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This report has been prepared by RPS on behalf of Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) in 
response to the Airports Commission consultation on shortlisted schemes for a new runway 
(November 2014). The Airports Commission has published an assessment of the proposals 
for additional runway capacity at Gatwick and Heathrow Airports. This report considers the 
extent to which the shortlisted schemes fit with wider spatial and socio-economic 
development strategies. 
 

There is significant local opposition to Heathrow expansion including by a number of Local 
Authorities (including the London Borough of Hillingdon where the airport is located) who 
form part of the 2M Group founded by Wandsworth Council which is opposed to the further 
expansion at Heathrow airport on environmental grounds. This opposition is underplayed in 
the AC’s assessment which is surprising having regard to the fact that previous proposals for 
expanding Heathrow were rejected by the government based largely on the substantial 
weight of local opposition. The Mayor of London is also strongly opposed to expansion at 
Heathrow which would involve an increase in the number of aircraft movements due to 
adverse noise and air quality impacts. The position in relation to Gatwick is quite different 
where local authorities have either expressed support or reserved their positions and the local 
business community is very supportive of expansion at Gatwick.   

 
The Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework (April 2013) set out an intention to assess 
the fit of shortlisted schemes with wider spatial and socio-economic development strategies 
based upon a review of existing development strategies and wider socio-economic 
demographic trends. This is part of the wider appraisal module ‘Strategic Fit’ which also 
seeks to analyse how each shortlisted option improves passenger experience as well as 
looking at how the schemes under consideration support competition within the aviation 
sector. These matters are considered on GAL’s behalf in separate reports as part of their 
overall response to the Airports Commission’s consultation. 

 
This report has considered the three shortlisted schemes for a new runway as follows (using 
the descriptions adopted by the Airports Commission in their November 2014 assessment 
report ‘Strategic Fit : Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic Development Strategies’): 

 
§ Gatwick 
§ Heathrow Extended Northern Runway (ENR) 
§ Heathrow North West Runway (NWR) 

 
In order to compile this report, reference has principally been made to the following reports 
which form part of the Airports Commission’s consultation: 

 
§ Consultation Document (November 2014) 
§ Airports Commission: Gatwick Airport Second Runway – Business Case and 

Sustainability Assessment (November 2014) 
 
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

2 rpsgroup.com 

 

 

 
 

§ 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) 

§ Strategic Fit: Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic Development 
Strategies (November 2014) 

§ Local Economy Impacts : Assessment (November 2014) 
§ Community: Impact Assessment (November 2014) 
§ Jacobs: Biodiversity Assessment and Figures (November 2014) 
§ Jacobs: Place Assessment and Figures (November 2014) 

 
Where  necessary,  reference  has  been  made  to  other  technical  assessment  reports 
published by the Airports Commission.
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The Airports Commission’s ‘Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic Development 
Strategies’ report looks at the context of each expansion option across plans including: 

 
§ Local Authority and Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) strategies 
§ National Frameworks 
§ The London Plan 

 
This is consistent with the approach taken by GAL in its own Planning Context Report (May 
2014) (see Appendix A30 to GAL’s updated scheme submission). 

 
Additionally, the GAL Planning Context Report looked at the relevant national, regional and 
local designated sites that may be affected within and surrounding the proposed R2 scheme 
boundary in order to illustrate which sites are likely to be affected. This assessment was 
completed to illustrate the extent to which the Gatwick scheme integrates well with the 
national, regional and local planning context. This exercise has not been completed by the 
Airports Commission in assessing the three shortlisted schemes. Equally, the Airports 
Commission has not compared the assessed impacts of each shortlisted scheme with 
existing strategies because it concludes that “by definition, existing strategies cannot take 
account of the impact of airport expansion at Gatwick or Heathrow as such proposals would 
need local and regional plans to be revised.” Instead, the Airports Commission has posed 
four questions in order to assess how strongly each shortlisted option aligns with existing 
plans and strategies.  These four questions were not put forward in the Airports 
Commission’s Appraisal Framework (April 2014) as a means to assess strategic spatial and 
socio-economic fit. This report attempts to compare the performance of the three shortlisted 
schemes against the four questions which are: 

 
1.  What is the strategic vision for London and the South East? How does this vision fit 

within the wider national and international context?  What is the place of the 
shortlisted airports within this vision? 

 
2.  How will the strategic role of Gatwick and Heathrow change to 2030, including as a 

result of planned surface access investment? How might airport expansion drive 
further change? 

 
3.  How do the economic impacts of airport expansion (in particular the impact on jobs, 

businesses housing and other development) align with existing plans? Can the 
expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 

 
4.  How do the social and environmental impacts of airport expansion align with existing 

plans? Can the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 
 

As with the Airports Commission’s assessment, alignment is considered for expansion of 
Gatwick and Heathrow airports in general. Where appropriate, relevant differences between 
the Extended Northern Runway and North West Runway schemes at Heathrow are 
highlighted. 
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Key Issues 
 

The key issues in terms of Strategic Fit – Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic 
Development Strategies are as follows: 

 
§ All three schemes will fulfill the strategic vision for London and the South East 

including the need to maintain and enhance London’s role as being a world class city. 
All three schemes will enhance air connectivity to new and emerging markets which is 
crucial to achieving this objective. Common themes are identified across all three 
schemes in terms of fulfilling wider spatial and socio-economic visions for the South 
East including London including the potential for airport expansion to contribute 
significantly to growing local, regional and national economies; helping to address 
economic and regeneration ambitions and generally improving accessibility. All three 
schemes have the potential to align well with regional development strategies (see 
Section 3); 

 
§ Much is said about how the Heathrow schemes can fulfill London’s spatial 

development vision and there is a suggestion that Heathrow performs better in this 
respect. However, there are some very important benefits to London associated 
with Gatwick expansion that need to be properly recognised (see Section 3); 

 
§ Gatwick’s airport catchment area is expected to grow more than at Heathrow due in 

part through the proposed surface access strategy. This will help to shift the 
geographic benefits of aviation-driven growth more so than expansion at Heathrow. 
Expansion at Gatwick has the ability to redistribute growth more evenly across the 
south-east regional economy (see Section 4); 

 
§ In terms of the economic impacts of airport expansion, expansion at Gatwick will 

have the  potential  to  trigger  growth  in  locations  that  are  currently  lacking  in  
strategic investment and unlike the Heathrow schemes which will generate significant 
demand in an already overcrowded market, Gatwick expansion could act as a 
transformational tool to assist South London’s already lagging housing market (see 
Section 5); 

 
§ Expansion at Heathrow would conflict directly with the London Plan and the Mayor’s 

Economic Development Strategy (see Sections 5 and 6); 
 

§ Much is said about the ‘perceived’ environmental impacts at Heathrow and how 
this could be contributing to a lack of support. GAL’s assessments prove that the 
likely environment impacts of the Heathrow schemes are considered to generally be 
worse when compared to the Gatwick scheme. Expansion at Gatwick will necessitate 
a number of impacts on the local environment. However, expansion at Heathrow will 
necessitate a number of substantial adverse impacts on the local environment.  
In particular, the Gatwick scheme generally has less impact on international and 
national designations; heritage assets; and local sites and features (see Section 6); 

 
§ The Gatwick scheme especially and signif icantly outperforms the Heathrow 

schemes in terms of Green Belt land loss; the number of dwellings to be lost and 
noise and air quality performance. In addition, there are significant impacts from the 
Heathrow North West Runway option on the Colne Valley Regional Park (see Section 
6); 

 
§ The land safeguarding arrangement at Gatwick remains in effect and is still 

properly reflected in local planning policies. Gatwick’s scheme is almost entirely 
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within the safeguarded area. No similar safeguarding of land for a new runway exists 
at Heathrow. This safeguarding has already limited the extent to which expansion 
at Gatwick could impact negatively on the local community and the environment. 
This is a significant ‘fit’ when considering spatial alignment with existing plans and 
policies and this is not recognised sufficiently by the AC in the Strategic Fit context 
(see Section 6); 

 
§ Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more noticeable in the Heathrow North 

West Runway option) is predicated on the assumption that the , forecast economic 
benefits of expansion at Heathrow in the national interest can outweigh the significant 
environmental and social impacts including the need to develop on considerable 
Green Belt land and that a comprehensive package of mitigation measures will 
address the environmental impacts (see Section 6); and 

 
§ Accepting that it is inevitable that there will be negative local environmental, social 

and economic impacts from all the schemes when measured against the relevant 
strategies, the  extent  and  scale  of  the  likely  negative  impacts  associated  with  
the  Heathrow schemes are greater. Expansion at Gatwick has the potential to align 
better with local and regional development strategies (see Section 6). 

 
Specifically in response to the four questions posed by the Airports Commission, this report 
concludes as follows: 

 
What is the strategic vision for London and the South East? How does this vision fit 
within the wider national and international context? What is the place of the 
shortlisted airports within this vision? 

 
The strategic vision for London and the South East is based on a number of objectives which 
include the need to maintain and enhance London’s role as being a  world  class  city. 
Enhancing air connectivity to new and emerging markets is crucial to achieving this. 

 
The international and national importance of existing airports to London in terms of 
international connectivity is noted and there is no obvious difference recorded between how 
the Heathrow or Gatwick schemes will continue to positively contribute in this way. All three 
schemes have the potential to align well with regional development strategies. 

 
It is very clear that both the Heathrow and Gatwick schemes could fulfil wider spatial and 
socio-economic  visions for  the  South  East  including  London  and  common  themes  are 
identified e.g. supporting London’s role as a global city; the potential for airport expansion to 
contribute significantly to growing local, regional and national economies; helping to address 
economic and regeneration ambitions and generally improving accessibility. 

 
Much is said about how the Heathrow schemes can fulfil London’s spatial development 
vision and there is a suggestion that Heathrow performs better in this respect. Perhaps this 
is unsurprising as Heathrow is located within Greater London whereas Gatwick is located in 
Sussex so it could be seen to be a more directly relevant option. However, the ability of the 
Gatwick option to fulfill London’s spatial vision is just as relevant and in many ways, it will  
offer benefits over the Heathrow schemes including the following: 
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§ Expansion at Gatwick will mean that London will boast two world class airports and will 
mean that London is served by more overall destinations including business and tourist 
connections thereby enabling London to be best served in terms of aviation connectivity; 

 
§ Expansion at Gatwick will bring greater competition to the London airport system and 

allow for it to become more responsive to changing economic and passenger demands 
in addition to improving resilience within the London/South East airport system; 

 
§ A choice of world class airports will offer more convenient access and shorter journey 

times to more travellers across the South East; 
 

§ Cheaper  airport  charges  being  promoted  by  Gatwick  over  either  of  the  Heathrow 
schemes will mean that low cost carrier connectivity with Europe will be more supported 
at Gatwick with low cost European flights from Heathrow being less possible. This will 
help London’s ambitions to maintain and enhance its gateway status to Europe; 

 
§ Public transport accessibility to the wider south-east from Heathrow is not as strong as 

from Gatwick. The Gatwick Gateway station will become a genuine rail hub for the 
region and help to grow the local and regional economy. Gatwick airport’s catchment 
area is expected to grow more than at Heathrow; 

 
§ In terms of improving access to employment, the expansion of the Gatwick airport 

catchment area including the planned surface access improvements will also mean that 
opportunities for work at the airport will be a possibility for more people in the South 
East including London; 

 
§ Expansion at Gatwick has the ability to redistribute growth more evenly across the 

south-east regional economy and in this capacity, can help to relieve the overheated 
economic strongholds around the M4 corridor, Thames Valley/Berkshire/M3 corridor and 
Oxfordshire and deliver growth to less established economic locations such as Kent, 
Sussex, Bedfordshire and peripheral coastal towns; 

 
§ Gatwick  currently  serves  more  domestic  destinations  than  Heathrow  and  in  an 

expanded Gatwick situation, regional passengers will be given a genuine choice of two 
transfer points in London both of which will be served by international destinations 
thereby improving general connectivity; 

 
§ Expansion at Gatwick including through the proposed  surface  access strategy and 

general widening of the airport catchment, will help to shift the geographic benefits of 
aviation-driven growth more so than expansion at Heathrow to two of the three growth 
corridors identified by the Mayor in his London Plan  –  the Wandle  Valley corridor 
through  south  London  and  out  to  Gatwick  Airport  and  the  London-Luton-Bedford 
strategic coordination corridor. Expansion at Gatwick by reason of enhanced rail 
connection will also stand to benefit the nationally recognised growth areas of the 
Thames Gateway and the London-Stansted- Cambridge-Peterborough corridor more so 
than expansion at Heathrow; 

 
§ Surface access from Gatwick already provides unrivalled connectivity between many 

strategic London locations (including many of the identified Opportunity Areas) when 
compared  to  the  Heathrow  offer  and  this  only  improves  with  expansion.  Gatwick 
provides fast, convenient and regular direct access to six stations within central London 
- Heathrow currently connects to Paddington only. Gatwick’s stronger connections to 
central London are extremely important in terms of supporting a variety of 
activity/employment clusters; 
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§ The advantages of balancing growth in and across the capital which would be achieved 

more so through expansion at Gatwick than at Heathrow would be to avoid the effects of 
‘overheating’ – that is, the potential for housing costs and commercial rents to become 
inflated; 

 
§ Expansion at Gatwick will have the potential to trigger growth in locations that are 

currently lacking in strategic investment; 
 

§ GAL  has  put  forward  a  very  strong  case  for  how  expansion  at  Gatwick  will  aid 
regeneration efforts specifically in Croydon but also to other south London Boroughs 
with  potential  for  greater  spread  of  benefits  to  elsewhere  in  the  capital  especially 
through improving access to jobs. Gatwick’s role in unlocking growth at Croydon is 
especially crucial and is in direct response to the Borough’s ambitions to enhance its 
sub-regional ‘Airport City’ role. Expansion at Gatwick could  have  a  very significant 
beneficial change on Croydon which is London’s largest Outer London economy; 

 
§ Unlike the Heathrow schemes which will generate significant demand in an already 

overcrowded market, Gatwick expansion could act as a transformational tool to assist 
South London’s already lagging housing market; and 

 
§     Expansion at Heathrow would conflict directly with the London Plan and the Mayor’s 

Economic Development Strategy. 
 

