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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

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

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

Airport Limited (GAL) and the promoters of the two Heathrow schemes i.e. the Heathrow Extended 

Northern Runway (ENR) and Heathrow North West Runway (NWR).  

This takes account of the AC’s appraisal of the schemes in relation to the Community module as set 

out in Table ES1 below. 

Table ES1: AC Sustainability Appraisal - Community 

AC 

Appraisal 

Framework 

Scores 

 

Gatwick (Best) 

 

Heathrow ENR (Middle) 

 

Heathrow NWR (Worst) 

 LGW base + Mitigation ENR base + Mitigation NWR base + Mitigation 

Highly 

Supportive 

      

Supportive 

 

      

Neutral 

 
 

Neutral 
    

Adverse 

 
Adverse  Adverse       Adverse  

Adverse 

Highly 

Adverse 
    

Highly 

Adverse 
 

 

Key community issues include: 

 The clear advantages of Gatwick’s performance in terms of community impacts are 

acknowledged in the AC’s assessment and performance rating (Neutral) following mitigation;  

 Gatwick results in the loss of fewer residential properties (168) than either the Heathrow ENR 

or Heathrow NWR schemes (242 and 783 respectively), as assessed by the AC;  

 The potential for the mitigation of effects on community cohesion of the Heathrow NWR 

scheme is considered to have been overstated in the AC assessment. The AC acknowledges 

in their Community: Impact Assessment report that the airport would impact on properties in 

Longford, Sipson, Harlington and those remaining in Harmondsworth. These settlements, 
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together with those of Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnebrook and Brands Hill are now included 

within the boundary of the new property compensation scheme that has been announced in 

relation to the Heathrow NWR scheme. In aggregate, this brings the number of settlements 

affected within and outside the boundary of this scheme to eight.  Given the potential scale of 

the physical impact and the potential loss of whole communities, it is considered that the overall 

performance of the Heathrow NWR scheme with regards to the Community module should 

remain, after taking into account mitigation proposals, as Highly Adverse; 

 The Gatwick scheme performs significantly better than either of the Heathrow schemes in terms 

of community cohesion. Gatwick’s own analysis finds that community cohesion in Crawley and 

other local settlements would not be affected by the expansion of the airport; and  

 The Gatwick scheme performs significantly better in terms of community severance than both 

the Heathrow schemes. No existing settlements would be severed, with existing local roads 

around the airport maintained along their existing alignments or re-aligned to maintain 

connectivity.  

Effects on residential property  

The AC’s assessment of respective numbers of residential properties that are likely to be demolished 

as a consequence of each of the 3 airport schemes are shown in Table ES2 below. This illustrates 

that Gatwick performs significantly better than both Heathrow schemes, particularly when properties 

potentially lost within the surface access corridors are taken into account.  

Table ES2: Effects on Residential Property for Gatwick and Heathrow schemes 

 Gatwick Heathrow ENR Heathrow NW Runway 

Properties lost 
within airport 
footprint* 

168 242 
(246 in HH submission 
including surface access 
land take) 

783  
(Approx. 750 in NWR 
submission) 

Properties lost 
in surface 
access 
footprint** 

37 
(GAL calculates 23 within AC 
surface access footprint) 

165 289 

Properties 
within AC 63 
LAeq16hr noise 
contour (2030) 

Limited number of properties 
(around 106) to the west 
(Ifieldwood); east (Shipley 
Bridge) and south (northern 
edge of Langley Green and 
Tinsley Green). 

The majority of the 
settlement of Datchet 
(around 2000 households), 
isolated properties in the 
north-eastern part of 
Windsor Great Park, and 
some properties at Ham 
Island and Colnbrook. 

The remaining part of 
Harmondsworth and the 
settlements of Sipson, 
Harlington, Cranford Cross 
and Heston to the east; the 
settlements of Brands Hill, 
Colnbrook and part of 
Datchet to the west. 

Properties 
within other 
areas***  

  Heathrow NWR has 
announced a new property 
compensation area which 
includes most of the 
properties/settlements within 
the 63 LAeq16hr noise contour, 
together with the settlement 
of Poyle, totalling around 
3750 properties. 

* As estimated by the AC Community Impact Assessment 
**As estimated by the AC within 200m surface access buffers 
***Properties/settlements outside the proposed airport footprint and surface access buffers, and the AC 63 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
iii 

LAeq16hr noise contour (2030) 

Of further note is the number of properties that would fall within the AC’s 63 LAeq16hr noise contour 

(2030) for each of the schemes, as shown on Land Take Figures 5, 10 and 14 prepared by the AC’s 

consultants for the Place module. At Gatwick, a comparatively small number of properties (around 

106) in the settlements of Ifieldwood, Shipley Bridge, Langley Green and Tinsley Green would lie 

within this ‘moderate to high’ noise band, whereas for the Heathrow ENR scheme a significantly 

greater number of properties would do so. Moreover, this level of noise exposure and associated 

community impacts would extend over a larger area, including the majority of the 2000 households1 in 

the town of Datchet, together with isolated properties in the north-eastern part of Windsor Great Park, 

and some properties at Ham Island and in Colnbrook. However, of most significance is the area and 

number of settlements that would fall within the 63 LAeq16hr noise contour for the Heathrow NWR 

scheme. This includes the remaining part of Harmondsworth and the village of Sipson which would lie 

immediately adjacent to the proposed airport boundary (see Figures ES1 and ES2 below), and a 

number of other settlements around the new runway. Heathrow Airport Limited (HAL) now 

acknowledges the potential scale of impacts on home owners close to the extended airport by virtue 

of its new property compensation offer that was announced on 1st December 2014. Under this new 

scheme, the owners of approximately 3750 homes in the communities of Harmondsworth, Sipson, 

Harlington, Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnbrook and Brands Hill, outside the boundary of the expanded 

airport, would have the scheme to sell their home at 25% above market value once the new runway 

has been constructed.  Therefore, the community impacts of the NWR scheme, including the need for 

replacement homes for those residents taking up this compensation scheme, are likely be even more 

pronounced than previously considered by the AC or HAL in its original submission. This potential 

exodus of residents from the affected settlements could further impact on remaining communities and 

threaten their long term viability. 

Taking into account the comparative impacts on residential property outside the boundary of the 

proposed schemes, the advantages of Gatwick are significantly enhanced. Up to 191 properties are 

likely to be demolished as a result of the airport and surface access works and a further 106 would fall 

within the AC 63 LAeq16hr noise contour (2030). This compares to residential property figures of 

around 407 and 2000+ respectively for the Heathrow ENR scheme, and 1072 and 3750 for the 

Heathrow NWR scheme. 

