
 

 
 

Gatwick Airport Limited’s Submission in response to the  
Revised Draft Aviation NPS 

 
 

1.0 Overview 
 
Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) welcomes the recognition in the Government’s Revised Draft 
NPS that the need for additional airport capacity in the South East is greater and more urgent 
than ever before. This greater urgency is due to the much stronger than predicted growth of 
UK traffic over the past 5 years, and the need to maintain and improve vital economic 
connections so that Britain can better compete in a post-Brexit world.  
 
The Revised Draft NPS clearly shows that LGW-R2 is the best option against key criteria - 
Connectivity, Economic Benefits, Environmental Impacts, Surface Access, Deliverability and 
Financeability.  
 
GAL reaffirms its willingness to deliver further runway capacity and associated surface access 
infrastructure at its own risk and without any public funding, provided the Government gives 
policy support for this. GAL is prepared to deliver additional capacity regardless of whether or 
not a new runway at Heathrow is progressed.  
 
The Revised Draft NPS continues to recommend that additional capacity should be provided 
in the form of a new runway at Heathrow. GAL does not accept that a thorough and balanced 
assessment of the evidence would show Heathrow to be the best option. GAL contends in 
particular that the Draft is wrong to assert that a second runway at Gatwick is not a true 
alternative to Heathrow, and that it would threaten the UK’s global aviation hub status. The 
Revised Draft NPS downplays Gatwick’s environmental advantages, and is misleading when 
it states the “the environmental impacts of all three schemes are small when compared to the 
size of the benefits” – omitting to mention that Gatwick is now shown to deliver greater 
economic benefits than Heathrow, whilst at the same time having massively less 
environmental impacts. The Revised Draft NPS is also legally and factually flawed in its 
interpretation and application of the Habitats Directive.  
 
The Revised Draft NPS shows that Gatwick is the best option in the following respects:  

 

 Connectivity.  The Revised Draft NPS support for LHR-NWR now rests almost entirely on 
“strategic” benefits which supposedly only Heathrow can provide. In terms of connectivity 
it is clear that these strategic benefits do not exist. The DfT October 2017 forecasts for the 
UK show that the traffic outcomes are virtually identical under LHR-NWR and LGW-R2. 
By 2050 Gatwick expansion delivers more Origin/Destination passengers for the UK, with 
little difference in the number and type of international destinations served. In the near 
term, and with a focus on long-haul traffic, by 2030 there is essentially no difference 
between the schemes. The forecasts show 51.8m long-haul Origin/Destination (O/D) 
passengers for the UK under both expansion options and no difference either in the 
journey purpose (business vs. leisure) or destination (Far East, North America, Africa, 
etc.). The traffic forecasts also show that the UK’s regions and nations will have better 
direct connectivity to international destinations under Gatwick expansion, with less need 
to connect through Heathrow – they would have 302 direct destinations under Gatwick 
and 290 destinations under Heathrow (by 2030).  Under Gatwick expansion airports such 
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as Manchester and Birmingham are forecast to offer more direct long haul services, 
resulting in a more balanced connectivity outcome for the UK as a whole.1  2 

 
These outcomes all clearly favour Gatwick. Yet, to achieve even these outcomes, the DfT 
modelling has had to make assumptions favouring Heathrow that are open to serious 
question. For Heathrow expansion, there is an extraordinarily rapid ramp up of 
passengers, growing from c.80 million passengers to c.130 million passengers within two 
years. This is wholly unrealistic, without precedent, and it would require the overnight 
arrival of an airline the size of BA today. It also ignores the proposals now emerging from 
Heathrow Airport Limited to phase LHR-NWR over 10 – 15 years. Conversely, for Gatwick 
expansion, there is no recognition of the fundamental change in the market dynamics from 
a step-change in capacity at Gatwick, nor have the forecasts taken into account the price 
elasticity of traffic demand. The traffic stimulation impact from Gatwick’s far lower costs 
(and therefore lower airport charges), coupled with far lower airfares because of greater 
airline and airport competition, has still not been assessed or reflected in the DfT’s 
modelling.  This issue has recently been identified by Manchester Airports Group, citing 
that the ‘key flaws in the forecasting models include: ignoring the impacts of airport charges 
and air fares in the allocation of demand between airports, which introduces a material 
bias into the model which favours Heathrow and has an adverse impact on growth at other 
airports’3. 

 

 Freight. The Revised Draft NPS cites Heathrow’s current dominant position as a freight 
hub and simply assumes this will continue to be the case in the future. This ignores the 
fact that under LGW-R2 the number of ATM’s at UK level in 2030 is virtually the same 
(only 5 % less) than with LHR-NWR. Most freight is carried in passenger aircraft holds and 
there is strong evidence to suggest that similar freight tonnages are carried per ATM 
irrespective of the airport used. This is particularly so for long haul routes (for instance 
Emirates carries the same freight tonnage per ATM to Dubai from both Heathrow and 
Gatwick). Given this it is incorrect and illogical for the DfT to assume that LGW-R2 will not 
generate similar UK freight tonnages to LHR-NWR. This is especially so now that an 
extensive long haul network is clearly developing at Gatwick. 
 

 Economic Benefits. The updated analysis now shows that Gatwick would generate greater 
benefits for the UK economy than Heathrow. The net public value of expanding Gatwick 
is estimated by the DfT to be £72.6-74.4bn, which is £1.8-4.8bn higher than Heathrow4. 
This economic advantage would be even more pronounced (£5.0-£8.0bn) if the benefits 
enjoyed by the very large number of international to international transfer passengers are 
excluded in assessing the economic value to the UK - in line with long established 
Government guidance stating that such international to international passengers be 
excluded when quantifying UK economic benefit. That is for the obvious reason that a 
transfer passenger who merely passes through a UK airport does not deliver any economic 
benefit to the UK. Taking into account the much higher scheme costs of Heathrow 
expansion (£14.9bn vs £6.4bn) which must be recouped from airlines, passengers or 
taxpayers, the economic advantages of Gatwick expansion becomes ever clearer. The 
economic advantages of Gatwick are evident in the DfT’s reported assessments.  If more 
realistic traffic forecasts are used, as noted already above, the superiority of the Gatwick 
scheme would be further enhanced.  

 

 Environmental Impacts. Despite the fact that in a number of areas, the Revised Draft NPS 
downplays environmental impacts, it remains clear that the adverse environmental effects 
of Heathrow expansion remain severe. In relation to noise, Heathrow’s impacts are an 

                                                           
1 International Origin / Destination passengers being those international passengers starting or ending their journey in the UK 
2 Numbers sourced from DfT17_LGW_2R_Pax, DfT17_Destinations, DfT17_LHRNWR_Pax 
3 MAG written evidence submitted to Transport Select Committee November 2017 
4 DfT Updated Appraisal Report – Airport capacity in the South East, Table 9.2 
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order of magnitude worse than those of Gatwick – in the central5 case LHR-NWR impacts 
653,900 people at 54dBA Leq compared with 27,100 at LGW-R26, and increases the net 
number of people at noise levels known to have significant health effects by 21,700 – an 
outcome that would run directly counter to the Government’s policy to seek to limit and 
where possible reduce the number of people affected by aircraft noise. The Draft 
acknowledges that the LHR-NWR scheme runs a high risk of Air Quality exceedance 
whereas the risk of exceedance at LGW-R2 is recognised as low7. Although carbon 
impacts at the UK level can probably be managed through a combination of carbon trading, 
allocation and capping mechanisms, Heathrow’s generation of a large volume of transfer 
traffic (with little economic benefit to the UK) generates a substantially greater carbon cost 
than the Gatwick scheme – a difference which the NPS strangely does not recognise as a 
differentiator. GAL’s May 2017 submission pointed out that the Habitats Regulation 
Assessment (HRA) undertaken on behalf of the DfT was flawed legally, technically and 
factually. In our view this remains the case. The potential consequences of these flaws for 
the future development of Gatwick Airport make it imperative that they are not carried 
forward into the designated NPS.  

 
Surface Access. The updated evidence does nothing to dispel the significant uncertainty 
regarding the extent to which the costs of the required surface access investment at 
Heathrow are greater, when compared with Gatwick.  Nor does the Revised Draft make it 
clear that Gatwick continues to offer to finance and take the risk of developing all of its 
required surface access infrastructure, whereas Heathrow is looking for the taxpayer to 
contribute substantially to its much costlier and riskier surface access schemes.  
Congestion on Heathrow’s road and rail links, and the disruption to users while the M25 
tunnel / bridge and other works are undertaken, continues to be ignored. 
 

 Deliverability. The Revised Draft NPS still contains only a cursory assessment of risks with 
no proper consideration of the complexity of LHR-NWR or of who should bear these risks.  
In reality, Heathrow is looking to users and taxpayers to take on most of these risks, 
whereas GAL remains willing to accept all the risks of delivering timely expansion 
(including surface access) subject to planning permission.  Gatwick remains deliverable 
considerably earlier than Heathrow, whereas it is clear that deliverability of the LHR-NWR 
scheme is becoming ever more challenging. In the context of Brexit, later delivery makes 
LHR-NWR a very poor choice for the UK. 

 

 Financeability. There are many uncertainties about the financeability of the Heathrow 
scheme, not least about how airport charges will be kept close to current levels. The 
Government should give much more weight to GAL’s unique commercial offer – an offer 
which guarantees earlier delivery of a new runway, ensures 100% private finance 
(including surface access), and caps airport charges at £15.   
 
 

Summary 
The need for new airport capacity in the South East is now clearly greater and more urgent 
than ever. The aviation industry in the UK and globally is growing around centres of cost 
effective and efficient infrastructure.  This is exactly what Gatwick, alone, offers in terms of 
expansion. 
 