There is significant local opposition to Heathrow expansion including by a number of Local 
Authorities (including the London Borough of Hillingdon where the airport is located) who 
form part of the 2M Group founded by Wandsworth Council which is opposed to the further 
expansion at Heathrow airport on environmental grounds. This  opposition  is underplayed in 
the AC’s assessment which is surprising having regard to the fact that previous proposals for 
expanding Heathrow were rejected by the government based largely on the substantial 
weight of local opposition. It is also quite different to the position in relation to Gatwick where 
many local authorities have either expressed support or reserved their positions and the local 
business community is largely supportive of expansion at Gatwick. The Mayor is strongly 
opposed to expansion at Heathrow which would involve an increase in the number of aircraft 
movements due to adverse noise and air quality impacts. 

 
Much is said about the ‘perceived’ environmental impacts at Heathrow and how this could be 
contributing to a lack of support. The other responses from GAL on environmental issues 
and the high level assessment carried out as part of this report prove that the likely 
environment impacts of the Heathrow schemes are considered to generally be worse and in 
cases, significantly worse, when compared to the Gatwick scheme suggesting that the 
fears, negative assumptions and negative perceptions are correctly founded. 

 
How will the strategic role of Gatwick and Heathrow change to 2030, including as a 
result of planned surface access investment? How might airport expansion drive 
further change? 

 
All three schemes promote a surface access strategy which will undoubtedly change and 
strengthen the strategic role of the two existing airports. General accessibility to the airports 
will improve; the airports will strengthen their statuses as public transport hubs and there are
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obvious regeneration benefits from improving accessibility including to potential job markets. 
These are common expectations across all three shortlisted schemes. 

 
Surface access to Heathrow is expected to change more significantly than at Gatwick. 
Gatwick residents will not experience significant changes to the surface transport situation. 
Surface access changes at Gatwick will widen the airport’s catchment area substantially 
(and strengthen its strategic role) whereas the general conclusion is that measures at 
Heathrow will simply improve accessibility. Additionally, it is assumed that pre-existing 
concerns over congestion on strategic roads at Heathrow may continue and there are social 
and environmental implications that arise from this. 

 
Expansion at Gatwick is assumed upon a surface access strategy which includes many 
improvements and new transport infrastructure schemes which are already committed. The 
same cannot be said when considering the Heathrow schemes – both of which rely on 
significant surface access proposals which as yet, do not benefit from any guaranteed 
commitment. Consequently there is more certainty about the ability of the Gatwick scheme 
to deliver the surface access investment benefits. 

 
Gatwick is already the best connected London airport by surface access with 2.5m people 
living within a 30 minute travel time and it is ‘best in its class’ for public transport modal 
share - and this is set to continue with the planned expansion. Congestion, along with other 
localised constraints may affect the overall benefits of expansion at Heathrow and this will 
have an overall effect on the actual strength of Heathrow’s strategic role. 

 
How do the economic impacts of airport expansion (in particular the impact on jobs, 
businesses housing and other development) align with existing plans? Can the 
expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 

 
A separate report has been prepared on GAL’s behalf to consider the local economic 
impacts of the three shortlisted schemes including the extent to which the schemes promote 
employment and economic growth in local areas. 

 
The scale of expansion dictates that regardless of what option is preferred, existing plans 
would need to be adapted especially if the Government chooses to promote additional 
runway capacity through national policy. 

 
Green Belt is a significant land constraint around Heathrow. This, together with the already 
built-up nature of the surrounding area plus large areas in high flood risk zones means that 
there are significant land constraints at Heathrow to accommodate airport expansion. By 
contrast, there are no key land constraints at Gatwick and there is especially no need to de- 
designate large areas of Green Belt land unlike at Heathrow. 

 
Land supply for new housing and commercial floorspace would not be likely to be such a 
significant factor in realising the benefits of airport expansion at Gatwick in contrast to 
Heathrow where there is already a shortage of available premises for industrial and office 
space (and industrial land values at Heathrow are already higher than anywhere else in the 
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UK). Housing growth associated with Heathrow expansion (at the highest levels) will be 
challenging to accommodate. 

 
Land to the south of Gatwick benefits from safeguarding policies where development which 
would be incompatible with expansion of the airport to accommodate the construction of an 
additional wide-spaced runway (if required by national policy) is restricted. In considering 
the three shortlisted schemes, Gatwick aligns exactly with the existing plan for the land to 
be used for a second runway. This is a significant point which does not get presented 
sufficiently in the AC’s assessment and conclusions. 

 
Almost all of the relevant economic strategies highlight the need for a critical balance 
between the need for and economic benefits associated with extra runway capacity and the 
need to protect the environment and communities (often through comprehensive mitigation 
measures). Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more noticeable in the Heathrow North 
West Runway option) is predicated on the assumption that the economic benefits of 
expansion at Heathrow forecast by the AC can outweigh the significant environmental and 
social impacts and that a comprehensive package of mitigation measures will address the 
environmental impacts. 

 
The national economic benefits of airport expansion at Heathrow are well documented. 
However, the economic benefits of airport expansion at Gatwick insofar as they relate to 
local economic impacts (jobs, businesses and housing) align better with existing plans. 
Expansion at Heathrow will bring more challenges. Expansion at Gatwick is likely to have the 
strongest positive impacts on competition with benefits to the consumer. 

 
How do the social and environmental impacts of airport expansion align with existing 
plans? Can the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 

 
Expansion at Gatwick will necessitate a number of impacts on the local environment. 
However, expansion at Heathrow will necessitate a number of substantial adverse impacts 
on the local environment. In particular, the Gatwick scheme generally has less impact on 
international and national designations; heritage assets; and local sites and features. The 
Gatwick scheme especially outperforms the Heathrow schemes in terms of Green Belt land 
loss; the number of dwellings to be lost and noise and air quality performance. Whilst the 
significant impacts of the Heathrow North West Runway option on the Colne Valley Regional 
Park are to be noted. 

 
Since  2003  and  the  recommendation  within the  Air  Transport White  Paper  (ATWP) to 
safeguard land at Gatwick for a second runway, this safeguarding arrangement remains in 
effect and is properly reflected in local planning policies. Gatwick’s scheme is almost entirely 
within the safeguarded area. In the event that the decision is taken by Government to 
support a second runway at Gatwick, measures could be taken to ensure that the 
safeguarding arrangements continue to be in effect. No similar safeguarding of land for a 
new runway exists at Heathrow. This safeguarding has already limited the extent to which
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expansion at Gatwick could impact negatively on the local community and the environment. 
This is a significant ‘fit’ when considering spatial alignment with existing plans and policies 
and this is not recognised sufficiently by the AC in the Strategic Fit context. 

 
Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more noticeable in the Heathrow North West Runway 
option) is predicated on the assumption that the forecast economic benefits of expansion at 
Heathrow in the national interest can outweigh the significant environmental and social 
impacts including the need to develop on considerable Green Belt land and that a 
comprehensive package of mitigation measures will address the environmental impacts. It 
will be for the AC to decide when making their recommendations whether the package of 
mitigation measures put forward by the promoters is sufficient to overcome the assessed 
likely social and environmental impacts and whether there are very special circumstances to 
justify the assessed likely impacts. 

 
Summary 

 
It is inevitable that there will be negative environmental, social and economic impacts from 
all the schemes when measured against the relevant strategies. However, the extent and 
scale of the likely negative impacts at Heathrow are far greater than those which would result 
from the Gatwick scheme. Expansion at Gatwick has the potential to align better with local 
and regional development strategies. The decision will ultimately rest on whether the 
predicted economic benefits associated with the Heathrow schemes outweigh the negative 
impacts especially when compared with the Gatwick scheme. 

 
 

None of the scheme promoters or the AC consider what the impacts will be in terms of 
alignment with spatial and socio-economic strategies in the event that one option is favoured 
over another. 

 
Addition requests of the Airports Commission  

 
In finalising its assessment of how the three short-listed schemes fit with spatial and socio- 
economic strategies, the Airports Commission would be encouraged to: 

 
§ Make greater reference to the benefits that expansion at Gatwick will bring to London 

(especially in light of the Mayor’s strong objection to further expansion at Heathrow); 
 

§ Comment specifically on the weight to be attached to ‘fit’ with existing spatial and 
socio- economic plans? For example, will the benefits in the national interest for any 
particular proposal (including national  economic  benefits)  simply  override  local and  
regional issues? The Airports Commission would be encouraged to conclude in favor 
of a scheme which achieves a critical balance between the need for extra runway 
capacity (Including the associated economic benefits) and the need to protect the 
environment and communities; 

 
§ Formally present the overall conclusion of their assessment – that is, that expansion 

at Gatwick  will  necessitate  a  number  of  impacts  on  the  local  environment  but  
that expansion at Heathrow will necessitate a number of substantial adverse 
impacts on the local environment; and 
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§ Attach much more weight to the fact that there is already land safeguarded at 
Gatwick Airport for a second runway which has been protected and continues to 
be protected from conflicting development. 

  



12 rpsgroup.com 

 

 

 
1      INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1     This report has been prepared by RPS on behalf of Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) in 
response to the Airports Commission consultation on shortlisted schemes for a new 
runway (November 2014). The Airports Commission (AC) has published an 
assessment of the proposals for additional runway capacity at Gatwick and Heathrow 
Airports. This report considers the extent to which the shortlisted schemes fit with 
wider spatial and socio-economic development strategies. 

 
1.2    The Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework (April 2013) set out an intention to 

assess the ‘fit’ of shortlisted schemes with wider spatial and socio-economic 
development strategies based upon a review of existing development strategies and 
wider socio-economic demographic trends. This is part of the wider appraisal module 
‘Strategic Fit’ which also seeks to analyse how each shortlisted option improves 
passenger experience as well as looking at how the schemes under consideration 
support competition within the aviation sector. These  matters are  considered on 
GAL’s behalf in separate reports as part of their overall response to the Airports 
Commission’s consultation. 

 
1.3     This report has considered the three shortlisted schemes for a new runway as follows 

(using the descriptions adopted by the Airports Commission in their November 2014 
assessment report ‘Strategic Fit: Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic 
Development Strategies’): 

 
• Gatwick 
• Heathrow Extended Northern Runway (ENR) 
•  Heathrow North West Runway (NWR) 

 
1.4    In order to compile this report, reference has principally been made to the following 

reports which form part of the Airports Commission’s consultation: 
 

• Consultation Document (November 2014) 
• 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) 
• Strategic Fit : Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic Development Strategies 

(November 2014) 
• Local Economy Impacts: Assessment (November 2014) 
• Community: Impact Assessment (November 2014) 
• Jacobs: Biodiversity Assessment and Figures (November 2014) 
• Jacobs: Place Assessment and Figures (November 2014) 

 
1.5    Where necessary, reference has been made to other technical assessment reports 

published by the Airports Commission.
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2      THE AIRPORTS COMMISSION’S APPROACH TO 
 

ASSESSMENT 
 
 

a)        The Airports Commission Appraisal Framework (April 2014) 
 

2.1    In their Appraisal Framework (April 2014), the AC invited GAL to comment on their 
proposals in terms of: 

 
§ Its viability, risks and benefits and integration with the wider planning context 

including any relevant strategies or publications (Appendix B – Airport Master Plan); 
 

§ Its integration into the wider planning context including any relevant local, 
regional or national strategies (Appendix B – Development Strategies); and 

 
§ The key risks to gaining planning permission including details of any plans or 

strategies that will be utilised to mitigate these risks (Appendix B – Development 
Strategies). 

 
2.2     This information was requested by the AC so that it could carry out an assessment of 

fit  with  wider  spatial  and  socio-economic  development  strategies  with  the  key 
objective being to maximise the scheme benefits in  line  with  relevant long-term 
strategies for economic and spatial development. 

