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This Change Log includes revisions to the text excluding: 

1. The insertion of “Revised” 

2. Deletion of PB from WSP/PB 

3. Change of the date of the RPS report from May 2017 to December 2017 

4. Change of Gatwick, the Gatwick scheme to LGW-2R 

5. Change of Heathrow to LHR-NWR or LHR-ENR as appropriate  

 

Paragraph Original Text Updated Text 

Summary (i) The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) underpinning the 

draft NPS wrongly concludes that adverse air quality impacts on 

the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC (“the MGRE SAC”) 

cannot be discounted, and from this that LGW-2R cannot be a 

reasonable alternative to LHR-NWR1. 

(ii) The HRA’s conclusions on the likely significant effects at 

European sites is directly contrary to those reached by the 

consultants appointed by the Airports Commission without 

undertaking new analysis and with no explanation. 

(iii) The HRA’s conclusions in relation to LGW-2R are based on a 

flawed assessment and a misapplication of the Habitats 

Directive. 

(iv) LGW-2R is an acceptable alternative with regard to HRA 

considerations whereas LHR-NWR has a ‘negative assessment’ 

which means it does not appear to comply with the requirements 

of the Habitats Directive. 

(v) The Government must correct its habitats work and amend the 

final NPS to make clear that LGW-2R is a reasonable alternative 

solution and one which has lower impacts in terms of European 

site integrity. 

(i) The revised Habitats Regulations Assessment (Revised HRA) 

underpinning the revised draft NPS wrongly concludes that adverse 

air quality impacts on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC 

(“the MGRE SAC”) cannot be discounted, and from this that LGW-

2R cannot be an alternative to LHR-NWR1. 

(ii) The Revised HRA’s conclusions on the likely significant effects at 

European sites is directly contrary to those reached by the 

consultants appointed by the Airports Commission without 

undertaking new analysis and with no explanation. 

(iii) The Revised HRA’s conclusions in relation to LGW-2R are based 

on a flawed assessment and a misapplication of the Habitats 

Directive. 

(iv) If LGW-2R is a feasible alternative to LHR-NWR then under the 

Habitats Directive it must be preferred to LHR-NWR since this has 

a ‘negative assessment’ which means it would not comply with the 

requirements of the Directive. 

(v) The Government must correct its habitats work and amend the final 

NPS to make clear that LGW-2R is an alternative solution that 

would have lesser impacts in terms of European site integrity. 

 

S1. S1. The Government has published a Habitats Regulation 

Assessment (the HRA) of the draft Airports NPS which 

concludes that, in relation to the preferred scheme LHR-NWR, 

adverse effects on the integrity of eight European Sites cannot 

be ruled out.  

S1. The Government has published a revised Habitats Regulation 

Assessment prepared by WSP (the Revised HRA) of the revised 

draft Airports NPS which concludes that, in relation to the preferred 

scheme LHR-NWR, adverse effects on the integrity of eight 

European Sites cannot be ruled out.  

 



Updated S3  S3. The Revised NPS and the Revised HRA now state that LGW-2R 

can no longer be considered an alternative solution for maintaining 

the UK's hub status. Gatwick Airport Limited does not accept this 

conclusion. 

 

Original S3 

Updated S4 

S3. The HRA concludes that: 

(i) The Gatwick scheme LGW-2R is an alternative in the HRA2 

in terms of the plan objectives;  

(ii) LGW-2R would result in fewer types of impacts at fewer 

European Sites, but that adverse air quality impacts from 

surface access cannot be discounted3 on the Mole Gap to 

Reigate Escarpment SAC (“the MGRE SAC”), Ashdown 

Forest SAC and Ashdown Forest SPA; 

(iii) The MGRE SAC contains a priority habitat type4; 

(iv) Because the MGRE SAC hosts a priority habitat, LGW-2R 

cannot be justified by Imperative Reasons of Overriding 

Public Importance (IROPI) relating to human health, public 

safety, and /or “beneficial consequences of primary 

importance to the environment”5. 

(v) LGW-2R could, however, be justified by reference to 

other IROPI considerations but only “further to an 

opinion from the Commission”6; 

(vi) No such opinion has been obtained; and 

(vii) It is not therefore possible to conclude that LGW-2R 

is a reasonable alternative to LHR-NWR7. 

 

S4. The Revised HRA concludes that: 

(i) The Airports Commission considered that all 3 shortlisted 

schemes were credible.;  

(ii) LGW-2R would not meet the plan objectives of increasing 

airport capacity in the South East and maintaining the UK’s 

hub status, because expansion at Gatwick would not enhance 

(and would consequently threaten) the UK’s aviation hub 

status2; 

(iii) Notwithstanding that conclusion, LGW-2R would result in 

fewer types of impacts at fewer European Sites than LHR-

NWR or LHR-ENR, but adverse air quality impacts from 

surface access could not be discounted on the Mole Gap to 

Reigate Escarpment SAC (“the MGRE SAC”), Ashdown Forest 

SAC and Ashdown Forest SPA3; 

(iv) The MGRE SAC contains a priority habitat type4; 

(v) Because the MGRE SAC hosts a priority habitat, the only 

relevant Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Importance 

(IROPI) considerations are those relating to human health, 

public safety, and /or “beneficial consequences of primary 

importance to the environment” none of which can apply to 

airport capacity expansion5. 

(vi) LGW-2R could be justified by reference to other IROPI 

considerations but only “further to an opinion from the 

Commission”6; 

(vii) No such opinion has been obtained;  



(viii) In the absence of such an opinion it is not possible to conclude 

that LGW-2R is an alternative solution7. 

 

Original S10 

Updated S11 

S10. Article 6(4) of the Directive allows “other” IROPI reasons to be 

taken into account “further to an opinion from the Commission” 

and, therefore, even if (contrary to RPS’s conclusions) LGW-2R 

would have an impact on the MGRE SAC and its priority 

habitats, it could still be justified on IROPI grounds. The HRA is 

wrong to discount LGW-2R as a suitable alternative simply 

because the Commission’s opinion has not been obtained (or 

even sought).  Obtaining an opinion from the Commission is a 

procedural requirement, so the fact that an opinion has not been 

obtained does not mean that LGW-2R could not in due course 

be justified on IROPI grounds or that it must be ruled out now 

as an alternative to LHR-NWR.   

 

S11. Article 6(4) of the Directive allows “other” IROPI reasons to be taken 

into account “further to an opinion from the Commission” and, 

therefore, even if (contrary to RPS’s conclusions) LGW-2R would 

have an impact on the MGRE SAC and its priority habitats, it could 

still be justified on IROPI grounds. The Revised HRA is wrong to 

discount LGW-2R as a suitable alternative simply because the 

Commission’s opinion has not been obtained (or even sought).  

Obtaining an opinion from the Commission is a procedural 

requirement, so the fact that an opinion has not been obtained does 

not mean that LGW-2R could not in due course be justified on 

IROPI grounds or that it must be ruled out now as an alternative to 

LHR-NWR for this reason.   

 

Original S11 

Updated S12 

S11. Furthermore, even if (contrary to the evidence) the Government 

does not accept this, the same considerations from surface 

access would also apply at the MGRE SAC for LHR-NWR as 

road traffic using that scheme passes between J8 and J9 of the 

M25.  That assessment has not been included in the HRA and 

thus the distinction made between LHR-NWR and LGW-2R in 

relation to priority habitats is false. 

 

S12. Furthermore, even if (contrary to the evidence) the Government 

does not accept this, the same considerations from surface access 

would also apply at the MGRE SAC for LHR-NWR as road traffic 

using that scheme would also pass between J8 and J9 of the M25. 