Community cohesion  

The Gatwick scheme performs significantly better than either of the Heathrow schemes in terms of 

impacts on community cohesion. Most of the residential properties that would be demolished are 

located along local roads within the 2005 safeguarded area outside the town of Crawley and outlying 

villages. Similarly, those community facilities that would be displaced within the airport footprint are 

not specifically linked with existing settlements but serve the wider local population and could be 

successfully relocated to continue to serve their existing function. Gatwick do not anticipate that 

community cohesion in Crawley or other local settlements would be affected by the expansion of the 

airport and the AC in their Community Impact Assessment report does not mention any such impacts.  

The Heathrow ENR scheme would have a substantial impact on the community of Poyle, where most 

of the 242 residential properties likely to be demolished as a result of the airport expansion and 

surface access works are located. The Heathrow ENR submission suggests that it may be possible to 

                                                            
1 ONS, Households in Ward of Datchet, 2011  
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relocate the displaced residents to the north of Poyle or to the edge of Colnbrook but as the AC 

highlight, this presents a number of challenges including Green Belt issues and, as a result, 

significant uncertainty remains for those residents. The potential harm to the integrity of the settlement 

of Poyle would therefore be considerable, as would risks to the cohesion between the remaining 

residents, relocated residents and the settlement of Colnebrook. 

The Heathrow NWR scheme would have a substantial impact on the cohesion of communities within 

the proposed airport boundary and surface access corridors and also a number of communities 

located close to the expanded airport.  Within the proposed airport boundary, the community of 

Longford would be lost in its entirety and the village of Harmondsworth would effectively be cut in half. 

In the Heathrow NWR submission it states that as a result of moving the proposed runway further 

south, “In Harmondsworth, this means that some of the village will be retained. We have sought to 

develop a boundary between the new airport and the remaining community, so as to maintain the 

village high street”. The illustrative masterplan shows a 3m high bund along the boundary in this 

location but it is clear that the proposer now acknowledges that this would be insufficient to mitigate 

noise impacts on the remaining community in the bringing forward of its new property compensation 

scheme. In addition, a number of community facilities, including Harmondsworth Primary School 

would have to be re-located, the siting of which may or may not be close to the remaining and re-

located sections of the community. All these factors are likely to have a significant adverse impact on 

community cohesion in Harmondsworth. This is acknowledged by the AC who states in its 

Community: Impact Assessment report that “at the very local level it is difficult to see any existing 

community cohesion being maintained”. 

 

Figure ES1: Plan of Harmondsworth showing residential properties (Appendix 21 from 

Heathrow NWR submission) 

The village of Sipson would lie immediately to the east of the new runway with a 5m high noise 

mitigation bund at the end of a number of gardens (see Figure ES2).  
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Figure ES2: Plan of Sipson showing residential properties (Appendix 22 from Heathrow NWR 

submission) 

The AC acknowledge in their Community: Impact Assessment report that the relocation of the A4 to 

the north of the airport would impact upon properties in Sipson, as well as those in Harlington and 

those remaining in Harmondsworth. It considers that some may need to be demolished and some 

residents may need to be re-located due to a reduction in quality of life. These settlements, together 

with those of Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnebrook and Brands Hill are now included within the 

boundary of the new property compensation scheme that has been announced in relation to the 

Heathrow NWR scheme. In aggregate, this brings the number of settlements affected within and 

outside the boundary of this scheme to eight. Consistent with the AC’s interpretation of this issue we 

consider that the potential re-location of all or part of these communities and their facilities and the 

uncertainty as to where they would be re-located has significant effects on community cohesion at a 

local level, unless entire communities and their facilities could be moved en masse at the same time. 

It is not possible to speculate on how many local residents might take advantage of the new property 

compensation scheme or if they did, where they might move and therefore it is concluded that the 

impacts on community cohesion would remain Highly Adverse.  

Community Severance 

As with community cohesion, the Gatwick scheme performs significantly better than either of the 

Heathrow schemes in terms of community severance. No existing communities would be severed as 

a result of the new runway or surface access schemes, with existing local roads around the airport 

maintained along their existing alignments or re-aligned to maintain connectivity between the main 

settlements of Crawley to the south, Horley to the north and to local villages. The community facilities 

that would be lost as a result of the new runway comprise private nursery and care facilities, places of 

worship and a sports facility. Some alternative facilities are already available in the local area (some 

run by the same company) to which access for local residents would be unaffected. Others would be 

re-provided in the local area, for example the Crawley Rugby Club which serves Crawley and the 

surrounding area, to which vehicular and non-vehicular access facilities would be put in place.  

The Heathrow ENR scheme would have a number of major severance impacts, including those 

arising from the new runway severing some local roads such as the Poyle Road linking Poyle and 

Colnbrook to Wraysbury and Horton to the south. Although alternative routes or diversions are 
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proposed, the AC identifies that issues of severance require further consideration to ensure that 

access is maintained to key local facilities such as the doctors’ surgeries in Colnbrook. We concur 

with this conclusion and consider it doubtful that this impact can be mitigated through design alone.  

The Heathrow NWR scheme would also result in severance impacts, particularly between 

communities to the north and south of the expanded airport i.e. between Stanwell and the remaining 

part of Harmondsworth and Sipson. Vehicular access at the western end of the existing airport is 

currently provided by the A3044, with links to Harmondsworth and Sipson via the A4, the northern 

part of the A3044 and the A408; and links to Poyle and Colnbrook via to A3113. These roads, which 

would be within the expanded airport footprint, and would therefore, be stopped up. The masterplan 

for the NWR submitted to the AC in May 2014 shows the A3044 stopped up from its junction with the 

A3113. Local traffic would have to follow the A3113, cross the M25 at Junction 14, and then use the 

local roads through Poyle to a new link to the A4 at Colnbrook. The A4 from this point would be 

diverted to the north of the new runway and link with the existing A3044 just north of Harmondsworth. 

These diversions would add significantly to local journey times to the west of the new runway.  

HAL released a revised expansion plan on 1st December 2014, which included schemes for a 

Colnbrook and Poyle by-pass. This new road is proposed to replace the A3044, although it would be 

on the other side of the M25 to the existing A3044. The route starts from the A4 at Colnbrook to the 

immediate west of the new runway and then runs along the northern and eastern sides of Poyle 

meeting the existing local road to the west of Junction 14. Although it would avoid the existing local 

road junction in Poyle it would not significantly reduce the extended journey times for those wishing to 

travel between communities to the north and south of the expanded airport. The AC in their 

Community: Impact Assessment report also acknowledge severance issues associated with the 

A4/M25 and Southern Rail Access works during the construction period and also uncertainty in 

relation to journey times for those displaced from existing communities and/or using re-provided 

facilities. The potential increases in journey times and the extent and scale of the local road diversions 

is likely to have pronounced effects on local communities including in relation to access to essential 

facilities. 

