 

Furthermore, the SoS will be required to fully consider whether the NWR 

scheme and associated development will significantly affect the integrity of the 

SWLW SPA/Ramsar site under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats 

and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).  This will add a further layer of 

regulatory complexity and rigour to the DCO process as a Habitats Regulation 
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Assessment (HRA) process will be required.  The requirement to comply with 

the EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC should the NWR scheme significantly 

affect the integrity of the SWLW SPA and Ramsar site (see Figure 5) falls 

outside of the DCO process.   

 

 
Figure 5 – Statutorily Designated Biodiversity Sites within 1km of NWR 

Scheme development footprint 

(Source: HAL Technical Submission Volume 3, May 2014) 

 

As the competent authority, the SoS, will need to determine, based on the 

evidence presented in the ES and any applicable representations and 

consultations with the likes of Natural England (NE) and other key 

stakeholders, that the mitigation and compensatory measures being proposed 

provide adequate protection when having regard to the use of the waterbodies 

by wintering wildfowl (i.e. Gadwall and Shoveler) and the coherence of the 

Natura 2000 network.  There is a high risk that the NWR scheme will have a 

significant effect on the local hydrological regime due to the extent of 

enabling/construction works to be undertaken in the Colne River floodplain 

and the effects this physical disturbance could have on key functional habitats 

used by the wintering wildfowl (i.e. feeding and roosting) for the SWLW, 

particularly The Queen Mother Reservoir and the potential disruption caused 

by the introduction of additional noise sources and aircraft activities from a 

third runway operation. 

 

If a comprehensive HRA is required then a lengthy process will be needed to 

consult with NE and other stakeholders such as the RSPB to develop and 

agree a suitable package of mitigation and compensatory measures.  In HAL’s 

Technical Submission (May 2014), it states that preliminary discussions have 

been held with NE whose primary concern was the potential for adverse 

effects on the integrity of the SWLW SPA/Ramsar site.  The SoS will be 
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therefore be required to demonstrate that there are Imperative Reasons of 

Overall Public Interest in which to justify the granting of DCO consent for the 

project should the integrity of the SWLW SPA and Ramsar site be significantly 

affected by the NWR scheme. 

 

HAL has assumed that the HRA process will take 12 months to complete. 

 

2.5.6 WATER RESOURCES &  FLOOD R ISK  

Similarly, the NWR scheme will extend westwards into the River Colne 

catchment, including floodplain designated as Flood Zone 2 (less than a 1% 

but greater than a 0.1% annual flood probability) and Flood Zone 3 (greater 

than a 1% annual flood probability) by the EA (see Figure 6).  HAL will 

therefore be required to meet the requirements of the EU Water Framework 

Directive (2000/60/EC) and Groundwater Daughter Directive (2006/116/EC, 

and the EA to address a number of key concerns about the protection of 

surface and groundwater from pollution caused by the NWR scheme.  HAL 

has stated that a number of consultations have been held with the EA who 

have expressed concern on various key areas of concern, particularly with 

respect to flood risk, compensatory floodplain storage, water quality and 

changes to groundwater flows.  

 

The NWR scheme will involve the alteration and diversion of more than 

12.25km of watercourse channels all of which will impact the local drainage 

regime.  The placing of around 3km of watercourses into concrete culverts 

contravenes current EA policy.  Extensive areas of floodplain storage, up to 

and possibly in excess of 475,000m3, will also need to be created in the Colne 

Valley catchment to offset the substantial loss caused by the development of 

the NWR scheme.  Clearly, these proposals are detrimental not just to 

floodplain capacity and flood risk west of Heathrow but also to local 

biodiversity, landscape and amenity values.  

 

The length of time required to consult with the EA and other key statutory 

consultees, undertake detailed investigations and to develop a suitable 

package of flood mitigation, protection and compensatory measures will be 

significant, placing a high level of delay risk on the programme. 
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Figure 6 – Areas of Designated Zone 2 and Zone 3 Fl oodplain 

(Source: HAL Technical Submission Volume 3, May 2014) 

 

2.5.7 L ANDFILL S ITES  

The development footprint of the NWR scheme and associated development 
is underlain by two active and 16 historic landfill sites accounting for up to 
182ha, including the entire area between the M25 motorway and the 

Colnbrook Railhead to the west (see Figure 7).  The full extent of how much 
waste is contained in these landfills is not fully known.  Based on the technical 
assessment undertaken by RSK on behalf of GAL (refer to Appendix 20 RSK 

– LHR NWR Contaminated Land Report), a review of current landfill licensing 
records estimate that up to 9Mm3 of waste, including more than 1Mm3 of 
hazardous materials could be present. 

 
In line with more accurate and detailed information, the NWR scheme is likely 
to require bulk earthworks on a scale not previously seen in the UK.  We do 

not believe that HAL has taken sufficient account of the scale, complexity and 
extent of the contaminated land legacy that will need to be carefully 
remediated and managed to prevent the influx of leachate pollution into the 

local water environment. 
 
This will need to be done in tandem with ground stabilisation over a long 

period of time (up to three to four years) to address the potential risks posed 
by differential settlement and subsidence.  According to the final remediation 
treatments agreed with the likes of the EA and exact volume of material to be 

removed offsite, there is the potential for a significant number of heavy goods 
vehicle movements (HGV) being needed to transport contaminated landfill 

▪ A number of active and 

historic landfill sites occupy 

large tracts of land to the 

north and west of 

Heathrow.  These will need 

to be disturbed in order to 

facilitate the development 

of the NWR scheme. 

▪ These landfill sites are 

estimated to contain up to 

9Mm3 of waste, including 

more than 1Mm3 of 

hazardous materials. 

▪ The extent to which 

contaminated soil and 

water will require 

remediation and treatment 

needs to be further 

validated, however, this is 

expected to be highly likely 

and complicate the 

enabling works and 

construction programme. 