The need to consider such potential impacts for LHR-NWR is now 

acknowledged in the Revised HRA. That assessment has not been 

included and thus the distinction made between LHR-NWR and 

LGW-2R in relation to priority habitats is false. 

 

Original S19 

Updated S20 

S19. Consultation with Natural England is a statutory requirement 

when undertaking HRA but this has not been done for LGW-2R9 

and the previous advice provided by Natural England on LGW-

2R in response to two Airports Commission consultations10 has 

not been taken into account. 

 

S20. Consultation with Natural England is a statutory requirement when 

undertaking HRA but the previous advice provided by Natural 

England on LGW-2R in response to two Airports Commission 

consultations9 has not been taken into account. 

 

Updated S21  S21. Furthermore, the Revised HRA does not take into account the air 

quality modelling and screening report provided to DfT by RPS on 

behalf of Gatwick Airport Limited in May 2017. This report showed 



clearly that the air quality effects from LGW-2R at the MGRE SAC 

are not significant and should be screened out for the reasons set 

out above. 

Original S20 

Updated S22 

S20. In light of the negative assessment for LHR-NWR, IROPI cannot 

be invoked as LGW-2R is a valid alternative solution for the 

purposes of the Directive that has less adverse effects for 

European site integrity. The NPS, being based on LHR-NWR, 

cannot comply with the Habitats Regulations and/or Directive. 

In addition, it would not be possible for permission for LHR-NWR 

to subsequently be granted by Development Consent Order 

because being in breach of international obligations is a 

condition for refusal of DCO applications under Section 104 of 

the Planning Act 2008. 

 

S22. In light of the negative assessment for LHR-NWR, if LGW-2R is a 

feasible alternative solution for the purposes of the Habitat 

Directive, IROPI cannot be invoked as LGW-2R has lesser adverse 

effects for European site integrity. The Revised NPS, identifying as 

it does LHR-NWR as the project to be carried forward to provide 

additional airport capacity, would not comply with the Habitats 

Regulations and/or Directive. In addition, it would not be possible 

for permission for LHR-NWR to be granted subsequently by 

Development Consent Order because being in breach of 

international obligations is a condition for refusal of DCO 

applications under Section 104 of the Planning Act 2008. 

 

Original S21 

Updated S23 

S21. The Government’s current position, ruling out LGW-2R on the 

grounds of impacts to a priority habitat, is based on a flawed 

assessment and an incorrect interpretation of the requirements 

of the Directive. 

 

S23. Notwithstanding that the Revised NPS finds that LGW-2R cannot 

be considered a plan alternative, the Government’s current 

position, which also rules out LGW-2R on the grounds of impacts 

to a priority habitat, is based on a flawed assessment and an 

incorrect interpretation of the requirements of the Directive. 

 

Original S22 

Updated S24 

S22. The final NPS must make clear that LGW-2R is a reasonable 

alternative solution and one which has lower impacts in terms of 

European site integrity. 

S24. The final NPS must make clear that if LGW-2R is an alternative 

solution it is an alternative which has lesser impacts in terms of 

European site integrity  

1.1 1.1 The Government’s draft Airports National Policy Statement 

(NPS11) was issued for consultation in February 2017 by the 

Department for Transport (DfT) together with an Appraisal of 

Sustainability (AoS) and a Habitat Regulations Assessment 

(HRA). The NPS sets out the Government’s proposed policy and 

preferred scheme for increasing airport capacity.  

 

1.1 The Government’s revised draft Airports National Policy Statement 

(Revised NPS10) was issued for consultation in October 2017 by the 

Department for Transport (DfT) together with a Revised Appraisal 

of Sustainability (Revised AoS) and a revised Habitat Regulations 

Assessment (Revised HRA). The Revised NPS sets out the 

Government’s proposed policy and preferred scheme for increasing 

airport capacity.  

 



1.6 1.6 The WSP/PB HRA states that although the Government’s 

preferred scheme at Heathrow has more types of impact at 

more European sites, it does not affect any European site with 

an Annex 1 priority habitat (§9.2.7). The HRA states that 

increased road traffic associated with Gatwick could have 

adverse effects on the priority habitats at Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (MGRE SAC) by 

way of both increased gaseous concentration of oxides of 

nitrogen (NOx) and nitrogen deposition. Therefore it concludes 

that Gatwick cannot be an alternative to development at 

Heathrow since the Habitats Regulations do not allow for any 

economic overriding public interest reason for such an adverse 

effect to occur; only reasons of human health/public safety or 

beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 

environment can be considered, neither of which applies to 

airport expansion. 

1.6 The Revised WSP/ HRA states that although the Government’s 

preferred scheme at LHR-NWR has more types of impact at more 

European sites, it does not affect any European site with an 

Annex 1 priority habitat (§1.1.10). The Revised HRA states that 

increased road traffic associated with LGW-2R could have 

adverse effects on the priority habitats at Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (MGRE SAC) by way of 

both increased gaseous concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 

and nitrogen deposition. Therefore it concludes that LGW-2R 

cannot be an alternative to development at Heathrow since the 

Habitats Regulations do not allow for any economic overriding 

public interest reason for such an adverse effect to occur; only 

reasons of human health/public safety or beneficial consequences 

of primary importance for the environment can be considered, 

neither of which applies to airport expansion (§9.2.12). 

1.7 1.7 The conclusions drawn from the WSP/PB HRA with respect to 

the LGW-2R are technically flawed and the purpose of this 

report is to explain why this is the case. 

1.7 The conclusions drawn from the Revised WSP HRA with respect 

to the implications for LGW-2R of the Article 1(d) of the Habitats 

Directive in relation to priority habitats are technically flawed and 

the purpose of this report is to explain why this is the case. 

1.9 1.9 Section 3 of this report summarises the additional work that 

has been completed in 2017, firstly by WSP/PB in the HRA for 

the draft Airports NPS and secondly by RPS on behalf of 

Gatwick Airport Limited. The advice provided by Natural 

England, summarised in Section 2 of this report, is clear with 

respect to further screening of the potential for likely significant 

effects being required; this is almost entirely absent in the 

WSP/PB report for Gatwick. In view of this oversight, an HRA 

Screening report for the LGW-2R scheme has been prepared 

by RPS with respect to the sites included within the WSP/PB 

HRA and the findings of this report are also provided in Section 

3. This report concludes that there is no likely significant effect 

as a result of the LGW-2R scheme on any European sites (or 

their priority habitats) considered within the WSP/PB HRA and 

at this stage no further consideration, i.e. Appropriate 

Assessment, would be required. 

1.9 Section 3 of this report summarises the additional work that has 

been completed in 2017, firstly by WSP in the HRA Revised for 

the Revised Airports NPS and secondly by RPS on behalf of 

Gatwick Airport Limited. The advice provided previously by 

Natural England, summarised in Section 2 of this report, is clear 

with respect to further screening of the potential for likely 

significant effects being required; this is almost entirely absent in 

the WSP report for LGW-2R. In view of this oversight, an HRA 

Screening report for the LGW-2R scheme has been prepared by 

RPS with respect to the sites included within the Revised WSP 

HRA and the findings of this report are also provided in Section 3. 

This report concludes that there is no likely significant effect as a 

result of the LGW-2R scheme on any European sites (or their 

priority habitats) considered within the Revised WSP HRA and at 

this stage no further consideration, i.e. Appropriate Assessment, 

would be required. 



1.11 None 1.11 The February 2017 HRA14 identified and assessed two credible 

alternatives to the Government’s preferred scheme at Heathrow, 

LHR-NWR. These were the LHR-ENR at Heathrow and a second 

runway at Gatwick, LGW-2R. The Revised NPS and the Revised 

HRA now state that LGW-2R can no longer be considered an 

alternative solution for maintaining the UK's hub status15 (§1.30)16 

(§9.2.6 to 9.2.8). 

