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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

In its submission to the Airports Commission in April and May 2014, Gatwick Airport 
Limited (GAL) set out its updated scheme design for a second runway at Gatwick 
Airport, demonstrating the strength of its sustainability proposition.  The Airports 
Commission has subsequently produced and published a Sustainability Assessment 
(SA) of GAL’s updated scheme design, as well as that of the two shortlisted schemes 
for Heathrow.   
 
To inform Gatwick’s response to consultation, this paper provides a review of the 
Sustainability Assessment component of the Airports Commission’s Business Case 
and Sustainability Assessment documents, as published for public consultation on 11th 
November 2014, for the shortlisted three schemes (1) . In undertaking the review, GAL 
recognises the efforts the Commission has made to understand the sustainability of 
the three schemes and recognises the commitment that the Commission has made to 
further developing its assessments. The review also identifies aspects of methodology 
and application in the Airports Commission’s Sustainability Assessments, which do 
not follow, or are inconsistent, with its own Appraisal Framework, and the 
implications of this, for the SA of Gatwick’s scheme. 
 
 

1.1 METHODOLOGY 

The review considers the approach adopted by the Airports Commission, specifically 
it identifies the following areas where the published Sustainability Assessments are 
not consistent with the Appraisal Framework, as set out the Airport Commission.  
This is of particular importance as the Airports Commission has stated its intention 
that its SAs “would provide a useful foundation” (2) for a future Appraisal of 
Sustainability (AoS) if Government adopts its recommendations as the basis for a 
future National Policy Statement. 
 
 Currently incomplete application of the Appraisal Framework, including 

assessment not yet undertaken; for example the Surface Access and Quality of Life 
modules; 

 Assessment which does not respond to the specific questions posed by each 
module objective; for example, ’does the scheme minimise…’. 

 Inconsistent application of the Framework both across modules and between the 
three schemes, in terms of: 

o Application of the framework methodologies 
o Application of module assessment components 
o Consideration of absolute impacts versus relative ratings 
o Consideration of mitigation and enhancement  

 Inconsistent assessment ratings, including:  
o Consistency with the Appraisal Framework ratings terminology  
o Actual ratings assigned 

 No in-combination or cumulative impact assessment of individual schemes and 
comparison across schemes. 

 

 
(1) https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/increasing-the-uks-long-term-aviation-capacity  
(2) Airports Commission: Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment, November 2014, 

page 6 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GATWICK AIRPORT LIMITED 

2 

If the assessment was undertaken commensurate with the Commission’s Framework, 
the ratings applied to Gatwick would better reflect the merits of the scheme and the 
strength of its sustainability performance, relative to the other schemes. 
 
 

1.2 RECOGNITION OF THE STRENGTHS OF GATWICK’S CASE 

The Airport Commission has recognised the strengths of Gatwick’s case, highlighting 
many of the scheme’s positive impacts and importantly, noting the feasibility, and 
deliverability, of Gatwick’s mitigation measures.  When reviewing the Airport 
Commission’s ratings for Gatwick, as they currently stand, it is apparent that 
Gatwick’s scheme proposal is rated as a stronger sustainability proposition, than that 
of comparative schemes. The ratings are presented in Error! Reference source not 
found.. 

Table 1.1 Ratings Assigned within the Commission's SAs for the shortlisted schemes 

Module Gatwick Airport 
Second Runway 

Heathrow North West 
Runway 

Heathrow Extended 
Northern Runway 

Economy 
impacts 

Highly Supportive Highly Supportive Highly Supportive 

Local Economy 
Impacts – jobs 
and economic 
growth 

Supportive  
Highly Supportive with 
potential to reduce to 
supportive 

Highly Supportive with 
potential to reduce to 
supportive 

Local Economy 
Impacts – 
surface access 

Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Noise 
Adverse unlikely to 
become entirely 
Neutral 

Highly Adverse potential 
for closer to Adverse 

Highly Adverse 

Air Quality 
Adverse towards 
Neutral 

Significantly Adverse to 
merely Adverse 

Significantly Adverse to 
merely Adverse 

Biodiversity Adverse Adverse towards Neutral 
Adverse with capacity to 
increase to Highly 
Adverse 

Carbon Adverse Adverse Adverse 
Water and Flood 
Risk 

Adverse with good 
possibility of Neutral 

Adverse could not become 
entirely Neutral 

Adverse towards Neutral 

Place 
Adverse – unlikely to 
become entirely 
Neutral 

Adverse Adverse 

Quality of Life - 
National 

National – Supportive 
National – Highly 
Supportive 

National – Highly 
Supportive 

Quality of Life – 
Local 

Local - Neutral Local - neutral Local – neutral 

Community -  
housing loss 

Adverse to Neutral Highly Adverse to Adverse Adverse towards Neutral 

Community -  
disproportionate 
impacts 

No assessment No assessment No assessment 

NB: Rating descriptions are taken as quotes from the Airports Commission’s own assessment and 
indicate direction of impact where appropriate.  The multitude of phrasing and ratings identified has the 
effect of reducing clarity between the ratings applied by the Airports Commission and has the potential to 
mislead the reader, as described within this paper. 
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1.2.1 Readjusted Ratings to Accurately Reflect Gatwick’s Scheme Performance 