GAL is willing to proceed with plans for additional runway capacity on a fully privately financed 
basis, provided the Government supports its proposal, whether or not Heathrow is or is not 
able to progress its plans. By supporting Gatwick expansion and giving policy backing to this 
in the NPS, the Government would improve the prospects for urgently needed expansion to 
occur. Supporting Gatwick’s low cost, low risk, efficient and pro-competition expansion would 

                                                           
5 5 As is explained later in this submission the central case is not realistic and the more realistic case is much worse for noise; 
6 Appendix A4 to the revised Appraisal of Sustainability, table page 39 
7 UAQRA – October 2017, para 1.3.2 
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also dramatically reduce the risks of delivering the critical extra capacity the country needs.  
Putting all the country’s eggs exclusively into the Heathrow expansion basket is a very high 
cost, high risk strategy – the advantages of which in terms of Connectivity and Economic 
benefit are now demonstrated to be negligible. A “do both” strategy will maximise the capacity 
potential for the UK and give added assurance that capacity will be delivered – both of which 
are, particularly critical in the context of Brexit. 
 
Finally, GAL welcomes wording at paragraphs 1.37 and 1.40 in the revised draft NPS setting 
out the Government’s position that in light of the Airport Commission’s findings, it is “minded 
to be supportive of all airports who wish to make best use of their existing runways”.  GAL 
requests that Government confirms this policy position as soon as possible.  GAL agrees that 
everything possible should be done to use existing infrastructure ever more effectively and 
that the current wording in the revised draft NPS is maintained in the designated NPS and 
expanded to provide clear Government support for making more intensive use of existing 
infrastructure including runways.  It should also specifically state that such policy support 
includes support for removing planning conditions which may restrict or limit future use and 
for applications for works ancillary to the intensification of use of existing infrastructure. 
Whether applications come forward for planning permission or development consent, the 
designated NPS should provide clear and unambiguous policy support for proposals that bring 
forward additional capacity and resilience through using existing infrastructure.  This will not 
only help to rebalance the economy, delivering significant economic benefits and improved 
connectivity, it will also support the Government’s industrial strategy - encouraging all airport 
operators, airlines and air traffic service providers to work more efficiently together and be 
more innovative in their use of technology and infrastructure. 
 

 
 
Key Factors 
The analysis summarised below addresses the principal factors which Government 
considered in reaching its NPS conclusions. It is clear that on all of these factors Gatwick R2 
performs the same or better than Heathrow NWR, which supports our overall conclusion that 
Government should recognise Gatwick as a true alternative and provide national policy 
support for the Gatwick expansion. 
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2.0 Traffic & Connectivity: 
 

 
2.1 What Gatwick said in its previous submission 
GAL’s response (May 2017) to the first draft NPS (Feb 2017) made the following principal 
points concerning Traffic and Connectivity, which in summary were as follows: 

 The Feb 2017 draft NPS placed undue weight on Heathrow’s hub status and 
incorrectly concluded that LGW expansion would threaten the UK’s global aviation 
hub status. 

 The forecasts used by the Airports Commission, and forecast from DfT, both showed 
that Gatwick expansion would create similar, and in some cases greater, UK 
connectivity in terms of the number and type of destinations served, and the number 
of UK Origin and Destination passengers (O/D).  

 UK freight volumes were likely to be similar under Heathrow and Gatwick expansion. 

 The only metrics on which Heathrow expansion produced greater volumes was in UK 
flight numbers (ATMs) and transfer passengers. The latter “consumed’ the vast 

Traffic & Connectivity – Key Messages 
 

 The Revised Draft NPS states that LHR-NWR is the most effective and appropriate way 
of increasing airport capacity and of maintaining the UK’s hub status. It also states that 
the other shortlisted schemes are not true alternatives. 
 

 These conclusions rest upon the claimed strategic benefits of Heathrow as a hub, 
particularly its claimed ability to boost connectivity by attracting transfer passengers and 
creating more frequent flights particularly to long haul destinations. 
 

 Notwithstanding concerns GAL identifies regarding the accuracy of the DfT October 
2017 forecasts, they still show that in terms of connectivity for the UK as a whole there 
is virtually no difference between expansion at Heathrow or Gatwick. Heathrow’s 
supposed strategic connectivity benefits do not exist. 
 

 Specifically, LGW-R2 produces the same, or more, UK O/D passengers and total 
destinations, whilst the differences in total UK flights and daily long haul frequencies are 
minimal. In other words, the claimed unique strategic attributes of Heathrow do not 
translate into substantive gains in terms of more passengers travelling to or from the 
UK. 
 

 Although LHR-NWR produces much larger numbers of transfer passengers, particularly 
from other UK airports, this is to a large extent at the expense of direct flights from the 
regions. Virtually all the extra passengers in the early years of LHR-NWR are transfers. 
 

 The claimed strategic benefits of Heathrow do not deliver greater economic benefits 
clearly showing that an expanded Gatwick produces larger net economic benefits for 
the UK. 

 

In light of its own evidence, the Draft NPS is wrong to conclude that expansion of Gatwick 
will threaten the UK’s global aviation hub status and that Gatwick is not a true alternative for 
expansion. Gatwick clearly is a feasible alternative and this should be recognised in the final 
NPS. 
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majority of additional seat capacity whilst bringing little or no direct economic benefit 
to the UK. 

 The Feb 2017 draft NPS proposition that greater numbers of transfer passengers 
generated by Heathrow expansion would make more routes viable was not evident 
from the Commission forecasts, nor were there significantly more long haul flights to 
fast growing economies. 

 It is almost certain that LHR-NWR capacity of 740,000 ATMs is overstated due to the 
complexities of ground movements, airspace change and the need for environmental 
mitigation measures. The LHR-NWR capacity is likely to be 700,000 or lower. 

 
2.2 What the Revised Draft NPS states 
The DfT have now updated their UK Aviation forecasts. Compared to previous forecasts 
produced by the Airports Commission, some significant changes have been incorporated 
into the new DfT October 2017 traffic forecasts: 

 Overall, short term UK demand has been materially increased, reflecting the faster 
actual growth in UK aviation demand over the past 5 years, particularly in the London 
area. However, the DfT October 2017 forecast for London still underestimates its 
Year 1 (2017) passenger numbers by some 8 million in that year alone. The 
forecasts assume an annual growth of 0.5% in 2017 compared to an actual rate of 
5.1%  

 Compared with the Airports Commission forecasts, actual and DfT October 2017 
forecast traffic demand is now running at least 5 years ahead of previous figures. The 
Commission forecast for the London Airport for 2016 was 20 million passengers less 
than the outturn figure.8. The new forecasts demonstrate that additional runway 
capacity is needed more urgently than ever and that there is a premium on the 
earliest possible delivery.  

 Gatwick’s baseline has been increased to reflect recent traffic volumes and growth 
rates, particularly the fact that Gatwick now has a significant long haul route network 
which has also enabled increases in freight volumes. Today, Gatwick has over 60 
long haul routes compared to the DfT’s forecast of only 49 in 2030 

 Moreover, the forecasts still show Gatwick total passenger numbers “flat lining” for 
the next 10 years or so at 46 mppa, a wholly unrealistic assumption given that traffic 
already exceeds this level today.  

 In the medium/long term (2040-2050) overall demand forecasts for both schemes are 
similar to those produced by the Airports Commission, in terms of UK passenger 
volumes and the number of total destinations served. 

 The exception to this is a sharp downward revision to forecast growth of long haul 
passengers and destinations at UK level compared with previous forecasts. This 
downward long haul revision is most marked at UK airports other than Heathrow. 
There is a corresponding uplift in short haul demand. 

 There is also a marked increase in the number of transfer passengers at Heathrow, 
particularly those travelling from other UK airports and transferring to international 
services at Heathrow. However, this is at the expense of direct services from other 
London and regional airports. For instance Gatwick, Stansted, Manchester and 
Birmingham airports all have fewer long haul flights and passengers than previous 
forecasts (and, in some cases, fewer than today). 

 There is an extraordinarily fast build-up of traffic at Heathrow post opening of LHR-
NWR - which is forecast (unrealistically) to fill within 2 years. Almost all of this 
capacity is consumed by transfer passengers. 

 
 
 

                                                           
8 Revised Draft Airports National Policy Statement: new runway capacity and infrastructure at airports in the South East of 

England para 2.32 
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2.3 Gatwick’s response to these changes. 
The overall conclusions of the Revised Draft NPS are not materially different from those in 
the first Draft despite the changes introduced by the DfT October 2017 traffic forecasts. In 
consequence there remain a significant number of points which GAL believes must be 
addressed if the final NPS is to be soundly based. 
 
2.3.1 The strategic value of the Heathrow hub 
The Revised Draft NPS places even more emphasis on the importance of Heathrow’s hub 
status. It now cites “a number of attributes in the manner of strategic effects” which it claims 
only an expanded Heathrow can provide. These are said to include better connectivity, 
particularly on long haul routes; benefits to passengers (in the form of more frequent and 
convenient flights) and the wider economy sooner; and greater freight volumes. On the basis 
of these strategic attributes, the Revised Draft considers LHR-NWR is the most effective way 
of providing increased airport capacity and maintain UK’s hub status.  
 
However on the basis of the DfT October 2017 forecasts these claimed strategic advantages 
either do not exist or are so small as to be immaterial – a point demonstrated by the fact that 
they fail to translate into any significant increase in passengers who start or finish their 
journeys in the UK, or any material gain in economic benefits. 
 
As Table 1 below shows, the October 2017 forecasts show that LHR-NWR and LGW-R2 
deliver virtually the same connectivity outcomes at UK level, in terms of Origin and Destination 
(O/D) passengers, flights (ATMs) and total destinations in 2030 and 2050.  
 