▪ Significant ground 

stabilisation works will also 

be required over a long 

period of time during the 

enabling phase.  
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material offsite to a suitably licensed facility if onsite treatment is not possible 
or the pollution risk is considered unacceptable.  These could total up to an 

additional 100,000 HGV movements over and above those required to import 
bulk fill, materials, plant and equipment, would further compound traffic 
congestion and related delays on the M4/M25 and local highway network 

around Heathrow Airport.   
 
Consequently, further pressure would be placed on HAL’s proposals to meet 

EU Air Quality Limits for NOx and PM10 which are already being breached at 
several locations to the north of the existing airport boundary. 
 

 
Figure 7 – Landfill Sites within the NWR Scheme devel opment footprint 
 

2.5.8 L AKESIDE EFW  PLANT  

In order to facilitate the development of the NWR scheme, the existing 37MW 

Lakeside EfW plant, which is located on a 3.46ha site to the north of the A4 

Colnbrook Bypass off Lakeside Road immediately to the west of the M25 

motorway, will need to be demolished and re-provided.  The re-provisioning of 

the Lakeside EfW plant will also require an Environmental Permit from the EA 

under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010.   

 

An Environmental Permit to the EA is a separate application to the DCO 

process and should be ‘twin-tracked’ in order to facilitate timely decision-

making.  It will be required before the construction of the NWR scheme and 

any failure to obtain an Environmental Permit is an offence. 

 

An extract from the Commission’s document entitled Heathrow Airport North 

West Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment (November, 

2014), clearly states in Paragraph 4.15: “The proposed airfield expansion 

would require the removal and replacement of the Lakeside Energy from 

▪ A new EfW plant needs to 

be provided before the 

existing Lakeside EfW 

plant can be demolished. 

▪ The demolition and re-

provision of the Lakeside 

EfW plant is in its own right 

a major undertaking.  

▪ The Lakeside EfW plant 

provides important local 

and regional waste 

management functions and 

its re-provision will be 

subject to extensive 

planning considerations 

and will require an 

Environmental Permit from 

the EA, which falls outside 

of the DCO process. 
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Waste plant. The plant, while not of national importance, nevertheless plays a 

significant role in regional and local waste management and has a valuable 

capability to process clinical waste and other contaminated material. 

 

Its replacement is not considered an optional component of the scheme. 

 

The planning and construction of an Energy from Waste plant is a substantial 

exercise in its own right, whose timescales are not substantially shorter than 

the delivery of new runway infrastructure. The process of planning and 

provision of an alternative facility would, therefore, need to begin soon after a 

decision to proceed with airport expansion”. 

 

This presents another major planning challenge, as the Lakeside EfW Plant 

which is jointly operated by Grundon/Viridor, in 2013, received >440,000 

tonnes of non-hazardous waste and exported around 276,000MWh of energy.  

The Lakeside EfW plant provides critical local and regional waste 

management functions, including the incineration of clinical waste, for a 

number of local authorities in London and others as far afield as Swindon 

Borough Council in Wiltshire and the Borough of Poole in Dorset.  In its own 

right the Lakeside EfW plant is complex and presents a major challenge when 

taking account of where to best relocate a new facility and how to best 

transition this process in line with the development of the NWR scheme whilst 

not impacting its important local and regional waste management functions. 

 

The relocation of the Lakeside EfW plant would require detailed planning 

considerations, including extensive consultations and environmental 

investigations under a lengthy process which could further bog down the 

securing of consent for the NWR scheme.   

 

At this stage, it is difficult to determine the exact length of time that will be 

required for the planning process to adequately assess and examine the 

demolition and re-provision of a new EfW plant at a suitable site in the vicinity 

of Heathrow.  A key part of the planning process will be the focus on 

transitional arrangements around the shutdown and demolition of the existing 

plant and move to and opening of the new plant.  This is likely to spark a great 

deal of interest from the relevant local authorities, statutory consultees, other 

key stakeholders and community alike.  The potential for objections to be 

made on this particular aspect of the NWR scheme development is likely to be 

high and obstructive to the overall DCO process. 

 

HAL has revised its plans to re-provide the Lakeside EfW plant at a location 

that is closer to the existing facility than the site proposed in HAL’s Technical 

Submission (May 2014).  Figure 8 shows the new location on a 6ha site 

approximately 500m to the north of the existing facility.  To progress these 

plans, it would be conventional for an aeronautical safeguarding assessment 



  © 2014 EC Harris LLP 

Legally Privileged & Strictly Confidential 

P a g e  | 24 

to be undertaken to determine whether the proposed height of the new stack 

which is currently 75m will infringe on the protected Obstacle Limitation 

Surfaces around Heathrow, particularly the Inner Horizontal Surface (IHS) and 

any of the Approach and Take-Off Climb Surfaces. 

 

Whilst, there were no objections raised with regard to aerodrome 

safeguarding on the previous application made by Grundon/Viridor for the 

current Lakeside Energy from Waste plant, the new site is partially located in 

the IHS the lateral extent of which reaches 67.87m AOD.  This would require 

the new stack of similar height to the existing one to be located outside of this 

area to avoid any physical infringement of the IHS.  Other issues such as bird-

strike hazard potential and interference with navigational aids would also form 

a key focus of any future aeronautical safeguarding assessment.  This would 

need to be supported by consultations with Heathrow’s Aerodrome 

Safeguarding Unit as the site of the new facility would be closer to the new 

runway threshold than the present facility. 

 

 
Figure 8 – New Potential Site for the Relocated EfW Pla nt 

(Source: HAL Waste Management Clarification, November 2014) 

 

For context, the Trident Park EfW plant, in Cardiff Bay, is of comparable size 

(i.e. 30MW) to the Lakeside EfW plant.  It is to be operated by Viridor and is 

located on 4.5ha of brownfield land previously used for copper smelting and 

the manufacturing of television components.  The plant is permitted to burn up 

to 350,000 tonnes of waste from five local authorities in South Wales, once 

fully operational.  The planning history of the Trident Park Energy from Waste 

plant provides some useful insight on the scope of the challenge facing the 

NWR scheme when taking account of the planning process to re-provide the 

Lakeside EfW plant. 