Whilst the Airports Commission’s current ratings partially reflect the strength of 
Gatwick’s sustainability performance, there is scope for specific ratings to be 
enhanced, consistent with the Appraisal Framework, to more accurately reflect the 
merits of Gatwick’s scheme.  Gatwick commissioned technical research of the 
published schemes which indicates key areas where Gatwick’s ratings should be 
elevated, if a consistent approach to consideration of absolute impacts and mitigation 
is adopted. The effect of these adjusted ratings on Gatwick and other scheme 
performance, is highlighted in Table 1.2 below. The adjusted ratings further reinforce 
the comparative strength of Gatwick’s scheme proposals, as the most sustainable 
proposition for airport expansion. 

Table  1.2 Adjusted Ratings on Basis of Technical Review of Published Schemes 

Module Gatwick Airport 
Second Runway 

Heathrow North West 
Runway 

Heathrow Extended 
Northern Runway 

Economy 
impacts 

Highly Supportive Highly Supportive Highly Supportive 

Local 
Economy 
Impacts  

Supportive  Supportive  Supportive 

Noise Adverse  Highly Adverse  Highly Adverse 
Air Quality Neutral Highly Adverse Highly Adverse 

Biodiversity Supportive in long term Adverse - Highly Adverse 
Adverse - Highly 
Adverse 

Carbon  Adverse Highly Adverse Highly Adverse 
Water and 
Flood Risk 

Neutral  Supportive 
 
Adverse – Highly Adverse 

Adverse – Highly 
Adverse 

Place Adverse Highly Adverse Highly Adverse 

Quality of Life Highly Supportive 
No assessment available to 
rate 

No assessment  
available to rate 

Community   Neutral Highly Adverse  Adverse 

NB: We have provided aggregate ratings per module, as set out in the Airports Commission’s 
Appraisal Framework. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 OVERVIEW 

The opportunity to comment upon the work which the Airports Commission has 
undertaken to-date is welcomed, in particular, the Business Case and Sustainability 
Assessment documents produced for the three schemes, as published for public 
consultation on 11th November 2014 (1).   
 
The Commission has stated its intention that its SAs “would provide a useful 
foundation” (2) for a future Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) if Government adopts its 
recommendations as the basis for a future National Policy Statement.  This response 
therefore sets out the key elements which the Commission should consider to enhance 
the compliance of its SAs with its Appraisal Framework, in light of the potential 
future use of the SA.  
 
 

2.2 PURPOSE OF THIS PAPER 

To inform Gatwick’s response to consultation, this paper provides a review of the 
Sustainability Assessment component of the Airport Commission’s Business Case and 
Sustainability Assessment documents, as published for public consultation on 11th 
November 2014, for the shortlisted three schemes (3) . It recognises that detailed 
comments are being provided in respect of the individual topics / modules and, 
therefore, does not seek to provide specific technical response to these.  Nonetheless, 
reference to headline issues for individual modules is made where this is relevant to 
Gatwick’s response to the overarching SA. 
 
GAL welcomed the opportunity to comment on the Commission’s Appraisal 
Framework in February 2014, as part of the public consultation on the framework.  In 
the response to this consultation period, GAL sought to highlight elements of the 
Appraisal Framework which the Commission should review in order to deliver a 
subsequent assessment which is comprehensive, consistent and transparent.  It is 
noted that some of these suggestions were adopted by the Commission in its final 
Appraisal Framework, though wider issues surrounding the scope and application of 
the Framework were not. 
 
This paper does not repeat the comments made previously on the Appraisal 
Framework.  Nonetheless, some recommendations raised within this paper are related 
to points made within GAL’s response to the Commission’s Appraisal Framework 
consultation. These particularly relate to ensuring the Commission’s approach to SA 
aligns with expected practice and is applied consistently across all modules and 
schemes. 
 

 
(1) https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/increasing-the-uks-long-term-aviation-capacity  
(2) Airports Commission: Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability Assessment, November 2014, 
page 6 
(3) https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/increasing-the-uks-long-term-aviation-capacity  
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2.3 DOCUMENTATION 

In undertaking this review, the following documents have been reviewed: 
 
1. Airports Commission consultation document (version updated 25th November 

2014); 
 
2. Airports Commission Business Case/Sustainability Assessment documents for 

Gatwick Second Runway, Heathrow Airport North West Runway and Heathrow 
Airport Extended Northern Runway; and 

 
3. Supplementary technical reports produced for the Airports Commission to 

support its Sustainability Assessments, where relevant 
 
As part of this review, and Gatwick’s intention to assist the Commission in aligning its 
SA with established practice, guidance and legislation, reference is also made to the 
European Commission Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of 
certain plans and programmes on the environment (more commonly known as the 
SEA Directive).  The SEA Directive aims to “contribute to the integration of environmental 
considerations into the preparation and adoption of plans and programmes with a view to 
promoting sustainable development” (Article 1).  It is applicable to public plans relating to 
land use and transport which set the framework for future development consent of 
projects listed in the EIA Directive and therefore is highly relevant to the 
Commission’s SA work.  This is noted by the Commission within its SA documents.   
Reference is also made to accepted AoS and Sustainability Appraisal/Assessment 
practice. 
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3 THE COMMISSION’S SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT APPROACH 

3.1 OVERVIEW 

The methodology that the Commission committed to adopting is described within its 
Appraisal Framework.  The suite of assessment documents that the Commission has 
published as part of the current public consultation is welcomed, as is the substantial 
amount of work that has been undertaken by the Commission to understand the 
scheme promoter’s proposals and to produce the assessment documents.   
 