 
2.3      RPS responded on GAL’s behalf and prepared a Planning Context Report (May 

2014) (provided as Appendix A30 to GAL’s May 2014 submission to the AC). In 
preparing this report, RPS completed the following tasks: 

 
§ A thorough review of the relevant and strategic national, regional and local 

planning policies in order to generate a planning context upon which the R2 
proposal has been considered; 

 
§ A review of relevant land use planning and environmental designations within 6km 

of Gatwick Airport this was presented in a series of maps appended to the report; 
 
§ Consideration of the legislation governing the planning and environmental 

approvals process that would need to be followed in order to deliver the necessary 
planning approvals for the R2 Project; and 

 
§ Consideration of the likely social, economic and environmental impacts of the R2 

proposal and ways in which these could be mitigated (with reference to GAL’s 
Mitigation Strategy). 

 
2.4   The promoters for the two Heathrow schemes similarly prepared responses to the AC’s 

request for information albeit that their responses were not as full as the GAL response 
certainly in describing the relevant land use planning and environmental designations 
that would be affected by their respective schemes. 
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b)        The Airports Commission Assessment (November 2014) 

 
2.5      The AC has carried out its assessment and presented its findings in their report 

‘Strategic Fit: Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic Development Strategies’ 
(November 2014). In this paper, the AC explain that they have taken the decision  not 
to compare the assessed impacts of each shortlisted scheme with existing spatial 
and socio-economic strategies because it concludes that “by definition, existing 
strategies cannot take account of the impact of airport expansion at Gatwick or 
Heathrow as such proposals would need local and regional plans to be revised” 
(paragraph 3). 

 
2.6      It is agreed that local and regional plans would need to be changed to accommodate 

any proposals for airport expansion or any other nationally significant infrastructure 
project for that matter. However, the overarching strategic spatial strategies that 
govern general planning and development principles will not change and neither will 
many of the key objectives underlining long-term socio-economic strategies. 
Consequently, it is very important to recognise existing spatial and socio-economic 
strategies and offer some comparison of the assessed impacts against these 
strategies in order to formulate a view on which option currently fits best. 

 
2.7    In lieu of directly comparing the assessed impacts of the three schemes with existing 

strategies, the AC has instead posed four questions in order to assess how strongly 
each shortlisted option aligns with existing plans and strategies (based on the 
information submitted by the three scheme promoters). These four questions were 
not specifically put forward in the Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework (April 
2014) as a means to assess strategic spatial and socio-economic fit. They are: 

 
1.   What is the strategic vision for London and the South East? How does this vision 

fit within the wider national and international context? What is the place of the 
shortlisted airports within this vision? 

 
2.   How will the strategic role of Gatwick and Heathrow change to 2030, including as 

a result of planned surface access investment? How might airport expansion 
drive further change? 

 
3.    How do the economic impacts of airport expansion (in particular the impact on 

jobs, businesses housing and other development) align with existing plans? Can 
the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 

 
4.   How do the social and environmental impacts of airport expansion align with 

existing plans? Can the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing 
plans? 
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c)        Comments on the Airport’s Commission’s Assessment Methodology 

 
2.8     The  evidence base for the AC’s assessment  comprises a  range  of  local plans, 

strategic economic plans set out by Local Enterprise Partnerships, regional 
development plans (particularly the London Plan) and wider national strategic 
frameworks  such  as  the  National  Planning  Policy  Framework  (NPPF)  and  the 
Aviation Policy Framework. This is consistent with the evidence base used by RPS 
and the promoters of the two Heathrow schemes. 

 
2.9    Whilst not being included in the original Appraisal Framework (April 2014), the four 

questions that are asked by the AC in assessing the three schemes allows sensible 
high-level conclusions to be drawn on the viability, risks and benefits and integration 
of  the  schemes  with  the  wider  planning  context  including  the  relevant national, 
regional and local spatial and socio-economic strategies. However, it is recognised 
that the conclusions reached by the AC in their assessment in many cases are 
identical across the three schemes. It is believed that this is the case because the AC 
has chosen not to carry out a detailed comparison of the assessed impacts of the 
three schemes. Consequently, only sensible judgments have been made and 
concluded and in many instances and no differences have been identified in terms of 
the schemes’ fit with relevant strategies. 

 
2.10  The key risks to gaining planning permission are addressed in GAL’s separate 

response on scheme deliverability. 
 

2.11   Specifically in terms of understanding how the three schemes fit with adopted and 
emerging spatial land use planning designations and proposals, neither the AC nor 
the promoters for the Heathrow schemes have presented any mapping or textual 
summary which is unfortunate as this would have provided a very useful tool with 
which to consider alignment against existing and future local plans. Some mapping 
has been prepared by the AC and their consultants to illustrate how the schemes are 
likely to impact upon nationally, regionally and locally important designated sites (a 
requirement in the AC Guidance Note 2 –  May  2013)  albeit that no  composite 
mapping/textual summary is presented alongside strategic fit considerations. Again, it 
is difficult to accurately measure and conclude on  alignment with  environmental 
policies and strategies without this information. 

 
2.12   It is noted that the AC has included in their assessment, data relating to decisions on 

historic local planning applications in and around the three scheme locations in order 
to provide an indication of the local authorities’ attitudes towards development and 
whether the authorities are favorably considering development (see AC Local 
Economy Impacts Assessment – November 2014). This was not information that was 
requested in the Appraisal Framework and GAL has not sought to prepare more 
detailed information along these lines. It is questionable as to how useful this 
information actually is. These decisions have not been made in the knowledge that
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airport expansion is preferred at any location. This may have influenced the outcome 
of certain decisions otherwise. In GAL’s response to the AC’s consultation on Local 
Economy Impacts, information is provided about the associated implications of 
delivering the forecast economic benefits. This analysis suggests that the local area 
around Heathrow has significantly less potential to accommodate airport-related 
growth than at Gatwick. 

 
2.13    The AC considers alignment with strategies and policies in general.  Where appropriate, 

relevant differences are highlighted between each of the two Heathrow proposals. 
This is a sensible approach and one which is continued in this report. 

 
d)        Structure and Purpose of this Report 

 
2.14   The purpose of this report is to review the submissions made by the three scheme 

promoters and the resultant assessment carried out by the AC in order to offer a 
conclusion on how the three shortlisted schemes perform against the original 
assessment objective – that is – how each scheme maximises benefits in line with 
relevant long-term strategies for economic and spatial development. 

 
2.15   The report considers each of the four AC questions listed above in turn in separate 

sections. At the end of each section, relevant conclusions are drawn in order to 
compare each scheme’s performance against the original AC assessment objective. 
A general conclusion is provided in the final section. 
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3      STRATEGIC VISION FOR LONDON AND THE SOUTH 
EAST 

 
 

3.1     The AC conclude from their assessment that there are common themes identified in 
existing plans and long-terms strategies in terms of the strategic vision for London 
and the South-East and that all three shortlisted schemes have the potential to align 
well with regional development strategies. At a high level, this conclusion is not 
disputed and the AC conclude correctly that airport expansion based on any of the 
three shortlisted schemes will achieve many of the common spatial and socio- 
economic  development  objectives  for  London  and  the  relevant  regions  around 
Gatwick and Heathrow. However, it is possible to compare each scheme in more 
detail against the various regional strategic objectives in order to gain more of an 
understanding  about  the  extent  to  which  each  scheme  ‘fits’  with  the  relevant 
economic and spatial strategies. 

 
a)        London’s Strategic Vision 

 
3.2     RPS along with GAL’s other consultants has carried out its own assessment into the 

extent to which the three shortlisted schemes align with the relevant objectives of the 
following London plans and policy statements: 

 
§           The London Plan (and alterations) 
§           The London Infrastructure Plan to 2050 
§           The Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy 
§           Mayor’s 2020 Vision 
§           The London Enterprise Panel (the local enterprise partnership for London) – 

emerging plan 
 

3.3     It is appreciated that some of the documents listed above are not statutory in the 
sense that they do not form part of the statutory Development Plans for London. 
However, it is important nonetheless to make reference to them as many of the 
overarching objectives for these plans and policy documents overlap. 

 
3.4     In the sections below, the main policy themes of the above plans and strategies are 

set out alongside commentary relating to the three schemes. This commentary 
extends beyond that which has already been concluded by the AC in their 
assessment and aims to offer a comparison of the three schemes where relevant to 
demonstrate the extent to which they align with the various strategies. 

 
i)         London as a world class city 

 
3.5      Objective :  to  retain  and  boost  London’s  world  class  status  and  enhance  air 

connectivity to new and emerging markets. 
 

3.6      There is no disputing that adding airport capacity at either Gatwick or Heathrow will
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only strengthen London’s position in the global market as the city will boast two world 
class airports. However, it is important to emphasise that the Gatwick option will 
mean that London is served by more overall destinations including business and 
tourist connections thereby enabling London to be best served in terms of aviation 
connectivity  (441 destinations from London from  Gatwick; 414  destinations from 
London from Heathrow). This option will also bring greater competition to the London 
airport system and allow for it to become more responsive to changing economic and 
passenger demands in addition to improving resilience within the London/South East 
airport system. 

 
ii)        London as a gateway to Europe 

 
3.7      Objective: to promote London as a gateway into Europe. 

 
3.8     Expansion  at  Gatwick  or  Heathrow  will  improve  on  the  number  of  short-haul 

destinations already served by both airports and each  airport performs, and  will 
continue to perform a very important function in terms of achieving this objective - 
Gatwick arguably more so than Heathrow – as Gatwick’s primary growth market will 
be in short-haul, point-to-point European destinations. The Gatwick option will create 
236 UK/European destinations served whereas the Heathrow schemes will create 
159. However, Gatwick’s potential to grow as a connecting destination for European 
flights to link up to long-haul flights is fully recognised as is Heathrow’s ability to 
continue to act as a major hub in this sense. However, the cheaper airport charges 
being promoted by Gatwick over either of the Heathrow schemes will mean that low 
cost carrier connectivity with Europe will be more supported at Gatwick with low cost 
European flights from Heathrow being less possible. 

 
iii)       London’s role in the remainder of the South East 

 
3.9     Objective:  Spatial planning for London needs to understand its place within the 

wider region. 
 

3.10   The London Plan and indeed the AC in their assessment fully recognise that London 
exerts a substantial effect over south-east England and that it is inextricably linked 
with this wider region be it in terms of employment, skills and education, housing 
markets, airports policy and patterns of commuting (amongst others). Indeed, the 
value of expansion at either Gatwick or Heathrow is well documented in the AC’s 
assessment especially in terms of improving business and travel connectivity; public 
transport accessibility; access to jobs and generally driving economic activity within 
the local enterprise partnership (LEP) areas around the airports and more broadly in 
the south-east of England. There is not much to separate out the three schemes in 
this sense. A choice of world class airports will offer more convenient access and 
shorter journey times to more travellers across the South East. 

 
3.11    However, there are some important points to make about the specific role that
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expansion at Gatwick would make to the wider region. 

 
3.12   Public transport accessibility to the wider south-east from Heathrow is not as strong 

as from Gatwick due to end of line rail connections many of which are focused on 
London to Heathrow services only and the fact that Gatwick’s direct rail connections 
connect in to a greater distribution of locations across the South East. Whilst surface 
access improvements are planned as part of all three schemes and Cross rail will 
undoubtedly improve connections to both airports, Gatwick airport’s public transport 
services already offer efficient links across the South East with services connecting 
many of the busiest regional commuter hubs with plans to improve connectivity to 
Kent. The Gatwick Gateway station will be built ahead of the new runway and is 
designed to improve regional connectivity not just to improve access to the airport – it 
will become a genuine rail hub for the region and help to grow the local and regional 
economy. Gatwick airport’s catchment area is expected to grow more than at 
Heathrow where surface access improvements concentrate more significantly on 
existing arrangements rather than creating new options/connections. Additionally, 
many of the surface access improvements planned alongside expansion at Gatwick 
are already committed. The same cannot be said of Heathrow’s planned surface 
access improvements many of which are reliant upon schemes which are yet to be 
confirmed. 

 
3.13   In terms of improving access to employment, the expansion of the Gatwick airport 

catchment area including the planned surface access improvements will also mean 
that opportunities for work at the airport will be a possibility for more people in the 
south east including London (to already build on the +10% of Gatwick airport 
employees who live in London). GAL are committed to creating a strong partnership 
with the London Borough of Croydon and other south London Boroughs to deliver 
regeneration  and jobs  –  with  socio-economic benefits being  realised  across the 
region. 

 
3.14   Expansion at Gatwick has the ability to redistribute growth more evenly across the 

south-east regional economy and in this capacity, can help to relieve the overheated 
economic strongholds around the M4 corridor, Thames Valley/Berkshire/M3 corridor 
and Oxfordshire and deliver growth to less established economic locations such as 
Kent, Sussex, Bedfordshire and peripheral coastal towns. 

 
iv)       London’s role within the UK economy 

 
3.15    Objective: to ensure that London can continue to drive the UK economy. 

 
3.16    There is no disputing Heathrow’s significant contribution in this sense. However, 

there are a few points that are worth highlighting. Gatwick currently serves more 
domestic destinations than Heathrow and in an expanded Gatwick situation, regional 
passengers will be given a genuine choice of two transfer points in London both of 
which  will  be  served  by  international  destinations  thereby  improving  general
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connectivity.  Not only will this stimulate competition, but the expectation is that 
regional passengers and businesses will be able to access London at a much lower 
cost under the Gatwick option. 