 

In 2007, Viridor decided to progress a planning application following the 

consideration of 30 sites across South Wales.  The planning application, 

accompanied by a detailed ES was submitted to The City of Cardiff Council on 

the 26th November 2008.  The application was initially recommended for 

approval before being refused on various environmental grounds.  Viridor 
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lodged an appeal and a hearing was held in July 2012.  A judicial review 

granted by the High Court was subsequently disposed of on the 27th March 

2014.  Currently, the plant is undergoing operational testing in the run-up to a 

planned opening in 1Q2015.  Under the local planning regime it has taken 

nearly eight years from application preparation to opening. 

 

2.5.9 METROPOLITAN GREEN B ELT  

The westward expansion of Heathrow to accommodate the development 

footprint of the NWR scheme will result in the loss of around 694ha of land in 

the designated Metropolitan Green Belt further fragmenting the Strategic Gap 

between Slough and Greater London, as well as reducing the openness in the 

Colne Valley Park.  The proposed NWR scheme would not constitute 

appropriate development under Planning Policy Statement 2 (PPS 2) Green 

Belts and by definition would be considered harmful to the Green Belt.  

According to PPG2 the quality of the landscape is not relevant for the 

continued protection of Green Belt land with its most important attribute being 

the extent of openness to prevent the coalescence of settlement. 

 

Whilst, it is acknowledged that Green Belt boundaries can be altered through 

the local planning process, the already fragmented nature of the Strategic 

Gap between Slough and Greater London is likely only to be permitted under 

special circumstances.  In this context, HAL would need to provide a 

compelling case and conclusive evidence to support the need for the NWR 

scheme to be in its proposed location and that there are no feasible 

alternatives available.  Further justification would be required to prove that the 

benefits of the NWR scheme would outweigh the loss of Green Belt and that 

the mitigation measures being proposed would be adequate to minimise any 

adverse residual effects on the Green Belt resulting from the development. 

 

The de-designation of Green Belt falls outside of the DCO process and 

presents a further regulatory risk that will need to be managed by HAL. 

 

2.5.10 OTHER PERMITS  

There are a number of other permits and consents that are required for the 

development of the NWR scheme that fall outside of the DCO process and for 

which the SoS is not the authorising body under the Planning Act 2008 (as 

amended).  Some of these are but not limited to: 

 

▪ A licence from NE under Regulations 53 to 55 of The Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) for European 

Protected Species; 

▪ A consent from NE under Sections 16 and 28E of the Wildlife and 
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Countryside Act 1981; 

▪ A licence under Section 10 of the Protection of Badgers Act 1992; 

▪ A consent from the EA under Section 109 of the Water Resources Act 

1991 for any works or structure in, over or under a watercourse which is 

part of a main river if the work is likely to affect the flow of water in the 

watercourse or to impede any drainage work; 

▪ A consent from the EA under Section 24 of the Water Resources Act 

1991 to ensure the maintenance and preservation of water resources; 

▪ A licence from the EA under Section 25 of the Water Resources Act 1991 

to permit the construction of dams, weirs and engineering works during 

construction of a project; 

▪ A consent from the EA Section 32 of the Water Resources Act 1991 to 

permit testing for the presence and quality of ground water before 

applying for a water abstraction licence; 

▪ A consent from the EA under Section 163 of the Water Resources Act 

1991 to discharge to a watercourse; 

▪ A temporary traffic regulation order under Section 14 of the Road Traffic 

Regulation Act 1984 in relation to traffic management not included within 

the DCO; and 

▪ An Environmental Permit from the EA under the Environmental Permitting 

(England and Wales) Regulations 2010 in relation to the new EfW plant. 

 

More disclosure on the full extent of other permits that may need to be 

obtained by HAL and which fall outside of the DCO process will be necessary 

to better understand how realistic the current allowances in the delivery 

programme are.  HAL’s Technical Submission (May 2014) only provides 

limited coverage on this but it is well known that multiple consents from a 

number of competent authorities could be required to enable the full 

development and operation of the NWR scheme. 

 

Potential delays to the start of enabling works could result from protracted 

negotiations and the need to present additional evidence to support the 

granting of permits, such as European Protected Species Licenses from NE. 

 

2.5.11 A IRSPACE  

The proposed airspace design changes and the operation of new flight paths 

in the London Terminal Manoeuvring Area (TMA), particularly with respect to 

standard instrument departures (SIDs) and missed approach procedures 

(MAPs) will also require assessment and approval under the UK CAA’s CAP 

725.  Again, there will be a need to dovetail this regulatory requirement into 

the DCO process.  This will add further scope to the consultation effort with 

extensive dialogue required with bodies, such as the UK CAA, NATS, MOD 

and the EASA.  Furthermore, this also creates the potential for objections to 
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be made by such bodies which could delay the examination period and extend 

the time needed by the SoS to make a decision. 

 

In the Appraisal Module 14: Operational Efficiency: Airspace Efficiency Report 

prepared by NATS for the Commission (November 2014), Section 6.5.1 

indicates: “No MAPs have been submitted by the proposer.  Further work will 

be required to design missed approach procedures.  From a service delivery 

viewpoint, it will be essential that MAPs exist”.  HAL will therefore be required 

to develop MAPs in collaboration with NATS En-Route and the London TMA. 

 

In relation to the potential effect of the proposed airspace changes brought 

about by the NWR scheme on other users such as RAF Northolt, Section 

6.6.1 of the above report continues: “Northolt could be affected by the 

operation of the third runway (Annex 2 refers).  The lateral confines of the 

Heathrow Radar Manoeuvring Area (RMA) may need to be extended to 

accommodate increased traffic on Final Approach which may have an impact 

on other London airports; effective airspace design will be needed to ensure 

that this does not have an adverse impact on Luton.  If CAS boundaries need 

to be lowered, this could have an impact on GA”. 

 

The level of interdependency with RAF Northolt is clearly a matter requiring 

more detailed consideration by HAL, one which could add significant delay to 

the stated programme. 
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2.6 ENABLING &  ENVIRONMENTAL M IT IGATION 
WORKS  

Almost one-third of the total estimated £15.6bn CAPEX is accounted for by 

the enabling works and package of environmental mitigation measures.  