Equalities Screening 

The AC adopts a consistent blanket appraisal for all three schemes with regard to equalities 

screening, saying that in all cases more study is required. This is despite acknowledging the work 

undertaken by Gatwick in this respect and the lack of an explicit screening exercise undertaken for 

either of the Heathrow schemes. It is considered that Gatwick should have been reported on more 

favourably since a detailed and scientific analysis of this matter which identified all those potentially 

affected by the proposed runway has been undertaken. This analysis found that the numbers 

potentially affected are small enough to deal with on an individual basis, regardless of ethnicity, 

religion, age, sex, sexual orientation or preference.  

By contrast, both Heathrow schemes require equalities impact assessment work to be undertaken to 

identify the distribution of and the impact on sensitive community groups. As the impact would be far 

greater, mitigation on a case by case approach is less likely to be feasible or equitable.   

Conclusion 

Taking account of the analysis of the key community issues outlined above, it is considered that 

Gatwick continues to perform substantially better than either of the Heathrow ENR or Heathrow NWR 
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schemes, most significantly in relation to the number of residential properties that would be affected. 

Following the publication of Heathrow NWR’s new property compensation scheme on 1st December 

2014 under which the owners of approximately 3750 homes outside the boundary of the expanded 

airport  in Harmondsworth, Sipson, Harlington, Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnbrook and Brands Hill 

would have the scheme to sell their home at 25% above market value, it is considered that the 

scoring of the Heathrow NWR scheme with mitigation has been overly generous and should be 

reconsidered by the AC. We would suggest, given the potential scale of the physical impact and the 

potential loss of whole communities, that the score should remain as per the base case i.e. Highly 

Adverse. This is illustrated in Table ES3 below. 

Table ES3: Revised Appraisal taking account of key community issues based on Detailed 

Review 

AC 

Appraisal 

Framework 

Scores 

Gatwick (Best) Heathrow ENR (Middle) Heathrow NWR (Worst) 

 LGW base + Mitigation HH base + Mitigation NWR base + Mitigation 

Highly 

Supportive 

      

Supportive       

Neutral  Neutral     

Adverse Adverse  Adverse       Adverse   

Highly 

Adverse 
    

Highly 

Adverse 

Highly 

Adverse
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Airport Commission’s (AC) reports for Gatwick and the two Heathrow schemes have 

been reviewed and this report provides an analysis of those reports and identifies key 

omissions and community issues that arise. The reports considered comprise: 

 Airports Commission: Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment (November 2014) 

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

Sustainability Assessment (November 2014) 

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

Sustainability Assessment (November 2014) 

 Airports Commission: Consultation Document (November 2014) 

 Airports Commission: Community: Impact Assessment (January 2014) 

 RPS: Gatwick G2 – Updated Scheme Design for Airports Commission: Community 

Appendix (May 2014) 

 Heathrow Airport Limited: Taking Britain Further ‘Heathrow’s plan for connecting the UK 

to growth’, Volumes 1, 2 and 3 (2014) 

 Heathrow Hub: Heathrow Expansion, Updated scheme design – Submission to the 

Airports Commission (May 2014) 

1.2 The community sections for all three schemes in the AC reports, and in each Promoters 

submission, is first considered under the following headings:  

 Assumptions and Methodology; and 

 Inputs. 

1.3 The assessments presented in the AC reports and in each Promoters' submission are then 

analysed and compared under the following headings:  

 Effects on residential properties; 

 Effects on community facilities including land used by the community; 

 Effects on public rights of way and cycle routes; 

 Effects on community cohesion; 

 Effects on community severance; and 

 Equalities Screening Exercise. 

 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
2 

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

conclusions drawn.   
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2 GATWICK 

Assumptions and Methodology  

2.1 The AC in their Community: Impact Assessment report set out the objectives of the 

community assessment i.e. to (a) manage and reduce the effects of housing loss on local 

communities and (b) reduce or avoid disproportionate impacts on any social group. No 

specific methodology is cited for their assessment which uses statistics from the 2011 census 

to present a current baseline for the local community affected and then describes the AC’s 

view of community impacts arising from the expansion of Gatwick Airport and an assessment 

of how effective mitigation measures presented by Gatwick might be.  

2.2 Gatwick acknowledged in their Community submission to the AC that there is relatively little 

guidance available in relation to the assessment of community effects, but cited Sections 

11.3.6 and 11.3.8 of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and WebTAG (TAG 

Unit A4.1 Social Impact Appraisal: Severance) as providing guidance on the assessment of 

transport schemes and confirmed that these were taken into account in the Community 

assessment where appropriate. 

2.3 In relation to the preparation of the community profile, the Gatwick submission confirms that 

this drew on demographic, socio-economic and health data sourced not only from the Office 

for National Statistics (2011 Census data) but also from the Public Health Observatory and 

the West Sussex Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA). In accordance with the 

requirements set out within the AC Appraisal Framework, the community profile also drew 

from the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) and published datasets that categorise local 

authorities in England in terms of their levels of deprivation in a range of economic, social and 

housing issues. These datasets are not referred to in the AC’s  Community: Impact 

Assessment report. 

2.4 The AC acknowledges that methodology for equalities screening can vary and that their high-

level screening considers identified impacts on protected groups based on the current 

community profile and the impacts that have been identified so far. Whilst Gatwick agree that 

some variation in methodology exists, they prepared a more detailed equalities screening 

exercise drawing upon the wide range of data that was set out in their Community Profile 

appendix. The Gatwick equalities screening exercise investigated whether there is any activity 

associated with the Gatwick scheme that might have the potential to impact upon specific 

demographic groups, and presented clear findings and recommendations.  

Inputs  

2.5 The AC has provided, at Annex 1 of their Community: Impact Assessment report, a plan 

which identifies the land uses within the land take areas for the Gatwick scheme. This shows 

areas that have been identified as ‘residential’.  However, there is no information provided on 

how the numbers of residential properties affected were generated. Gatwick used Ordnance 

Survey (OS) MasterMap Address Layer data to provide these figures. In addition, a range of 

data sources were used to identify community resources and recreational facilities within the 

study area including the following, with the baseline conditions also established by site visits:  
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 Ordnance Survey mapping; 

 Definitive map of public rights of way (PRoW); 

 Registers of Common Land, Town and Village Greens; 

 OS Points of Interest data; 

 Crawley Borough Council web based data at www.crawley.gov.uk; 

 Natural England website at www.naturalengland.org.uk; 

 National Health Service web based data at www.nhs.uk; 

 Care Quality Commission web based data at www.cqc.org.uk; 

 Sustrans web based data at www.sustrans.org.uk; and 

 Sport England website at www.sportengland.org. 