 

1.12 None 1.12 Gatwick Airport Limited does not accept that its LGW-2R scheme 

does not meet the relevant policy objectives and/or should be 

disregarded as an alternative to LHR-NWR or LHR-ENR for the 

reasons set out in the Revised NPS, the Revised HRA and other 

accompanying documents. The reasons for this are set out by 

Gatwick Airport Limited in its main technical response to the 

Revised NPS. 

1.13 None 1.13 It follows that if LGW-2R continues to be considered as a credible 

alternative to the Government's preferred scheme, it should also 

be considered as an alternative for the purposes of the HRA. 

1.14 None 1.14 This report does not attempt to repeat the arguments as to why 

LGW-2R should continue to be considered as an alternative to 

LHR-NWR. Instead, this report continues to examine the 

implications if LGW-2R being a valid alternative to LHR-NWR for 

HRA purposes. The authors of this report consider this to be valid 

and relevant approach as, indeed, do the authors of the Revised 

HRA. The approach adopted here in this respect mirrors that 

followed in the Revised WSP HRA which continues to assess 

LGW-2R as a short-listed alternative. 

2.1 2.1 At all stages during the proceedings of the Airports 

Commission, various parties developing and assessing the 

alternative schemes have had regard for the ultimate need for 

assessment against the tests contained in the Habitats 

Regulations in the event that there are any likely significant 

effects on European sites. These included work produced by 

the following parties which is discussed below: 

• Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) in the development of its 

proposals for a second runway. The proposal and 

2.1 At all stages during the proceedings of the Airports Commission, 

various parties developing and assessing the alternative schemes 

have had regard for the ultimate need for assessment against the 

tests contained in the Habitats Regulations in the event that there 

are any likely significant effects on European sites. These 

included work produced by the following parties which is 

discussed below: 

• Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) in the development of its 

proposals for a second runway. The proposal and 



accompanying assessments were submitted to the 

Airports Commission in May 2014. GAL was advised on 

nature conservation issues including the Habitats 

Regulations by RPS. 

• The Airports Commission in its consideration of the 

deliverability of short-listed schemes leading up to and in 

its Final Report of July 2015. The Airports Commission 

was advised on biodiversity and Habitats Regulations 

issues by Jacobs. 

accompanying assessments were submitted to the Airports 

Commission in May 2014. GAL was advised on nature 

conservation issues including the Habitats Regulations by 

RPS. 

• The Airports Commission in its consideration of the 

deliverability of short-listed schemes (including LGW-2R) 

leading up to and in its Final Report of July 2015. The 

Airports Commission was advised on biodiversity and 

Habitats Regulations issues by Jacobs. 

2.19 2.19 With respect to Gatwick, Natural England’s consultation 

response to the Airports Commission’s main consultation 

raises no principal concerns with respect to the effects of 

LGW-2R on any European site. No need for Appropriate 

Assessment under the Habitat Regulations is identified for 

Gatwick but Natural England does advise that additional air 

quality information will be required with reference to Ashdown 

Forest SPA and SAC and the Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment SAC with reference to the Highways Agency’s 

DMRB (Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1, Air Quality) screening 

thresholds (e.g. >1000 AADT). These effects should be 

included within the modelling of potential air quality effects. 

2.19 With respect to LGW-2R, Natural England’s consultation response 

to the Airports Commission’s main consultation raised no principal 

concerns with respect to the effects of LGW-2R on any European 

site. No need for Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat 

Regulations was identified for LGW-2R but Natural England did 

advise that additional air quality information will be required with 

reference to Ashdown Forest SPA and SAC and the Mole Gap to 

Reigate Escarpment SAC with reference to the Highways 

Agency’s DMRB (Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1, Air Quality) 

screening thresholds (e.g. >1000 AADT). These effects should be 

included within the modelling of potential air quality effects. 

2.20 2.20 The Natural England response to the air quality consultation 

and the Jacobs May 2015 report  agrees that: 

“the Gatwick 2R scheme would not cause any new 

exceedances of the lower or upper bands of the Critical 

Loads”. 

2.20 The Natural England response to the air quality consultation and 

the Jacobs May 2015 report agreed that: 

“the Gatwick 2R scheme would not cause any new exceedances 

of the lower or upper bands of the Critical Loads”. 

2.22 2.22 Natural England also points out, as a matter of principle, that 

where a European site is involved the Habitats Directive 

requires potential air quality impacts to be fully assessed and 

they are of the opinion that the NOx critical level does apply to 

these sites, irrespective of the geographical exclusions referred 

to by Jacobs. 

2.22 Natural England also pointed out, as a matter of principle, that 

where a European site is involved the Habitats Directive requires 

potential air quality impacts to be fully assessed and they are of 

the opinion that the NOx critical level does apply to these sites, 

irrespective of the geographical exclusions referred to by Jacobs. 

Section 3 

Heading 2 

WSP/PB Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Draft NPS 

(2017) 

WSP Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Revised NPS 

(2017) 

3.2 3.2 The HRA consists of: 3.2 The Revised HRA consists of: 



• Draft Airports NPS - Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Statement to Inform Appropriate Assessment (February 

2017). 

• Draft Airports NPS – Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Appendix A Alternatives considered under the Habitats 

Regulations (February 2017) 

• Draft Airports NPS – Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Appendix B Appropriate Assessment of Short List 

Alternatives (February 2017). 

• Revised Draft Airports NPS - Habitats Regulations 

Assessment Statement to Inform Appropriate Assessment 

(October 2017). 

• Revised Draft Airports NPS – Habitats Regulations 

Assessment Appendix A, Long List Alternatives considered 

under the Habitats Regulations (October 2017) 

• Revised Draft Airports NPS – Habitats Regulations 

Assessment Appendix B Appropriate Assessment of Short 

List Alternatives (October 2017). 

Updated 3.13  3.13 Furthermore, the Revised HRA does not take into account the air 

quality modelling and screening report provided to DfT by RPS on 

behalf of Gatwick Airport Limited in May 2017 which is described 

in the next section. This report showed clearly that the air quality 

effects from LGW-2R at the MGRE SAC would not be significant 

and should be screened out. 

Original 

Heading 2 after 

paragraph 3.12 

Updated 

heading 2 after 

paragraph 3.13 

RPS Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report, April 

2017 

RPS Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report, May 

2017 (Revised December 2017) 

Original 3.13 

Updated 3.14 

3.13 In response to the WSP/PB HRA and the draft NPS, RPS 

produced a report  on behalf of GAL in April 2017 to undertake 

the screening stage of the HRA process for the LGW-2R 

scheme because it had not been undertaken robustly in the 

WSP/PB HRA. 

3.14 In response to the original WSP HRA of February 2017 and the 

original draft NPS, RPS produced a report28 on behalf of GAL in 

April 2017 to undertake the screening stage of the HRA process 

for the LGW-2R scheme because it had not been undertaken 

robustly in the WSP HRA. 

Updated 3.16  3.16 To respond to the Revised NPS and Revised WSP HRA published 

in October 2017, the RPS Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Screening Report was revised by RPS in December 2017. As well 

as updating the context of the report to reflect the Revised NPS, 

the revised RPS Screening Report also includes the results of a 

field surveys and advice from Natural England concerning the 

location of priority habitats within the MGRE SAC. Where 

applicable, the rest of this current report refers to the revised RPS 

Screening Report. 



Original 3.17 

Updated 3.19 

3.17 The traffic effects of the LGW-2R scheme were assessed 

using the traffic modelling produced in 2015 by Jacobs for the 

Airports Commission which was prepared as a ‘plausible worst 

case’ for air traffic and surface transport movements . 