 
3.17   Additionally, with over 1,000 rail stations across the UK being within one change of 

Gatwick airport by 2017/2018, Gatwick will be able to support London in supporting 
the success of the UK as a whole. 

 
v)        Spatial rebalancing of the London economy 

 
3.18  Objective: to realise the benefits and opportunities afforded by growth across 

London. 
 

3.19    GAL have already made the case that expansion at Gatwick will spread the economic 
benefits  of  aviation-driven  growth  away  from  Heathrow  (as  at  present)  and  the 
already economically vibrant M4 corridor thereby allowing for spatial rebalancing of 
the London economy. Indeed, it is believed that Gatwick could transform South 
London to a strategic scale not dissimilar to the Olympics in East London thereby 
bringing an economic growth catalyst that would complete London’s compass of 
regeneration. 

 
3.20   Much is said in the AC’s assessment about how the Heathrow schemes can fulfill 

London’s  spatial  development  vision  and  there  is  a  suggestion  that  Heathrow 
performs better in this respect. Perhaps this is unsurprising as Heathrow is located 
within Greater London whereas Gatwick is located in Sussex so it could be seen to 
be a more directly relevant option. However, the ability of the Gatwick option to fulfil 
London’s spatial vision is just as relevant and this should not be underplayed simply 
because unlike at Heathrow, there is no established regional spatial strategy which 
can be used to measure Gatwick’s contribution towards meeting regional objectives. 

 
3.21   There is significant commentary on how the Heathrow schemes can contribute to 

meeting the objectives of the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy for London 
and specifically development of the East-West axis ‘engine for growth’ (Thames 
Gateway - Central London - Western Wedge) which includes the wider Heathrow 
area. Expansion at Gatwick including through the proposed surface access strategy 
and general widening of the airport catchment, will help to shift the geographic 
benefits of aviation-driven growth more so than expansion at Heathrow to two of the 
three growth corridors identified by the Mayor in his London Plan – the Wandle Valley 
corridor through south London and out to Gatwick Airport and the London-Luton- 
Bedford strategic coordination corridor. Luton and Bedford already benefit from direct 
rail connections with Gatwick airport. Expansion at Gatwick will also benefit the 
nationally recognised growth areas of the Thames Gateway and the London- 
Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough more so than expansion at Heathrow. From  2018, 
there will be direct rail services between Gatwick airport and Cambridge and 
Stevenage and Peterborough. Similarly, strong existing rail connections to 
interchanges such as London Bridge and Farringdon, combined with new Cross rail  
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connections and other planned surface access improvements to Kent will mean that 
access to and from Gatwick airport to the Thames Gateway and the London- 
Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough corridor will help growth ambitions in those areas. 

 
3.22    Indeed, surface access from Gatwick already provides unrivalled connectivity 

between many strategic London   locations   (including   many   of   the   Opportunity 
Areas identified with the London Plan) when compared to the Heathrow offer and this 
only improves with expansion. Even assuming the access improvements that HS2 
and Cross rail will bring, Gatwick provides fast, convenient and regular direct 
access to six stations within central London (Victoria, London Bridge, St. Pancras, 
Farringdon, City Thameslink and Blackfriars). Heathrow currently connects to 
Paddington only. Gatwick’s stronger connections to central London are extremely 
important in terms of supporting  a  variety  of  activity  clusters  including  the  
biomedical  and  knowledge cluster around Bloomsbury, Kings Cross and Euston 
(from St. Pancras); the legal cluster around Temple and Gray’s Inn (from Blackfriars, 
City Thameslink and Farringdon) and Tech City which is anchored around 
Shoreditch; the institutional cluster at Westminster (from Victoria). Indeed, many of 
these cluster areas are also identified  as  Opportunity  Areas  in  the  London  Plan  
(Victoria,  London Bridge/Bankside, Farringdon and Kings Cross) so the potential 
to connect in with these major regeneration, growth and future employment foci 
areas will be strengthened. 

 
3.23    The  advantages  of  balancing growth  in  and across  the  capital  which  would  be 

achieved more so through expansion at Gatwick than at Heathrow would be to avoid 
the effects of ‘overheating’ – that is, the potential for housing costs and commercial 
rents to become inflated. Investment at Heathrow has been assessed as having a 
lower economic welfare effects compared to Gatwick due in part to the higher costs 
for undertaking the development leading to a lower social return on investment than 
with the Gatwick option. Additionally, expansion at Gatwick will have the potential to 
trigger growth in locations that are currently lacking in strategic investment unlike at 
Heathrow, where existing connections with Opportunity Areas only serves to benefit 
areas which are already benefitting from specific regeneration catalysts. 

 
vi)       Reduce deprivation and inequality 

 
3.24    Objective: to tackle deprivation and inequality amongst Londoners. 

 
3.25    GAL has put forward a very strong case for how expansion at Gatwick will aid 

regeneration efforts specifically in Croydon but also to the south London boroughs 
with potential for greater spread of benefits to elsewhere in the capital especially 
through improving access to jobs. Expansion at Heathrow is also expected to benefit 
the pockets of deprivation around the airport especially in Harrow, Hounslow and Park 
Royal.
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3.26   GAL is committed to creating a strong partnership with the London Borough of 

Croydon to deliver regeneration and jobs and will consider entering into agreements 
with Croydon and other south London boroughs to deliver on key employment pacts 
to ensure that London residents take full advantage of employment opportunities. 
Gatwick’s role in unlocking growth at Croydon is crucial and is in direct response to 
the Borough’s ambitions to enhance its sub-regional ‘Airport City’ role to support its 
position as a major business, hotel and conferencing destination serving Gatwick 
airport (Policy SP8.2 of the Croydon Local Plan 2013). Airport City seeks to promote 
business and employment opportunities which capitalise on Croydon’s proximity to 
Gatwick airport and the fact that Croydon has the largest economy in the Wandle 
Valley and is the main business centre serving the airport. Expansion at Gatwick 
could have a very significant beneficial change on Croydon which is London’s largest 
Outer London economy. 

 
vii)      Tourism 

 
3.27    Objective: to support London’s visitor economy and stimulate its growth. 

 
3.28   Gatwick’s  more  competitive  airport  charges  will  support  a  superior  offer  for 

passengers especially to low cost passengers. Also, increased competition through 
introducing   additional   and   new   routes   to   emerging   markets   will   support   a 
repositioning of London as an increasingly inclusive and ‘value for money’ visitor 
destination. There are concerns that the Heathrow promoters are unlikely to mitigate 
against issues concerning value for money for visitors travelling to London based on 
their predicted cost model. 

 
viii)     Housing and Population Growth 

 
3.29    Objective: build more homes in London and tackle affordability issues. 

 
3.30   All three schemes will generate new housing demands.GAL has specifically identified 

initiatives  that  will accelerate  housing delivery  in  London’s  identified  Opportunity 
Areas (working with Local Authorities and the GLA to target support to areas in 
greatest need). Additionally, expansion at Gatwick will deliver housing in key growth 
areas with key transport connections e.g. Croydon, Wandle Valley, Brighton etc. The 
Croydon Opportunity Area itself is expected to deliver a minimum of 10,000 new 
homes by 2031. So unlike the Heathrow schemes which will generate significant 
demand in an already overcrowded market, Gatwick expansion could act as a 
transformational tool to assist South London’s already lagging housing market. 

 
ix)       Employment and Growth Sectors 

 
3.31    Objective:  growth to support employment diversification and align with emerging 

sectors. 
 

3.32    All three schemes have the potential to generate significant numbers of direct and
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indirect jobs. The success of any preferred airport expansion scheme is intrinsically 
linked to accessibility. In this sense, Gatwick performs very well.  The  airport  is 
already  a  popular  choice for  business users as  the  emerging  new  employment 
sectors of London such as digital media, bio-research and consulting services seek 
cost-effective and convenient travel options. The surface access strategy behind any 
expansion at Gatwick is directly aligned to key growth areas such as the technology 
sector (Farringdon, Croydon and Kings Cross) and the research and development 
sectors (Kings Cross, Stevenage and Cambridge) and the Opportunity Areas 
identified in the London Plan (see Section 3(v) above). 

 
3.33    Earlier sections of this report have already commented on how expansion of the 

Gatwick airport catchment area will improve access to employment at the airport for 
more people in the South East including London. 

 
x)        Aviation 

 
3.34    Objective:  adequate airport capacity serving a wide range of destinations is critical 

to the competitive position of London in a global economy. 
 

3.35    In their assessment, the AC recognises that expansion at Heathrow would conflict 
directly with the London Plan. It would also conflict with the Mayor’s Economic 
Development Strategy. The Mayor strongly opposes any further expansion at 
Heathrow which will involve an increase in the number of aircraft movements due to 
the adverse noise and air quality impacts already being experienced by residents. 

 
3.36   There are also 20 local authorities who form part of the 2M Group founded by 

Wandsworth Council which are opposed to the further expansion at Heathrow airport 
on environmental grounds including the London Boroughs of Hillingdon where 
Heathrow is located. The local authorities are Brent, Camden, Ealing, Hammersmith 
and Fulham, Haringey, Hillingdon, Hounslow, Islington, Kensington and Chelsea, 
Kingston,   Lambeth,   Lewisham,   Merton,   Reading,   Richmond,   South   Bucks, 
Southwark, Sutton, Wandsworth and Windsor and Maidenhead. This opposition is 
underplayed in the AC’s assessment which is surprising having regard to the fact that 
previous proposals to expand Heathrow were rejected by the Government based 
largely on substantial local opposition. It is also quite different to the position in 
relation to Gatwick where local authorities have expressed support or reserved their 
positions and the local business community are largely supportive of expansion at 
Gatwick. 

 
3.37    Reference has been made earlier to the advantages of expanding at Gatwick in 

terms of reinvigorating competition within the UK aviation industry in addition to there 
being  the  potential for  260,000  additional  air  movements  (in  comparison  to  the 
190,000 additional movements that GAL considers could be accommodated at 
Heathrow). These issues alone will ensure that Gatwick would play a key role in 
serving London and the wider south east. 
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3.38  Much is said in the AC assessment about the ‘perceived’ environmental impacts 
associated with expansion at Heathrow (AC report Strategic Fit: Fit with Wider Spatial 
and Socio-Economic Development Strategies, November 2014).  GAL’s review of 
these proposals confirms that these impacts are ‘real’ (and not perceived). Significant 
environmental impacts will arise from the further expansion at Heathrow – and in most 
cases, these are more significant that at Gatwick – so the concerns from those 
opposing expansion at Heathrow on environmental grounds are borne out of the 
assessment of shortlisted schemes to date. 

 
b)        Summary 

 
3.39   The AC correctly conclude that there are common themes identified in existing plans 

and long-terms strategies in terms of the strategic vision for London and the South- 
East and that all three shortlisted schemes have the potential to align well with 
regional development strategies. At a high level, it is also correct that any of the three 
shortlisted schemes will achieve many of the common spatial and socio-economic 
development objectives for London and the relevant regions around Gatwick and 
Heathrow. However, expansion at Gatwick will bring benefits over the Heathrow 
schemes in the following ways which are important in terms of realising the spatial 
and socio-economic policy objectives for London: 

 
• Unlike Gatwick, expansion at Heathrow would conflict directly with the London 

Plan and the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy. 
 