2.6 As identified above, the Gatwick community profile was prepared using a wide range of data 

sources, including the 2011 Census data used by the AC. 

Analysis 

Effects on Residential Properties 

2.7 The AC Community: Impact Assessment estimates that whilst the expanded Gatwick Airport 

would not intrude into the existing urban boundary of Crawley, 168 residential properties are 

likely to need to be demolished, many of which are in the airport’s safeguarded development 

zone.  

2.8 There is a slight discrepancy between the AC residential property loss figure of 168 and 

Gatwick’s figure of 163 residential properties within the footprint of an expanded airport. It 

appears that the discrepancy is due, in part, to the exclusion of 2 unspecified points by 

Gatwick on the AddressPoint data base and the classification of a Residential Institution as a 

separate community facility. In addition the study area for Gatwick did not include land and 2 

properties within the end around taxiway area. These need to be confirmed following receipt 

of the AC data sets.  

2.9 The AC has identified 200m buffers along the M23 to the north and south of Junction 9, and 

also along the link road from the motorway to the airport for potential surface access works. 

Within these buffers they have estimated that up to 37 residential properties could be lost. 

Regardless of whether these buffer zones are likely to be required, Gatwick has generated 

their own property figures for these areas which identified 23 residential addresses.  

2.10 In the Place module, the AC’s consultants show the area of residential development that lies 

within the AC’s 63 LAeq16hr noise contour (2030) for the proposed scheme on Land Take 

Figure 5. An estimate of the number of residential properties within this area at Gatwick 

illustrates that a relatively small number of homes (around 106) would fall into this area, 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
5 

mainly in Ifieldwood, Shipley Bridge, Langley Green and Tinsley Green.  

2.11 Taking into account all potential impacts on residential properties, the Gatwick scheme 

performs significantly better than either of the Heathrow schemes. 

Effects on Community Facilities 

2.12 The AC acknowledges that Gatwick has conducted a study of existing community resources 

and recreational facilities within the study area. It concurs that there would be no loss of 

hospitals, doctors’ surgeries, primary or secondary schools arising from the scheme and has 

identified impacts on the following small number of other community facilities: 

 Trent House care home; 

 Two places of worship – a church used by 7th Day Adventists and a Hindu temple; 

 One charity facility – Outreach 3 Way; 

 Four pre-schools/nurseries; 

 Crawley Rugby Club; and 

 The northern part of Rowley Wood. 

2.13 The Gatwick submission identifies the same community facilities that would be lost within the 

footprint of an expanded airport.  In all cases, financial compensation would be provided to 

the owners of these facilities and in many situations  alternative facilities are available in the 

local area, some owned by the same companies as those affected. The AC generally 

concludes that these measures would fully mitigate the impacts on these community facilities, 

including in the case of the pre-schools, as long as replacement facilities are similarly close to 

families’ new dwellings.   

Effects on Public Rights of Way and cycle routes 

2.14 The AC does not provide any baseline data on public rights of way or cycle routes but 

identifies impacts on these resources. In relation to the mitigation proposals put forward by 

Gatwick, including the provision of new links and routes, the AC concludes that the impacts 

on these resources would be partially mitigated during the construction phase of the project 

and fully mitigated once the expanded airport is operational.  In contrast to the two Heathrow 

submissions, the Gatwick scheme assesses non-motorised access and particularly impacts 

on public rights of way. This demonstrates that the second runway would not impact on any 

national routes or locally promoted routes and that temporary disruption to the national cycle 

route (NR 21) alongside the A23 would be managed throughout the construction phase. 

Effects on Community Cohesion 

2.15 The AC does not mention any impacts on community cohesion arising from the Gatwick 

scheme in their Community: Impact Assessment report and Gatwick does not anticipate that 

community cohesion in Crawley or other local settlements would be affected by the expansion 

of the airport. Most of the residential properties that would be demolished are located along 



rpsgroup.com

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
6 

local roads within the 2005 safeguarded area outside the town of Crawley and outlying 

villages. Similarly, those community facilities that would be displaced within the airport 

footprint are not specifically linked with existing settlements but serve the wider local 

population and could be successfully relocated to continue to serve their existing function.  

2.16 In this respect, Gatwick performs significantly better than either of the Heathrow schemes. 

Effects on Community Severance 

2.17 The AC mention severance at Gatwick in relation to potential impacts on journey times and 

conclude that with the proposals to re-align roads, put in place traffic management measures 

and improve public transport provision these impacts would be partially mitigated. They 

consider that there remains some uncertainty of journey times for those displaced or using re-

provided facilities. 

2.18 Gatwick undertook an assessment of community severance for the Community module and 

this concluded that there would be no significant changes to vehicular or non-motorised user 

journeys as a result of the updated scheme design. No existing communities would be 

severed as a result of the new runway or surface access proposals, with existing local roads 

around the airport maintained along their existing alignments or re-aligned to maintain 

connectivity between the main settlements of Crawley to the south, Horley to the north, and to 

local villages. With regard to lost community facilities, some alternative facilities are already 

available in the local area (some run by the same company) to which access for local 

residents would be unaffected. Others would be re-provided in the local area, for example the 

Crawley Rugby Club which serves Crawley and the surrounding area, to which vehicular and 

non-vehicular access facilities would be put in place. Gatwick therefore concluded that the 

overall performance of the scheme in relation to community severance would be Neutral.  

2.19 In terms of community severance, Gatwick therefore performs significantly better than either 

of the Heathrow schemes. 

Equalities Screening  

2.20 The AC provided a consistent blanket text for Gatwick and the two Heathrow schemes with 

regard to equalities screening, saying in all cases that more study is required. This is despite 

acknowledging the detailed work undertaken by Gatwick in this respect and the lack of an 

explicit screening exercise undertaken by either of the Heathrow schemes.  

2.21 It is considered that Gatwick should have been reported on more favourably since all those 

potentially affected by the expanded airport have been identified, and the numbers are small 

enough to address on an individual basis, regardless of ethnicity, religion, age, sex, sexual 

orientation or preference.  