3.19 The traffic effects of the LGW-2R scheme were assessed using 

the traffic modelling produced in 2015 by Jacobs for the Airports 

Commission which was prepared as a ‘plausible worst case’ for air 

traffic and surface transport movements . This remains the most 

comprehensive and up-to-date traffic datasets for the assessment 

of alternatives. 

Original 3.23 

Updated 3.25 

3.23 The location of ‘priority habitats’ for which the MGRE SAC is 

designated have also been examined in the RPS report. Only 

4.6ha of the MGRE SAC (out of a total site area of 892ha) lies 

within 200m of the M25. Of this, Natural England has 

confirmed that only 2.5ha would be calcareous grassland 

(based on a condition assessment undertaken in 2014) that 

could support the priority habitat, none of which occurs within 

100m of the M25. They also confirmed that it is the calcareous 

grasslands on the steeper slopes such as Colley Hill that are 

the best examples of the calcareous grasslands which may 

include the orchid rich grasslands which are the priority habitat. 

These are approximately 150m from the M25. 

3.25 The location of ‘priority habitats’ for which the MGRE SAC is 

designated have also been examined in the RPS report. Only 

4.6ha of the MGRE SAC (out of a total site area of 892ha) lies 

within 200m of the M25. Of this, Natural England confirmed in 

April 2017 that only 2.5ha would be calcareous grassland (based 

on a condition assessment undertaken in 2014) that could support 

the priority habitat, none of which occurs within 100m of the M25. 

Updated 3.26  3.26 In June 2017 RPS undertook a survey of the relevant parts of the 

MGRE SAC to map the location of orchids with particular 

reference to the rare species that comprise calcareous grassland 

with ‘important orchid sites’ which is the relevant 'priority habitat' 

that occurs within the MGRE SAC. 

Updated 3.27  3.27 The results of the survey showed that there was no Annex 1 

priority habitat within 200m of the M25. These results were 

discussed at a meeting with Natural England and the National 

Trust who own and manage this part of the MGRE SAC on site in 

September 2017. The survey results and the discussions with 

Natural England are set out in the relevant appendix to the revised 

RPS Screening Report. All of the comments received from Natural 

England following this meeting have been incorporated into the 

survey report31. 

Updated 3.28  3.28 Based on the survey work carried out by RPS, the survey report 

concludes that the grassland within 200 m of the M25 is of a 

condition unlikely to support SAC quality orchidaceous rich 

grasslands. There are no plans to change the management of this 



area in the foreseeable future. Therefore there is no potential for an 

increase in traffic on the M25, as a result of LGW-2R, to have a 

significant effect with respect to the Annex 1 priority habitat 

calcareous grassland with ‘important orchid sites’.  

 

Heading for 

Section 4 

4 TECHNICAL FLAWS IN THE WSP/PB HRA OF THE DRAFT 

AIRPORTS NPS 

4 TECHNICAL FLAWS IN THE WSP HRA OF THE REVISED 

DRAFT AIRPORTS NPS 

4.1 4.1 The WSP/PB Habitats Regulations Assessment of the draft 

NPS (the HRA) and the conclusions drawn from it by both 

WSP/PB and the Government with respect to the LGW-2R 

option are technically flawed. There are a number of reasons 

for this as follows which are discussed in turn below:  

(i) the WSP/PB HRA Appropriate Assessment for the 

alternatives (i.e. Appendix B for LGW-2R and LHR-ENR) 

has not been subject to consultation with Natural England; 

(ii) the WSP/PB HRA does not include a robust and/or 

objective screening stage for LGW-2R; the screening that 

is undertaken has not been completed in a systematic 

manner in accordance with relevant guidance; any road 

within 15km that might carry traffic using the LGW-2R 

scheme which passes within 200m of a European site is 

assumed by WSP/PB to have significant effects on air 

quality at the site in question without any analysis of likely 

traffic flows or scientific basis in air quality assessment; 

(iii) the HRA uses incorrect LGW-2R scheme assumptions 

and/or description and identifies potential adverse 

disturbance effects at MGRE SAC from habitat loss, 

fragmentation and lighting from work on the A23 in the 

Gatton area with LGW-2R which is not required as part of 

the scheme; 

(iv) the Appropriate Assessment for LGW-2R assumes 

increases in road traffic of >1000 vehicles AADT on a 

number roads passing within 200m of MGRE SAC which 

contradicts the traffic modelling data available and is 

irrational, other than for the M25; 

4.1 The WSP/PB Habitats Regulations Assessment of the draft NPS 

(the HRA) and the conclusions drawn from it by both WSP/PB and 

the Government with respect to the LGW-2R option are technically 

flawed. There are a number of reasons for this as follows which are 

discussed in turn below:  

(i) the Revised WSP HRA does not include a robust and/or 

objective screening stage for LGW-2R; the screening that is 

undertaken has not been completed in a systematic manner in 

accordance with relevant guidance; any road within 15km that 

might carry traffic using the LGW-2R scheme which passes 

within 200m of a European site is assumed by WSP to have 

significant effects on air quality at the site in question without 

any analysis of likely traffic flows or scientific basis in air quality 

assessment; 

(ii) the Appropriate Assessment for LGW-2R assumes increases 

in road traffic of >1000 vehicles AADT on a number of roads 

passing within 200m of MGRE SAC which contradicts the 

traffic modelling data available and is irrational, other than for 

the M25; 

(iii) The Revised WSP Appropriate Assessment for MGRE SAC 

attributes its adverse conclusions to non-airport traffic i.e. the 

effect of LGW-2R on redistributing traffic already on the 

network (rather than LGW-2R-bound traffic as such); it has 

already been confirmed elsewhere that the traffic modelling 

undertaken by Jacobs does not distinguish non-airport and 

airport-related traffic effects and there is no basis whatever for 

such a conclusion being reached by WSP; 

(iv) The air quality results used are for a grid point location that is 

a significant distance from the boundary of the European site 



(v) The WSP/PB Appropriate Assessment for MGRE SAC 

attributes its adverse conclusions to non-airport traffic i.e. 

the effect of LGW-2R on redistributing traffic already on 

the network (rather than LGW-2R-bound traffic as such); it 

has already been confirmed elsewhere that the traffic 

modelling undertaken by Jacobs does not distinguish non-

airport and airport-related traffic effects and there is no 

basis whatever for such a conclusion being reached by 

WSP/PB; 

(vi) The air quality results used are for a grid point location 

that is a significant distance from the boundary of the 

European site and do not support the conclusions drawn 

for MGRE SAC; any reasonable assessment would have 

considered what the effect would be at the SAC itself, not 

outside; the screening report produced by RPS shows that 

the air quality effects of the M25 traffic flows with LGW-2R 

are not significant at the MGRE SAC; 

(vii) The consequences ascribed to Annex 1 priority habitats 

occurring within areas of the MGRE SAC that might be 

affected by LGW-2R traffic (if that was the case) are 

incorrect: the Habitats Regulations provide for a 

procedural route in this circumstance and it would not 

prevent the final conclusion that there were IROPI to 

support LGW-R2; 

(viii) The WSP/PB Appropriate Assessment of effects on air 

quality at Ashdown Forest SAC and SPA is flawed as the 

traffic evidence available contradicts the assumptions 

made by WSP/PB on LGW-2R traffic increases and the air 

quality effects assumed. There is no scientific basis to 

suggest that LGW-2R is likely to have significant effects at 

these sites. 