• Expansion  at  Gatwick  will  mean  that  London  will  boast  two  world  class 

airports and will mean that London is served by more overall destinations 
including business and tourist connections thereby enabling London to be best 
served in terms of aviation connectivity; 

 
• Expansion at Gatwick will bring greater competition to the London airport 

system and allow for it to become more responsive to changing economic and 
passenger   demands   in   addition   to   improving   resilience   within   the 
London/South East airport system; 
 

• A choice of world class airports will offer more convenient access and shorter 
journey times to more travellers across the South East; 

 
• Cheaper  airport  charges  being  promoted  by  Gatwick  over  either  of  the 

Heathrow schemes will mean that low cost carrier connectivity with Europe will 
be more supported at Gatwick with low cost European flights from Heathrow 
being less possible. This will help London’s ambitions to maintain and enhance 
its gateway status to Europe; 

 
• Public transport accessibility to the wider south-east from Heathrow is not as 

strong as from Gatwick. The Gatwick Gateway station will become a genuine rail 
hub for the region and help to grow the local and regional economy. Gatwick 
airport’s catchment area is expected to grow more than at Heathrow; 

 
• In terms of improving access to employment, the expansion of the Gatwick 

airport catchment area including the planned surface access improvements 
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will also mean that opportunities for work at the airport will be a possibility for 
more people in the south east including London; 

 
• Expansion at Gatwick has the ability to redistribute growth more evenly across 

the south-east regional economy and in this capacity, can help to relieve the 
overheated economic strongholds around the M4 corridor, Thames 
Valley/Berkshire/M3 corridor and Oxfordshire and deliver growth to less 
established economic locations such as Kent, Sussex, Bedfordshire and 
peripheral coastal towns; 

 
• Gatwick currently serves more domestic destinations than Heathrow and in an 

expanded Gatwick situation, regional passengers will be  given  a genuine 
choice of  two transfer points in London both of  which  will  be  served  by 
international destinations thereby improving general connectivity; 
 

• Expansion at Gatwick including through the proposed surface access strategy 
and general widening of the airport catchment, will help to shift the geographic 
benefits of aviation-driven growth more so than expansion at Heathrow to two of 
the three growth corridors identified by the Mayor in his London Plan – the 
Wandle Valley corridor through south London and out to Gatwick Airport and 
the London-Luton-Bedford strategic coordination corridor. Expansion at Gatwick 
will also stand to benefit the nationally recognised growth areas of the Thames 
Gateway and the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough more so than 
expansion at Heathrow; 
 

• Surface access from Gatwick already provides unrivalled connectivity between 
many strategic London locations (including many of the identified Opportunity 
Areas) when compared to the Heathrow offer and this only improves with 
expansion. Gatwick provides fast, convenient and regular direct access to six 
stations within central London - Heathrow currently connects to Paddington 
only. Gatwick’s stronger connections to central London are extremely important 
in terms of supporting a variety of activity/employment clusters; 
 

• The advantages of balancing growth in and across the capital which would be 
achieved more so through expansion at Gatwick than at Heathrow would be to 
avoid the effects of ‘overheating’ – that is, the potential for housing costs and 
commercial rents to become inflated; 

 
• Expansion at Gatwick will have the potential to trigger growth in locations that 

are currently lacking in strategic investment; 
 

• GAL has put forward a very strong case for how expansion at Gatwick will aid 
regeneration  efforts  specifically  in  Croydon but also  to  the  south  London 
boroughs with potential for greater spread of benefits to elsewhere in the capital  
especially  through  improving  access  to  jobs;  Gatwick’s  role  in unlocking 
growth at Croydon is especially crucial and is in direct response to the 
Borough’s ambitions to enhance its sub-regional ‘Airport City’ role. Expansion at 
Gatwick could have a very significant beneficial change on Croydon which is 
London’s largest Outer London economy; 
 

• Unlike the Heathrow schemes which will generate significant demand in an 
already overcrowded market, Gatwick expansion could act as a 
transformational  tool  to  assist  South  London’s  already  lagging  housing 
market; and  
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• Unlike Gatwick, expansion at Heathrow would conflict directly with the London 
Plan and the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy. 
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4      CHANGES TO THE STRATEGIC ROLE OF GATWICK 
AND HEATHROW TO 2030 

 
 
 

4.1    The AC’s assessment into how the strategic roles of Heathrow and Gatwick will 
change to 2030 focuses very much on the changes that would arise as a result of the 
planned surface access investment. The overall conclusion is that the planned 
investment in surface access is likely to strengthen the strategic role of Gatwick and 
Heathrow airports. 

 
4.2    GAL agrees generally with this conclusion. It is clear that with all three schemes, 

general accessibility to the airports will improve; the airports will strengthen their 
statuses as public transport hubs and there are obvious regeneration benefits from 
improving accessibility including public transport improvements to potential job 
markets. However, there are some important points to be made about the planned 
surface access investment associated with the three schemes when comparisons are 
made. 

 
a)        Cost 

 
4.3      The AC has estimated the capital costs associated with each scheme for the cost of 

paying for new capacity, airport and surface access. The estimated costs for surface 
access is as follows: 

 
Airport Expansion Scheme Surface Access cost estimate by AC (£ million) 
Gatwick £787 
Heathrow – NW runway £5,728 
Heathrow – extended runway £6,282 

 
4.4     It is evident that the costs associated with surface access investment at Gatwick are 

considerably lower than either of the two Heathrow schemes. This means that the 
resultant increase per passenger charge (the airport’s charge to the airlines) would 
be significantly less for Gatwick expansion. 

 
b)        Airport catchment 

 
4.5     It is the general conclusion that surface access to Heathrow is expected to change 

more significantly than at Gatwick. No significant changes to the surface transport 
situation are expected to Gatwick residents. This is mostly due to the fact that much 
of the surface access investment required to support Gatwick expansion is planned 
or committed whereas much of the surface access investment required by the 
Heathrow schemes rely on as yet uncommitted investment. Gatwick is already the 
best connected London airport by surface access with 2.5m people living within a 30 
minute travel time and it is ‘best in its class’ for public transport modal share - and
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this is set to continue with the planned expansion. 

 
4.6    Surface  access  changes  at  Gatwick  will  widen  the  airport’s  catchment  area 

substantially and thereby strengthen its strategic role whereas the general conclusion 
is that measures at Heathrow will largely improve accessibility within the airport’s 
existing catchment area. The AC conclude that the proposed investment for rail 
access alone at Gatwick will have a notable change on the accessibility of Gatwick 
and will contribute to an increase in roughly 15% in the size of the population within 
three hours public transport travel time of the airport and a total of 8 million people 
within one hour travel time on public transport. Cross rail connections at Farringdon 
especially will enable connections to identified priority growth areas along London’s 
east-west axis and enable Gatwick to be substantially closer by public transport to 
more  regions  in  the  UK.  No similar  statistics  are  published  by  the  AC  for  the 
Heathrow schemes aside to say that for both Heathrow schemes, the AC concludes 
that the overall impact of Heathrow’s rail strategy (which relies heavily on committed 
Crossrail and as yet, uncommitted HS2 and Western Rail Access) is to render the 
airport accessible via direct connections to a significantly enlarged section of the 
population while relieving a wider group of the need to change at a central London 
rail terminal. 

 
4.7     In terms of road access at Gatwick, the motorway management schemes required to 

support expansion are already planned. Only enhancements to motorway junctions 
and changes to local roads are required.  At Heathrow, the AC conclude that 
significant works are needed on the roads around the airport sites to accommodate 
the expanded footprint including putting the M25 into a tunnel. The management of 
congestion on the M25 and M4 has been identified by the AC as being a significant 
issue and infrastructure interventions (including widening), demand management or a 
combination of both may be required. They conclude that pre-existing concerns over 
congestion on strategic roads may continue and this has significant implications not 
only in terms of delivering an efficient road access strategy but more widely, in terms 
of  supporting new businesses and  commercial interests wishing  to  locate  to  an 
expanded Heathrow airport. Indeed, there are concerns that congestion, along with 
other localised constraints including general land take associated with delivering the 
planned surface access improvements may affect the overall benefits of expansion. 
This will have an overall effect on the actual strength of Heathrow’s strategic role. 

 
c)        Summary 

 
4.8      The ability to deliver the planned surface access improvements at Gatwick are more 

certain than with Heathrow and substantially less costly. 
 

4.9      Gatwick’s airport catchment area including by public transport will expand more than 
at Heathrow and this has bigger benefits for its strategic role. 

 
4.10    Pre-existing concerns at Heathrow bring into question the actual strength of its future



28 rpsgroup.com 

 

 

 
strategic role.
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5      THE ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF AIRPORT EXPANSION 
 
 

5.1     This section of the report concentrates on local economic impacts and in particular, 
considers the extent to which the economic impacts of airport expansion align with 
existing plans and whether expansion impacts can  be  accommodated alongside 
existing plans. Separate commentary is provided elsewhere on the national economic 
impacts. 

 
5.2    This section of this report should be read alongside the separate report prepared by 

Optimal and RPS in response to the AC’s assessment on Local Economy Impacts 
which consider the impacts on jobs, businesses and housing in greater detail. 

 
5.3     The AC generally conclude that the local economic impacts of airport expansion 

would travel in the same direction as existing economic plans and strategies and that 
airport expansion would serve to expand or accelerate these plans. The AC also 
suggest that that the likely scale or expansion in each case would  be deliverable in 
the context of existing plans but may present some challenges, particularly in relation 
to Heathrow, in terms of securing the identified level, of economic benefit. 

 
5.4    GAL recognise, as do the AC, that at a local level, existing plans would have to be 

adapted to accommodate changes resulting from airport expansion at Heathrow or 
Gatwick. The AC’s assessment suggests that there is sufficient flexibility within local 
economies to achieve this given what is described as the “small” (AC’s wording) 
scale of change that is suggested will be needed to existing plans around the two 
airports. 

 
5.5  The following table summarises the conclusions made in the AC’s consultation 

documents in order to demonstrate the extent to which the schemes are said to align 
with existing plans: 

 
 
Economic 
consideration 

 
Gatwick 

 
Heathrow 
Extended 
Northern Runway 

 
Heathrow North 
West Runway 

 
Land supply 

 
No obvious areas of 
opportunity to find a 
substantial amount of land for 
development in the longer 
term in Crawley borough 

 
Land to the south of the 
airport is safeguarded for a 
new runway if the need is 

 
Large areas of the Hillingdon Borough 
are within the Metropolitan Green Belt. 
The Green Belt and the built-up nature of 
the Borough means that it may be a 
challenge to find suitable major 
development opportunities in the longer 
term. 

 
Hounslow to the south-east is a built-up 
area partly within the Metropolitan Green 
Belt 



 

 

 
 confirmed 

 
No key land constraints such 
as Green Belt 

 
Crawley Borough can 
accommodate substantial 
growth in the longer term 

 
Beyond Crawley 
Borough, current 
Green Belt policy could 
severely constrain expansion 
of urban district centres unless 
there was a change in policy 

 
The main urban areas in 
Mole Valley District 
(Letherhead, Dorking, 
Ashstead, Bookham and 
Fetcham) are the most 
sustainable locations within 
the District for growth 

 
Horsham District is less 
developed and constrained 
than Crawley 

 
The majority of Reigate and 
Banstead is within 
Metropolitan Green 
Belt and AONB albeit 
that Horley which is close to 
the airport is allocated for 
growth 

Spelthorne Borough is on the south-west 
edge of Heathrow with built-up areas 
around Stanwell, Metropolitan Green 
Belt and three large reservoirs 

 
Scope for development is heavily 
constrained by Flood Zone 3 

 
Development opportunities in Slough 
Borough are constrained due to the large 
strategic gap allocation, the heavily 
developed nature of the Borough and 
Green Belt 

 
Land demand 

 
With the number of jobs to be 
created, if they were to be 
shared equally across the 15 
local authorities around 
Gatwick per year up to 
2030, it is likely that only a 
fairly small amount of 
commercial floorspace would 
be required to 

 
There is currently a general shortage of 
available premises for industrial and 
office space particularly in the London 
Boroughs 

 
There is more land available as you 
move out along the Western Wedge 
towards Reading 
Across the whole 14 borough 
assessment area, the need for 
commercial floorspace will not be a 
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 accommodate demand 

 
Land supply for housing and 
commercial floorspace would 
not be a constraint on 
realising the benefits of airport 
expansion 

 
Business mix would not be 
significantly affected 

constraint on realising the benefits of the 
airport expansion 

 
All the local authorities immediately 
around Heathrow have the largest 
proportion of retail space in their mix. 
Aside from Ealing, retail and offices are 
the largest in each Council’s mix 

 
Land required 
for additional 
social 
infrastructure 
eg. health 
centres etc. 

 
Up to 600m² 

 
25 primary schools 
3 secondary schools 
30 additional GPs 
Additional parks and 
gardens 

 
50 primary schools 
6 secondary schools 
28 additional health centres and primary 
care centres per local authority 
Additional parks and gardens 

 
The Heathrow schemes will require twice 
as many of these facilities when 
compared to Gatwick which adds to 
already apparent land pressures 

 
Land values 

 
Gatwick has a mix of land 
values many of which are 
affordable for industrial 
premises 

 
There may be potential for 
house prices to increase but 
considering the current spread 
of house prices in the area, 
there is no risk to think 
affordable housing would not 
be available 

 
Heathrow already has the highest 
industrial land values in the UK around it 
with most industrial space off-airport 

 
Rents for office space in Heathrow are 
well above the UK regional average 

 
There is supply 
constraint in the 
airport masterplan 
for physical 
expansion 

 

 
Employment 

 
Flexibility in the local labour 
market including the distances 
people travel to work allow 
local authorities around 
Gatwick to function as part of 
the larger London employment 
area suggesting that under 
Gatwick 

 
The travel to work area is likely to 
expand following surface transport 
improvements. This flexibility could 
reduce problems associated with labour 
supply constraint or excessive housing 
and land pressures 

 
Additional employment could present a 
valuable economic opportunity for the 
local area with a number of nearby local 

 

31                                               rpsgroup.com



32 rpsgroup.com 

 

 

 
 expansion, there is 

little risk that the jobs 
created could not be 
absorbed within the local 
area and wider region 

authorities having current unemployment 
levels above the London average 

 
Absorbing the additional employment 
does not appear to present a significant 
challenge 

 
Housing 

 
For housing, the area 
appears flexible enough to 
absorb demands even at the 
higher levels. 