Broken down, these works will comprise but are not limited to:  

 

▪ The remediation of contaminated land (the full extent of which is unknown 

and needs to be determined by more detailed investigations) associated 

with the disturbance of landfill sites; 

▪ The diversion of existing utility infrastructure on and around the airport; 

▪ The CPO of residential and commercial properties to enable the 

expansion of the airport to accommodate the NWR scheme; 

▪ The demolition and decant of public/commercial/residential properties; 

▪ The diversion and tunnelling of the M25 and the A4 Bath Road/Colnbrook 

Bypass; 

▪ The diversion of watercourses, installation of flood protection measures 

and creation of flood storage measures in the Colne Valley catchment; 

▪ The establishment of compensatory habitat and creation of biodiversity 

enhancement areas; 

▪ The surveying and translocation of protected fauna species; 

▪ The demolition and relocation of listed heritage buildings; 

▪ The undertaking of archaeological digs; and  

▪ The improvement of surface access of which a large percentage needs to 

be in place before construction starts on the new runway and T6 campus, 

and other ancillary facilities. 

 

In combination, all of these critical items will expose HAL’s delivery 

programme and construction schedule to significant delay risks.  Furthermore, 

once various DCO Pre-Commencement conditions have been discharged 

then the site clearance works can take place prior to the M25 diversion works 

which are currently proposed by HAL to start in April 2020. 

 

The environmental mitigation and compensatory measures need to be 

implemented between the granting of a DCO consent which is currently 

anticipated by HAL in June 2019 and prior to the M25 diversion works 

commencing in April 2020.  This time window of 10 months is extremely short 

and compressed when considering the amount of work that is required to 

provide new ‘off-airport’ areas of biodiversity enhancement and compensatory 

habitats, landscaping, the reconstruction of formerly Grade II listed buildings, 

the trapping and translocation of protected species and the creation of flood 

storage areas and implementation of flood protection and pollution prevention 

controls. 

 

Seasonality issues must also be considered when programming the optimum 

time for replanting and new habitat establishment, as well as the translocation 

▪ Heathrow’s proposed 

NWR scheme would be 

the largest project ever 

undertaken at a major 

operational airport in the 

UK.  This fact needs to be 

reflected in the 

contingencies. 

▪ The risk allowance of 15% 

made by HAL should be 

raised to 20% to allow for 

programme prolongation 

costs. 

▪ Almost one-third of the 

estimated total £15.6bn 

capital spend is required in 

advance of the main 

construction activities.  The 

enabling works and 

environmental mitigation 

measures carry the 

greatest risk to the 

programme and cost 

estimate.  They also bring 

into question the adequacy 

of the risk allowance made 

within HAL’s delivery 

programme for the NWR 

scheme.  

▪ Heathrow’s environmental 

enabling period of 10 

months is extremely 

optimistic.  Two years is a 

more realistic timeframe. 
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of certain protected species that are known to be present (i.e. badgers, 

reptiles, water voles, otter, white-clawed crayfish).  A key determining factor 

here will be the timing of the DCO consent and ability to mobilise suitably 

qualified and licensed personnel to trap and move such species according to 

specific times of the year.  Any delay or slippage in the programme (i.e. 

securing DCO consent) could result in missing a critical seasonal time 

window.  Consequently, this could delay such activities by a season or a 

minimum period of six months dependent on the species concerned.   

 

Taking account of the large amount of biodiversity enhancement and 

compensatory measures to be implemented, as well as challenges around 

seasonality, a period of two years should be built into the programme to 

safeguard against any potential delays and schedule ‘bottlenecks’.  

 

Evidently, a number of major uncertainties, challenges and risks lie ahead for 

the enabling works and implementation of environmental mitigation and 

compensatory measures, particularly with respect to current risk allowance.  

On this basis, we would suggest that the current risk allowance of 15% should 

be raised to 20%.   

2.7 SUMMARY OF K EY PLANNING ISSUES  

When taking full account of the timescales being proposed by HAL to secure 

DCO consent for the development of the NWR scheme, the current 

programme is underestimated.  On average, DCO Applications have typically 

taken between 16.5 and 18.5 months to secure consent from the SoS.  A 

major DCO Application such as AMEP has taken longer and been subjected 

to rigorous public examination. 

 

Consequently, this has required more time from both PINS and the SoS to 

examine and listen to evidence to inform the making of a recommendation 

and decisions.  The ability of the DCO process for the NWR scheme to adhere 

to fixed timescales is extremely uncertain at this point in time.  Nonetheless, it 

is highly probable that the DCO for the NWR scheme will involve a lengthy 

and exhaustive planning process, one which is likely to surpass all previous 

DCO Applications and extend well beyond the average timescales being 

achieved by other Applications.   

 

Political dynamics along with the level and nature of written evidence from 

interested parties and possible objections to be made will ensure that every 

aspect of the DCO process will be challenged and that extra time will 

undoubtedly be required for PINS to make a recommendation and for the SoS 

to make a properly informed decision.  The prospect of claims for judicial 

review being made to challenge the NWR scheme is almost certain and likely 

to be unparalleled when compared to other DCO Applications.  On review of 

the available evidence, the 15 months assumed by HAL to secure DCO 
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consent for the NWR scheme will not be enough.  As a minimum we would 

recommend that HAL allow at least two years for the securing of DCO consent 

following the submission of its Application to PINS. 

 

Similarly, the timescale allowed for the implementation of environmental 

mitigation and compensatory measures seems to be extremely optimistic.  To 

that end, it would be prudent to allow a minimum of two years for these works 

to be completed.    
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2.8 CONSTRUCTION WORKS  

2.8.1 S ITE CONSTRUCTION WORKS  

2.8.1.1 NWR SCHEME – OMISSION OF THIRD PARTY FUNDING 

A number of items have been described as inclusions in the plans for the 

NWR scheme.  However, the cost of these items has been omitted from the 

estimate submitted by HAL to the Commission.  The specific items concerned 

are: 

 

Item Description Rationale Missing 
Cost 
(£bn) 

M25 Works Motorway 
Realignment  
and 
Tunnelling 

Works  

Only 50% of the costs of the 
motorway and tunnelling works 
have been included on the basis 
that the Commission has stated that 

surface access improvements will 
be partially funded by Government. 
This generates a significant risk in 

that the level of funding has not 
been formally agreed. Funding 
provisions could be significantly less 

than assumed by HAL due to the 
majority of the works could be 
considered as being integral the 

development of the NWR scheme.  
This also presents a significant 
programme risk if these works are 

funded and controlled by the HA. 