(ix) The scope of the sites considered for LHR-NWR is 

inadequate and should also include (at least) the Mole 

Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. As a result of the Mole 

Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC being overlooked in the 

assessment of LHR-NWR, the distinction drawn between 

and do not support the conclusions drawn for MGRE SAC; any 

reasonable assessment would have considered what the 

effect would be at the SAC itself, not outside; the screening 

report produced by RPS shows that the air quality effects of 

the M25 traffic flows with LGW-2R are not significant at the 

MGRE SAC; 

(v) The assertion in the Revised WSP HRA that significant 

impacts from LGW-2R on Annex 1 priority habitats occurring 

within the MGRE SAC, and the conclusions drawn from that 

assertion, are incorrect.  A survey completed on behalf of 

Gatwick Airport Limited, the results of which have been 

presented to Natural England and agreed, show that there are 

no priority habitats in the area that might be affected by LGW-

2R traffic (if that was the case). The conclusions drawn in the 

Revised WSP HRA are also incorrect even in the event that 

priority habitats did occur in the relevant area and might be 

affected: the Habitats Regulations provide for a procedural 

route in this circumstance and it would not prevent the final 

conclusion that there were IROPI to support LGW-R2; 

(vi) The Revised WSP Appropriate Assessment of effects on air 

quality at Ashdown Forest SAC and SPA is flawed as the traffic 

evidence available contradicts the assumptions made by WSP 

on LGW-2R traffic increases and the air quality effects 

assumed. There is no scientific basis to suggest that LGW-2R 

is likely to have significant effects at these sites. 

(vii) The scope of the sites considered for LHR-NWR is inadequate 

and should also include (at least) the Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment SAC. As a result of the Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment SAC being overlooked in the assessment of LHR-

NWR, the distinction drawn between LHR-NWR and LGW-2R 

in respect of Annex 1 priority habitats at this site is false. 

(viii) The Revised HRA does acknowledge that LHR-NWR could 

have air quality impacts to SACs supporting Annex 1 habitats 

beyond the 15km limit that has been adopted but suggests 

these should be considered at the project-level stage of the 

HRA. Such impacts should clearly be considered at every 



LHR-NWR and LGW-2R in respect of Annex 1 priority 

habitats at this site is false. 

stage of the HRA process and the Revised Statement to Inform 

Appropriate Assessment of the Revised Draft NPS is clearly 

deficient in its failure to consider such impacts.  

4.2 4.2 All these flaws relate to the HRA/AA of the alternatives or the 

HRA/AA for LGW-2R specifically. As such most of these flaws 

appear in HRA Appendix B, the purpose of which is to present 

an Appropriate Assessment (AA) of LGW-2R and LHR-ENR in 

order to enable a comparison of the effects of these shortlisted 

schemes with LHR-NWR29. 

 

4.2 All these flaws relate to the HRA/AA of the alternatives or the 

HRA/AA for LGW-2R specifically. As such most of these flaws 

appear in HRA Appendix B, the purpose of which is to present an 

appropriate assessment  of LGW-2R and LHR-ENR in order to 

enable a comparison of the effects of these shortlisted schemes 

with LHR-NWR32. 

Original 4.3 and 

Heading 2 

Above  

Natural England Not Consulted 

4.3 Consultation with Natural England is a statutory requirement 

when undertaking HRA. It appears that Natural England has 

been consulted on the HRA (including screening) in the main 

volume for the preferred LHR-NWR scheme. However with 

respect to the HRA (including screening) for LGW-2R the 

process is deficient because at HRA Appendix B, paragraph 

1.5.1 it is inferred that there has been no consultation with 

Natural England, although it is stated that such consultation will 

occur. 

Now removed 

Original 4.6 

Updated 4.5 

4.6 That is the sum total of the screening methodology for LGW-

2R in HRA Appendix B. There is no information given on what 

the basis is for the ZoI and no consideration or analysis of 

which potential impact pathways apply at which sites within the 

ZoI. There is no method or analysis as to how any potential 

impact pathway is evaluated or criteria for determining, if a 

pathway is established, if the possible effects are likely to be 

significant. As such the screening stage of HRA Appendix B is 

not objective. 

4.5 That is the sum total of the screening methodology for LGW-2R in 

HRA Appendix B. An explanation is given in the Revised WSP 

HRA (paragraphs 2.4.3 to 2.4.6 of the Statement to Inform 

Appropriate Assessment) that the Zol is simply based on that 

adopted by Jacobs and scheme promoters in the Airport 

Commission appraisal stage. However, there is no consideration 

or analysis of which potential impact pathways apply at which 

sites within the ZoI and there is no method or analysis as to how 

any potential impact pathway is evaluated or criteria for 

determining, if a pathway is established, if the possible effects are 

likely to be significant. As such the screening stage of HRA 

Appendix B is not objective. 

Original 4.7 

Updated 4.6 

4.7 Later in the report there is a footnote for effects on air quality 

(Table 5.1, footnote 38) which states that certain roads were: 

Screened in for further assessment in accordance with the Zol 

prescribed in the HRSA (any major road within 200 m of a 

4.6 Later in the report there is a footnote for effects on air quality 

(Table 5.1, footnote 37) which states that certain roads were: 

Screened in for further assessment in accordance with the Zol 

prescribed in the HRSA (any major road within 200 m of a 



European site which may potentially increase in traffic as a 

result of the Scheme within a 15 km radius). 

European site which may potentially increase in traffic as a result 

of the Scheme within a 15 km radius). 

Original 4.8 

Updated 4.7 

4.8 This does not follow the established methodology for scoping 

and/or screening for air quality effects from road traffic 

increases which is the method set out in the DMRB and 

accompanying guidance. This is referred to in the advice of 

Natural England and the Jacobs report of 2015. The method 

includes criteria for screening which roads might have potential 

air quality effects on designated sites that need to be 

considered further and which do not need further 

consideration. Although there are references to DMRB criteria 

in the WSP/PB HRA, they have not been applied in a 

systematic or scientific manner as required in the DMRB. 

4.7 This does not follow the established methodology for scoping 

and/or screening for air quality effects from road traffic increases 

which is the method set out in the DMRB and accompanying 

guidance. This is referred to in the advice of Natural England and 

the Jacobs report of 2015. The method includes criteria for 

screening which roads might have potential air quality effects on 

designated sites that need to be considered further and those 

which do not need further consideration. Although there are 

references to DMRB criteria in the Revised WSP HRA, they have 

not been applied in a systematic or scientific manner as required 

in the DMRB. 

Original 4.13 

Updated 4.12 

4.13 This can be seen from the method adopted for the AA stage 

(paragraph 1.3.2): 

The following steps have been incorporated into the AA: 

• Gathering additional information on, and exploring the 

reasons for, the relevant European site designations; 

• Determining the nature of the environmental conditions 

required to maintain the integrity of the European sites 

and the trends in associated environmental processes; 

• Identifying whether the proposed policy could lead to an 

impact on any identified processes that support the 

European sites; 

• Determining whether the identified impact could 

result in an adverse effect on the integrity of 

European sites; 

• Identifying other plans and projects that might affect these 

European sites in combination with the proposed policy 

and establishing whether there are any adverse in-

combination effects; and 

• Developing mechanisms to enable the delivery of 

measures to avoid or mitigate for any identified potential 

effects. 

4.12 This can be seen from the method adopted for the AA stage (WSP 

Appendix B paragraph 1.3.2): 

The following steps have been incorporated into the AA: 

• Gathering additional information on, and exploring the 

reasons for, the relevant European site designations; 

• Determining the nature of the environmental conditions 

required to maintain the integrity of the European sites and 

the trends in associated environmental processes; 

• Identifying whether the proposed policy could lead to an 

impact on any identified processes that support the European 

sites; 

• Determining whether the identified impact could result in 

an adverse effect on the integrity of European sites; 

• Identifying other plans and projects that might affect these 

European sites in combination with the proposed policy and 

establishing whether there are any adverse in-combination 

effects; and 

• Developing mechanisms to enable the delivery of measures 

to avoid or mitigate for any identified potential effects. 