Title: Forecast Passenger Numbers and Total Destinations 

 2030 2050 

Metric LGW-
R2 

LHR-
NWR 

Diff 
LGW 

+ve higher 
-ve lower 

LGW-
R2 

LHR-
NWR 

Diff 
LGW 

+ve higher 
-ve lower 

Passengers (mppa)  

All UK (inc. transfers) 316.7 342.5 -25.8 432.2 435.3 -3.2 

Transfers 24.3 49.5 -25.2 15.9 22.4 -6.5 

All UK O/D 292.4 293.0 -0.6 416.3 412.9 +3.4 

UK Domestic End to End  38.0 38.0 0 50.2 49.8 +0.4 

UK International Origin/Destination 254.8 255.5 -0.7 366.2 363.1 +3.1 

UK Long Haul Origin/Destination 51.8 51.8 0 78.2 78.2 0 

 
Flights (000’s) 

All UK ATMs 2,341 2,459 -5% 2,978 3,013 -1% 

 
Destinations  

All Destinations from UK 383 382 +1 393 393 0 

All Long haul Destinations from 
UK 

117 122 -5 121 124 -3 

All Destinations from Regions 302 290 +12 350 349 +1 

Table 19 - 10 
 
As the table above shows, in terms of UK international Origin/Destination passengers (the 
principal source of economic benefits), and total destinations, Gatwick expansion produces as 
much, if not more connectivity for the UK. 
 

                                                           
9 Data extracted from DfT 2017 revised aviation forecast spreadsheets  
10 See Appendix 1 for  DfT traffic sources 
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Whilst the DfT October 2017 forecasts show slightly more long haul routes, ATMs and 
frequencies (including more daily flights) under LHR-NWR, the differences in these metrics at 
the UK level between Heathrow and Gatwick expansion are not nearly as significant as the 
Revised Draft NPS suggests, but are actually quite small.  As Table 1 shows, LHR-NWR 
delivers only 5% more UK ATM’s than LGW-R2 in 2030, falling to 1% in 2050. Similarly, LHR-
NWR delivers only 3 more long haul destinations by 2050. In terms of total destinations from 
UK the results are again identical by 2050 (393 destinations). 
 
It is clear the claimed LHR-NWR strategic advantages of more frequent flights, including long 
haul, produce no more UK O/D passengers. Instead, the small number of extra flights are 
taken up almost entirely by transfer passengers. 
 
As we explain below, the Revised Draft NPS also fails to give any evidence why LHR-NWR 
results in greater freight volumes for the UK. Since both expansion options result in a similar 
number of UK passenger ATM’s, upon which most freight is carried, it would be expected that 
freight volumes at the UK level would also be similar. 
 
Given these virtually identical traffic and connectivity outcomes, it is not surprising that, despite 
the claimed strategic connectivity benefits of Heathrow, the Revised Draft’s own economic 
appraisal clearly demonstrates that Gatwick expansion produces greater total economic 
benefit for the UK, at a fraction of the cost and environmental impact. Heathrow’s “strategic 
attributes” do not translate into connectivity or economic benefits for the UK. 
 
The traffic and connectivity evidence relied on by the Revised Draft NPS does not, therefore, 
support its conclusion that LHR-NWR is the most effective way of increasing airport capacity 
and maintain the UK’s hub status. 
 
Moreover, it is entirely wrong for the Revised Draft NPS to conclude that expansion of Gatwick 
would threaten the UK’s global aviation hub status, and that Gatwick is not a true alternative 
for expansion. Gatwick clearly is a feasible alternative and this should be recognised in the 
final NPS. 
  
The remainder of this section provides more detail on the relative Traffic and Connectivity 
outcomes of LGW-R2 and LHR–NWR, supporting GAL’s view that the claimed strategic 
benefits of LHR-NWR are not material, and that accordingly LGW-R2 is the best overall 
expansion option. 
 
2.3.2 LGW-R2 delivers the same or more Origin and Destination (O/D) Passengers. 
GAL considers that the key metric for measuring UK connectivity is O/D passengers (i.e. 
passengers who start or finish their journey in the UK). This measure captures the true 
economic value to the UK (as recommended in Treasury guidance) as it excludes transfer 
passengers who never actually enter the UK. O/D passengers include UK business people 
travelling overseas, tourists visiting the UK and overseas investors/business representatives 
coming to the UK. 
 
As the graph below shows, the October 2017 forecasts deliver virtually identical numbers of 
O/D passengers at UK level between LGW-R2 and LHR-NWR expansion options (292.7 
mppa v 293.5 in 2030). By 2050, LGW-R2 delivers more O/D passengers (416.3 mppa) than 
LHR-NWR (412.9 mppa). The same picture emerges for long haul O/D passengers, with 
both expansion options producing identical numbers. 
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Furthermore, closer examination of the journey purpose (business vs leisure) and 
origin/destination (by World Region) reveals that there is no difference in the mix of these 
passengers – the chart below show the data for O/D business passengers in 2030.  
 
 

 
 
These UK O/D passenger numbers demonstrate clearly that the Revised Draft NPS 
conclusion that LHR-NWR’s greater capacity and greater flight frequencies would allow 
business people to travel to more destinations more frequently and conveniently (ref: 
paragraph 3.22) is disproved by its own forecasts. The supposed “strategic advantages” of 
LHR-NWR deliver no real benefit to the UK – the only significant beneficiaries are transfer 
passengers who never actually enter the country.  
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It is important also to note that the Revised Draft NPS fails to correct appropriately a 
significant error in the AC’s forecasts caused by the triple counting of transfer passengers 
travelling through London from a domestic route onto an international route, an error 
revealed by the response to GAL’s FOI request F000131246. The DfT presentation of this 
data is still potentially misleading/unclear.  For example, in Table 3.5d, p.19 of the Updated 
Appraisal Report, “International Passengers Travelling to the UK” includes an additional 
13.8m passengers labelled as Domestic Interliners. This is in fact just an extra 4.6m 
passengers, travelling internationally, combined with the domestic leg of a journey from an 
airport elsewhere in the UK to Heathrow. 
 
2.3.3 The benefits of Transfer Passengers at Heathrow are overstated. 
The Revised Draft NPS places undue weight on the value of transfer passengers at 
Heathrow. In particular it does not include or refer to any substantive evidence that transfer 
passengers “provide added demand to make more routes viable” (Revised Draft paragraph 
3.18). Indeed, as Table 1 shows, the number of routes to/from the UK is virtually identical for 
expansion at Heathrow and Gatwick. 
 
The October 2017 forecasts do, however, show a very significant increase in transfer 
passenger volumes at Heathrow, particularly domestic passengers transferring to 
International. As with previous forecasts, the growth in Heathrow volumes in the early years 
of LHR-NWR operation is entirely made up of transfer passengers. In 2030, 25mppa of the 
extra UK 26 mppa total passengers delivered by LHR-NWR (compared to LGW-R2) are 
transfers. Only an extra 0.7mppa are O/D.  In 2030 Heathrow is forecast to be handling 
around 132 mppa of which over 46 mppa will be transfers. The credibility of this level of 
transfer activity is very questionable, and the strategic benefits claimed have been grossly 
and unjustifiably exaggerated for the LHR-NWR scheme – as the number of additional 
routes is negligible.  
 
The Revised Draft NPS concludes that without expansion Heathrow will continue to be 
constrained and lose transfer traffic to European competitor airports. GAL has previously 
produced evidence to show that this is not the case and that there have been ample 
opportunities for Heathrow airlines, particularly BA, to use the existing slot pool to serve long 
haul emerging markets (for instance when BA acquired a large number of slots from British 
Midland). The fact that they have chosen not to do this indicates that this is a commercial 
decision not a capacity one. 
 
2.3.4 Differences in UK ATMs and Seats are small. 
As shown in Table 1 above, the October 2017 forecasts show a marginally greater number 
of flights (and therefore, seats) at UK level under LHR-NWR than LGW NWR (2.459 million 
ATMs vs 2.341 million in 2030) The forecasts also show marginally more daily services, 
particularly long haul, but it is clear that virtually all of this extra capacity is provided for the 
benefit of Heathrow transfer passengers. And, as detailed later, these extra flights cause 
significant environmental costs whilst consuming a large portion of the UK aviation carbon 
budget. 
 
The reduction in direct international flights from other UK airports under Heathrow expansion 
is significant. The number of long haul flights from Gatwick in 2040 are forecast to be lower 
than today (27,100 vs 29,000)11, partially explained by forecast Gatwick long haul 
passengers per ATM rising to nearly 350.  Given this is around 100 passengers per ATM 
more than forecast at Heathrow, there must be significant doubt as to the accuracy of the 
Gatwick seats per ATM forecasts. 
 
 

                                                           
11 Based on DfT & CAA definition of Long Haul Flights 
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2.3.5 Domestic Connectivity is worse with Heathrow expansion 
The Revised Draft NPS asserts that more passengers from across the UK are likely to benefit 
from lower fares and better access to important international markets from an expanded 
Heathrow. The Revised Draft NPS places heavy emphasis on Heathrow securing more 
domestic routes, but the October 2017 forecasts show little actual difference in the numbers 
of domestic routes into either an expanded Heathrow or expanded Gatwick. (5 domestic routes 
at LHR-NWR vs 6 domestic routes at LGW-R2 in 205012) 
 
In addition for either scheme there is little or no difference in the number of passengers 
travelling for exclusively domestic purposes i.e. starting and ending their journey within the 
UK. 
 
What the October 2017 traffic forecasts do show is a dramatic increase in UK domestic 
passengers transferring through an expanded Heathrow. This comes at a cost, however, in a 
marked reduction in international destinations served direct from UK regional airports. This is 
particularly the case as regards long haul routes, with Manchester and Birmingham airports 
forecast to lose many of their direct long haul services. So, whilst DfT argues that transfer 
passengers would improve the viability of services at Heathrow, the concentration of demand 
at Heathrow would, on this analysis, damage the viability of direct long haul routes to/from 
other UK airports. This is a significant disadvantage of the Heathrow option and should be 
recognised as such. 
 