This section of the paper considers the approach adopted by the Airports 
Commission, specifically it identifies the following areas where the published 
Sustainability Assessments are not consistent with the Appraisal Framework, as set 
out the Airport Commission:  
 
 Currently incomplete application of the Appraisal Framework, including 

assessment not yet undertaken; for example the Surface Access and Quality of Life 
modules; 

 Assessment which does not respond to the specific questions posed by each 
module objective; for example, ’does the scheme minimise…’. 

 Inconsistent application of the Framework both across modules and between the 
three schemes, in terms of: 

o Application of the framework methodologies 
o Application of module assessment components 
o Consideration of absolute impacts versus relative ratings 
o Consideration of mitigation and enhancement  

 Inconsistent assessment ratings, including:  
o Consistency with the Appraisal Framework ratings terminology  
o Actual ratings assigned 

 No in-combination or cumulative impact assessment of individual schemes and 
comparison across schemes. 

 
 

3.2 CONTEXT OF THE APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK 

The Commission consulted upon its Appraisal Framework, offering the scheme 
promoters, stakeholders and the general public the opportunity to contribute to 
developing the framework and guiding the assessment approach adopted by the 
Commission.  In response to this, Gatwick identified a series of key areas where the 
Framework could be refined or modified to reflect established practice. The 
Commission published its Final Appraisal Framework which took into account 
elements of the responses received during its consultation and set out the approach 
that it would adopt within its Business Case and SAs.   
 
In reviewing the documentation, we note that the Commission’s SA appears to 
diverge in places from the methodological approach detailed within its own Appraisal 
Framework.  This paper highlights the key areas of divergence and the implications 
for the Sustainability Assessments and rating of proposed schemes.  
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3.3 COMPLETE APPLICATION OF THE APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK  

Through the three SAs published for consultation by the Commission, it is apparent 
that the Framework has not yet been fully applied.  In order for the Commission to 
meet its Appraisal Framework, expansion of the existing assessments is required to 
provide full consideration of all module components, including assessment where the 
Commission has acknowledged that analysis has, to date, not been possible.   
 
Firstly, assessment has not been provided for all SA modules.  While Commission’s 
Appraisal Framework includes a Surface Access module with one overarching 
objective and three sub objectives, the Commission’s SAs do not include an 
assessment against the objective or sub objectives and no explanation for its omission 
is provided.  This occurs despite the Commission undertaking detailed surface access 
assessment, as presented in the surface access reports published as part of the current 
consultation.   
 
Secondly, the assessment of certain modules is incomplete.  For example, in the 
Quality of Life assessment, the Commission notes that current “results should be seen as 
providing an interesting and useful commentary on impacts, rather than a full assessment” (1) 

and additional assessment is required to provide a robust evidence base for the 
ratings assigned.  The Local Economy Impacts assessment states that “detailed analysis 
has not yet been undertaken to estimate traffic flows on local surface roads around the 
airport” (2) .  The noise assessments for Heathrow do not include consideration of all of 
the traffic cases, including those that generate the highest levels of traffic and are 
therefore likely to give rise to the highest degree of noise impact.  Additional analysis 
is required where assessment is currently incomplete to enable objective ratings to be 
assigned from a complete assessment of relevant impacts in accordance with the 
Appraisal Framework.   
 
 

3.4 SPECIFIC RESPONSE TO THE QUESTIONS POSED BY EACH MODULE OBJECTIVE 

The Airports Commission’s review into airport capacity and connectivity in the UK, 
concluded that one additional runway is required in the south east of England, to be 
in operation by 2030 (3).  This finding sets the context for the Commission’s future 
work towards identifying a preferable scheme to deliver this runway and making a 
recommendation to Government.   
 
In its appraisal framework, the Airports Commission defined objectives for each 
module which set a clear aim for each scheme: for example “maximising benefits of 
competition” or “minimising and where possible reducing noise impacts” (4), in the context 
of meeting the identified need for one additional runway in the South East by 2030.  
The methodologies described within its appraisal framework enable assessment 
against the wording of these objectives through delivering an assessment of impacts, 
however, the Commission’s assessment ratings do not provide specific responses to 
the objectives.   
 