Conclusions for Gatwick 

2.22 The analysis of the Gatwick reports and comparison undertaken with the Heathrow schemes 

illustrates that the key community differentiators relate to impacts of residential properties, 

community cohesion and community severance. Impacts on community facilities generally link 

to the issues associated with cohesion and severance and are particularly acute for the 

Heathrow NWR scheme which performs less well than the Gatwick and Heathrow ENR 
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schemes in this respect.  

2.23 Taking into account all potential impacts on residential properties, including those lost within 

the airport footprint, those within the surface access corridors and those within the AC’s 63 

LAeq16hr noise contour (2030), it is evident that the Gatwick scheme performs significantly 

better than either of the Heathrow schemes. Gatwick also performs better than either of the 

Heathrow schemes in terms of community cohesion and community severance. 
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3 HEATHROW NORTH WEST RUNWAY (NWR) 

Assumptions and Methodology  

3.1 As stated in Section 2, the AC does not cite any specific methodology for their community 

assessment which uses statistics from the 2011 census to present a current baseline for the 

local community affected. It describes the AC’s view of community impacts arising from the 

Heathrow NWR scheme and an assessment of how effective mitigation measures presented 

by Heathrow Airport Limited (HAL) might be.  

3.2 Community matters are included in Volume 1, Part 5 of the Heathrow NWR submission 

entitled ‘A new approach to sustainability’. Under section 5.1.3 ‘Assessment of Effects, 

Methods and Assumptions’ it states that “In preparing our sustainability plans for expanding 

Heathrow, we have drawn on best practice approaches to undertake our assessment of the 

effects of the development…..Detailed assessments will continue to emerge and we plan 

therefore to submit these as a technical submission to the Commission in mid-2014. The 

technical report will detail the methodologies, data and assumptions that have been used”. 

3.3 To date, the technical submission referred to does not include any additional information 

about the Community topic except in relation to public consultation.  

3.4 Furthermore, no methodology is provided by HAL in regard to delivering a community profile 

or specific equalities screening exercise, although there is reference to the detailed equalities 

screening impact assessment that was undertaken for the planning application to remove the 

Cranford agreement. It is considered that this is not applicable to the current Heathrow NWR 

schemes which would impact upon a much wider area. 

Inputs  

3.5 As for the Gatwick and Heathrow ENR schemes, the AC has provided at Annex 2 of their 

Community: Impact Assessment report a plan which identifies the land uses within the land 

take areas for the Heathrow NWR scheme. This shows areas that have been identified as 

‘residential’, but there is no information provided on how the numbers of residential properties 

affected were generated. 

3.6 A short section of text at Section 5.4.3 provides a summary of the baseline environment 

including three broad community groups in the vicinity of the airport. There is no specific 

detail, in either text or graphical form, to illustrate those community resources that would be 

affected by the scheme but instead provides general text on the structure of these 

communities.   

Analysis 

Effects on Residential Properties 

3.7 The AC calculates that 783 residential properties are likely to be demolished as a 

consequence of the  airport expansion, with up to a further 289 residential properties within 

the potential buffer zone for surface access works. This is at odds with the Heathrow NWR 

submission which estimates that up to 750 homes would be lost in Longford, Harmondsworth 
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and Sipson, with no figure provided for any residential loss as a result of surface access 

works.  

3.8 In the Place module, the AC’s consultants’ show the area of residential development that 

would lie within the AC’s 63 LAeq16hr noise contour (2030) for the Heathrow NWR scheme on 

Land Take Figure 10. This shows that areas of residential development would be newly 

affected to the east and west of the new runway. This includes the remaining part of 

Harmondsworth and the village of Sipson which would lie immediately adjacent to the 

proposed airport boundary, together with a number of other settlements around the new 

runway. HAL has acknowledged potential impacts on home owners close to the extended 

airport in their new property compensation scheme that was announced on 1st December 

2014. Under this new scheme, the owners of approximately 3750 homes in the communities 

of Harmondsworth, Sipson, Harlington, Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnbrook and Brands Hill 

outside the boundary of the expanded airport would have the option to sell their home at 25% 

above market value once the new runway has been constructed.  Therefore, the community 

impacts of the Heathrow NWR scheme, including the need for replacement homes for those 

residents taking up this compensation scheme, are likely be even more pronounced than 

previously considered by the AC or HAL in its original submission. This potential exodus of 

residents from the affected settlements could further impact on remaining communities and 

threaten their long term viability. 

3.9 The land and property identified within the AC’s 63 LAeq16hr noise contour (2030) covers a 

greater area than for either the Heathrow ENR or Gatwick schemes, with the latter performing 

better than either of the other schemes in this respect.    

Effects on Community Facilities 

3.10 The AC in their Community: Impact Assessment report states that the main impact from the 

Heathrow NWR scheme would be in the villages of Harmondsworth, Longford and Sipson, 

with Harlington potentially affected by surface access works. Impacts on the following 

community facilities are identified and the likely extent of proposals to mitigate those impacts: 

 Loss of Harmondsworth Primary School, likely to be partially mitigated by relocation, 

dependent on the location and accessibility for relocated families; 

 Loss of Harmondsworth Community Hall, likely to be partially mitigated by relocation, 

dependent on the location and accessibility for relocated families; 

 Loss of Sipson Community Centre, likely to be partially mitigated by relocation, dependent 

on the location and accessibility for relocated families; 

 Loss of Heathrow Special Needs Centre in Longford, likely to be partially mitigated by 

relocation, dependent on the location and accessibility for relocated families; 

 Loss of nursery schools in Longford and Sipson, likely to be partially mitigated by 

relocation, dependent on the location and accessibility for relocated families; 

 Loss of the White Horse pub in Sipson, likely to be mitigated in full by financial 

compensation and relocation assistance; 
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 Loss of Sipson recreation ground and facilities, likely to be partially mitigated by 

relocation, dependent on the location and accessibility for relocated families; 

 Loss of other formal and informal recreation sites, likely to be mitigated in full by 

relocation/reprovision; and 

 Loss of part of the Colne Valley Regional Park, likely to be mitigated in full by relocation. 

3.11 The Heathrow NWR submission does not provide information on the loss of all the facilities 

identified by the AC. However, HAL acknowledge at paragraph 5.4.7.1 of their submission 

that “The villages of Harmondsworth and Sipson in particular will have a different character in 

future. Changes to the provision of community facilities will be required. For example, the loss 

of Harmondsworth Primary School is unavoidable under the Heathrow expansion plans. 

However, we are committed to working with local communities and stakeholders to agree a 

solution that will provide high quality learning opportunities. These plans include providing a 

new primary and nursery school strategically located to serve Harmondsworth and Sipson”. 