Original 

Heading 2 

The HRA Uses Incorrect Scheme Assumptions and/or Description Removed 



under 

Paragraph 4.15 

Original 4.16 4.16 Section 2.2 of the Appropriate Assessment stage of HRA 

Appendix B refers to work on the A23 as part of LGW-2R 

scheme, apparently in the Gatton area and which might be 

(§2.3.20) within 2km of the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment 

SAC. Potential adverse effects from habitat loss and 

fragmentation (§2.3.22) and lighting (§2.4.1) are identified as 

disturbance effects. 

Removed 

Original 4.17 4.17 This is erroneous. No work for the LGW-2R or its associated 

development would be with 9 km of the SAC. Fortunately this 

error is of little consequence as HRA Appendix B concludes 

that any such disturbance effects from LGW-2R would be 

averted by avoidance and mitigation measures §2.5.1. 

Removed 

Original 4.18 4.18 The same erroneous analysis is applied to these A23 works 

with respect to LGW-2R effects of direct and indirect loss and 

fragmentation of habitats and supporting habitat in Appendix B 

Chapter 4. Fortunately, it again concludes that any such effects 

from LGW-2R would be averted by avoidance and mitigation 

measures §4.5.1. 

Removed 

Original 4.25 

Updated 4.21 

4.25 There is no explanation as to why the WSP/PB HRA asserts 

that there are likely to be traffic increases for LGW-2R on 

roads other than the M25 when the data clearly show that none 

are expected. The fact that the report is citing traffic increases 

where there are none is made all the more surprising by the 

fact that the report confirms at a footnotes 50 and 51 on 

paragraph 5.3.11 that not only are WSP/PB relying on this very 

traffic information but also that the authors of the report have 

accessed the relevant traffic reports and analysis. 

4.21 There is no explanation as to why the Revised WSP HRA asserts 

that there are likely to be traffic increases for LGW-2R on roads 

other than the M25 when the data clearly show that none are 

expected. The fact that the report is citing traffic increases where 

there are none is made all the more surprising by the fact that the 

report confirms at a footnotes 40 and 49 on paragraph 5.3.11 that 

not only is WSP relying on this very traffic information but also that 

the authors of the report have accessed the relevant traffic reports 

and analysis. 

Original 4.26 

Updated 4.22 

4.26 Paragraph 5.2.3 states that it is the M25 and A24 that are of 

concern, and the habitats within 200m of them. Although not 

mentioned elsewhere, paragraph 5.3.10 subsequently also 

mentions the A217. Again these assertions are without any 

data to support them and the data in Table 3 shows no 

significant increase in traffic on the A24 or the A217 with LGW-

2R. 

4.22 Paragraph 5.2.4 states that it is ‘roads which may experience 

greater traffic volumes…’ that are of concern, and the habitats 

within 200m of them but does not specify any further which roads 

that might include.  Although not mentioned in Table 5.1, 

paragraph 5.3.10 also mentions the A217. The assertions that 

these roads will carry significantly greater traffic volumes are 

without any data to support them and the data in Table 3 shows 



no significant increase in traffic on the A24 or the A217 with LGW-

2R. 

Original 4.29 

Updated 4.25 

4.29 Apart from the M25 none of these roads have an increase in 

traffic, including non-airport related traffic. 

4.25 Table 5.1 and paragraph 5.3.10 together refer to the M25, A24 

and A217. Apart from the M25 none of these roads have an 

increase in traffic, including non-airport related traffic, according to 

the traffic modelling data that is available. 

Original 4.31 

Updated 4.27 

4.31 It is important to note that these results relate to a location that 

is not within or on the boundary of the Mole Gap to Reigate 

SAC. The WSP/PB report does acknowledge the location is 

not in the SAC but does not point out that these results are in 

fact from a location located on the fence line of the M25 some 

80m from the SAC boundary. 

4.27 It is important to note that these results relate to a location that is 

not within or on the boundary of the Mole Gap to Reigate SAC. 

The Revised report does acknowledge at paragraphs 5.3.14 the 

location is not in the SAC but does not point out that these results 

are in fact from a location located on the fence line of the M25 

some 80m from the SAC boundary. 

Original 4.32 

Updated 4.28 

4.32 Any reasonable assessment would have to reconsider what 

the effect here would be at the SAC itself, not outside. The 

RPS report has considered this in detail and shows that at the 

SAC boundary the change in NOx concentrations from the 

Jacobs traffic flows are only 0.03 to 0.07μg.m-3 and Nitrogen 

deposition between 0.024 and 0.24% of the critical load range, 

neither of which would be considered significant, either alone 

or in combination with other plans and projects. 

4.28 Any reasonable assessment would have to reconsider what the 

effect here would be at the SAC itself, not outside. The RPS report 

has considered this in detail and shows that at the SAC boundary 

the change in NOx concentrations from the Jacobs traffic flows 

are only 0.03 to 0.07μg.m-3 and Nitrogen deposition between 

0.024 and 0.24% of the critical load range, neither of which would 

be considered significant, either alone or in combination with other 

plans and projects. This report by RPS was provided to the DfT in 

May 2017. 

Original 4.34 

Updated 4.30 

4.34 Despite both the location of the data in question and the 

Jacobs conclusion, the WSP/PB HRA concludes at paragraph 

5.2.13 and in Table 5.12: 

It is concluded that the additional contribution of these 

pollutants could act cumulatively with pre-existing sources of 

nitrogen deposition and potentially, in-combination with 

additional sources (from plans identified in Table 3.1) and 

result in adverse effects on the integrity of the Mole Gap to 

Reigate Escarpment SAC, which is located in proximity to the 

SSSI boundary where modelling data was obtained. 

4.30 Despite the location of the data in question the detailed modelling 

provided by RPS in 2017 and the Jacobs conclusion, the Revised 

WSP HRA concludes at paragraph 5.3.13 and in Table 5.12: 

On the basis of the data provided and in the absence of further 

modelling (verified against monitoring), It is concluded that the 

additional contribution of these pollutants could act cumulatively 

with pre-existing sources of nitrogen deposition and potentially, in-

combination with additional sources (from plans identified in Table 

3.1) and result in adverse effects on the integrity of the Mole Gap 

to Reigate Escarpment SAC, which is located in proximity to the 

SSSI boundary where modelling data was obtained. 

Updated 4.32  4.32 Irrespective of the data not being applicable to the SAC, the 

Revised WSP HRA maintains that there might be a significant 

effect simply on the basis (at paragraph 5.3.14) that '… the SAC is 

close enough to be affected by emissions from the motorway …'. 



This also disregards the detailed modelling results provided by 

RPS in May 2017. 

Updated 4.33  4.33 It is possible that the words that have been inserted at the 

beginning of paragraph 5.3.13 of the Revised WSP Appendix B 

'On the basis of the data provided and in the absence of further 

modelling (verified against monitoring) …' are in response to the 

modelling provided by RPS in May 2017. However, the modelling 

should not be disregarded because it is not 'verified against 

monitoring'. The methodology used by RPS is the screening 

method in the DMRB used widely, including by the Highways 

Agency and in other assessments used by the DfT. These do not 

require assessments below the relevant thresholds to be 'verified 

against monitoring' before they are used to screen out LSEs from 

air quality effects of road sources. 

Original 4.36 

Updated 4.34 

4.36 The reasons for ruling out LGW-2R at paragraph 9.2.7 and 

9.2.8 of the HRA, because the site hosts Annex 1 priority 

habitats, would only apply if there were reasonable grounds for 

concern that those priority habitats within the SAC would be 

adversely affected specifically. As set out at paragraph 3.22 

above the evidence obtained thus far suggests that the Annex 

1 priority habitats could occur either at approximately 100m or 

approximately 150m from the M25, the only road that is 

relevant to the assessment for LGW-2R. The air quality 

assessment in the RPS screening report shows that the effect 

on air quality from the LGW-2R-related traffic on the M25 

would be imperceptible at this distance and would not require 

further assessment. 