2.3.6 Build-up of Traffic at an Expanded Heathrow is not credible. 
The October 2017 forecasts show an implausibly rapid build-up of traffic at an expanded 
Heathrow, with the new runway filling up within 1 -2 years as shown in Figure 2.4 below, with 
LHR-NWR jumping from 80mppa to 130mppa between 2028 and 203013. The Revised Draft 
NPS attributes this to the large “pent up” demand at Heathrow.   
 

 

 
 

                                                           
12 Updated Appraisal Report, page 20. 
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However as mentioned earlier, nearly all of this ramp up in traffic is transfer traffic and there 
must be serious question marks over the realism of this build up. Indeed, HAL is on public 
record as saying it is seeking to phase capacity expansion over a 10-15 year period by not 
building an additional terminal. It is also far from clear how Heathrow airlines, including BA, 
could produce (almost overnight) the 60% increase in aircraft fleet capacity required to 
service this traffic build up. 
 
This is a very significant concern as the Revised Draft NPS places great emphasis on LHR-
NWR producing economic benefits earlier than Gatwick expansion. This is almost certainly 
not a realistic argument. It is much more likely that unrealistic modelling is leading the Draft 
NPS to a wrong conclusion. 
 
2.3.7 Heathrow capacity is overstated. 
The October 2017 forecasts continue to assume that an expanded Heathrow will have a 
capacity of 740,000 ATMs per annum. There is still no detail in the Revised Draft NPS as to 
the scale of airspace change proposed, and the related safety case, required for a three 
runway Concept of Operation. As GAL and others have pointed out, it is highly likely that the 
need to avoid runway conflicts, and the application of noise mitigation measures, will result 
in a significantly lower annual capacity - possibly between 670,000 and 700,000 ATMs. This 
would translate into as much as 12 million fewer passengers per year. 
 
The expanded Heathrow capacity assumption drives the connectivity and economic cases, 
and yet the risks to that capacity assumption have been ignored by the DfT.  Any reduction 
will have material impacts on the ability of an expanded Heathrow to deliver the benefits 
claimed by the Revised Draft NPS. The Revised Draft NPS should consider the real risks 
and implications of an expanded Heathrow not delivering the assumed 740,000 ATM 
capacity and associated annual passengers, and even if the preference for Heathrow 
expansion is maintained should also provide for expansion at Gatwick in view of the very 
real risk that the claimed capacity at LHR may not materialise. 
 
2.3.8 Conclusions on Traffic and Connectivity  
On the basis of Traffic and Connectivity benefits produced for the UK as a whole, the 
Airports Commission concluded Gatwick is a credible option for expansion. By contrast the 
Revised Draft NPS concludes that Gatwick expansion would threaten the UK’s hub status. 
This conclusion is not supported by the Traffic and Connectivity evidence contained in the 
Revised Draft.  
 
Both expansion options produce very similar connectivity outcomes in terms of UK total 
destinations, and O/D passengers. Both produce very similar results in terms of long haul 
flights, long haul routes and daily flights. As explained in Section 3.0 following, GAL 
considers that the same holds true for UK freight volumes. 
 
LHR-NWR does produce significantly more transfer passengers. In fact, virtually all of the 
additional ATMs and frequencies generated by LHR-NWR are consumed by transfer 
passengers and, as the ATM forecasts show, there is no evidence to support the claim that 
more transfer passengers make more routes viable. An expanded Heathrow does, however, 
“suck in” domestic transfer passengers from other UK airports, resulting in many cases a 
loss of direct, long haul services from those other airports – notably Manchester and 
Birmingham. 
 
Finally the “strategic” benefits claimed for Heathrow are not apparent. In terms of O/D 
passengers, the evidence does not support the proposition that LHR-NWR is the most 
effective way of expanding airport capacity or maintaining the UK’s hub status. LGW-R2 
produces the same, in some cases better, connectivity outcomes at much less cost and risk. 
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The final NPS should, therefore, confirm Gatwick expansion is a true alternative to Heathrow 
expansion and would bring the same if not greater benefits, to the UK as a whole. 

 

 
3.0 Freight  

 
 
3.1 What Gatwick said in its previous submission 
In our response to the Feb 2017 draft NPS, GAL made the following points: 
 

 The draft NPS places heavy emphasis on the value of airfreight to the UK economy 
and asserts that since Heathrow expansion delivers the biggest boost in long haul 
flights (which, as explained above, GAL does not accept) it also delivers the greatest 
benefit in airfreight. The draft NPS offers no basis for this conclusion but it can only 
rest on extrapolating Heathrow’s currently higher freight throughput. Neither the AC 
nor the draft NPS have produced any long term freight forecasts to enable freight 
projections for LHR-NWR to be compared with those for LGW-R2.  

 CAA 2015 data shows that airfreight volumes are closely correlated with the availability 
of belly hold capacity on passenger aircraft, particularly on long haul (i.e. freight 
capacity follows long haul ATM volumes)14. Analysis of freight uplift carried on long 
haul routes currently served from both Heathrow and Gatwick (e.g. Dubai, Las Vegas) 
show comparable tonnages per flight, suggesting that there is no inherent difference 
in freight outcomes caused by airport location. 

 Given that the AC’s forecasts show only a small difference in the additional UK-level 
long haul ATMs delivered under either scheme, it is logical to conclude (absent any 
empirical evidence to the contrary) that LGW-R2 would deliver comparable UK freight 
volumes to those under LHR-NWR. 

 To illustrate, using today’s average tonnage per ATM (from 2015 CAA data) and the 
AC’s AoN ATM forecasts (already discussed above) it is possible to estimate future 

                                                           
14 CAA UK Airport data 2015 

Freight – Key Messages 

 The Revised Draft NPS is not supported by any forecasts of UK freight under 
LHR-NWR vs LGW-R2.  Instead the Draft simply assumes that Heathrow’s 
current predominance in freight volumes will continue, irrespective of expansion 
options 
 

 Air freight volumes are closely correlated with belly hold capacity on passenger 
aircraft particularly long haul. Freight volumes per ATM are very similar 
irrespective of the airport used. 
 

 As total UK and long haul ATM’s are forecast to be virtually the same under 
LGW-R2 and LHR-NWR (less than 5% difference in 2030), UK freight volumes 
should also be similar. 
 

 The Revised Draft NPS contains no substantive evidence that Heathrow will 
continue to hold a pre-eminent position in UK freight.  The final NPS should 
correct this omission. 
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freight tonnage at the UK level. The table below shows that Heathrow expansion 
would deliver freight volumes only 3% - 7% higher than Gatwick. 

 
 

Projection of UK Annual Cargo Tonnes 

  
LGW-R2 LHR-NWR LGW-R2 vs LHR-NWR 

  

Assumed 

Tonnes 

/ATM 2030 2040 2050 2030 2040 2050 2030 2040 2050 

  Tonnes (m) Tonnes (m) Tonnes (m) 

Scheduled 

LH 
6.47 1.7 1.9 2.3 1.9 2.1 2.4 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 

Other Pax 

ATMs 
0.13 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 -0.0 -0.0 0.0 

Freighter 12.00 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.0 -0.0 0.0 

Total 
 

2.5 2.8 3.2 2.7 3.0 3.3 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 

% Var 
 

   
   

-6% -7% -3% 

Source: GAL analysis based on AC AoN, Carbon-Traded ATM forecasts and 2015 CAA data 

 This clearly indicates that the draft NPS has placed undue emphasis on Heathrow’s 
leading position in freight today.  In order to support the conclusions in the NPS a 
thorough assessment is required of the UK freight market requirements and of how 
these requirements would be met under each expansion option. 

 
3.2 What the Revised Draft NPS states 
The Revised Draft NPS has not altered the statements on Freight which were included in the 
February 2017 Draft. 
  

3.3 Gatwick’s response to the Revised Draft 

The Revised Draft NPS maintains the view that LHR-NWR will produce far higher volumes of 
freight traffic, due to the greater number of flights, particularly to long haul destinations. As 
explained earlier the relative differences in the October 2017 forecasts between UK level 
ATM’s with LHR-NWR and LGW-R2 are relatively small. As such, forecast freight capacity 
and volumes should equally be similar. The Revised Draft NPS does not contain any 
empirical evidence as to why LHR-NWR would deliver a superior freight outcome, other than 
citing today’s freight volumes at each airport as indicative of future volumes.  

 
This is a further very significant failing in the Government’s analysis and should be corrected 
in the final version of the NPS before it is published. 
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4.0 Economic Appraisal 

 

Economic Appraisal – Key Messages 

 

 DfT’s updated analysis now shows Gatwick ahead of Heathrow, generating 

the greatest benefit for the UK economy. The Net Public Value of expanding 

Gatwick is estimated by the DfT to be £72.6-74.4bn, which is £1.8-4.8bn higher 

than Heathrow. 

 

 The updated appraisal still wrongly includes benefits to international transfer 

passengers, which are integral to the Heathrow business case but which do not 

accrue to the UK economy. Once these benefits are set aside, as Government 

guidance requires, Gatwick’s economic advantage is even more pronounced with 

a revised net public value £5.0-8.0bn higher than Heathrow. 

 

 Scheme costs and risks, much higher for Heathrow expansion, are very 

material considerations, but the Revised Draft NPS continues to downplay their 

significance, including by focusing on metrics such as Net Social Benefit  which 

ignore such costs.  Taking into account the much higher scheme costs of 

Heathrow expansion (£14.9bn versus £6.4bn), which must be recouped from 

consumers through airport charges, the net economic benefit of Gatwick 

expansion is further reinforced. 