0.48 

Southern 
Rail 
Connection 

Direct rail 
connection 
to the South 

and South 
West 
London  

In order to relieve traffic congestion 
and capacity pressures on the 
M25/M4 and local road networks, as 

well as comply with EU Air Quality 
Limits, a significant number of 
passengers will be required to travel 

to/from Heathrow by more 
sustainable forms of transport such 
as rail.  Based on our findings there 

is a complete absence of funding for 
this element of the proposed NWR 
scheme plans.  We have included 

the Commission’s assessment of 
the value of this, inclusive of OB. 

0.81 

Total 1.29 

 

▪ Up to £1.3bn of third party 

funding has been omitted 

from HAL’s cost estimate 

for the NWR scheme. 

▪ The allocation of £6bn of 

works to the Heathrow 2R 

Master Plan scheme is not 

a sustainable argument.  

At least £3bn of the 

CAPEX allocated for these 

works should be included 

in the NWR scheme. 
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The omission of these items creates a shortfall in the funding identified in the 

proposal of around £1.3bn.  

2.8.1.2 NWR SCHEME - ALLOCATION OF FACILITIES BETWEEN 2R 

SCHEME & NWR 

Between 2033 and 2036, additional T2 (T2 - Eastern Campus) facilities are 

planned to come on line.  The first of these will be an expansion to T2A and 

the T2E satellite.  This will be followed in quick succession by the T2D satellite 

and then finally in 2036, a further T2A expansion and T2C satellite will open. 

 

 
 

However, the NWR scheme cost estimate set out within HAL’s technical 

submission to the Commission did not include any Eastern Campus (T2) 

works with the exception of the T2E satellite.  The phasing for the introduction 

of these facilities compared to the traffic forecast is shown below.  Notably, 

the facility phasing shown in the graph is sourced from Section 6.3.4 of HAL’s 

Technical Submission - Volume 1 (May 2014). 

 

▪ The HAL cost estimate for 

the NWR scheme does not 

appear to include any 

future Eastern Campus 

(T2) works despite the fact 

that additional terminal and 

apron capacity will be 

required to accommodate 

forecast growth.  Around 

£3bn has been omitted 

from the cost estimate for 

the provision of various T2 

expansion elements 

associated with the NWR 

scheme.  

▪ The additional T2 

expansion works required 

post opening for the NWR 

scheme amount to around 

£6bn.  

▪ This has not been included 

in HAL’s cost estimate.  

We believe at least 50% of 

this amount should be 

included, i.e. around £3bn. 
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Notably, the introduction of a NWR scheme at Heathrow in 2025 will result in 
the subsequent growth in traffic.  Additional passenger and aircraft handling 

facilities (i.e. Eastern Campus/T2 facilities) will be provided in order to support 
the management of this growth.  

 

Based upon the allowances made in the HAL cost estimate and the 
Commission’s findings, the costs of these facilities will be in the region of: 

 

Element Cost 

(£bn) 

Terminal T2A extensions 2.0 

Satellites T2C & D 2.0 

Eastern Campus TTS and Baggage, civils and equipment 1.5 

Southern Road Tunnel 0.5 

TOTAL 6.0 

 

This amounts to approximately £6bn that has been omitted from the HAL cost 
estimate.  It is clear from the traffic forecast produced by HAL that the 
additional capacity provided by the introduction of the NWR scheme in 2025 

will result in a greater forecast demand.  Therefore additional terminal and 
apron capacity will be required to accommodate this demand in order to avoid 
shortfalls.  This additional capacity will take the form of the new T2 facilities.  

 
The cost of accommodating additional demand driven by the NWR scheme 
should therefore be shown in the cost estimate.  However, only 20% of the 

CAPEX required to fund the additional or new phases of the T2 expansion 
feature in HAL’s Technical Submission (May 2014) to the Commission.  This 
CAPEX amount will fund the construction of the T2E satellite.  On this basis, 

we believe that at least £3bn has been omitted from the HAL cost estimate, to 
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allow for including the Southern Road Tunnel, T2A phase 3, T2D and 
associated baggage with the remaining £3bn being required to fund capacity 

and passenger experience improvements if the Commission decides not to 
recommend the NWR scheme as the preferred new runway capacity option to 
the Government. 

 
In order to accommodate this capacity and passenger experience 
improvements Heathrow will need to expand T2A to incorporate baggage 

facilities within the terminal as the current baggage operations are contained 
in T1 and it is most likely that they will construct T2C. 

2.8.1.3 NWR SCHEME – ITEMS EXCLUDED FROM HAL’ S COST 

ESTIMATE 

HAL’s Technical Submission (May 2014) to the Commission mentions a 

number of significant initiatives to be carried out at Heathrow.  However, it 

appears that the cost for providing these items has been totally excluded from 

HAL’s estimate.  These items are: 

 

Item Description 

Cargo Facilities The current annual capacity of the existing facilities is 

1.42M tonnes of cargo. The technical submission 

states that new facilities will be provided with the 

capacity to handle 3M tonnes of cargo, annually.   

Central Terminal 

Area (CTA) 

The technical submission discusses the re-

development of the existing CTA with the inclusion of 

new facilities such as a hotel. 

Support Facilities The layout of the Eastern Maintenance Base shown 

in the technical submission plans differs from the 

existing layout.  

 

Without a better understanding of the full scope of these facilities and whether 

they are required to support the NWR scheme it is difficult to establish if they 

are included in the NWR scheme plans and/or to assess the cost of the works. 