 
(1) Quality of Life Assessment; e.g. Section 15.6, Gatwick Airport Second Runway Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment, p135 
(2) Local Economy Impacts e.g. Section 8.22, Heathrow Airport North West Runway Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment, p101 
(3) Airports Commission Interim Report, 17th December 2013 
(4) Airports Commission Appraisal Framework, April 2014 
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For example, Gatwick has adopted innovative and exemplary approaches to reducing 
the noise impacts inherently associated with construction and operation of a new 
runway.  However the scheme has been assessed by the Commission as having an 
adverse effect on the objective, suggesting that Gatwick’s updated scheme design does 
not seek to minimise noise impacts which is incorrect.  Greater clarity is required 
within the Commission’s assessments to ensure the ratings assigned specifically relate 
to the wording of its own objectives.   
 
 

3.5 CONSISTENT APPLICATION OF THE FRAMEWORK 

3.5.1 Overview 

The Commission produced one Appraisal Framework to be used to assess each of the 
shortlisted schemes.  The framework defines an approach to assessing impacts and 
determining ratings for each module.  This has been inconsistently applied both 
between modules and across scheme assessments, in terms of:  
 
 Application of framework methodologies; 
 Application of module components; 
 Consideration of absolute impacts when assigning ratings; and 
 Consideration of mitigation and enhancement measures. 
 
 

3.5.2 Application of Framework Methodologies 

For certain modules, the Commission has chosen not to follow its Appraisal 
Framework methodology, instead using new or emergent methodologies which were 
not referenced within the Commission’s Appraisal Framework.  The appropriateness 
of these methods for the SAs was not subject to consultation as part of the Appraisal 
Framework consultation and explanation of the rationale for this change in approach 
has not been documented.  For example, the Quality of Life module uses a 
methodology which the Commission recognises as one whose “suitability is to be 
determined” (1).  In the Economy module, the Commission adopted a methodology 
which it recognises as being “novel” with “a number of uncertainties over the causation 
and scale of these impacts” (2), noting that “results should be treated with some caution”.   
 
Adopting new methodologies can contribute to the discussion of methodological 
practice.  However, the timing, appropriateness and validity of these methodologies 
for the Commission’s SA is questioned, particularly, whenever more established 
technical approaches have apparently not been considered. In adopting novel 
assessment methods without a clear rationale for doing so, the Commission has 
presented an assessment approach which is open to challenge.  If the Commission 
prefers to use a differing approach to that defined within the Appraisal Framework (3), 
further commentary from the Commission as to the basis for its approach would be 
welcomed. 
 

 
(1) Assessment: Quality of Life Section 15.6, Heathrow Airport North West Runway Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment, p134 
(2) Assessment: Economy Impacts Section 7.13, Heathrow Airport North West Runway Business Case and Sustainability 

Assessment, p94 
(3) Noting previous reservations as to the divergence in Commission approach from established practice, further set out in 

this document 
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3.5.3 Application of Module Assessment Components 

When reading across the assessments for each scheme, inconsistencies become 
apparent in terms of the elements considered within the module assessments and the 
stated evidence base for assessments with the following effect: 
 
 raising questions regarding the robustness of the evidence base from which the 

Commission draws its overall rating for each module; and  
 
 creating difficulties when comparing the relative performance of each scheme and 

identifying a preferred scheme.   
 
For example, in the Place module assessment, infrastructure capacity is included as a 
consideration for the Gatwick and the Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway 
schemes but not for the Heathrow Airport North West Runway scheme.   
 
Inconsistencies can also be identified between the Commission’s approach to stating 
requirements for further work for the difference schemes, with these requirements not 
always mirroring those required to deliver complete assessment against the 
methodology of the Appraisal Framework.  For example, in its Community 
assessments, the Commission states that additional information regarding secondary 
impacts of development is required to provide confidence of the Gatwick scheme 
deliverability but not for the Heathrow Airport North West and Extended Northern 
Runway schemes. 
 

3.5.4 Consideration of Absolute Impacts when Assigning Ratings 

To understand the relative performance of the Gatwick scheme in comparison with 
the Heathrow schemes, we have read across the three SAs, as presented in Table 1.1.  
In doing so, we have identified that differences in the magnitude of absolute impacts 
of the respective schemes have not always been consistently reflected within the 
ratings assigned.   
 
Clear consideration of the magnitude of impacts is particularly important when 
alternative schemes are being assessed, to enable a robust understanding of how 
schemes perform relative to each other.  Assessments must represent the magnitude of 
impacts in a thorough and consistent manner in order to minimise opportunities for 
the reader to misinterpret the magnitude of likely effects.  The Commission’s current 
assessment does not achieve this. 
 
For example, in its Carbon module assessments, the Commission individually ascribes 
an Adverse rating for all three schemes.  The rating reflects the negativity of 
additional carbon emissions from all three schemes, whilst taking into account the 
comparative carbon “savings” that are anticipated in comparison with developing 
other airports with higher surface access carbon impacts which reduce the anticipated 
rating from highly adverse to adverse.  However, comparing across the data 
presented in Table 12.1 of each SA, both Heathrow schemes are estimated to result in 
an additional volume of CO2 over the 60 year assessment period approximately three 
times greater than that of the Gatwick proposal, and construction of the Heathrow 
schemes is anticipated to produce between 2.5 and 3 times more carbon than 
construction of the Gatwick scheme.  These substantial differences in absolute impacts 
are not reflected within the ratings assigned which are presented as being uniformly 
‘Adverse’ for each of the schemes.  The Commission’s approach therefore masks the 
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very differing magnitudes of impact which the schemes will have, and introduces 
potential for the reader to be misled.   
 