 

 The appraisal under-estimates the competitive market response to new 

capacity. It relies upon the outcomes of the DfT traffic allocation model which is 

based on very questionable assumptions. Significantly, the model allocates future 

traffic to individual airports based on existing traffic patterns and existing 

passenger preferences and costs - there is no recognition of the fundamental 

change in the market dynamics from a step-change in capacity at Gatwick nor is 

account taken of the price elasticity of demand.  The traffic model, and therefore 

the economic appraisal, continue to underestimate the passenger benefits 

accruing from an expansion of Gatwick, particularly in the period immediately 

following expansion.  

 

 The appraisal inadequately reflects the greater environmental costs associated 

with Heathrow expansion. There is a very wide range of estimates for the noise 

costs which Heathrow expansion would impose on local residents. Recognising 

this range, as Government guidance requires, would mean Heathrow 

environmental costs increasing to a range of £1.7-11.2bn, some £10bn higher at 

the top end than those for Gatwick, £0.8-1.5bn. 

 

 The Updated Appraisal Report (October 2017) must be corrected and 

republished to reflect the gaps in the risk and sensitivity analysis that we set out 

later in this section. 

 

 In the absence of compelling economic evidence, the appraisal places much 

weight on the so called strategic advantages of Heathrow expansion, 

primarily international connectivity, trade and air freight. These do not stand 

up to scrutiny. Connectivity for the UK as a whole would be similar under either 

scheme, and trade benefit calculations are tentative and not decisive. Air freight 

largely follows long haul passenger connectivity, and can be efficiently and 

competitively distributed across a number of London and UK regional airports. 
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4.1 What Gatwick said in its previous submission  
In our response to the February 2017 draft NPS, GAL made the following points: 
 

 The Government’s economic appraisal was not soundly based, relying as it did on 
out of date traffic forecasts. 

 The appraisal did not give due emphasis to the much higher scheme and surface 
access costs of LHR-NWR. Such costs will ultimately need to be met by passengers, 
airlines, and taxpayers, and ignoring them is irrational. 

 On the Government’s own analysis, the LGW-R2 and the LHR-NWR schemes would 
provide virtually identical benefits to the UK (after removing benefits to international 
to international transfer passengers who do not directly contribute to the UK 
economy) with Gatwick having the advantages of quicker delivery and far greater 
certainty. 

 The extent of wider economic benefits was overstated, and in particular did not 
include offsetting negative externalities from increasing economic activity in West 
London. 

 Contrary to standard Government guidance, the draft NPS relied heavily on local 
employment as a separate benefit and as a reason to prefer LHR-NWR to LGW-R2. 
This should be ignored in judging between two schemes that are not aiming to 
increase local employment and are both in areas where levels of economic activity 
are already high. 

 When the Government’s analysis was updated to reflect the 2016 traffic forecasts, 
and was adjusted to be in line with the Government’s own appraisal guidance, the 
analysis clearly showed that LGW-R2 would be the better value for money scheme. 
 

4.2 What does the Revised Draft NPS say about economic benefits? 
Economic appraisal has been at the heart of the public policy assessments of the need for 
airport expansion and the relative merits of each scheme. The precise arguments, analysis 
and data deployed have evolved over the years since the Airports Commission started work 
in 2012. GAL has previously challenged this body of work and is pleased that the Revised 
Draft NPS does not repeat a number of key flaws in earlier appraisals: 

 The latest appraisal is based on up to date (rather than out of date) traffic statistics, 
which in turn better reflect recent growth at Gatwick and the emergence of point-to-
point long haul as a rapidly growing airline model; 

 The earlier, more speculative, attempts to measure economic growth benefits15, 
which in turn rested erroneously on traffic assumptions that directly contradicted the 
Airports Commission’s own traffic forecasts, have now apparently been set aside as 
unreliable for economic or strategic assessments.  That said, the DfT has failed to 
highlight the specific errors (as distinct from differing judgements) in the Airports 
Commission’s analysis and this body of work continues to be cited as credible 
analysis by various parties - most recently in oral evidence to the Transport Select 
Committee, evidence not corrected by the DfT representatives then present;  

 The previously claimed benefits of clustering airport-related economic activity in West 
London have also been set aside, given the acknowledgement of associated 
congestion costs. 

 

The overall result of these improvements to data and modelling are that the net economic 

benefits of Gatwick expansion are now clearly recognised by the DfT as superior to those of 

the LHR-NWR scheme. Nevertheless, we continue to have concerns about important 

aspects of the economic appraisal, discussed below. 

                                                           
15 PwC, Airports Commission: Strategic Fit: GDP/GVA Impacts 
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One of the notable shifts in the Revised Draft NPS is that the logic for favouring the LHR-
NWR scheme over the LGW-R2 scheme is now heavily based on “a number of attributes in 
the manner of strategic effects”, rather than being based on rigorous economic appraisal – a 
shift in emphasis which coincides with the economic appraisal now favouring Gatwick, rather 
than Heathrow as previously was the case. 

The Revised Draft NPS makes the following key points about economic benefits:16 
 

 Expansion at LHR would increase the availability of services and increase 
competition between airlines, which would lower fares. The extent of pent up demand 
at LHR is such that these benefits are expected to occur very rapidly after expansion, 
with the LHR-NWR scheme delivering more benefits to passengers than LGW-R2. 

 The total benefits from LGW-R2 are greater than those delivered by LHR-NWR when 
the full appraisal period (60 years) is considered, but are lower for most of the 
appraisal period. 

 Expansion at LHR-NWR is expected to deliver larger wider economic benefits than 
expansion at LGW-R2 because workers around LHR are more productive than those 
around LGW, and expansion at LHR would further develop the cluster of businesses 
that have already located around LHR. 

 The LHR-NWR scheme would create more local jobs than the LGW-R2 scheme and 
those jobs would be created more quickly. This is because the services offered at 
LHR are asserted to be more complex than those at LGW. 

 The LHR-NWR scheme would bring a number of benefits that are not monetised, 
such as local job creation, and trade and freight benefits that are larger than for 
LGW-R2 scheme. 
 

4.3 Gatwick’s response to the changes 

The following section sets out GAL’s concerns with aspects of the updated economic 

appraisal. 

 
4.3.1 Updated appraisal demonstrates greater benefits from Gatwick expansion, but 

downplays the impacts of Heathrow’s higher costs. 
 
Focusing primarily on the benefits of airport expansion, the DfT’s updated analysis 
(incorporating more recent traffic forecasts) now shows Gatwick ahead of Heathrow, 
generating the greatest benefit for the UK economy. For example, the Net Public Value of 
expanding Gatwick is estimated by the DfT to be £72.6-74.4bn, which is £1.8-4.8bn higher 
than the range of values for the LHR-NWR scheme. 
 
The DfT highlights a number of different economic metrics, but appears to place 
considerable weight on appraisal metrics which exclude some or all of the costs of the 
schemes, in order “to isolate societal and public impacts”.17  This includes Net Social Benefit, 
a metric favoured by the Airports Commission but not normally used in Government and DfT 
appraisals.  
 
The Airports Commission sought to justify the use of Net Social Benefit on the basis that the 
capital costs of the projects would be funded by the private sector and therefore would not 
fall as a cost to the UK economy.  If the funding were by way of a non-returnable gift from 
overseas investors, this might be a valid assumption. Patently, this is not the case.  The 
capital cost (and investment return) will be recouped over time from passengers/airlines 
through airport charges.   
 

                                                           
16 Revised Draft NPS, pp. 23-24 
17 Box 9.1 of DfT’s updated appraisal report 
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Net Social Benefit is further flawed as a metric in that it: 

 includes the loss in airline profits occasioned by the increase in airport capacity, this 
being a cost that is calculated within the DfT models; but  

 excludes all surface access and scheme costs, which will be recouped from 
passengers/airlines through airport charges. 
 

Put simply, the Net Social Benefit metric assumes that it is relevant to consider the indirect 
(modelled) cost to airlines of new capacity, but irrelevant to consider the direct (known) cost 
to passengers/airlines of building this new capacity.   
 
The different metrics highlighted in the Revised Draft NPS are shown in Table 3.1 below.   
 
Table 3.1 DfT appraisal metrics18   

Present value (£bn 2014) LGW-R2 LHR-NWR 
Prefer LHR 
or LGW 

Passenger benefits 69.4 67.6 LGW R2 
Total benefits to passengers and 
the wider economy 

 
74.1 to 75.3 

 
72.8 to 74.2 

 
LGW-R2 

Net Social Benefit  8.1 to 9.3 16.2 to 17.5 LHR-NWR 
Scheme cost -6.4 to -6.3 -14.9 to -12.9 LGW-R2 
Surface access cost -0.6 -3.4 to -1.4 LGW-R2 
Net Present Value  1.0 to 2.4 -2.2 to 3.3 Overlap 
Net Public Value 72.6 to 74.4 67.8 to 72.6 LGW-R2 

 
Gatwick is unambiguously the preferred scheme under two of the four metrics emphasised 
by DfT (highlighted in bold in the table).  It is only under the Net Social Benefit metric that 
Heathrow is preferred but, as noted, this metric is not one of the Government’s normal 
appraisal tools and is flawed in its application in this context. The Net Present Value metric 
shows a marginal overlap between the two options on the reported figures; however, upon 
correction of the analysis (see below) Gatwick is preferred on this metric too. 
 
4.3.2 Failure to adjust for benefits to international transfer passengers   
The DfT identifies separately the benefits of expansion to international to international (I-to-I) 
transfer passengers i.e. those merely changing planes in the UK en route between two 
countries overseas.  However, having identified these benefits, which do not accrue to the 
UK economy, the DfT then fails to follow its own guidance set out in WebTAG,19 which 
requires these benefits to be excluded in order to assess the net benefits to the UK 
economy, which is what the appraisal should focus on.   
 