Furthermore, the cost of providing such facilities could be met by a number of 

individual operators and not necessarily HAL.  For these reasons the cost of 

these facilities has not been included in our calculations.  Nonetheless, the 

nature and scale of the works that could be required are significant and costly.   
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2.9 CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMME  

2.9.1 HAL’ S TECHNICAL SUBMISSION  

The front-end delivery programme proposed for the NWR scheme and 

submitted by HAL (May 2014) to the Commission is at best challenging.  As 

indicated in the chart below the rate at which capital will be consumed is 

equally challenging. Between 2022 and 2027 the programme converts into an 

expenditure of between £1.5bn and £2.3bn in each of these years.  

 

 
 

By any measure, this level of capital expenditure is significant.  The total T5 

development cost was £4.3bn (in 2003 prices).  This expenditure took place 

over a period of 10 years, peaking at £960M.  In context, this raises a genuine 

concern around how realistic the level of expenditure forecast in the HAL 

submission is and whether it can be sustained when taking account of the 

funding requirements and the amount of development activity that can 

practically, safely and efficiently take place on and around the airport, together 

with the capacity of the transport infrastructure to handle upsurge in demand 

from a large construction workforce.  Further evidence on how HAL plans to 

structure the NWR scheme development is required in order to justify the 

annual capital spend profile assumed in their Technical Submission (May 

2014) to the Commission. 

  

The high level of annual CAPEX expenditure up until 2027 drops-off 

dramatically during 2028 and 2029 before rising again in 2031.  This sort of 

profile shows the majority of the CAPEX for the NWR scheme will have been 

spent by the end of 2027 which reinforces the view expressed in Section 1.1.1 

that there is a significant funding shortfall after 2027.  Therefore, the funds 

allocated in the HAL cost estimate after 2027 are considered to be insufficient 

to deliver the additional facilities, such as T2A, T2C, T2D and T2E.  
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2.9.2 QUANTITATIVE PROGRAMME R ISK REVIEW  

For the following reasons, we believe that the programme and associated cost 

estimate for the opening of the NWR scheme will take four years longer than 

currently stated by HAL.  The key drivers for this are: 

 

▪ The timescale in which HAL can expect to secure DCO consent which will 

take at least two years, excluding the possibility of claims for judicial 

review; 

▪ The time taken to plan, manage and execute the translocation of 

protected species and establish compensatory habitat, as well as the 

careful removal and re-establishment of certain designated heritage 

assets from within the development footprint to suitable sites in the local 

area.  A two year period needs to be allowed for these activities; 

▪ The extent to which contaminated soil and water from the extensive areas 

of landfilling needs to be remediated and treated onsite or carefully 

removed and transported to a suitably licensed offsite facility; 

▪ The need to reassess and smooth the level of CAPEX that HAL can 

realistically achieve in a single year;  

▪ The volume of works needed to create a cleared construction zone; 

▪ The type of projects identified to support the opening up of the new 

facilities with particular reference to subterranean routes; and 

▪ The risk profile of the identified projects that will drive and support the 

runway opening phase. 

 

In response to the above factors, we have adjusted HAL’s delivery 

programme in order to provide a more realistic timetable to deliver the NWR 

scheme.  The impact of these adjustments is illustrated in Appendix A to show 

the forecast P80 programme completion date. 

 

The following CAPEX expenditure profile is therefore likely to result from such 

adjustments:  
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Under such a scenario the annual CAPEX spend level would be marginally 

above £1.5bn for each of the years between 2024 and 2028.  As previously 

stated such a level of expenditure is considered to be extremely challenging. 

However, there is a clear need for HAL to meet this stretch otherwise it will fail 

to deliver a realistically phased plan for the NWR scheme.  It would also see 

the bulk of the CAPEX being spent between 2018 and 2033.  The profile 

highlights that there are insufficient funds in the cost estimate to deliver all of 

NWR scheme elements irrespective of the delivery programme applied and 

the funding being phased. 

 

The table below shows the forecast delivery of capacity under this scenario 

compared to the year in which HAL states it will provide capacity to meet 

demand.  

 

Facilities to 

provide 

stated 

capacity 

(taken from 

6.3.4 of 

Volume 1) 

Terminal 

Capacity 

Delivered 

(mppa) 

Year 

Achieved 

(HAL 

Forecast) – 

Section 

6.3.4 of 

Volume 1 

HAL 

Programme 

Terminal 

Opening 

Dates 

Delivery of 

capacity : 

Programme 

adjusted – 

Optimisation 

of Spend 

 75 2020  2020 

 80 2025  2025 

T6 Phase 1 & 

2 Operational 

100  2027 Early 2028 2031 

T2E & T2A  

Phase 2 

Operational 

110  2033 Mid 2034 T2A 2036 

T2E 2036 

T2D 

Operational 

120 2034 Early 2034 End 2036 

T2C & T2A 

Phase 3 

Operational 

130 2036 Late 2036 T2C  

Early 2040 

T2A 

 Early 2039 

 

Not only will this create issues in the way that Heathrow can accommodate 

the forecast traffic growth but it will also generate additional construction costs 

due to additional time related costs normally incurred for a project of this 

nature.  This would include logistics, security, management and supervision 

costs.  From experience this could be in the order of up to £200M per annum 

which in this case would add around £0.8bn due to the understated 

programme.  This risk will be attributable to the increase in time that resources 

such as labour and equipment will need to remain on site. 
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2.9.3 A IRFIELD  

There is little detail in HAL’s Technical Submission (May 2014) to the 

Commission relating to the way in which the airfield infrastructure will be 

managed during construction (i.e. runway operating mode rotations, taxiways, 

aprons and stands).  As stated by HAL in Sections 3 and 4 of its Technical 

Submission – Volume 1 (May 2014), there will be a constant need to realign 

stand infrastructure to ensure that sufficient capacity is available in an already 

capacity constrained airport.  We understand that the number and mix of 

stands required by the Heathrow operation will be provided.  Meanwhile, there 

will be few if any stands available to absorb extraordinary operations or 

significant operational disruption at times during the construction period.  This 

is fundamentally important if HAL is to increase the resilience and flexibility of 

operations at Heathrow.  A full analysis of stand requirements must be 

undertaken as a priority to demonstrate how the new airfield infrastructure will 

be delivered without disrupting ‘day-to-day’ operations and compromising 

capacity. 