 
The additional housing 
required is not of a scale 
which is likely to significantly 
increase pressures given the 
potential timescales for 
delivery and the number of 
local authorities affected 

 
For housing, the assessment area can 
be expected to be flexible enough to 
accommodate housing needs although 
at the high end this will be more 
challenging 

 
Housing growth associated with 
expansion would not be of a relative 
scale to that housing which is already 
projected and planned for to 2030. 
Consequently this is likely to constrain 
the area’s development or require 
transformational policies to be achieved 

 
Many local authorities currently struggle 
to meet their housing provision target 
and there may be some localized 
constraint but on the whole, there is 
expected to be sufficient flexibility in the 
area 

 
Land take associated with the additional 
housing may require some de- 
designation of Green Belt land 

 
a)        Summary 

 
5.6     The table above demonstrates that Green Belt is a significant land constraint around 

Heathrow in particular (see next section for further details). This, together with the 
already built-up nature of the surrounding area plus large areas in high flood risk 
zones means that there are very significant land constraints at Heathrow to 
accommodate airport expansion. In contrast the position in relation to these key land 
constraints at Gatwick is far less critical and there is, in particular, unlikely to be as 
much pressure on Metropolitan Green Belt. Significant pressure on Green Belt is 
inevitable around Heathrow given the existing population and employment levels in 
the local area; its much smaller geographical extent; forecast levels of additional 
employment and housing and the short timeframe within which airport related 
development is expected to be delivered. 
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5.7     Land supply for new housing and commercial floorspace would not be likely to be as 

significant a factor in realising the benefits of airport expansion at Gatwick unlike at 
Heathrow where there are already some identified shortages of available premises 
for industrial and office space (and industrial land values at Heathrow are already 
higher than anywhere else in the UK). Accommodating housing growth associated 
with Heathrow expansion (at the highest levels) will be particularly challenging. The 
associated work undertaken by  RPS/Optimal  in  relation  to  Local  Economy  
Impacts  suggests  that  housing provision in existing plans in the Heathrow local area 
to 2030 would need to be doubled to cater for the highest Heathrow forecasts. Whilst 
the RPS/Optimal work suggests these forecasts are likely to over-estimate the 
housing and employment implications at Heathrow, even on the basis of alternative, 
lower forecasts put forward, the implications for existing plans in the Heathrow local 
area are still far greater than they are for Gatwick under any scenario. 

 
5.8     The AC in their assessment recognise that land to the south of Gatwick is the subject 

of safeguarding policies. However, this land is specifically safeguarded from 
development which would be incompatible with expansion of the airport to 
accommodate the construction of an additional wide-spaced runway (if required by 
national policy) – so in considering the three schemes, Gatwick aligns exactly with 
the  existing  plan for  the  land  to be used for a  second  runway.  This  is  a  very 
significant point which needs to be presented more evidently in the AC’s conclusions. 
Gatwick is the only scheme where the majority of land required for a second runway 
is specifically identified and protected in a statutory plan that has gone through the 
full, legal process of consultation and consideration including a public inquiry. 

 
5.9     The  scale  of  expansion  inevitably  means    that,  regardless  of  what  scheme  is 

preferred, existing plans would need to be adapted especially if the Government 
chooses to promote additional runway capacity through national policy. Given the 
comments made above and the associated RPS/Optimal report work on housing and 
employment, it is questionable whether the scale of change to existing plans, 
especially around Heathrow, can be described as “small” (as concluded by the AC) 
given the inevitable implications associated with loss of Metropolitan Green Belt land 
and the overall scale of forecast airport related development. 

 
5.10   Almost all of the relevant economic strategies highlight the need for a critical balance 

between the need for and economic benefits associated with extra runway capacity 
and the need to protect the environment and communities (often through 
comprehensive mitigation measures). Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more 
noticeable in the Heathrow North West Runway option) is predicated on the 
assumption that the significant economic benefits of expansion at Heathrow can 
outweigh the significant environmental and social impacts and that a comprehensive 
package of  mitigation measures  will  address the  environmental  impacts. This is 
explored in more detail in the following section. 

  



34 rpsgroup.com 

 

 

 
 

5.11   On the basis of the comparison presented above, it is nevertheless readily apparent 
that the economic impacts of airport expansion at Gatwick insofar as it relates to local  
economic impacts (jobs, businesses and housing) aligns much better with existing 
plans and that expansion at Heathrow will bring more challenges to the extent that 
those challenges represent a far greater risk in terms of delivering economic benefits 
unless well established environmental constraints are effectively disregarded 
Expansion  at  Gatwick  will  also  present  challenges  in  terms  of  achieving  an 
appropriate balance between economic benefit and environmental issues. However, 
in terms of a comparison with either of the Heathrow schemes the implications for 
existing plans in the Gatwick local area in terms of addressing that balance involve a 
far lower level of risk. This is fundamentally because expansion at Gatwick involves 
less forecast associated development, in a far less constrained local area and over a 
longer period. 
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6      THE SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF 
AIRPORT EXPANSION 

 
 

6.1    In considering the extent to which the social and environmental impacts of airport 
expansion align with existing plans and whether expansion can be accommodated 
alongside existing plans, the AC conclude in their assessment that any plans for 
airport expansion will have land take implications and wider impacts on the local 
environment and communities. They conclude that airport expansion based on any of 
the three schemes will have marginal impacts especially when considering Green 
Belt land take, aviation noise and air quality. 

 
6.2     This section focuses especially on local level land take/planning/spatial development 

issues with some reference to the pertinent environmental issues that affect land take 
notably noise and air quality1. There are other reports that have been prepared 
specifically on behalf of GAL which address environmental issues in detail. These 
reports should be read alongside this section of this report. 

 
6.3    Once  again,  the  AC  conclude  at  a  high  level  that  there  is  nothing  much  to 

differentiate between the three shortlisted schemes in terms of their alignment with 
existing spatial development plans. In this section of this report, attempts are made to 
breakdown the components of the three shortlisted schemes in order to offer some 
comparison with a view to concluding on which scheme is most likely to align with 
relevant plans and policies. 

 
6.4   RPS has considered the three schemes against the relevant Local Plan policy 

framework designations/proposals and against national, regional and local designated 
sites (as defined in the AC Guidance Note 2 (May 2013) in order to consider at a high 
level, the extent to which the schemes align with local spatial plans and the 
associated land take implications and key environmental measures under the 
following headings: 

 
§           Total land take (including for surface access) 
§           Internationally and Nationally Designated Sites (including Green Belt) 
§           Other Local Environmental Features 
§           Land Use Planning Designations 
§           Priority Habitats 
§           Priority Species 
§           Agricultural Land Classification (Grade 1 to 3) 
§           Dwellings to be lost 
§           Community facilities to be lost 
§           Numbers impacted by noise 
§           Air quality impacts 

 
 

1 The Aviation Policy Framework (2013) states that the principle issues at local level relate to aircraft noise, air 
quality and surface access
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6.5      The key information is set out in the tables provided in Appendix 1. 
 

APPENDIX 1 
 

a)        Safeguarded Land at Gatwick 
 

6.6      Since 2003 and the recommendation within the Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) to 
safeguard  land at  Gatwick for a  second  runway,  this  safeguarding  arrangement 
remains in effect and is properly reflected in local planning policies. Gatwick’s 
proposed scheme is almost entirely within the safeguarded area. In the event that the 
decision is taken by Government to support a second runway at Gatwick, measures 
could be taken to ensure that the safeguarding arrangements continue to be in effect. 
No similar safeguarding of land for a new runway exists at Heathrow. This 
safeguarding has already limited the extent to which expansion at Gatwick could 
impact  negatively  on  the  local  community  and  the  environment  and  is  a  very 
important material consideration when considering alignment with existing plans and 
impact on the local community and environment. 

 
b)        Metropolitan Green Belt 

 
6.7    Both the Heathrow schemes involve a significant Metropolitan Green Belt land take 

when compared to the Gatwick proposal. The Heathrow North West Runway option 
requires 48 times more Green Belt land take than Gatwick; the Heathrow Hub option 
requires 26 times more. This is very significant in spatial planning terms as the 
protection of Green Belt land from inappropriate development is a very important 
national, regional and local planning policy objective – one which has been retained 
and unchanged in planning policy frameworks for a number of years. All of the 
National Policy Statements that have been produced to date under the Planning Act 
2008  have confirmed that the relevant Secretary of  State  will attach  substantial 
weight  to  harm  to  the  Green  Belt  when  deciding  if  applications  for  nationally 
significant infrastructure projects should be approved. 

 
6.8      The importance of the Green Belt in the Heathrow airport area was confirmed in the 

Inspector’s conclusions (with respect to Green Belt) at the Heathrow Terminal 5 
Inquiries  (Inspector’s  report  Volume  1  –  11.2.13).  At  the  time,  the  Inspector 
concluded that the A3044 would provide a suitable Green Belt boundary for the future 
and that the Terminal 5 development “must not result in any further erosion of the 
Green Belt beyond the A3044 which should be adopted as the clear boundary of 
Heathrow if the present proposals are accepted.” The proposed loss of significant 
amounts of Green Belt land to the west of Heathrow airport by the two Heathrow 
schemes is considered to conflict very significantly with the spatial planning policy 
objectives that operate to protect against this. 
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c)        Colne Valley Regional Park 

 
6.9   The Heathrow North West runway option involves the loss of an estimated 216 

hectares of land in the Colne Valley Regional Park for the airport development and 
up to 420 hectares including surface access and flood attenuation work2. The Colne 
Valley Regional Park is part of the urban fringe of Greater London and is protected 
from development through the Green Belt designation that covers large parts of the 
sub-regional park. The existence of the Park helps to halt the fragmentation of the 
Green Belt and safeguard the area from urbanisation. 

 
6.10    The Park has four primary objectives: 

 
•  To resist urbanisation and to safeguard existing areas of countryside from 

inappropriate development; 
• To   maintain   and   enhance   the   landscape   (including   settlements)   and 

waterscape of the Park in terms of their scenic and conservation value and 
their overall amenity; 

• To  conserve  the  nature  conservation  resources  of  the  Park  through  the 
protection and management of its diverse plant and animal species, habitats 
and geological features; and 

•  To provide accessible facilities and opportunities for countryside recreation 
which do not compromise the above. 

 
6.11   The  proposed  loss  of  significant  amounts  of  the  Colne  Valley  Regional  Park 

proposed by the Heathrow North West Runway scheme is considered to conflict very 
significantly  with  the  spatial  planning policy  objectives  that  operate  to  protect  it 
against urbanisation. This is especially significant when considering that the land in 
the Colne Valley Regional Park is also be lost from the Metropolitan Green Belt. This 
part of the Colne Valley Regional Park has also seen substantial improvements in 
countryside recreation provision over the last two decades with the work that has 
been completed at Harmondsworth Moor and on land between the A3044 and the 
M25 west of Heathrow Terminal 5. 

 
c)        Summary 

 
6.12   The AC concludes that expansion at Gatwick will necessitate a number of impacts on 

the local environment. However, expansion at Heathrow will necessitate a number of 
substantial adverse impacts on the local environment. This is also the conclusion of 
the high-level assessment provided in Appendix 1. In particular, the Gatwick scheme 
generally has less impact on international and national designations; heritage assets; 
and local sites and features.  The Gatwick scheme especially outperforms the 
Heathrow schemes in terms of Green Belt land loss3; the number of dwellings to be 

 
2 AC consultation response on Community (RPS) January 2015. 
3 Paragraph 2.81 of the AC Strategic Fit : Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic Development Strategies 
Assessment (November 2014) states that the Gatwick scheme includes a small infringement on Green Belt 
land (60ha in Reigate and Banstead and Tandridge). This is incorrect and conflicts with other figures quoted 
elsewhere in the AC consultation documents.
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lost and noise and air quality performance. The particularly significant impacts of the 
Heathrow North West Runway option on the Colne Valley Regional Park (regionally 
important strategic countryside gap for recreation, biodiversity and geology which is 
mostly in the Green Belt) are to be noted. 

 
6.13    The   land   safeguarded   at Gatwick  airport  from  development   that   would   be 

incompatible with proposals for a second wide-spaced runway is a significant fit when 
considering spatial alignment with existing plans and policies and this is not 
recognised sufficiently by the AC. 

 
6.14   Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more noticeable in the Heathrow North West 

Runway option)  is  predicated on  the  assumption  that  the  forecast  economic 
benefits of expansion at Heathrow in the national interest can outweigh the significant 
environmental and social impacts including the need to develop on considerable 
Green Belt land and that a comprehensive package  of  mitigation  measures will 
address the environmental impacts. It will be for the AC to decide when making their 
recommendations whether the package of mitigation measures put forward by the 
promoters is sufficient to overcome the assessed likely social and environmental 
impacts and whether there are very special circumstances to justify the assessed 
likely impacts. 

 
6.15    In  the  event  that  any  preferred  airport  expansion  option  is  championed  by 

Government in national policy, the principle of locating a new runway in the preferred 
location will be established and therefore alignment with existing plans insofar as it 
relates to social and environmental impacts will need to be taken into this context. 
However, promotion of a new runway in a particular location by Government is 
unlikely to prompt significant changes to the general planning policy principles and so 
it is a relevant exercise to assess the extent to which the three schemes align with 
existing policies. 