As the increase in I-to-I passengers is projected to be much higher when Heathrow expands, 
due to an overly simplistic extrapolation of existing patterns and the current balance of long 
haul flights (though not, as we have argued, reflecting the probable market reaction to new 
capacity), without adjustment the DfT figures overstate the likely benefits to the UK. This 
particularly, but wrongly, favours the LHR-NWR scheme.   
 
Table 3.2 below restates the DfT appraisal metrics (reported at Table 3.1 above) properly 
accounting for the I-to-I Passenger benefits. This shows that Gatwick is clearly the first 
choice on the Net Present Value metric as well as on Total Benefits and Net Public Value.   
 
The DfT needs to correct and republish the Updated Appraisal Report (October 2017) to 
exclude the benefits to I-to-I passenger, in particular Table 9.2, p.44. and Figure 4.1, p.24.  
In relation to the latter charts, which plot year-by-year Cumulative Passenger Benefits, the 

                                                           
18 DfT Updated Appraisal Report Table 9.2 
19 Department for Transport (2015), ‘TAG Unit A5.2 Aviation Appraisal’, December, para. 3.2.6, p. 5 
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DfT should also, and publish the underlying detailed annual data (e.g. split by benefit type 
and passenger type) to enable consultees to better understand and critique the analysis. 
 
Table 3.2 DfT appraisal metrics20   

Present value (£bn 2014) LGW-R2 LHR-NWR 
Prefer LHR 
or LGW 

Passenger benefits 69.4 67.6 LGW-R2 
Passenger benefits to I-to-I 2.3 5.5  
Passenger benefits to UK 67.1 62.1 LGW-R2 
Total benefits to passengers and 
the wider economy 

71.8 to 73.0 67.3 to 68.7 
 

LGW-R2 

Net Social Benefit  5.8 to 7.0 11.1 to 12.5 LHR-NWR 
Scheme cost -6.4 to -6.3 -14.9 to -12.9 LGW-R2 
Surface access cost -0.6 -3.4 to -1.4 LGW-R2 
Net Present Value  -1.2 to 0.1 -7.2 to -3.8 LGW-R2 
Net Public Value 70.3 to 71.5 62.7 to 66.1 LGW-R2 
    

 
4.3.3 The treatment of costs is misleading 
The costs associated with the LHR-NWR scheme are much higher than for LGW-R2.  
Scheme costs will be financed initially by airports and recouped over time from their 
customers, but some surface access costs for Heathrow expansion may well fall mainly on 
the Government (i.e. the taxpayer) as acknowledged in the note to Figure 9.1 of the DfT’s 
updated appraisal. 
 
There is a fundamental problem with relying on the Net Social Benefit metric.  By ignoring all 
scheme and surface access costs, the appraisal assumes that these are not social costs.  In 
reality, costs incurred to extend and access these airports are genuine economic costs 
which are borne ultimately by the UK public – including the private sector, shareholders, 
passengers and taxpayers.  To ignore them gives a very partial and hence misleading 
account of the economic impacts involved, and runs counter to HM Treasury’s Green Book 
which refers to ‘Valuing the costs and benefits’21, and to the Government’s appraisal 
guidance which states that ‘Cost estimates are as crucial as benefits estimation in the cost-
benefit analysis’.22  On the basis of the metrics which give a more balanced assessment of 
economic impacts, LGW-R2 is the option which should be preferred. 
 
4.3.4 Market dynamics are not properly assessed 
The traffic projections underlying the latest economic analysis are based on the DfT’s 
aviation model, revised since the 2016 modelling report, mainly to update the base year data 
to 2016.  There have also been some changes in the structure of the model, but in essence 
the approach remains the same.  The calibration process is designed to identify parameters 
which explain existing traffic patterns, including for example the choice of airports, in which 
existing passenger preferences play a key role alongside cost and frequency variables, and 
the distribution of long haul flights.   
 
The structure of the London aviation market will, however, change significantly when 
additional capacity is made available at either Gatwick or Heathrow.  For example, if Gatwick 
were to expand, creating a situation in which there were two major airports in the South East 
of similar size, it is inconceivable that passengers’ airport preferences would remain 
unchanged – and yet this is precisely what the modelling assumes.  It is clear that these 

                                                           
20 DfT Updated Appraisal Report Table 9.2 
21 HM Treasury (2011), The Green Book: appraisal and evaluation in Central Government, p. 19.  
22 Department for Transport (2014), ‘Transport Analysis Guidance: Guidance for the Technical Project 
Manager’, January, para. 1.3.8., p. 8.  
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supposedly unchanging preferences, based entirely on existing opportunities, have a major 
and distorting influence on the projections, leading to very strange forecast outcomes.   
 
One example is the extraordinarily rapid filling up of a new runway at Heathrow, projected to 
occur within two years of opening according to DfT forecasts, as pent up demand is 
suddenly satisfied. On the other hand, if Gatwick expands, frustrated Heathrow passengers 
would remain frustrated and decide to patronise Gatwick only very slowly with a very gradual 
traffic build up.  Both of these scenarios appear implausible. The limitations of the DfT’s 
modelling have consistently been reflected in its inability to predict the rapid growth at 
Gatwick over recent years, and there is no reason to think it will be better in the future. 
 
Another example of strange modelling outcomes is the massive increase in transfers when 
Heathrow expands, a more extreme view even than was taken in the DfT’s 2016 analysis, 
and again a reflection of existing patterns rather than future opportunities.  
 
The general point is that, based as it is on existing traffic patterns, the model is unable to 
make proper allowance for the adjustment of market structures when new opportunities 
arise. In our view, for the aviation model to accurately predict the changes in the market 
arising from substantial capacity expansion, it must not only reflect the status quo but also 
reflect airline and airport economics more generally. In the examples quoted above, and 
more generally, the scope for shifting preferences towards the (lower cost) Gatwick 
expansion has been understated. A more realistic representation of airline and airport 
economics would be likely to further increase the margins by which the LGW-R2 scheme is 
preferred to the LHR-NWR scheme from an economic perspective. 
 
The difficulty which the DfT’s aviation forecasting model has had in predicting how the 
aviation market in the UK has developed, historically and in the recent past, mean that it 
should be used carefully, and in combination with economic analysis, in assessing future 
changes in the market particularly in light of such a fundamental change in market structure 
as would be brought about by the LGW-R2 scheme. Manchester Airports Group in its recent 
evidence to the Transport Select Committee expressed the view that the “forecasts are 
seriously flawed and do not provide a sound basis for policy making”. 
 
Notwithstanding the need to improve the DfT’s traffic modelling, in particular as it relates to 
the allocation of traffic between airports, the DfT must improve the transparency of the 
results of its economic modelling to properly enable consultees to understand and critique 
the analysis. In particular, the DfT should make available a comprehensive data pack 
incorporating the data used in calculation of passenger benefits, airline profit loss, and 
“shadow costs” for traffic allocation.  
 
4.3.5 The phasing of traffic and benefits for Heathrow and Gatwick is unrealistic 
In its strategic case, the DfT emphasises the argument that expanding Heathrow delivers 
benefits to passengers (and the wider economy) sooner, and illustrates this in Figure 4.1 of 
its updated appraisal.  This suggests that the cumulative benefits would be £2.0bn higher 
than those for Gatwick expansion in 2030 and £4.8bn higher by 2050.  Although total air 
passenger numbers by 2050 are projected to be much the same when capacity at either of 
the two airports is expanded, the build-up is slower when Gatwick is expanded.  This means 
that the build-up of benefits in that case is also slower.   
 
As explained above, the assumed difference in speed of build-up between the two schemes 
is a result of the failure of the DfT’s model to account properly for the processes of market 
adjustment that would occur in different scenarios23.  It is unrealistic to assume that Gatwick 
would remain underused for so long, and still so heavily short-haul focused, if capacity were 
available while Heathrow continued to be constrained.  The argument that passenger 

                                                           
23 Manchester Airport Group – Written Evidence submission to the Transport Select Committee November 2017 
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benefits from Gatwick would be so much lower in the early decades does not reflect a 
realistic understanding of the economics of airport and airline competition.  And, even on the 
DfT’s figures, the benefits shortfall from Gatwick is largely due to I-to-I passengers which 
should in any case be excluded from the appraisal, as discussed in the previous section.  
Given also the concerns explained earlier that Heathrow would not be able to deliver as 
much extra capacity or deliver it as quickly as DfT assumes, the argument that timing 
considerations favour Heathrow in strategic terms is untenable.  
 
The benefits of Heathrow would be further diluted by their plans to phase delivery of the 
scheme over 10 to 15 years24. The DfT assesses that this will reduce the passenger benefits 
at Heathrow by a further £0.5bn. This appears to be an implausibly low impact for such a 
fundamental change, again highlighting the need for DfT to provide greater transparency of 
the data underpinning its economic assessment.  Moreover, if this is the development path 
Heathrow intends to follow, the DfT must explain how this is consistent with the Airports 
Commission assessment and with the DfT’s proposal on which they are consulting on the 
Draft NPS and Revised Draft NPS. 
 
The DfT should also publish the data associated with the phased capacity sensitivity 
analysis they have performed25, including: 

 the annual realisation of passenger benefits (as per Figure 4.1 in the Updated 
Appraisal Report); 

 the traffic forecasts; and 

 the connectivity effects (as per Section 3 of the Updated Appraisal Report).   