 

The delivery programme for the NWR scheme construction presented in 

HAL’s Technical Submission (May 2014) compares favourably with 

benchmark developments. 

 

The provision of a fourth runway (4R) at Frankfurt Airport followed a similar 

programme to that proposed by HAL for Heathrow’s NWR option.  In many 

respects the Frankfurt 4R project was extremely similar due to its relative 

location to the north-west of the existing airport and on fringe of a densely 

populated urban area.  The Frankfurt 4R project also required a significant 

number of highway diversions and reconstruction, some tunnelling (although 

not on the same scale as needed for Heathrow) and extensive bridge works.  

It was also of a similar length.  From the securing of approval to operation the 

Frankfurt 4R project took just under three years. 

 

The NWR scheme programme aims to complete runway construction and 

open to traffic in three years and nine months.  The conclusion made here is 

that the delivery programme being proposed by HAL for the NWR scheme is 

adequate. 

2.9.4 OFF-A IRPORT SUPPORT FACILITIES  

The exact way in which the relocation and re-provision of critical ‘off-airport’ 

support facilities at Heathrow will be managed to facilitate the NWR scheme is 

not clear.  

 

These critical facilities either support Heathrow or local needs which, prior to 

the commencement of site clearance and enabling works must be removed 

and relocated to suitable sites in the local area around Heathrow.  These  
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facilities principally comprise: 

 

▪ Car parks straddling the Northern Perimeter Road, namely the T5 

Business and Long-Stay, T1/T2/T3 Business and Business Parking Plus; 

▪ Car rental facilities situated along the Northern Perimeter Road (i.e. 

Enterprise, Hertz, National, Alamo, Europcar) and the A4 Bath Road (i.e. 

Dollar/Thrifty); 

▪ Various hotels and commercial properties along the A4 Bath 

Road/Colnbrook Bypass; 

▪ British Airways (now IAG) Waterside Corporate HQ, which also houses 

the UK offices of American Airlines and Scandinavian Airlines System; 

▪ Airport Gate, Polar Gate and Waterside Business Parks which contain 21 

commercial buildings; 

▪ Harmondsworth and Colnbrook IRCs off the A4 Colnbrook Bypass; 

▪ Heathrow Airport Police HQ; 

▪ Gate Gourmet Catering off the A4 Bath Road; 

▪ BT Data Centre plus vehicle workshops off the A4 Bath Road; 

▪ Lakeside EfW plant; and 

▪ Colnbrook and DHL Logistics Centres and railhead. 

 

The relocation of these critical facilities therefore presents two primary 

challenges: 

 

Firstly, the identification of suitable sites capable of accommodating the re-

provision of the Lakeside EfW plant, the British Airways (now IAG) Waterside 

Corporate HQ and the HM IRCs.  It is understood that new sites for these 

particular facilities have not been formalised.  This will require considerable 

time and effort to resolve and until such time, the formal planning process for 

the new site cannot be secured.  As such, the early stages of the programme 

are likely to extend by up to three years.  Consequently, this could delay the 

delivery timetable proposed in HAL’s Technical Submission (May 2014) to the 

Commission, as well as possibly inflate the cost of the programme. 

 

Secondly, the level of compensation required to ameliorate the relocation of 

the support facilities could be insufficient.  A total of £1.7bn has been allowed 

in HAL’s cost estimate for the compulsory purchase of commercial property 

currently located in the area earmarked for the NWR scheme development.  It 

is unclear how much of this is related to compensation payments required to 

facilitate the facility moves but the total of such payments could be significant.  

The Commission’s assessment of CAPEX for the acquisition of commercial 

properties, inclusive of risk and optimism bias, is approximately £500M more 

than that allowed for by HAL.  This reflects the level of risk connected to the 

compensatory payments for the commercial properties, accordingly. 
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2.9.5 SURFACE ACCESS  

The M25 and A4 Bath Road diversion works are on the critical path for 
delivery of the NWR scheme.  The current programme provisions for these 

works are extremely tight with limited capacity to accommodate unforeseen 
delays.  The programme allows for the 4km realignment and 600m tunnelling 
works for the M25 to be carried out over a period of four years.  Although not 

as complex to execute as the M25 works, the construction of the A3 Hindhead 
Tunnel provides a good benchmark from which to draw comparisons.  The 
construction of that tunnel took three and a half years.  

 
The allowance made by HAL in its Technical Submission (May 2014) to the 

Commission for the M25 realignment/tunnelling works is £480M.  HAL have 
stated that this comprises 50% of the cost of the scheme and have assumed 
that the balance of the works will be funded by the HA.  This is predicated on 

these works improving the existing conditions experienced by motorists using 
the M25, by helping to ease traffic congestion on what is the busiest section of 
motorway in the UK.  This indicates that the total cost of the works is forecast 

by HAL to be £960M.  
 

This raises several important issues: 

 

▪ HAL’s rationale that the HA will fund 50% of these works is questionable.  

Arguably, when the A45 was diverted to accommodate the new 405m 

runway extension at Birmingham International Airport a precedent was 

set when the airport operating company had to pay for £7M of the £25M 

cost of the 2km highway diversion.  The total cost of the A45 diversion 

works included a number of additional surface access improvements, 

such as the capacity enhancement of Junction 6 of the M42.  Therefore, 

one could argue that the airport operating company paid 50% of the ‘like 

for like’ costs of the works as per HAL’s assumption.  If the HA had to 

fund a significant proportion of the proposed M25 works as assumed by 

HAL then this would require public funding and would not be in line with 

HAL’s statement that such works would be privately funded.  