3.12 There is brief reference by the AC and in the Heathrow NWR submission to the impact on the 

southern area of the Colne Valley Regional Park, which includes Harmondsworth Moor 

Country Park, but the size of the area affected is not provided. Harmondsworth Moor is a well 

used public access facility to the north and west of the village of Harmondsworth. RPS, on 

behalf of Gatwick, has estimated that a total of around 420 hectares (of the total 11,130 

hectares) of the Park would be affected by the Heathrow NWR scheme. This comprises 

around 216 hectares within the airport expansion area, 42 hectares for flood attenuation and 

over 160 hectares for surface access works. Heathrow NWR states in their submission that 

“the loss of part of the Colne Valley Regional Park will be re-provided for through a new and 

enhanced stretch of accessible countryside in the Colne Valley”. No detailed proposals have 

been developed but the Heathrow NWR submission states that they “propose to realign rivers 

that are currently located within the existing airport through an area to the west of the M25. 

We are calling this area the enhanced Colne Valley Park”. It appears that this land, shown on 

the Heathrow NWR Masterplan, is already in the Colne Valley Regional Park and therefore no 

new areas of land for this resource would be provided in lieu of that lost.  

3.13 Taking the above factors into account, it is considered that the Heathrow NWR scheme 

performs significantly worse that either the Gatwick or Heathrow ENR schemes in terms of the 

impacts on community facilities.  

Effects on Public Rights of Way and cycle routes 

3.14 The AC does not identify any impacts on public rights of way or cycle routes arising from the 

Heathrow NWR scheme even though a number of public footpaths around Harmondsworth 

would be lost and the expanded airport would sever a section of the Colne Valley Way 

promoted route.  

3.15 The Heathrow NWR submission does not provide any details on the loss of linear recreational 

routes either, except in relation to the “new landscapes within the enhanced Colne Valley 

Regional Park [which] will incorporate an extensive network of public rights of way…”. 

3.16 Due to the lack of data on the loss of public rights of way, cycle routes and other linear 
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recreational resources it is not possible to assess how this scheme performs in relation to 

either the Gatwick or the Heathrow ENR schemes, although it performs less well than Gatwick 

in terms of the impact on promoted routes e.g Heathrow NWR severs the promoted Colne 

Valley Regional Way (as does Heathrow ENR) whilst Gatwick does not impact on any 

promoted routes.  

Effects on Community Cohesion 

3.17 The Heathrow NWR scheme would have a substantial impact on the cohesion of communities 

within the proposed airport boundary and surface access corridors and also a number of 

communities located close to the expanded airport.  Within the proposed airport boundary, the 

community of Longford would be lost in its entirety and the village of Harmondsworth would 

effectively be cut in half. In the Heathrow NWR submission it states that as a result of moving 

the proposed runway further south “In Harmondsworth, this means that some of the village 

will be retained. We have sought to develop a boundary between the new airport and the 

remaining community, so as to maintain the village high street”. The illustrative masterplan 

shows a 3m high bund along the boundary in this location but it is clear that the proposer now 

acknowledges that this would be insufficient to mitigate noise impacts on the remaining 

community in the bringing forward of its new property compensation scheme. In addition, a 

number of community facilities, including Harmondsworth Primary School would have to be 

re-located, the siting of which may or may not be close to the remaining and re-located 

sections of the community. All these factors are likely to have a significant adverse impact on 

community cohesion in Harmondsworth. This is acknowledged by the AC who states in their 

Community: Impact Assessment report that “at the very local level it is difficult to see any 

existing community cohesion being maintained”. 

 

Figure 1: Plan of Harmondsworth showing residential properties (Appendix 21 from 

Heathrow NWR submission) 

 
3.18 The village of Sipson would lie immediately to the east of the new runway with a 5m high 

noise mitigation bund at the end of a number of gardens (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Plan of Sipson showing residential properties (Appendix 22 from Heathrow 
NWR submission) 

 

3.19 The AC acknowledges in their Community: Impact Assessment report that the relocation of 

the A4 to the north of the airport would impact upon properties in Longford, Sipson, as well as 

those in Harlington and those remaining in Harmondsworth. It considers that some may need 

to be demolished and some residents may need to be re-located due to a reduction in quality 

of life. These settlements, together with those of Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnbrook and 

Brands Hill are now included within the boundary of the new property compensation scheme 

that has been announced in relation to the Heathrow NWR scheme. In aggregate, this brings 

the number of settlements affected within and outside the boundary of this scheme to eight. In 

line with the AC’s consideration on this issue, the potential re-location of all or part of these 

communities and their facilities and the uncertainty as to where they would be re-located has 

significant effects on community cohesion at a local level unless entire communities and their 

facilities could be moved en masse at the same time.  

3.20 It is not possible to speculate on how many local residents might take advantage of the new 

property compensation scheme or, if they did, when they might move and therefore the 

impacts on community cohesion are considered to remain Highly Adverse. 

3.21 Taking the above factors into account, it is considered that the Heathrow NWR scheme 

performs worse than Heathrow ENR and significantly worse than the Gatwick scheme in 

terms of the impact on community cohesion.  

Effects on Community Severance 

3.22 The AC identifies the impacts on local journey times and severance from the A4, M25 and 

Southern Rail Access works and considers that these would be partially mitigated by traffic 

management measures during construction and the re-alignment of roads to segregate local 

from airport traffic and other through traffic, and improved public transport access. Heathrow 

NWR proposes to divert the A4 and replace the lost section of the A3044 by providing a link 

from the A4 to Poyle.  

3.23 Despite these proposed mitigation measures, the Heathrow NWR scheme would result in 

severance impacts, particularly between communities to the north and south of the expanded 
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airport i.e. between Stanwell and the remaining part of Harmondsworth and Sipson. Vehicular 

access at the western end of the existing airport is currently provided by the A3044, with links 

to Harmondsworth and Sipson via the A4, northern part of the A3044 and the A408; and links 

to Poyle and Colnbrook via to A3113. These roads which would be within the expanded 

airport footprint and would therefore be stopped up. The masterplan for the Heathrow NWR 

scheme submitted to the AC in May 2014 shows the A3044 stopped up from its junction with 

the A3113. Local traffic would have to follow the A3113, cross the M25 at Junction 14, and 

then use the local roads through Poyle to a new link to the A4 at Colnbrook. The A4 from this 

point would be diverted to the north of the new runway and link with the existing A3044 just 

north of Harmondsworth. These diversions would add significantly to local journey times to the 

west of the NWR. Journeys along the southern and eastern side of the expanded airport 

would continue to use existing routes, including the A30 and connecting roads. 