 
4.3.6 Benefits from competition have not been properly assessed 
The DfT claims that the LHR-NWR scheme would ‘increase competition between airlines’.26 
However, this is not supported by the detailed economic analysis, which shows that 
substantial scarcity rents would still accrue to airlines under the LHR-NWR scheme: ‘In the 
Heathrow case, however, the airport fills up quickly, meaning that airlines can again start 
charging additional fares’27. This suggests that any such pro-competitive benefit from the 
LHR-NWR scheme would be limited to the period between capacity opening and filling up, 
which is about two years, according to the DfT appraisal. As such, the assertion that the 
LHR-NWR scheme would ‘increase competition’ is based on such a short period of time that 
it should not be included as the basis for a policy decision, particularly when the LGW-R2 
scheme is thought by the DfT to result in much greater impacts on airline profits (presumably 
from increased competition). This supports GAL’s long-standing view that the LGW-R2 
scheme would be more pro-competitive than the LHR-NWR scheme. 
 
4.3.7 Assessment of Environmental Costs (particularly noise) is unbalanced 
The appraisal makes a number of questionable assumptions about the scheduling of night 
flights which would occur in the cases of no Heathrow expansion, with LHR-NWR, and of 
Gatwick expansion. These assumptions affect directly the estimates of the costs of noise 
disturbance associated with each option. GAL’s critique of this aspect of the appraisal is 
outlined in section 5 of this response.  
 
When the costs of noise are re-calculated to properly reflect current Government policy on 
how health costs are to be assessed, and more balanced assumptions on the patterns of 
traffic at LHR-NWR and LGW-R2 are included in the appraisal, the environmental costs 
associated with LGW-R2 are estimated to reduce slightly to £0.8bn while those for LHR-

                                                           
24 Heathrow Airport Press Release 14th December 2017 – Heathrow expansion hits next delivery milestone with launch of 
planning consultation 
25 paras. 10.17 & 10.18, p. 55 of the Updated Appraisal Report (October 2017) 
26 Revised Draft NPS, para 3.26. 
27 DfT Updated Appraisal Report, para. 4.12. 



   
 

22 
 

NWR would increase to around £2.3bn. This rebalancing of the central estimate, adds 
£0.8bn to the relative cost of LHR-NWR versus LGW-R2.   
 
In addition, as GAL noted in its detailed response to the previous consultation28, the 
February 2017 draft NPS appraisal did not reflect the wide range of possible environmental 
costs. The revised appraisal does not correct this error, and remains contrary to explicit 
Government appraisal guidance29: “In applying these tools [to value noise impact] it is crucial 
that the relevant sensitivities and uncertainties are reflected.” The earlier DfT Further Review 
and Sensitivities Report did contain evidence on the potentially very high costs of noise 
disturbance which the LHR-NWR scheme could cause, but these estimates were not 
brought into the overall balance when assessing the merits of each scheme. The latest DfT 
assessment simply notes the presence of uncertainty in the quantification and valuation of 
noise impacts, but does not attempt to reflect these uncertainties in the appraisal results: 
 
“The relevant Defra guidance on valuation of health and amenity effects highlights the 
uncertainties involved in the form of the Disability Weightings (DWs) that can be applied to 
such calculations. … this assessment uses the mid-point DWs for the valuations that have 
been used to derive DALY estimations, and thresholds recommended by the WHO. This is a 
rapidly-developing area of understanding; estimations of health and amenity effects must be 
interpreted with some caution.”30 
 
Applying the range of health valuations for noise disturbance the LHR-NWR environmental 
costs are estimated to lie in a range £1.7-11.2bn which, at the top end, is an order of 
magnitude higher than the LGW-R2 range of £0.8-1.5bn. 
 
The following table applies these ranges for the estimated environmental costs to the 

appraisal summary metrics, adjusted for I-to-I passengers (as set out in Table 3.2 above). 

 

Table 3.3 Metrics excluding I-I benefits, and including more appropriate calculation of 

noise disturbance costs31 

Present value (£bn 2014) LGW-R2 LHR-NWR 
Prefer LHR 
or LGW 

Total benefits to passengers and 
the wider economy 

 
74.1 to 75.3 

 
72.8 to 74.2 

 
LGW-R2 / 
Overlap 

Benefits to I-to-I pax 2.3 5.5  
Benefits excluding I-to-I pax 71.8 to 73.0 67.3 to 68.7 LGW-R2 
Environmental costs -1.5 to -0.8 -11.2 to -1.7  
Airline profit/loss -65.1 -55.0  
Net social benefit  5.2 to 7.1 1.1 to 12.0 Overlap 
Scheme cost -6.4 to -6.3 -14.9 to -12.9  
Surface access cost -0.6 -3.4 to -1.4  
Net Present Value -1.8 to 0.2 -17.2 to -4.3 LGW-R2 
Net Public Value 69.7 to 71.6 52.7 to 65.5 LGW-R2 
    

 
In summary, the case for LGW-R2 is even stronger if the DfT were to value the costs of 
noise disturbance based on a more balanced set of assumptions about the pattern of day 
and night flights for each expansion scheme, and to follow its own appraisal guidance by 

                                                           
28 GAL, Detailed Response to Question 2 of the Draft Airports National Policy Statement, May 2017, Appendix 1, section 3.9 
29 Defra, Environmental Noise: Valuing impacts on: sleep disturbance, annoyance, hypertension, productivity and quiet, 

November 2014, paragraph 53 
30 Appraisal of Sustainability, Appendix A-4 Noise, paragraph 4.11.8 
31 DfT Updated Appraisal Report Tables 4.1 and 9.2 and Oxera calculations for GAL 
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taking account of the very high range of potential noise costs associated with Heathrow 
expansion. 
 
4.3.8 Local Employment should be disregarded 
The DfT outlines that their analysis results in more jobs created by the LHR-NWR scheme 
than the LGW-R2 scheme. However, the areas around Heathrow and Gatwick have 
relatively high levels of economic activity already32 and adding thousands more jobs in such 
areas would be expected largely to reallocate labour from other economic activity rather than 
increasing the level of economic activity overall.33 On this basis, the supposedly larger 
number of jobs created by the LHR-NWR scheme is not a material benefit and should be 
disregarded as largely reallocating workers from one source of employment to another.  
 
4.3.9 Risks assessments and sensitivity analysis 

The Updated Appraisal Report (October 2017) incorporates only limited - and in many 

instances out of date - sensitivity analyses to assess the impact of risks upon the expansion 

scheme outcomes. Furthermore, there is no consistency in the scope of data that the DfT 

makes available and how it chooses to portray the results.  

In particular it is noted that:  

 In presenting economic outcomes, the DfT generally choses to illustrate “Cumulative 

direct and wider economic impacts” (e.g. Figure 110.2, p.50 or Figure 10.3, p54) that:  

o excludes scheme and surface access (which, as highlighted above, are costs 

that must be recouped directly from airport users and should be recognised); 

and  

o includes the benefits to international transfer passengers (which, as 

highlighted above, must be excluded from the analysis). This must be 

corrected. 

 

 The DfT has recognised that the AC traffic forecasts are out-of-date and has updated 

its central case assumptions accordingly.  This has had a profound effect on the 

outcomes of the traffic and economic analysis.  Notwithstanding this, the DfT has not 

updated the AC traffic scenario analysis and further compounds this failure by 

incorporating the results of the out-of-date AC scenario analysis in the Updated 

Appraisal Report (e.g. Figure 110.1, p.49 or Table 10.4, p. 53). Whilst it is true that 

some projections may turn out to be wrong, starting with an error will make that 

possibility a certainty.   

 

 The DfT prepared a number of sensitivity analyses for its Further Review and 

Sensitivities Report (October 2016), based on the AC traffic forecasts. Again, given 

significant changes in the central case, the sensitivity analyses should be re-run. The 

DfT has failed to do so, merely reporting the data it included in its earlier analysis 

(e.g. Figure 10.3, p. 54). 

 

 The DfT notes that in addition to economic impacts, it is also necessary to consider 

how connectivity outcomes can vary.  However, the DfT: 

o provides only partial datasets (e.g. ATMs, Long-haul ATMs and total terminal 

passengers). To properly understand the connectivity outcomes, more detail 

                                                           
32 Unemployment in Hillingdon local authority is 4.8%, close to Great Britain average of 4.6%. Unemployment in Crawley is 
3.4%. (Source: ONS, data for year to June 2017). 
33 An assumption of 100% displacement is consistent with the DfT’s appraisal guidance: Department for Transport (2016), ‘TAG 
Unit A2.2 Appraisal of induced investment impacts’, para 2.2.10, p. 4 
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is required e.g. UK O&D passengers (domestic, short-haul international, long-

haul), international transfer passengers, etc; and 

o the DfT choses to provide data for only a limited number of sensitivities (most 

of which are in any event the out-of-date AC scenarios). The data is required 

for all scenarios and sensitivities e.g. for the sensitivity dealing with overseas 

hub capacity, in addition to the direct economic impact, what is the effect on 

transfer passengers and direct routes served from the UK. 

 

 The Updated Appraisal Report suggests that the phasing of benefits is an important 

consideration for the Government and indeed provides (some) data for the central 

case on Cumulative Passenger Benefits (e.g. at Figure 4.1, p.24).  The DfT should 

provide equivalent data for all the sensitivities e.g. for “Phasing of Capacity at 

Heathrow” (paras. 10.17 & 10.18, p. 55). 

 

 The Updated Appraisal Report does not incorporate important sensitivities included 

in its earlier report.  For example, the sensitivity to assess what would happen to 

connectivity outcomes if alternative route viability thresholds were adopted in the 

DfT’s model. 

 

 The scenarios and sensitivities presented in the Updated Appraisal Report make 

modest adjustments to the assumptions in the DfT model.  What they do not address 

are some of the key issues inherent in its methodology.  For example, as highlighted 

recently by MAG: “segmenting passenger demand into ‘full service’, ‘low cost’ and 

‘charter’, which does not reflect how passengers make decisions and creates a 

distorted view of  the aviation market”.  The DfT need to consider how issues such as 

this might be addressed.   