3.5.5 Consideration of Mitigation and Enhancement Measures 

The feasibility and deliverability of mitigation and enhancement measures is noted by 
the Commission as a key consideration.  However, when reading across the module 
assessments and between the different scheme SAs, inconsistencies can be identified 
in the way in which, and extent to which, mitigation and enhancement measures have 
been considered.   
 
Greater clarity and consistency is required around the way in which the Commission 
has arrived at the particular rating it ascribes to each topic.  This is required to: 
 
 clearly demonstrate the alignment of each assessment with the Appraisal 

Framework; and  
 
 increase the robustness of the assessment process and findings.   
 
To increase the transparency of its assessment, the Commission should provide 
explicit consideration of the feasibility of the proposed mitigation followed by 
providing a ‘without mitigation’ and ‘with mitigation’ rating for all module 
assessments.  This would help the reader to correctly understand the assessment and 
accurately compare performance across the schemes.  It will also enhance the 
credibility of Commission’s assessment ratings where these are contingent upon the 
implementation of such measures.  Examples of this are presented as follows: 
 
 Detailed consideration of proposed measures was included for certain modules 

and certain schemes but not consistently applied.  For example, whereas the 
Commission’s assessments did not include consideration of the noise mitigation 
measures proposed by the Gatwick Airport Second Runway and Heathrow 
Airport Extended Northern Runway scheme proponents, the Commission’s 
assessment included noise mitigation measures proposed by the Heathrow 
Airport North West Runway scheme proponent as sensitivities to its noise 
modelling. 
 

 Proposed measures were accepted for certain modules, without the Commission 
undertaking its own analysis into the measures.  For example the Commission 
accepts  proponent assertions that tunnelling of the M25 to deliver the Heathrow 
Airport North West Runway scheme would not cause undue impacts. 

 
 Consideration of proposed measures was not undertaken by the Commission for 

certain modules.  For example the Quality of Life assessments for all schemes. 
 
 

3.6 CONSISTENCY OF RATINGS 

The Commission’s rating system, as defined in its Appraisal Framework, comprises 
five ratings.  However, for the majority of modules, the Commission’s choice of rating 
terminology has introduced ambiguity into its assessments where scheme 
performance for a particular objective is described as being two or more points on the 
Commission’s rating system.  This lack of consistency with the Appraisal Framework 
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reduces the assessment clarity and is likely to mislead the reader and runs the risk of 
misrepresenting the performance of each scheme.   
 
One example from each scheme of where ratings clarification would assist in reducing 
opportunities for misinterpretation of findings is provided as follows:  
 
 Gatwick scheme rating for the Water and Flood Risk module which the 

Commission states as being “adverse”…”but with a good possibility of achieving a 
neutral impact with further design and mitigation strategies.” (1).   

 
 Heathrow Airport North West Runway rating for the Noise module which the 

Commission states as having “potential to bring noise impact assessment closer to 
adverse” (2).  

 
 Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway rating for the Community module 

which the commission states as “with mitigation impacts may be closer to neutral, but 
are probably still sufficiently severe as to remain adverse” (3). 

 
In each case, the ‘flex’ which the Commission has applied to the ratings has 
introduced a level of ambiguity as to the anticipated impact of the scheme in relation 
to the module/topic. 
 
 

3.7 CUMULATIVE & IN-COMBINATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

In its Appraisal Framework, the Commission states that the cumulative impacts of 
each scheme will be considered in line with the SEA Directive (4).   However, the SAs 
published for consultation neither include consideration of cumulative impacts nor 
confirm that this will be completed in due course.  This is equally the case for in-
combination impacts, the consideration of this being critical for any assessment of 
sustainability. Presenting the cumulative and in-combination impacts of each scheme 
and providing comparisons across the schemes is essential to enable the Commission 
and policy makers to assess the relative sustainability of the three schemes and make 
robust and transparent recommendations to Government.  
 
 

 
(1) Section 13, Gatwick Airport Second Runway Business Case and Sustainability Assessment, p128 
(2) Section 9, Heathrow Airport North West Runway Business Case and Sustainability Assessment, p113-114 
(3) Section 16, Heathrow Airport Extended Northern Runway Business Case and Sustainability Assessment, p139 
(4) Airports Commission: Appraisal Framework, April 2014, page 25 
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4 REVIEW OF GATWICK SUBMISSION AGAINST THE AIRPORT 
COMMISSION ASSESSMENT 

4.1 REVIEWING THE AIRPORT COMMISSION’S RATINGS 

GAL has commissioned its technical specialists to consider relevant publicly available 
information about the two Heathrow schemes. Specifically, the technical specialists 
reviewed what the impact of adopting a consistent approach to considering the 
absolute magnitude of effects and proposed mitigation measures would mean for 
Gatwick’s ratings, and by comparison, those of the two other schemes. As previously 
stated, detailed response in relation to the individual modules is provided elsewhere 
within Gatwick’s consultation response.  Key points are, however, replicated within 
this paper.   
 