3.24 HAL released a revised expansion plan on 1st December 2014, which included proposals for 

a Colnbrook and Poyle by-pass. This new road is proposed to replace the A3044, although it 

would be on the other side of the M25 to the existing A3044. The route starts from the A4 at 

Colnbrook to the immediate west of the new runway and then runs along the northern and 

eastern sides of Poyle meeting the existing local road to the west of Junction 14. Although it 

would avoid the existing local road junction in Poyle it would not significantly reduce the 

extended journey times for those wishing to travel between communities to the north and 

south of the expanded airport.  

3.25 The AC in their Community: Impact Assessment report also acknowledge severance issues 

associated with the A4/M25 and Southern Rail Access works during the construction period 

and also uncertainty in relation to journey times for those displaced from existing communities 

and/or using re-provided facilities. 

3.26 As for community cohesion, the Heathrow NWR scheme therefore performs significantly 

worse than Gatwick in terms of community severance and has similar issues to the Heathrow 

ENR scheme, as set out in Chapter 4. 

Equalities Screening  

3.27 As stated in Chapter 2, the AC provided a consistent blanket text for the Heathrow NWR 

scheme and the other two schemes with regard to equalities screening, saying in all cases 

that more study is required. It also highlighted that a specific equalities screening exercise 

had not been undertaken for the Heathrow NWR scheme although noted that they are 

“experienced in such matters, having produced a joint Health Impact Assessment and 

Equalities Impact Assessment as part of their recent planning application to remove the 

Cranford agreement”.  

3.28 It is therefore considered that the Heathrow NWR scheme performs less favourably than the 

Gatwick scheme in this respect but on a par with Heathrow ENR. 

Conclusions for Heathrow NWR 

3.29 The analysis of the Heathrow NWR reports and comparison undertaken with the Gatwick and 

Heathrow ENR schemes illustrates that Heathrow NWR performs worse than either of the 

other schemes in terms of the key community differentiators of  impacts on residential 
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properties, community cohesion and community severance. Impacts on community facilities 

linking with issues of community cohesion and severance are also particularly acute for the 

Heathrow NWR schemes in comparison to Gatwick and Heathrow ENR.   
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4 HEATHROW EXTENDED NORTHERN RUNWAY (ENR)  

Assumptions and Methodology  

4.1 As stated in Section 2, the AC does not cite any specific methodology for their community 

assessment which uses statistics from the 2011 census to present a current baseline for the 

local community affected and then describes the AC’s view of community impacts arising from 

the Heathrow ENR scheme and an assessment of how effective mitigation measures 

presented by Heathrow Hub Limited (HHL) might be.  

4.2 HHL undertook “a high level environmental assessment ……. to inform the proposed 

mitigation strategies”. Measures to mitigate identified impacts and reduce their effects were 

generally developed based on the information available on the existing baseline and 

constraints gathered through desk-top research and a two-day survey of the local area.  

4.3 No methodology was presented in relation to delivering a community profile or specific 

equalities screening exercise, apart from reference to the 2011 Census datasets. 

Furthermore, no community technical appendix or demographic profile of the affected 

populations was submitted. This lack of data raises significant doubt about the rigor of their 

assessment.  

Inputs  

4.4 As for Gatwick and Heathrow NWR, the AC provided at Annex 3 of their Community: Impact 

Assessment report a plan which identifies the land uses within the land take areas for the 

Heathrow ENR scheme. This shows areas that they have identified as ‘residential’, but there 

is no information provided on how the numbers of residential properties affected were 

generated. 

4.5 The desk-top study undertaken by HHL states that homes, communities and businesses 

which could be affected were identified and these were shown on Figure 5.11 of their 

submission. In addition, they state that community infrastructure and assets were also 

considered such as schools, health centres, public rights of way, churches and pubs, but the 

location of these facilities are not shown graphically in Chapter 5 of the HHL submission or 

elswehere. 

Analysis 

Effects on Residential Properties 

4.6 The AC calculates that 242 residential properties are likely to be demolished as a 

consequence of the  airport expansion, with up to a further 165 residential properties within 

the potential buffer zone for surface access works. This is at odds with the Heathrow ENR 

scheme submission which estimates that up to 246 homes could be lost, including 38 within 

the M25/A3044 land take. In addition, HHL estimate that under the scheme of the A30/A3044 

diversion, 3 static homes could also be lost, bringing the total to 249. 

4.7 In the Place module, the AC’s consultants show the area of residential development that lies 
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within the 63 LAeq16hr noise contour (2030) for the Heathrow ENR scheme on Land Take 

Figure 14. This appears to show that a substantial area to the west of the proposed scheme 

would be newly affected, including the majority of the 2000 households2 in the town of 

Datchet, together with isolated properties in the north-eastern part of Windsor Great Park, and 

some properties at Ham Island and in Colnbrook. 

4.8 This covers a greater area and affects a substantially greater number of properties than the 

Gatwick scheme, but fewer than the Heathrow NWR scheme. 

Effects on Community Facilities 

4.9 The AC in their Community: Impact Assessment report states that the main impact from the 

Heathrow ENR scheme would arise in the village of Poyle and within the boroughs of 

Spelthorne and Windsor and Maidenhead. The AC  identifies impacts on the following 

community facilities and the likely extent of proposals to mitigate those impacts: 

 Loss of the Punch Bowl pub during construction, likely to be mitigated in full, assuming a 

suitable location for the re-provision of this facility is available; and 

 Noise implications for Pippins Primary School, likely to be partially mitigated.  

4.10 The HHL submission acknowledges in Chapter 5 that the Punch Bowl pub in Poyle could 

cease to operate as a result of construction activity but does not consider that noise impacts 

would be severe enough to prevent Pippins Primary School from continuing to operate.   

4.11 There is no reference by either the AC or HHL to the substantial impacts on the southern area 

of the Colne Valley Regional Park, which comprises around 11,130 hectares (27,500 acres) 
of land between Rickmansworth in the north to Staines in the south, with Uxbridge and 

Heathrow to the east and Slough and Chalfont in the west. A total of over 500 hectares of the 

Heathrow ENR scheme footprint would be located within the Park, comprising almost 250 

hectares for the airport expansion, around 52 hectares for flood attenuation and over 200 

hectares for surface access works.  

4.12 The Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company (CIC) is responsible for implementing 

the 6 objectives of the Park, which include the safeguarding of the countryside of the Park 

from inappropriate development. In that respect it is acknowledged on the Colne Valley 

Regional Park website3 that land within the Park is under pressure from development, 

including at Heathrow. It states that the Park is not against all development “but loss of land, 

loss of open space loss of recreational space and loss of habitat does not come without 

responsibility for the developers to address the impacts on local landscapes, local wildlife and 

local communities. The damage to local landscapes, rivers, biodiversity and communities will 

be hard to overcome without substantial support from developers to provide an equivalent or 

better environment”. 