 
6.16    It is important to note the significant local opposition to Heathrow expansion by Local 

Authorities and the London Mayor especially on environmental grounds.
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7      CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
 

7.1     This report has been prepared by RPS on behalf of Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) in 
response to the Airports Commission consultation on shortlisted schemes for a new 
runway (November 2014). The Airports Commission (AC) has published an 
assessment of the proposals for additional runway capacity at Gatwick and Heathrow 
Airports. This report considers the extent to which the shortlisted schemes fit with 
wider spatial and socio-economic development strategies. 

 
7.2     This report has considered the three shortlisted schemes for a new runway as follows 

(using the descriptions adopted by the Airports Commission in their November 2014 
assessment report ‘Strategic Fit : Fit with Wider Spatial and Socio-Economic 
Development Strategies’): 

 
• Gatwick 
• Heathrow Extended Northern Runway (ENR) 
• Heathrow North West Runway (NWR) 

 
7.3     The  AC has taken the decision  not to compare  the  assessed  impacts of  each 

shortlisted scheme with existing spatial and socio-economic strategies because it 
concludes that by definition, existing strategies cannot take account of the impact of 
airport expansion at Gatwick or Heathrow as such proposals would need local and 
regional plans to be revised (paragraph 3). It is agreed that local and regional plans 
would need to be changed to accommodate any proposals for airport expansion. 
However, the overarching strategic spatial strategies that govern general planning 
and  development  principles  will  not  change  and  neither  will  many  of  the  key 
objectives underlining long term socio-economic strategies. Consequently, it is very 
important to recognise existing spatial and socio-economic strategies and offer some 
comparison of the assessed impacts against these strategies in order to formulate a 
view on which option currently fits best. 

 
7.4     In lieu of directly comparing the assessed impacts of the three schemes with existing 

strategies, the AC has instead posed four questions in order to assess how strongly 
each shortlisted option aligns with existing plans and strategies. These four questions 
were not specifically put forward in the Airports Commission’s Appraisal Framework 
(April 2014) as a means to assess strategic spatial and socio-economic fit. They are: 

 
1.  What is the strategic vision for London and the South East? How does this vision 

fit within the wider national and international context? What is the place of the 
shortlisted airports within this vision? 

 
2.  How will the strategic role of Gatwick and Heathrow change to 2030, including as 

a result of planned surface access investment? How might airport expansion
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drive further change? 

 
3.  How do the economic impacts of airport expansion (in particular the impact on 

jobs, businesses housing and other development) align with existing plans? Can 
the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 

 
4.  How do the social and environmental impacts of airport expansion align with 

existing plans? Can the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing 
plans? 

 
7.5     The purpose of this report has been review the submissions made by the three 

scheme promoters and the resultant assessment carried out by the AC in order to 
conclude on  how the three shortlisted schemes perform against the original AC 
assessment criteria – that is – how each scheme maximizes benefits in line with 
relevant long-term strategies for economic and spatial development (based on the 
four questions posed by the AC). The AC’s overall conclusion is that expansion at 
either Gatwick or Heathrow has the potential to align well with local and regional 
development strategies. 

 
What is the strategic vision for London and the South East? How does this 
vision fit within the wider national and international context? What is the place 
of the shortlisted airports within this vision? 

 
7.6     The  strategic  vision  for  London  and  the  South  East  is  based  on  a  number  of 

objectives which includes maintaining and enhancing London’s role as being a world 
class city - and enhancing air connectivity to new and emerging markets is crucial to 
achieving this. 

 
7.7    The AC correctly conclude that there are common themes identified in existing plans 

and long-terms strategies in terms of the strategic vision for London and the South- 
East and that all three shortlisted schemes have the potential to align well with 
regional development strategies. At a high level, it is also correct that any of the three 
shortlisted schemes will achieve many of the common spatial and socio-economic 
development objectives for London and the relevant regions around Gatwick and 
Heathrow. 

 
7.8     However, expansion at Gatwick will bring benefits over the Heathrow schemes in the 

following ways which are important in terms of realising the spatial and socio- 
economic vision for London: 

 
§ Expansion  at  Gatwick  will  mean  that  London  will  boast  two  world  class 

airports and will mean that London is served by more overall destinations 
including business and tourist connections thereby enabling London to be 
best served in terms of aviation connectivity; 
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§ Expansion at Gatwick will bring greater competition to the London airport 

system and allow for it to become more responsive to changing economic and 
passenger   demands   in   addition   to   improving   resilience   within   the 
London/South East airport system; 

 
§ A choice of world class airports will offer more convenient access and shorter 

journey times to more travellers across the South East; 
 

§ Cheaper  airport  charges  being  promoted  by  Gatwick  over  either  of  the 
Heathrow schemes will mean that low cost carrier connectivity with Europe will 
be more supported at Gatwick with low cost European flights from Heathrow 
being less possible. This will help London’s ambitions to maintain and enhance 
its gateway status to Europe; 

 
§ Public transport accessibility to the wider south-east from Heathrow is not as 

strong as from Gatwick. The Gatwick Gateway station will become a genuine 
rail hub for the region and help to grow the local and regional economy. Gatwick 
airport’s catchment area is expected to grow more than at Heathrow; 
 

§ In terms of improving access to employment, the expansion of the Gatwick 
airport catchment area including the planned surface access improvements will 
also mean that opportunities for work at the airport will be a possibility for more 
people in the south east including London; 

 
§ Expansion at Gatwick has the ability to redistribute growth more evenly across 

the south-east regional economy and in this capacity, can help to relieve the 
overheated economic strongholds around the M4 corridor, Thames 
Valley/Berkshire/M3 corridor and Oxfordshire and deliver growth to less 
established economic locations such as Kent, Sussex, Bedfordshire and 
peripheral coastal towns; 
 

§ Gatwick currently serves more domestic destinations than Heathrow and in an 
expanded Gatwick situation, regional passengers will be  given  a genuine 
choice of  two transfer points in London both of  which  will  be  served  by 
international destinations thereby improving general connectivity; 
 

§ Expansion at Gatwick including through the proposed surface access strategy 
and general widening of the airport catchment, will help to shift the geographic 
benefits of aviation-driven growth more so than expansion at Heathrow to two of 
the three growth corridors identified by the Mayor in his London Plan – the 
Wandle Valley corridor through south London and out to Gatwick Airport and the 
London-Luton-Bedford strategic coordination corridor. Expansion at Gatwick will 
also stand to benefit the nationally recognised growth areas of the  Thames  
Gateway  and  the  London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough more so than 
expansion at Heathrow; 
 

§ Surface access from Gatwick already provides unrivalled connectivity between 
many strategic London locations (including many of the identified Opportunity 
Areas) when compared to the Heathrow offer and this only improves with 
expansion. Gatwick provides fast, convenient and regular direct access to six 
stations within central London - Heathrow currently connects to Paddington 
only. Gatwick’s stronger connections to central London are extremely important 
in terms of supporting a variety of activity/employment clusters; 
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§ The advantages of balancing growth in and across the capital which would be 

achieved more so through expansion at Gatwick than at Heathrow would be to 
avoid the effects of ‘overheating’ – that is, the potential for housing costs and 
commercial rents to become inflated; 
 

§ Expansion at Gatwick will have the potential to trigger growth in locations that 
are currently lacking in strategic investment; 
 

§ GAL has put forward a very strong case for how expansion at Gatwick will aid 
regeneration  efforts  specifically  in  Croydon but also  to  the  south  London 
boroughs with potential for greater spread of benefits to elsewhere in the capital  
especially  through  improving  access  to  jobs;  Gatwick’s  role  in unlocking 
growth at Croydon is especially crucial and is in direct response to the 
Borough’s ambitions to enhance its sub-regional ‘Airport City’ role. Expansion at 
Gatwick could have a very significant beneficial change on Croydon which is 
London’s largest Outer London economy; 
 

§ Unlike the Heathrow schemes which will generate significant demand in an 
already overcrowded market, Gatwick expansion could act as a transformational  
tool  to  assist  South  London’s  already  lagging  housing market; and 
 

§ Expansion at Heathrow would conflict directly with the London Plan and the 
Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy. 

 
 

How will the strategic role of Gatwick and Heathrow change to 2030, including 
as a result of planned surface access investment?  How might airport 
expansion drive further change? 

 
7.9    The AC’s assessment into how the strategic roles of Heathrow and Gatwick will 

change to 2030 focuses very much on the changes that would arise as a result of the 
planned surface access investment. The overall conclusion is that the planned 
investment in surface access is likely to strengthen the strategic role of Gatwick and 
Heathrow airports. 

 
7.10   GAL agrees generally with this conclusion. It is clear that with all three schemes, 

general accessibility to the airports will improve; the airports will strengthen their 
statuses as public transport hubs and there are obvious regeneration benefits from 
improving accessibility including public transport improvements to potential job 
markets. However, the airport catchment area for Gatwick by public transport is set to 
expand more than at Heathrow and this has bigger benefits in terms of its strategic 
role in the South East including London. 

 
7.11    Surface  access  to  Heathrow  is  expected  to  change  more  significantly  than  at 

Gatwick. No significant changes to the surface access situation are expected for 
Gatwick residents. This is mostly due to the fact that much of the surface access 
investment required to support Gatwick expansion is planned or committed whereas 
much of the surface access investment required by the Heathrow schemes rely on as
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yet uncommitted investment. The planned surface access improvements at Heathrow 
are also significantly more expensive that those required at Gatwick. 

 
7.12   Gatwick is already the best connected London airport by surface access with 2.5m 

people living within a 30 minute travel time and it is ‘best in its class’ for public 
transport modal share - and this is set to continue with the planned expansion. The 
proposed  Gatwick  surface  access  strategy,  including  Crossrail  connections  will 
enable connections to identified priority growth areas along London’s east-west axis 
and allow Gatwick to be substantially closer by public transport to more regions in the 
UK. 

 
7.13    Unlike at Heathrow where significant and costly works are needed on the roads 

around the airport and where pre-existing concerns over congestion on strategic 
roads may continue there are only motorway management schemes required to 
support expansion at Gatwick and no concerns about delivering an efficient road 
access strategy especially in terms of  supporting new business and commercial 
interests wishing to locate to an expanded Gatwick airport. Congestion, along with 
other localised constraints may affect the overall benefits of expansion at Heathrow 
and this will have an overall effect on the actual strength of Heathrow’s strategic role. 

 
How do the economic impacts of airport expansion (in particular the impact on 
jobs, businesses housing and other development) align with existing plans? 
Can the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside existing plans? 

 
7.14   The AC generally conclude that the local economic impacts of airport expansion 

would travel in the same direction as existing economic plans and strategies and that 
airport expansion would serve to expand or accelerate these plans. It also found that 
that the likely scale or expansion in each case would not be undeliverable alongside 
existing plans but may present some challenges. 

 
7.15    GAL accept as do the AC that at a detailed level, plans would have to be adapted to 

accommodate changes resulting from airport expansion at Heathrow or Gatwick. The 
AC’s assessment suggests that there is sufficient flexibility within local economies to 
achieve this given the  “small”  (AC’s  wording) scale  of  change  to  existing plans 
around the  two airports.  This report  demonstrates  that the  changes  required  to 
existing plans at Heathrow are very unlikely to be small. 

 
7.16   Green Belt is a significant land constraint around Heathrow. This, together with the 

already built-up nature of the surrounding area plus large areas in high flood risk 
zones means that there are significant land constraints at Heathrow to accommodate 
airport expansion. On the contrary, there are no key land constraints at Gatwick and 
there is especially no need to de-designate large areas of Green Belt land unlike at 
Heathrow. 

 
7.17    Land supply for new housing and commercial floorspace would not be a constraint on  

realising the benefits of airport expansion at Gatwick unlike at Heathrow where there 
is already a shortage of available premises for industrial and  office  space  (and 
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industrial land values at Heathrow are already higher than anywhere else in the UK). 
Housing growth associated with Heathrow expansion (at the highest levels) will be 
challenging to accommodate. 

 
7.18   The AC recognise that land to the south of Gatwick is constrained by safeguarding 

policies.  However,  this  land  is  specifically  safeguarded  from  development  which 
would be incompatible with expansion of the airport to accommodate the construction 
of  an  additional  wide-spaced  runway  (if  required  by  national  policy)  –  so  in 
considering the three shortlisted schemes, Gatwick aligns exactly with the existing 
plan for the land to be used for a second runway. This is a very significant point which 
does not get presented sufficiently in the AC’s conclusions. 

 
7.19   The scale of expansion dictates that regardless of what option is preferred, existing 

plans would need to be adapted especially if the Government chooses to promote 
additional runway capacity through national policy. Given the information provided 
above it is questionable whether the scale of change to existing plans especially 
around Heathrow will be small (as concluded by the AC) given the possible need for 
Green   Belt  de-designation  and   making   the  very   maximum  use  of   land   to 
accommodate the highest levels of commercial and housing floorspace requirements. 