Alternatively, if the HA funds a smaller proportion of these works than 

assumed by HAL there will be a requirement to find other funding sources 

not currently included in the cost estimate; 

▪ Given the current stage of design development, it is difficult to properly 

assess the full extent and scope of the works being proposed by HAL in 

its Technical Submission (May 2014) to the Commission, however, based 

on the level of CAPEX included within the cost estimate it is unlikely that 

this covers the Southern Road Tunnel;  

▪ HAL have stated that they have made a flat 15% risk allowance across 

the entire NWR scheme, based upon ‘industry norms’ for this stage of 

design.  This is considered low and in our experience needs to be at a 

higher level as substantiated by the Commission’s approach to applying 

OB; and 

▪ It is questionable whether 

the programme and £960M 

capital cost of the M25 

works is realistic.  

▪ Funding for the full extent 

of the M25 works has not 

yet been formally agreed. 
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▪ These findings are supported by the Commission’s reports which 

conclude that HAL have understated both scope and CAPEX 

requirements for the surface access upgrade and improvement works. 

▪ M4 widening works: J3 to J4, 3.8km, M4 spur, 2.8km, J2 to J3, 17.6km, 

J4-J4B 4.7km 

 

Other important surface access improvements to be carried out as part of the 

NWR scheme include the M4 junction J4B replacement and J4A capacity 

enhancement, as well as widening works between J3-J4/J2-J3/J4-J4B and the 

M4 Spur.  A series of improvements will be carried out on the local road 

networks serving Heathrow, namely: 

 

▪ Airport Way/Southern Perimeter road interchange, grade separated 

junction and flyover bridges structures; 

▪ Southern Road Tunnel to Heathrow East (T2 Campus and CTA); 

▪ Southern Perimeter road interchange; and 

▪ Western campus one-way. 

2.9.6 UTILITIES  

In order to enable the construction and ultimately service the NWR scheme 

and its associated development it will be necessary to carry out a significant 

amount of work to the utility infrastructure currently serving Heathrow.  In the 

early stages much of this work will involve the removal, diversion or re-

provision of existing utilities.  It is not thought that the nature of this early stage 

work will present significant issues. 

 

For example, it is highly likely that up to 3km of the existing Buncefield Jet-A1 

aviation fuel pipeline that runs through the proposed T6 site will need to be 

diverted.  Similar work was carried out in order to facilitate the construction of 

T5. It is relatively straightforward in nature and will not disrupt the daily 

operation of Heathrow.  The same can also be said for the majority of other 

existing utilities. 

 

That being said, there will be a requirement to divert and relocate up to 1.2km 

of UKPN overhead electricity transmission lines to the west of the M25 

motorway in an underground cable tunnel to feed into the Colnbrook Sub-

Station.  Typically, such works involving UKPN become protracted and 

prolong delivery programmes.  

 

2.9.7 SUMMARY OF K EY CONSTRUCTION ISSUES 

There are a number of issues associated with the construction of the NWR 

option: 
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▪ The identification of facilities in the technical submission but the apparent 

omission of items from the HAL NWR scheme cost estimate; 

▪ The items included in Heathrow’s 2R Master Plan that arguably should be 

captured in the NWR scheme plans; 

▪ The optimistic approach to the programme which does not provide a 

sufficient allowance for the risks that will need to be managed on such a 

large and complex development; 

▪ The quantum of expenditure in the timescale being proposed.  Based on 

recent experience the level of sustained expenditure being proposed 

appears questionable; and 

▪ The level of detail made available regarding the delivery of the NWR 

scheme, raising the question as to whether the programme and 

construction issues are truly understood and accounted for in both the 

delivery timetable and the cost of undertaking the works. 
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3. SUMMARY &  CONCLUSIONS  

HAL’s technical submission to the Commission, in our opinion raises a 

number of important challenges regarding the delivery timetable of the NWR 

scheme.  The submission is overly optimistic and we believe cannot be 

delivered in the time period stated or for the cost that has been estimated.  In 

our opinion, the practicality of implementing the programme and in turn the 

cost of doing so, is unrealistic and is subject to challenge.  

 

The key challenges to the delivery of the NWR scheme are: 

 

▪ The validity of some of the assumptions made by HAL in its May 2014 

Technical Submission to the Commission and the allocation of risks and 

costs; 

▪ The timescale allowed for the undertaking of extensive consultations, a 

legally compliant EIA and the production of a robust ES and associated 

annexes to support the Pre-Application Preparation Phase of the DCO 

and submission of HAL’s DCO Application to PINS;  

▪ The timescale assumed for the securing of DCO consent which is below 

the average currently being achieved by other Applications of arguably far 

lesser scale and complexity; 

▪ The timescale assumed for some key enabling tasks and other 

programme elements is insufficient, particularly with regard to the 

remediation of contaminated material from landfill sites, ground 

stabilisation, biodiversity mitigation and enhancement measures, 

demolition and re-provision of the Lakeside EfW plant/critical airport 

support facilities and designated heritage assets (listed buildings), 

highway diversion works, flood storage and protection measures, and 

associated pollution controls; 

▪ The omission of a considerable amount of scope by HAL to support the 

NWR operations; 

▪ The integrity of the programme and the ability to achieve key milestones 

that are aligned to the capacity demand is questionable; and 

▪ The CAPEX required to sustain the delivery of the NWR scheme is 

inadequate. 

 

 

▪ At the earliest, the NWR 

scheme and associated 

infrastructure cannot be 

delivered until April 2029.  

▪ HAL’s delivery programme 

for the NWR scheme is 

understated by four years. 

▪ CAPEX is estimated to be 

around £21.2bn, an 

increase of £5.6bn based 

on the current projections 

made by HAL. When 

adding the Commission’s 

OB the CAPEX estimate 

increases to £26.5bn. 

▪ The remediation of 

contaminated land 

associated with the large-

scale disturbance of active 

and historic landfill sites, 

the need for extensive 

ground stabilisation and 

prevention of pollution from 

leaching or migrating 

contaminants would be a 

lengthy process. 

▪ The multiplicity and 

complexity of material 

matters increase the risk of 

an extended DCO process 

as the volume of interested 

stakeholders will demand 

extensive supporting 

information and 

consultation on the 

scheme plans, particularly 

with respect to how any 

adverse residual effects or 

on the environment will be 

mitigated.  At least two 

years, should be allowed 

to secure DCO consent. 
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