4.13 The impact of the Heathrow ENR scheme is therefore no greater, in terms of the loss of 

community facilities, than Gatwick except for the effects on the integrity of the southern part of 

the Colne Valley Regional Park, which is not currently covered in any detail by either the AC 

                                                            
2 ONS, Households in Ward of Datchet, 2011  
3 http://www.colnevalleypark.org.uk 
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or the Heathrow ENR scheme assessments.  

Effects on Public Rights of Way and cycle routes 

4.14 The AC identifies that a section of the Colne Valley Way running from Colnbrook to Horton 

would be severed as a result of the scheme but that this could be mitigated in full by the 

provision of a diversion. The Heathrow ENR submission also makes reference to the need to 

divert a section of the Colne Valley Way, but makes no reference to its status as a promoted 

route within the Colne Valley Regional Park. 

4.15 There is no detail provided in regard to the impacts on other linear recreational routes other 

than the highlighting of the loss or severance of footpaths or footways in the HHL submission. 

It is therefore not possible to assess how this scheme generally performs in relation to the 

Gatwick or the Heathrow NWR schemes in this respect, although it evidently performs less 

well than Gatwick in terms of the impact on promoted routes i.e. Heathrow ENR severs the 

promoted Colne Valley Regional Way, whilst Gatwick does not impact on any promoted 

routes. 

Effects on Community Cohesion 

4.16 The Heathrow ENR scheme would have a substantial impact on the community of Poyle, 

where most of the 242 residential properties likely to be demolished as a result of the airport 

extension and surface access works are located.  

4.17 The AC, in their Community: Impact Assessment report, states that “There remains significant 

uncertainty for the residents of Poyle, some of whom may face the prospect of having both 

their home and job relocated” and that “Relocating a whole community en masse will present 

challenges, especially set against a background of increasing housing demand associated 

with airport expansion”. 

4.18 The Heathrow ENR submission suggests that it may be possible to relocate the displaced 

residents to the north of Poyle or to the edge of Colnbrook.  However, as the AC correctly 

identifies, this presents a number of significant challenges including Green Belt and flood risk 

issues. The impact on the integrity of the settlement of Poyle would therefore be considerable, 

as would risks to community cohesion between the remaining residents, relocated residents 

and the settlement of Colnbrook. 

4.19 The Heathrow ENR scheme therefore performs significantly worse than Gatwick in terms of 

impacts on community cohesion, but better than the Heathrow NWR scheme as set out in 

Chapter 3. 

Effects on Community Severance 

4.20 The AC identifies the following severance impacts associated with the Heathrow ENR 

scheme, in addition to the severance of a section of the Colne Valley Way described above.  

 Severance of Poyle Road, which currently links Poyle and Colnbrook with Wraysbury and 

Horton, which could be partially mitigated by diverting traffic via Horton Road, although 

this would result in longer journey times; and 
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 Severance of the route to Poyle from the west along Bath Road, which could be partially 

mitigated by the provision of an alternative route dependent on new journey patterns.  

4.21 Despite the proposed mitigation measures, the AC considers that issues of severance require 

further consideration to ensure that access is maintained to key local facilities such as the 

doctors’ surgeries in Colnbrook and Colnbrook Village Hall. The issue of isolation is 

acknowledged by HHL who state in Chapter 5 of their submission that “As a result of 

construction activity and the physical layout of the proposed development in the operational 

phase, there is the potential for individuals, small groups of homes and businesses or even 

whole settlements to become isolated”.  

4.22 As for community cohesion, the Heathrow ENR scheme therefore performs significantly worse 

than Gatwick in terms of community severance, and has similar issues to Heathrow NWR as 

set out in Chapter 3. 

Equalities Screening  

4.23 As stated in Chapter 2, the AC provided a consistent blanket text for Heathrow ENR and the 

other two schemes with regard to equalities screening, saying in all cases that more study is 

required. It also highlights that HHL has not undertaken a specific equalities screening 

exercise for the Heathrow ENR scheme but has provided an overview of the equality issues 

together with possible mitigation measures.   

4.24 It is therefore considered that the Heathrow ENR scheme performs less favourably than the 

Gatwick scheme in this respect but on a par with the scheme for Heathrow NWR. 

Conclusions for Heathrow ENR 

4.25 The analysis of the Heathrow ENR reports and the comparison undertaken with the Gatwick 

and Heathrow schemes illustrates that in relation to the key community differentiators of 

impacts on residential properties, community cohesion and community severance the 

Heathrow ENR scheme lies between the others i.e. it performs better than Heathrow NWR but 

worst than the Gatwick scheme.  
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 The anaylsis of the community assessments undertaken by the AC and the promoters of the 

Gatwick, Heathrow ENR and Heathrow NWR schemes highlights that there are a number of 

key community issues that differentiate between the schemes. These are: 

 Effects on residential property; 

 Community cohesion; and 

 Community Severance. 

5.2 Taking account of the analysis of these key community issues, as presented above, it is 

considered that Gatwick continues to perform substantially better than the Heathrow ENR and 

Heathrow NWR schemes, most importantly in regard to the much lower number of residential 

properties and communities which would be affected. Following the publication of HAL’s new 

property compensation scheme on 1st December 2014, under which the owners of 

approximately 3750 homes outside the boundary of the expanded airport in Harmondsworth, 

Sipson, Harlington, Cranford Cross, Poyle, Colnbrook and Brands Hill would have the option 

to sell their home at 25% above market value, it is considered that the scoring of the 

Heathrow NWR scheme with mitigation has been overly generous. It is suggested, given the 

potential scale of the physical impacts and the potential loss of whole communities, that the 

score should remain as per the base case i.e. Highly Adverse. This is illustrated in Table 3 

below: 
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Table 3: Revised Appraisal taking account of key community issues  

AC 

Appraisal 

Framework 

Scores 

 

Gatwick (Best) 

 

Heathrow ENR (Middle) 

 

Heathrow NWR (Worst) 

 LGW base + Mitigation ENR base + Mitigation NWR base + Mitigation 

Highly 

Supportive 

      

Supportive 

 

      

Neutral 

 
 Neutral     

Adverse 

 
Adverse  Adverse       Adverse   

Highly 

Adverse 
    

Highly 

Adverse 

Highly 

Adverse

 



 

 
 
 

 