4.1.1 Consistency in Ratings 

Concerns are raised with regards to the deviations of the assessment approach and 
ratings assigned from that described in the Appraisal Framework and inconsistencies 
in the application of the Appraisal Framework methodology within and between the 
SAs.  These deviations have resulted in assessments which do not provide sufficiently 
clear differentiation between schemes on both an individual topic basis and on a 
cumulative basis.  Key modules where this is the case, are listed below:   
 
 Community:  The number of residential properties lost is significantly higher for 

the Heathrow Airport North West Runway scheme than for Gatwick’s scheme, 
with impacts exacerbated by the pressures of relocating severed communities, 
businesses and the waste management facility within an already overheated area.  
For example, whereas the proposal Heathrow North West Runway identifies 
approximately 3750 homes outside the boundary of the expanded airport that 
would have the option to be purchased at 25% above market value, reflecting the 
anticipated magnitude of impact on these homes, the Gatwick scheme is 
anticipated to result in the loss of 163 residential properties. Adopting a consistent 
approach to considering each scheme and the feasibility of proposed mitigation, it 
is highly unlikely for the Heathrow Airport North West Runway scheme to be 
rated as Adverse.  With reference to comments within this review on the 
importance of consistently considering the absolute magnitude of impacts across 
the schemes, the Heathrow Airport North West Runway should be rated as 
having a Highly Adverse impact. 

 
 Noise:  With reference to comments within this review on the importance of 

adopting a consistent approach across the schemes to considering the absolute 
magnitude of impacts and feasibility and efficacy of proposed mitigation, the 
impacts of the Heathrow Airport North West Runway have for reasons set out in 
the noise response been understated. This is the case in terms of absolute number 
of people affected, number of people ‘newly affected’ and the change in number 
of people affected.  Even if the assessment was correct, the view that mitigation 
would be effective to the extent that the rating of Adverse can be applied to the 
Heathrow North West scheme cannot conceivably be correct because this would 
the give the scheme the same rating as Gatwick scheme which has very 
significantly lower impacts.  The Heathrow Airport North West Runway scheme 
should be rated as having a Highly Adverse impact. 
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 Water and Flood Risk: With reference to comments within this review on the 
importance of adopting a consistent approach to considering the absolute 
magnitude of impacts across the schemes, the magnitude of the scale of difference 
between the Gatwick scheme and the Heathrow schemes is not reflected in the 
Water and Flood Risk ratings that have been identified. The small difference in the 
ratings between the three schemes does not appear to take into account that the 
Heathrow schemes have an increased flood risk and probable incompatibility 
with the Water Framework Directive regarding culverting. 

 
 Place:   With reference to comments within this review on the importance of 

adopting a consistent approach to considering the absolute magnitude of impacts 
across the schemes, the SA ratings for this module should consider the effects of 
having to remediate landfills to enable construction, the quantum, quality and 
grading of land required, and differences in difference in the amount of Green 
Belt land taken i.e. c9ha for Gatwick and c694ha for the Heathrow Airport North 
West Runway.  

 
 Biodiversity:  Whilst it is acknowledged that Gatwick has effects to ancient 

woodland, the Heathrow schemes also have large effects on habitats of low 
replaceability, with significant lengths of river culverted (up to 12km), resulting in 
a highly negative impact on biodiversity. With reference to comments within this 
review on the importance of adopting a consistent approach to considering the 
absolute magnitude of impacts and feasibility and efficacy of proposed mitigation, 
Gatwick’s mitigation proposals should be taken into account and the 
Commission’s ‘Adverse’ rating of Gatwick’s scheme and ‘Adverse… towards 
Neutral’ rating for both Heathrow schemes should be reconsidered. 

 
 Air Quality – With reference to comments within this review on the importance of 

adopting a consistent approach to considering the absolute magnitude of impacts 
across the schemes, the magnitude of the scale of difference between the Gatwick 
scheme and the Heathrow schemes is not reflected in Air Quality ratings that have 
been ascribed.  Insufficient consideration has been assigned to the requirement 
that a scheme can only be allowed to come forward is if it is demonstrated that, 
during the forecast level of operations, air quality limits would be met and that 
compliance with those limits would not be delayed. 
 

Putting this into context, Figure 4.1 illustrates the implications of the technical 
specialist reviews to the ratings of the three schemes, relative to the Airports 
Commission’s ratings. 
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Figure 4.1 Findings of the technical specialist reviews, and suggested re-adjusted ratings 

Module AC objective wording Readjusted Ratings Recommendations to the Commission in light of differing ratings 
 
Local Economy Impacts
 

To promote 
employment and 
economic growth in 
the local area and 
surrounding region 
 
 

Supportive  
 
 
 
 

The Commission notes that R2 would deliver beneficial local economy impacts, but suggests 
that with some scenarios, ‘modest’ positive employment effects would result in R2 may only 
achieve supportive rating.  The benefits which the Gatwick scheme will bring to the 
sustainable development of Gatwick’s local economy have been understated by the 
Commission.  The Commission is encouraged to adopt a consistent approach to the 
assessment of both employment and economic benefit across the schemes, thereby elevating 
the Gatwick scheme to Supportive for all the Commission’s scenarios.  