4.34 The reasons for ruling out LGW-2R at paragraph 9.2.11 and 

9.2.12 of the Revised HRA, because the site hosts Annex 1 

priority habitats, would only apply if there were reasonable 

grounds for concern that those priority habitats within the SAC 

would be adversely affected specifically. As set out at paragraphs 

3.14 to 3.30 above the desk study evidence available when the 

original WSP HRA was completed in February 2017 already 

suggested that the Annex 1 priority habitats might not occur within 

the area that is potentially affected by traffic on the M25, the only 

road that is relevant to the assessment for LGW-2R. The air 

quality assessment in the RPS screening report (May 2017) also 

showed that the effect on air quality from the LGW-2R-related 

traffic on the M25 would be imperceptible at this distance and 

would not require further assessment. 

Updated 4.35  4.35 Since the May 2017 RPS report was submitted to DfT, a habitat 

survey has been conducted in the relevant part of the MGRE SAC 

within 200m of the M25 which could potentially be affected if there 

were significant air quality impacts. As set out in the revised RPS 

Screening Report and at paragraph 3.27 above these confirm that 

the Annex 1 priority habitat does not occur in the relevant area 

and hence there is no potential effect for increase in traffic on the 

M25, as a result of LGW-2R, to have a significant effect with 



respect to the Annex 1 priority habitat – calcareous grassland with 

important orchid sites. Natural England has been consulted on the 

survey and accepts this conclusion. 

Original 4.42 

Updated 4.41 

4.42 The WSP/PB HRA is wrong to discount LGW-2R as a suitable 

alternative simply because the Commission’s opinion has not 

been obtained (or even sought).  Obtaining an opinion from the 

Commission is a procedural requirement, so the fact that an 

opinion has not been obtained does not mean that LGW-2R 

could not in due course be justified on IROPI grounds or that it 

must be ruled out now as an alternative to LHR-NWR.  Most 

obviously, the opinion may conclude that (e.g.) socio-economic 

factors could be taken into account to justify consenting LGW-

2R on IROPI grounds especially given that LHR-NWR would 

have greater impacts on more European sites than LGW-2R. 

4.41 The Revised WSP HRA is wrong to discount LGW-2R as a 

suitable alternative simply because the Commission’s opinion has 

not been obtained (or even sought).  Obtaining an opinion from 

the Commission is a procedural requirement, so the fact that an 

opinion has not been obtained does not mean that LGW-2R could 

not in due course be justified on IROPI grounds or that it must be 

ruled out now as an alternative to LHR-NWR for this reason.  Most 

obviously, the opinion may conclude that (e.g.) socio-economic 

factors could be taken into account to justify consenting LGW-2R 

on IROPI grounds especially given that LHR-NWR would have 

greater impacts on more European sites than LGW-2R. 

Original 4.45 

Updated 4.44 

4.45 For Ashdown Forest SCA and Ashdown Forest SPA the further 

analysis in Table 5.1 is the same for both sites as follows: 

LSE could not be discounted in the HRSA as a result of the 

option's surface access. Sections of the SAC are located within 

approximately 200m of the A22 and potentially other (including 

minor) roads, which may experience greater traffic flows as a 

result of the option. The SAC is identified as vulnerable to 

nitrogen deposition in the SIP with levels currently exceeding 

the site-relevant critical load. Paragraph 5.2.7 confirms that the 

only impact pathway is from surface access. 

4.44 For Ashdown Forest SCA and Ashdown Forest SPA the further 

analysis in Table 5.1 is the same for both sites as follows: 

LSE could not be discounted in the HRSA as a result of the 

option's surface access. Sections of the SAC are located within 

approximately 200m of the A22 and potentially other (including 

minor) roads, which may experience greater traffic flows as a 

result of the option. The SAC is identified as vulnerable to nitrogen 

deposition in the SIP with levels currently exceeding the site-

relevant critical load. 

Updated 4.45  4.45 Paragraph 5.2.7 confirms that the only impact pathway is from 

surface access. 

4.50 4.50 This report relates primarily to the flaws in the HRA process as 

applied to LGW-2R and does not examine in detail the HRA 

and assessment presented by WSP/PB for the Government’s 

preferred scheme. The screening for the LHR-NWR scheme is, 

however, notably deficient in its geographical scope. At 2.4.2 

the HRA says that a zone of influence was identified for 

possible impact pathways. It does not explain how or why that 

zone of influence was drawn to exclude European sites 

adjacent to major roads such as the M25 where expected 

increases in traffic might arise that would require screening, 

4.50 This report relates primarily to the flaws in the Revised HRA 

process as applied to LGW-2R and does not examine in detail the 

HRA and assessment presented by WSP for the Government’s 

preferred scheme. The screening for the LHR-NWR scheme is, 

however, notably deficient in its geographical scope. The Revised 

WSP HRA (Paragraphs 2.4.2. to 2.4.6 of the Statement to Inform 

Appropriate Assessment) explains that a  ZoL identified for possible 

impact pathways was based on the appraisals presented to the 

Airports Commission. Paragraph 2.4.6 states: ‘Accordingly for the 

purpose of the HRA Screening Assessment, the same buffers were 



and potentially Appropriate Assessment. Notably this applies 

with respect to the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC on 

the M25 to the south west of Heathrow. 

applied on the basis that they sufficiently covered the potential ZoI 

for the impacts associated with the options and the identified 

principal highway improvement works’. This does not appear 

acknowledge that the Airports Commission appraisal did not 

include HRA. Nor does it examine whether the criteria used in the 

Airports Commission appraisal were sufficiently robust for the high 

standard of proof required at every stage of the HRA process. 

 

Updated 4.51  4.51 Furthermore, the approach adopted does not appear to cover fully 

potential impacts related to surface access, notably road traffic 

impacts, beyond the works associated with the options and/or 

associated highway improvements. This is a notable omission 

which does appear to be acknowledged at paragraph 2.4.6: 

‘…However it was noted that, as additional details of air quality 

impacts arise, further assessment work may be required at the 

project-level to determine any likely significant effects associated 

with ground transportation/surface access deposition impacts to 

SACs supporting Annex 1 habitats beyond the 15km radius’. 

 

Updated 4.52  4.52 This must surely acknowledge that the ZoI used in the Revised 

WSP HRA does not include potential impacts at European sites 

adjacent to major roads such as the M25 where expected increases 

in traffic might arise beyond 15km that would require screening, and 

potentially Appropriate Assessment. Notably this applies with 

respect to the MGRE SAC on the M25 to the south west of 

Heathrow. 

 

Original 4.51 

Updated 4.53 

4.51 Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC does appear to have 

been included in the WSP/PB HRA for LHR-NWR at some 

stage because it appears in the ‘Effects In Combination with 

Other Plans And Projects’ tables in Chapters 4 (Table 4.6) and 

Chapter 6 (Table 6.3). However, for Chapter 7 Air Quality, 

where effects on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC 

might be expected to be considered, the equivalent table and 

any reference to this site is absent, either in Chapter 7 or in the 

4.53 Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC does appear to have been 

included in the WSP HRA for LHR-NWR at some stage because it 

appeared in the ‘Effects In Combination with Other Plans And 

Projects’ tables in Chapters 4 (Table 4.6) and Chapter 6 (Table 

6.3) in the February 2017 WSP HRA (although these references 

have been deleted in the Revised HRA). However, for Chapter 7 

Air Quality, where effects on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment 

SAC might be expected to be considered, the equivalent table and 

any reference to this site was and remains absent, either in 



list at Table 9.1 of European sites where adverse effect of 

LHR-NWR cannot be ruled out. 