 
7.20   Almost all of the relevant economic strategies highlight the need for a critical balance 

between the need for and economic benefits associated with extra runway capacity 
and the need to protect the environment and communities (often through 
comprehensive mitigation measures). Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more 
noticeable in the Heathrow North West Runway option) is predicated on the 
assumption that the  forecast economic benefits of expansion at Heathrow can 
outweigh the significant environmental and social impacts and that a comprehensive 
package of mitigation measures will address the environmental impacts. 

 
7.21   The national economic benefits of airport expansion at Heathrow are  well 

documented. However, the economic benefits of airport expansion at Gatwick insofar 
as they relate to local economic impacts (jobs, businesses and housing) align better 
with existing plans. Expansion at Heathrow will bring more challenges. Expansion at 
Gatwick is likely to have the strongest positive impacts on competition with benefits to 
the consumer. 

 
How do the social and environmental impacts of airport expansion align with 
existing plans? Can the expansion impacts be accommodated alongside 
existing plans? 

 
7.22    The AC concludes that expansion at Gatwick will necessitate a number of impacts on 

the local environment. However, expansion at Heathrow will necessitate a number of 
substantial adverse impacts on the local environment. This is also the conclusion of
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the high-level assessment provided in this report. In particular, the Gatwick scheme 
generally has less impact on international and national designations; heritage assets; 
and local sites and features. The Gatwick scheme especially outperforms the 
Heathrow schemes in terms of Green Belt land loss; the number of dwellings to be 
lost and noise and air quality performance. The particularly significant impacts of the 
Heathrow North West Runway option on the Colne Valley Regional Park (regionally 
important strategic countryside gap for recreation, biodiversity and geology which is 
mostly in the Green Belt) are to be noted. 

 
7.23    The land safeguarded at Gatwick airport from development that would be 

incompatible with proposals for a second wide-spaced runway is a significant fit when 
considering spatial alignment with existing plans and policies and this is not 
recognised sufficiently by the AC in the Strategic Fit context. 

 
7.24   Much of Heathrow’s case (particularly more noticeable in the Heathrow North West 

Runway option) is predicated on the assumption that the predicted,  economic 
benefits of expansion at Heathrow in the national interest can outweigh the significant 
environmental and social impacts including the need to develop on considerable 
Green Belt land and that a comprehensive package of mitigation  measures will 
address the environmental impacts. It will be for the AC to decide when making their 
recommendations whether the package of mitigation measures put forward by the 
promoters is sufficient to overcome the assessed likely social and environmental 
impacts and whether there are very special circumstances to justify the assessed 
likely impacts. 

 
7.25   In  the  event  that  any  preferred  airport  expansion  option  is  championed  by 

Government in national policy, the principle of locating a new runway in the preferred 
location will be established and therefore alignment with existing plans insofar as it 
relates to social and environmental impacts will need to be taken into this context. 
However, promotion of a new runway in a particular location by Government is 
unlikely to prompt significant changes to the general planning policy principles and so 
it is a relevant exercise to assess the extent to which the three schemes align with 
existing policies. 

 
7.26     It is important to note the significant local opposition to Heathrow expansion by Local 

Authorities and the London Mayor especially on environmental grounds. 
 

Summary 
 

7.27    It is inevitable that there will be negative environmental, social and economic impacts 
from all the schemes when measured against the relevant strategies. However, the 
extent and scale of the likely negative impacts at Heathrow are greater. Expansion at 
Gatwick has the potential to align better with local and regional development 
strategies. The decision will ultimately rest on whether the greater economic benefits 
associated with the Heathrow schemes outweigh the negative impacts especially
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when compared with the Gatwick offer. 

 
7.28   Perhaps unsurprisingly, none of the promoters or the AC consider what the impacts 

will be in terms of alignment with spatial and socio-economic strategies in the event 
that one option is favoured over another. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 
 

Indicators of Socio-Economic and Environmental Performance



Table 1: International and National Designations

Designations Study Area Gatwick Second 
Runway

Heathrow Airport 
NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Local Authorities

Mole Valley, 
Horsham, Crawley, 
Reigate & Banstead 

and Tandridge

Hillingdon, 
Spelthrone, 

Hounslow, South 
Bucks and Slough

Hillingdon, 
Spelthrone, Windsor 
& Maidenhead Royal 

Borough, South 
Bucks and Slough

Within 0-2km NONE 1 1

Within 2-5km NONE NONE 1

Within 5-15km 3 6 5

Within 15-30km 2 NONE NONE

Within 0-2km NONE 1 1

Within 2-5km NONE NONE NONE

Within 5-15km NONE NONE NONE

Within 0-2km 1 2 4

Within 2-5km 3 5 4

Within 5-15km 31 26 31

Within 0-2km NONE NONE NONE

Within 2-5km NONE NONE NONE

Within 5-15km NONE 4 4

Total Designated Sites (ha) Impacted On/To be Lost 29.5 65 31.7

Impact - To be Lost 62.1 37.3 26.2

Surface Access Corridor 13.4 20 30.1

Impact - To be Lost 0.28 1.5 0.5

Surface Access Corridor NONE 1.35 0

Impact - To be Lost NONE 12.3km 10.4km

Surface Access Corridor NONE NONE NONE

Impact - To be Lost NONE NONE 6.5

Surface Access Corridor NONE 9.2 32.4

Impact - To be Lost NONE NONE 0.3

Surface Access Corridor NONE 0.3 8

Protected Species outwith 
designated sites and 

Protected Habitats (ha)
Impact - To be Lost 38.2 23.5 16.8

Impacted On/To be Lost 100.58 62.3 50.3

Surface Access Corridor 13.4 30.85 70.5

National Parks Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (15km) NONE NONE NONE

Footprint NONE NONE NONE

Within 2km NONE NONE NONE

Within 5km 1 NONE NONE

Within 15km 2 NONE NONE

International and National Designations

Special Areas of 
Conservation / Special 

Protection Areas

Ramsar Sites

Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI)

National Nature Reserves 
(NNR)

Total Protected Habitat and 
Species (excluding Rivers 

and Brooks) (ha)

Deciduous Woodland (ha)

Traditonal Orchard (ha)

Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB)

Rivers and brooks (km)

Reedbed (ha)

Lowland meadows (ha)



Marine Conservation Zones 
(MCZ's)/MPA's

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (15km) NONE NONE NONE

National Trails Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (15km) North Down Way Thames Path Thames Path

Green Belts (ha) Land Take Study Area (Footprint) 9 431 238

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) NONE 2 NONE

Intermediate Study Area (200m) 2 1 2

Outer Study Area (2km) 2 1 1

Surafce Access Corridor NONE NONE NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (2km) NONE NONE NONE

Surface Access Corridors NONE NONE NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (2km) NONE NONE NONE

Surface Access Corridor NONE NONE NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) 6 (all grade II*) NONE NONE

Intermediate Study Area (200m) NONE 4 (1 grade I and 3 
grade II*) 1 (grade II*)

Outer Study Area (2km) 9 (5 grade I* and 4 
grade II*)

13 (2 grade I and 11 
grade II*)

9 (4 grade I and 5 
grade II*)

Surface Access Corridor NONE 1 (grade I) NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) 14 17 7

Intermediate Study Area (300m) 5 44 22

Outer Study Area (2km) 144 147 151

Surface Access Corridor NONE 5 NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (2km) NONE NONE 1 (grade I)

Surafce Access Corridor NONE NONE NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (2km) NONE NONE NONE

Surafce Access Corridor NONE NONE NONE

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (2km) NONE NONE NONE

Surafce Access Corridor NONE NONE NONE

References

SPC/SPA, Ramsar, SSSI, NNR - Table's 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1 and 4.2 of  Jacobs 7. Biodiversity: Baseline - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

Protected Habitat and Species - Table's 2.3, 2.6 and 2.9 of  Jacobs 7. Biodiversity: Assessment - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

National Parks - Non referenced in Jacobs Reports November 2014 - Additonal checks made with National Parks website

AONBs - Landscape Figure 1, 14 and 26 Landscape Designations of  Jacobs 10. Place: Figures - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

Marine Conservation Zones - Non referenced in Jacobs Reports November 2014 - Additonal checks made with DEFRA website

National Trails - Landscape Figure 1, 14 and 26 Landscape Designations of  Jacobs 10. Place: Figures - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

Green Belt - 

All Heritage Assets - Tables 4.1 -4.3, 4.8-4.11 and 4.16-4.19 of  Jacobs 10. Place: Assessment - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014 

UNESCO World Heritage 
Sites

Grade II Registered Parks 
and Gardens

Grade I and II* Listed 
Registered Parks and 

Gardens 

Grade II Listed Buildings

Battlefield

Protected Wreck Sites

Scheduled Monument

Grade I and II* Listed 
Buildings 



Table 2: Other Local Sites and Features

Designations Study Area Gatwick Second 
Runway

Heathrow Airport 
NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Local Authorities

Mole Valley, 
Horsham, Crawley, 
Reigate & Banstead 

and Tandridge

Hillingdon, 
Spelthrone, 

Hounslow, South 
Bucks and Slough

Hillingdon, 
Spelthrone, Windsor 
& Maidenhead Royal 

Borough, South 
Bucks and Slough

Local Green Space Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (15km) NONE NONE NONE

Heritage Coasts Land Take Study Area (Footprint) - 
Outer Study Area (15km) NONE NONE NONE

Surafce Access Corridors NONE 2 1

Land Take Study Area (Footprint) NONE 2 NONE

Intermediate Study Area (300m) 2 5 5

Outer Study Area (2km) 5 5 6

Within 0-2km 3 5 4

Within 2-5km 2 4 4

Local Nature Conservation 
Sites Within  0-5km 46 80 85

Footprint NONE NONE NONE

Within 2km NONE 3 2

Within 5km 2 4 4

Within 15km 4 5 6

Airport Safeguarding Area -  
'land safeguarded from 

development which would 
be incompatible with 

expansion of the 
airport/construction of an 
additional wide spaced 

runway

Yes NONE NONE

Footprint 14.2 0 0

Surface Access 0 0 0

References

LNR and Local Nature Conservation Sites - Table's 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1 and 4.2 of  Jacobs 7. Biodiversity: Baseline - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

Conservation Areas - Tables 4.1 -4.3, 4.8-4.11 and 4.16-4.19 of  Jacobs 10. Place: Assessment - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014 

Ancient Woodland - Table's 2.3, 2.6 and 2.9 of  Jacobs 7. Biodiversity: Assessment - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

Country Parks - Landscape Figure 1, 14 and 26 Landscape Designations of  Jacobs 10. Place: Figures - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014

Protected Ancient 
Woodland

Other Local Sites and Features to be Lost

Conservation Areas

Local Nature Reserves 
(LNR)

Country Parks



Table 3: Community Facilities to be Lost

Designations Study Area Gatwick Second 
Runway

Heathrow Airport 
NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Airport Expansion 168 783 242

Care Home/Centre Airport Expansion 1 1 NONE

Community/Charity 
Facilities Airport Expansion 1 3 NONE

Places of Worship Airport Expansion 2 NONE NONE

Schools (including pre 
schools and 
nurseries)

Airport Expansion 4 4 NONE

Pub Airport Expansion NONE 1 1

Sports Facilities Airport Expansion 1 1 NONE

Regional Park Airport Expansion NONE 1 NONE

References

Airports Commission - Community Impact Assessment January 2014

Residential  
Properties

Community Facilities to be Lost 



Table 4: Total Land Take

Designations Gatwick Second Runway Heathrow Airport NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Total Land Take

Land take for airport expansion = 
624ha  (vast majority safeguarded 
for development of 2nd runway)                                                           

Surface Access = 78ha

Land take for airport expansion = 
569ha                                                             

Surface Access = 294ha                                                                                                           
Flood Storage = 43ha

Land take for airport expansion = 
335ha                                                             

Surface Access = 330ha                                                                              
Flood Storage = 60ha

Total Land Take



Table 5: Agricultural Land Classification Grades 1-4 to be lost

Classification Gatwick Second Runway Heathrow Airport NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Grade 1 Land 0 168.7 32.7

Grade 2 Land 0 6.4 12.4

Grade 3 Land 205.1 25.5 51

Grade 4 Land 196.5 0 0

References

Jacobs 10. Place: Assessment - Prepared for the Airports Commission Nov 2014 

Agricultural Land Classification Grades 1-4 to be lost



Table 6: Numbers impacted by noise (2050)

Numbers Impacted Gatwick Second Runway Heathrow Airport NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Additional numbers 
impacted by noise 
(2050) (55 Lden 
Carbon Traded)

26,200 99,200 352,700

Number of people 
newly affected by 

noise (2050) (55 Lden 
Carbon Traded)

18,200 327,000 270,300

Total nos. of people 
affected by noise 
(2050) (55 Lden 
Carbon Traded)

35,700 682,700 936,200

Numbers impacted by noise (2050)



Table 7: Impact on Air Quality

Air Quality Gatwick Second Runway Heathrow Airport NorthWest Heathrow ENR

Impact on Air Quality 
(without mitigation)

No likely risk in exceeding EU legal 
limits and local planning policy

High risk of breach of EU limits 
and local planning policy 

requirements 

High risk of breach of EU limits 
and local planning policy 

requirements 

Impact on Air Quality (without mitigation)