Air Noise To minimise and 
where possible reduce 
noise impacts 

Adverse  To deliver an assessment which is consistent with the objectives that the Commission has set 
within its Appraisal Framework, the Commission is encouraged to expand its assessment 
with a conclusion regarding performance against its objective.  When delivering a new 
runway it would not be possible to reduce noise impacts against the do minimum baseline; 
however GAL has adopted a wide range of leading strategies to minimise noise impacts, 
consistent with the Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework objective and therefore 
should have at worst, an Adverse rating. If Gatwick is rated Adverse, then the other two 
schemes are comparably Highly Adverse given the scale of absolute impacts. 

 
Air Quality  

To improve air quality 
consistent with EU 
standards and local 
planning policy 
requirements 

Neutral GAL’s assessments agree with the Commission’s assessment that without mitigation R2 
would increase harmful emissions but that GAL propose mitigation measures to reduce this 
impact.  Delivering enhanced airport capacity cannot in and of itself deliver improvements in 
air quality; and as such Gatwick adopted an augmented objective within its SA, seeking to 
protect air quality. The R2 proposals are supportive of this augmented objective and should 
be rated as Neutral. Furthermore, both other schemes have not demonstrated that during the 
forecast level of operations, air quality limits would be met and that compliance with those 
limits would not be delayed. 

 
Biodiversity  

To protect and 
maintain natural 
habitats and 
biodiversity 

Supportive in the 
long-term 

GAL’s assessments agree with the Commission’s findings that R2 would result in the loss of 
some biodiversity and temporary adverse effects in the short term.  However, the 
Commission is encouraged to further consider Gatwick’s commitment to working with 
stakeholders to avoid, minimise and mitigate negative impacts on biodiversity and invest in 
enhancement to provide a net biodiversity gain.  Gatwick’s commitment to ‘biodiversity gain’ 
enables the scheme to be assessed as supportive in terms of protecting and maintaining 
natural habitats and biodiversity once the temporary short term negative effects have passed. 
This would result in a Supportive rating for the long term performance of the scheme. 

 
Carbon  

To minimise carbon 
emissions in airport 
construction and 

Adverse The Commission is encouraged to consider whether the extensive carbon management 
measures proposed by Gatwick, including its low carbon roadmap and aspiration of carbon 
neutrality by 2040, would be sufficient to enable a more positive rating for R2 in terms of 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT GATWICK AIRPORT LIMITED 

15 

Module AC objective wording Readjusted Ratings Recommendations to the Commission in light of differing ratings 
operation “minimising carbon emissions”.  Relative to the two Heathrow schemes, however, Gatwick 

has the opportunity to provide a much stronger carbon management approach and 
attenuating performance. If Gatwick is rated Adverse, then the other two schemes are 
comparably Highly Adverse given the scale of absolute impacts. 

 
Water and Flood Risk 

To protect the quality 
of surface and ground 
waters, use water 
resources efficiently 
and minimise flood 
risk 

Neutral  Supportive The Commission’s commentary on the benefits of Gatwick’s proposed mitigation measures is 
welcomed.  The Commission is encouraged to consider this mitigation further, particularly 
with respect to the beneficial impacts such mitigation would have in protecting the quality of 
surface and ground waters and minimising flood risk. This should result in a Neutral to 
Supportive rating for Gatwick, when fully considered. In addition, the scale of impact for the 
two Heathrow schemes should be considered, including detailed assessment of effects on 
increasing flood risk and the probable incompatibility of culverting proposals with the Water 
Framework Directive. 

 
Place 

To minimise impacts 
on existing landscape 
character and heritage 
assets 

Adverse The Commission’s conclusions that the mitigations proposed by GAL are valuable and will 
help to limit the impact of R2 are welcomed.  The Commission is also encouraged to expand 
its consideration of waste and land use impacts, to enable its SA to reflect all elements of its 
appraisal framework.  It is highlighted that the scale of impacts to landscape and heritage 
assets is such, that in consideration of the mitigation proposed, the overall impact is better 
than the ‘Adverse’ rating applied but if the Commission stick to this rating, then by 
comparison, given the scale of impact, both Heathrow schemes should be rated as Highly 
Adverse. 

 
Quality of Life  

To maintain and where 
possible improve the 
quality of life for local 
residents and the 
wider population 

Highly Supportive  
 

The Commission has adopted a novel approach to assessing Quality of Life which differs 
from that set out in its appraisal framework.  It is suggested that to ensure that the SA 
approach adopted by the Commission is both comprehensive and wholly defensible, the 
Quality of Life assessment be expanded upon to include all aspects of the methodology 
described within the Commission’s appraisal framework. If considered as such, then the 
significant mitigation and enhancement proposals set out by Gatwick would elevate its rating 
from Supportive to Highly Supportive. 