Chapter 7 or in the list at Table 9.1 of European sites where 

adverse effects of LHR-NWR cannot be ruled out. 

Original 4.53 

Updated 4.55 

4.53 Although traffic flows are not provided, analysis by Gatwick 

Airport Limited of the published data from the Airports 

Commission along with data from Highways England and DfT 

WebTAG assumptions has been used to extrapolate the traffic 

flow that would remain on the M25 as it would be distributed on 

other roads further away from the airport.  This is broadly 

consistent with the traffic distribution shown in the Jacobs 2015 

data and is also consistent with their estimates given of mode 

shift to rail in these areas to the south east. The traffic flows 

estimated from this method are shown in Table 5. 

4.55 Although traffic flows are not provided, analysis by Gatwick Airport 

Limited of the published data from the Airports Commission along 

with data from Highways England and DfT WebTAG assumptions 

has been used to extrapolate the traffic flow associated with LHR-

NWR that would remain on the M25 as it would be distributed on 

other roads further away from the airport.  This concluded that the 

increase in road traffic associated with LHR-NWR on the M25 at 

the MGRE SAC (Junction 8 to 9) would be in the order of 2,798 

vehicles AADT in 2030. This is broadly consistent with the traffic 

distribution shown in the Jacobs 2015 data and is also consistent 

with the Jacobs estimates given of mode shift to rail in these areas 

to the south east. 

Original 4.54 

Updated 4.56 

4.54 It is inconceivable that traffic using the LHR-NWR scheme 

would not use the M25 between Junctions 8 and 9 and it is 

likely that the traffic flows on this section for the scheme would 

exceed 1000 AADT. There is no scientific basis to exclude 

LHR-NWR from the HRA simply because it is more than 15km 

from Heathrow as WSP/PB appear to have done. Plainly it is 

necessary for the Government also to assess whether road 

traffic associated with LHR-NWR could adversely impact the 

MGRE SAC as it passes between J8 and J9 of the M25 in the 

same way as it has for LGW-2R. 

4.56 It is inconceivable that traffic using the LHR-NWR scheme would 

not use the M25 between Junctions 8 and 9 and the work done by 

Gatwick Airport Limited shows that it is likely that the traffic flows 

on this section for LHR-NWR would exceed 1000 AADT. There is 

no scientific basis to exclude LHR-NWR impacts at MGRE SAC 

(or elsewhere on major roads) from the Revised HRA simply 

because it is more than 15km from Heathrow. Plainly it is 

necessary for the Government also to assess whether road traffic 

associated with LHR-NWR could adversely impact the MGRE 

SAC as it passes between J8 and J9 of the M25 in the same way 

as it has for LGW-2R. 

Updated 4.57  4.57 This should be done at every stage of the HRA process and not 

left only for consideration at the project-level stage as asserted at 

paragraph 2.4.6. The plan-level stage of the HRA is clearly 

deficient if potential effects on European sites and/or priority 

habitats are acknowledged (as they are at 2.4.6) but then omitted 

from further consideration. 

Original 4.55 

Updated 4.58 

4.55 That assessment has not been carried out. While the potential 

effects of LHR-NWR itself on the Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment SAC are considered for ‘disturbance’ (Chapter 4) 

and ‘loss and fragmentation’ (Chapter 6) inexplicably effects on 

4.58 That assessment has not been carried out. While the potential 

effects of LHR-NWR itself on the Mole Gap to Reigate 

Escarpment SAC were considered in the February 2017 WSP 

HRA for ‘disturbance’ (Chapter 4) and ‘loss and fragmentation’ 

(Chapter 6) it remains inexplicable that effects on the Mole Gap to 



the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC of LHR-NWR from 

air quality (Chapter 7) are not considered. 

Reigate Escarpment SAC of LHR-NWR from air quality (Chapter 

7) have never been considered. 

 

Table 5  Removed 

Original 4.56 

Updated 4.59 

4.56 The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC lies near the M25 

between Junctions 8 and 9. Even if either of the two priority 

habitats hosted by the MGRE SAC did occur in the parts of the 

SAC where air quality effects cannot be ruled out as a result of 

LGW-2R, then equally they cannot be ruled out for LHR-NWR 

either. The distinction drawn between LGW-2R and LHR-NWR 

at 9.2.7 and 9.2.8 of the HRA is therefore false and LGW-2R 

remains the alternative with fewer types of impact at fewer 

European sites than LHR-NWR (and LHR-ENR) regardless of 

any potential impacts on priority habitats. 

4.59 Even if either of the two priority habitats hosted by the MGRE SAC 

did occur in the parts of the SAC where air quality effects cannot 

be ruled out as a result of LGW-2R, then equally they cannot be 

ruled out for LHR-NWR either. The distinction drawn between 

LGW-2R and LHR-NWR at 9.2.11 and 9.2.12 of the Revised WSP 

HRA is therefore false and LGW-2R remains the alternative with 

fewer types of impact at fewer European sites than LHR-NWR 

(and LHR-ENR) regardless of any potential impacts on priority 

habitats. 

5.1 5.1 The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) prepared by 

WSP/PB to underpin the draft NPS wrongly concludes that 

adverse air quality impacts from LGW-2R on the Mole Gap to 

Reigate Escarpment SAC (“the MGRE SAC”) cannot be 

discounted. The MGRE SAC hosts ‘priority habitats’ listed in 

Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive and the HRA therefore 

concludes, also wrongly, that it is not possible to consider that 

LGW-2R is a reasonable alternative to the Government’s 

preferred scheme LHR-NWR. 

5.1 The Revised Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) prepared 

by WSP to underpin the revised draft NPS wrongly concludes that 

adverse air quality impacts from LGW-2R on the Mole Gap to 

Reigate Escarpment SAC (“the MGRE SAC”) cannot be 

discounted. The MGRE SAC hosts ‘priority habitats’ listed in 

Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive and the HRA therefore 

concludes, also wrongly, that it is not possible to consider that 

LGW-2R is an alternative to the Government’s preferred scheme 

LHR-NWR for this reason. 

5.6 5.6 As confirmed in the HRA , the three schemes short listed by 

the Airports Commission are valid plan alternatives that must 

be considered for the purposes of Article 6(4) of the Habitat 

Directive, as transposed in the Habitats Regulations. 

5.6 As confirmed in the Revised HRA35, the three schemes short 

listed by the Airports Commission were originally considered to be 

credible schemes that were therefore assessed as alternatives for 

the purposes of Article 6(4) of the Habitat Directive, as transposed 

in the Habitats Regulations. The Revised NPS and the Revised 

HRA now state that LGW-2R can no longer be considered an 

alternative solution because it would fail to maintain the UK's hub 

status. Gatwick Airport Limited does not accept this conclusion for 

reasons that are set out elsewhere its representations on the 

Revised NPS. 

 

5.7 5.7 LGW-2R is an acceptable alternative with regard to HRA 

considerations whereas LHR-NWR has a ‘negative 

5.7 If LGW-2R is an alternative to LHR-NWR then it is an acceptable 

alternative with regard to HRA considerations whereas LHR-NWR 



assessment’ which means it does not appear to comply with 

the requirements of the Habitats Directive. 

has a ‘negative assessment’ which means it does not appear to 

comply with the requirements of the Habitats Directive 

5.8 5.8 The Government must correct its habitats assessment work 

and amend the final NPS to make clear that LGW-2R is a 

reasonable alternative solution and one which has lower 

impacts in terms of European site integrity. 

5.8 The Government must correct its habitats assessment work and 

amend the final NPS to make clear that if LGW-2R is an 

alternative solution then it would have lesser impacts in terms of 

European site integrity. 

 

 