 
Community  
 

To manage and reduce 
the effects of housing 
loss on local 
communities 

Neutral  
 
  

The Commission’s assessment that mitigation would contribute to reducing negative impacts 
of R2 on housing loss is welcomed.  In GAL’s view, the R2 proposals positively contribute to 
managing and reducing the effect of housing loss on local communities, and the Commission 
is therefore encouraged to consider whether the mitigation measures proposed by Gatwick 
should justify a positive rating against the specific objective wording of managing and 
reducing effects, or a rating of Neutral, as a minimum.  The comparison of absolute impacts, 
across the three schemes, also clearly demonstrates the relative strengths of the Gatwick 
scheme, with significantly less impact to local communities and housing loss. 
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5 APPLICATION OF THE COMMISSION’S APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK 
ACROSS THE SHORTLISTED SCHEMES 

5.1 THE COMMISSION’S RATINGS 

The Airport Commission has already recognised the strengths of Gatwick’s case, 
highlighting many of the scheme’s positive impacts and importantly, noting the 
feasibility and deliverability of Gatwick’s mitigation measures.  When reviewing the 
Airport Commission’s ratings for Gatwick, as they currently stand, it is apparent that 
Gatwick’s scheme proposal is a stronger sustainability proposition, than that of 
comparative schemes.  The ratings are presented in Table 5.1. 

Table  5.1 Ratings Assigned within the Commission's SAs for the shortlisted schemes 

Module Gatwick Airport 
Second Runway 

Heathrow North 
West Runway 

Heathrow Extended Northern 
Runway 

Economy 
impacts 

Highly Supportive Highly Supportive Highly Supportive 

Local Economy 
Impacts – jobs 
and economic 
growth 

Supportive  
Highly Supportive 
with potential to 
reduce to supportive 

Highly Supportive with potential 
to reduce to supportive 

Local Economy 
Impacts – 
surface access 

Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Noise 
Adverse unlikely 
to become entirely 
Neutral 

Highly Adverse 
potential for closer to 
Adverse 

Highly Adverse 

Air Quality 
Adverse towards 
Neutral 

Significantly Adverse 
to merely Adverse 

Significantly Adverse to merely 
Adverse 

Biodiversity Adverse 
Adverse towards 
Neutral 

Adverse with capacity to 
increase to Highly Adverse 

Carbon Adverse Adverse Adverse 

Water and Flood 
Risk 

Adverse with 
good possibility 
of Neutral 

Adverse could not 
become entirely 
Neutral 

Adverse towards Neutral 

Place 

Adverse – 
unlikely to 
become entirely 
Neutral 

Adverse Adverse 

Quality of Life - 
National 

National – 
Supportive 

National – Highly 
Supportive 

National – Highly Supportive 

Quality of Life - 
Local 

Local - Neutral Local - neutral Local - neutral 

Community -  
housing loss 

Adverse to 
Neutral 

Highly Adverse to 
Adverse 

Adverse towards Neutral 

Community -  
disproportionate 
impacts 

No assessment No assessment No assessment 

NB: Rating descriptions are taken as quotes from the Airports Commission’s own assessment and 
indicate direction of impact where appropriate.  The multitude of phrasing and ratings identified has the 
effect of reducing clarity between the ratings applied by the AC and has the potential to mislead the 
reader, as described within this paper. 
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5.2 ADJUSTED RATINGS  

Whilst the Airport Commission’s current ratings partially reflect the strength of 
Gatwick’s sustainability performance, there is scope for specific ratings to be 
enhanced, consistent with the Appraisal Framework, to more accurately reflect the 
merits of Gatwick’s scheme. Chapter 4 set out how consistent application of the 
Airport Commission’s Appraisal Framework and due consideration of the nature and 
scale of absolute impacts, gives rise to stronger ratings for Gatwick in the areas of  Air 
Noise, Water & Flood Risk, Place and Community, amongst others. 
 
The effect of these adjusted ratings on Gatwick and other scheme performance, is 
highlighted in Table 1.2 below. The adjusted ratings further reinforce the comparative 
strength of Gatwick’s scheme proposals, as the most sustainable proposition for 
airport expansion. 

Table  5.2 Adjusted Ratings on Basis of Technical Review of Published Schemes 

Module Gatwick Airport Second 
Runway 

Heathrow North 
West Runway 

Heathrow Extended 
Northern Runway 

Economy 
impacts 

Highly Supportive Highly Supportive Highly Supportive 

Local Economy 
Impacts  

Supportive  Supportive  Supportive 

Noise Adverse  Highly Adverse  Highly Adverse 
Air Quality Neutral Highly Adverse Highly Adverse 

Biodiversity Supportive in long term 
Adverse - Highly 
Adverse 

Adverse - Highly 
Adverse 

Carbon  Adverse Highly Adverse Highly Adverse 
Water and 
Flood Risk 

Neutral Supportive 
Adverse – Highly 
Adverse 

Adverse – Highly 
Adverse 

Place Adverse  Highly Adverse Highly Adverse 
Quality of Life 
-  

Highly Supportive 
No assessment 
available to rate 

No assessment  
available to rate 

Community  Neutral Highly Adverse  Adverse 

NB: We have provided aggregate ratings per module, as set out in the Airport Commission’s 
Appraisal Framework. 
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