The DfT must correct and republish the Updated Appraisal Report to address these errors, 

omissions and issues of transparency 

4.3.10 Strategic arguments in favour of LHR-NWR are not supported by the evidence 
The Revised Draft NPS emphasises two key ‘strategic’ economic benefits for LHR-NWR: 
those arising from connectivity (particularly ‘long haul flights and connections to fast-growing 
economies’), and those arising from freight. 
 
The connectivity strategic benefit claimed for Heathrow expansion is not borne out by the 
DfT’s own analysis. As set out in section 2, by 2050 Gatwick expansion would deliver more 
Origin/Destination passengers for the UK, with little difference in the number and type of 
international destinations served. In the nearer term, and with a focus on long haul traffic, by 
2030 there would be 52m long haul Origin/Destination passengers for the UK under both 
expansion options and no difference either in the journey purpose (business versus leisure) 
or destination (Far East, North America, Africa, etc.). 
 
With regard to freight, the Revised Draft NPS makes a number of assertions about the 
freight benefits arising from expansion at Heathrow. These amount to an assertion that 
because Heathrow is the UK’s largest air cargo centre today, it is uniquely placed to 
increase its market share in the decades to come. This is no evidential basis for claiming a 
strategic benefit from Heathrow expansion. Although, as explained in section 2 above, it is 
true that growth in freight is linked to long haul capacity, no rigorous analysis is presented as 
to why (when the number of long haul flights will be similar) freight outcomes would be 
materially different under the two expansion schemes, or as to the future demand and value 
of air freight to the UK economy. In the absence of such analysis, the Revised Draft provides 
is no basis for drawing comparisons between the extent of freight demand satisfied by each 
scheme, other than asserting that because LHR currently handles more freight that this will 
remain so after expansion. This ignores for example the fact that the market for air freight 
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covers at least the whole of the south east of England, and is served from several airports by 
a mix of dedicated cargo flights and cargo carried in the holds of passenger aircraft.34  
 
The assertions about freight may reflect the DfT’s analysis of trade effects, summarised in 
table 5.2 of the updated appraisal.  These suggest that, on a passenger-based analysis, 
trade benefits would be higher for the LGW-R2 scheme although slower to come through.  
On the other hand, a seat-based analysis apparently suggests trade benefits would be 2½-3 
times higher for the LHR-NWR scheme.  Accordingly, the DfT’s limited quantitative analysis 
of freight is ambiguous as to which scheme would be preferred. Yet, the DfT’s argument 
amounts to saying that freight capacity and services would be permanently lower under the 
LGW-R2 scheme than under the LHR-NWR scheme.   In the context of a market for freight 
that is at least as wide as the entirety of the south east of England (as found by the CAA), 
and where the demand for air freight is determined by overall commodity flows between the 
UK and other countries, this premise makes no sense: airlines will provide flights to the most 
profitable locations, accounting for the revenue from passengers and cargo.  
 
In summary, whilst we agree with the principle that international connectivity is an important 
consideration, the Revised Draft NPS fails to provide any convincing evidence of Heathrow 
delivering greater benefits to the UK from increased connectivity to export markets, or from 
increased freight capacity. The Draft NPS evidence indicates that benefits to the UK from 
Gatwick expansion would be at least as great as from Heathrow. 
 

 
5.0 Environment  
 
5.1 Summary 
The Revised Draft NPS accepts that LGW-R2 produces greater total economic benefits than 
LHR-NWR and lower adverse environmental effects. However, the Revised Draft NPS 
consistently downplays the scale of the difference in environmental effects, and consequently 
fails to give sufficient weight to Gatwick’s environmental advantages over Heathrow. Indeed, 
the Revised Draft NPS misrepresents Gatwick’s huge environmental advantage over 
Heathrow when it relates to the monetised difference in environmental effects as being small 
when compared to the economic benefits – in reality, Heathrow is now seen to deliver lower 
economic benefits than Gatwick, whilst it will have massively greater adverse environmental 
impacts. 
 
The DfT has failed to apply its long-standing policy to “limit” the number of people significantly 
affected by aviation noise when choosing between the shortlisted options. The Draft still uses 
a number of assumptions that cannot be justified, with regard to either current Government 
policy or historical precedence. These assumptions lead to Heathrow’s additional noise 
impacts being understated. And as the aircraft routings and method of operation have not yet 
been defined, the noise impact of LHR-NWR could turn out to be materially worse still.  
 
In relation to Air Quality, even allowing for serious flaws in the approach to breach of air quality 
legal limits and serious deficiencies in the assessment work underpinning the revised Draft 
NPS, it is clear that LHR-NWR option is highly unlikely to be capable of being delivered on a 
lawful basis in the timescale required. As such there is a very significant risk that it cannot be 
delivered in time to meet the UKs urgent need for additional runway capacity.  
 
In relation to Carbon, the Draft NPS confirms that LHR-NWR is a highly inefficient solution for 
meeting the UK’s Climate Change commitments and compared to LGW-R2 will require 
additional policy restrictions for the rest of the aviation sector and/or other industry sectors in 
order to meet carbon targets. These additional restriction will come at a real cost to the UK 

                                                           
34 Civil Aviation Authority (2014), ‘Market power determination for cargo services in relation to Stansted Airport–statement of 

reasons’, Para. 5.  
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economy, yet the DfT does not consider carbon emissions to be a differentiator between the 
schemes. 
 
5.2 Noise 

 
5.2.1 Summary 
The Airports Commission estimated that the total number of people affected by aircraft noise 
at an expanded Gatwick would be 24,600 compared to 726,600 at Heathrow. The Revised 
Draft NPS fails to recognise this enormous difference, or to recognise Heathrow’s huge 
noise impact today compared to any other major airport in Europe, let alone the added 
impact of LHR-NWR. 
 
When choosing between the shortlisted options, the Revised Draft NPS fails to apply the 
Government’s long-standing policy to: 

Noise – Key Messages 

 The Revised Draft NPS fails to apply the Government’s long-standing aviation 
noise policy to limit, and, where possible, reduce the numbers of people 
significantly affected by noise – this represents a significant failure of process. 
 

 The Government should not, without proper consultation, apply a much weaker 
noise policy at the end of the DCO process 
 

 Gatwick’s May 2017 submission, detailed the comprehensive failings with the 
draft NPS and the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) including understating the 
noise impact of the third runway and the scale of change between two-runways 
and three. The Revised Draft NPS appears to have done nothing to remedy 
these failings. 
 

 The magnitude of the noise impacts differential between Heathrow and Gatwick 
expansion is substantial and should be made clear in the final NPS. Heathrow 
will affect 653,900 people at the 54 dBA level in 2030, some 24 times as many 
as Gatwick, yet both schemes, irrationally, are rated in the AoS as having the 
same impact. 
 

 Moreover, when more realistic assumptions are used relating to airspace 
routings and operational mitigations, the noise impacts of LHR-NWR will be 
shown to be substantially even worse than LGW-R2. 
 

 The night flight assessment requires to be reviewed as it is, almost certainly, 
reliant on wrong inputs. In fact, a night ban intended to prevent scheduled 
landings before 0530 am may actually produce an early morning scheduling 
peak which would largely negate the benefits. 
 

 The noise and health cost assessment needs to reflect current Government 
policy. Noise effects and health costs have been under-estimated and, properly 
assessed could add £1bn in health costs to LHR-NWR.  
 

 A fair and balanced representation of the options would conclude that the 
differences in economic benefits are small while the difference in adverse 
environmental effects strongly favour LGW-R2. 
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“…. limit and where possible reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by 
aircraft noise, as part of a policy of sharing the benefits of noise reduction with industry”.   
 
Application of this policy would result in considerable weight being given to the much lower 
impacts of LGW-R2. However the Revised Draft NPS does not even mention this policy and 
instead downplays the importance of environmental impacts by saying that in monetary 
terms they are small for all three schemes when compared with the benefits. This 
misrepresents the comparison between the schemes. A fair and balanced representation 
would have concluded that the differences in economic benefits between LHR-NWR and 
LGW-R2 are relatively small, and if anything favour LGW-R2, whereas in terms of 
environmental impacts LGW-R2 has a massive advantage. Moreover, the risk remains that 
the noise impacts of LHR-NWR is likely to be materially worse still once the flight paths have 
been defined, and if a series of failings in the assessments of noise impacts are remedied. 
 
5.2.2 What Gatwick said in its previous submission 
GAL’s May 2017 submission, in response to the Feb 2017 draft NPS, provided a 
comprehensive account of the many failings in the draft NPS and the Appraisal of 
Sustainability (AoS) underpinning it.  
 
GAL put forward the case that the Feb 2017 Draft NPS: 
 

 failed to include or give any weight to the Government’s long standing policy on noise 
when choosing between the shortlisted options; 

 failed to set out a case as to why development at Heathrow should go ahead when it 
was inconsistent with wider Government policies on aviation noise, national noise 
policy, and sustainable development; 

 failed to present a full comparative analysis of noise impacts of each expansion 
option in a way which enables the public fully to understand differences and that an 
expanded Heathrow would affect vastly more people than an expanded Gatwick; 

 gave inadequate consideration of the impact on “newly affected” people; 

 used an unrealistic airspace assumption35 as a central scenario without any 
explanation and which, contrary to the statements in the AoS, did not represent a 
worst case for noise assessment; 

 did not properly consider the range of environmental costs and that the higher range 
of these would turn the Net Present Value (NPV) of the LHR-NWR project negative; 

 failed to apply mitigation measures in the ‘do minimum’ scenario, thus masking the 
true impact of LHR-NWR.  

 
5.2.3 What the Revised Draft NPS states 
The Revised Draft NPS needs to be read in conjunction with the Appraisal of Sustainability, 
and with the Government consultation response to its Airspace Policy Consultation (APCR) 
which was published in October 2017 at the same time as the Revised Draft NPS. The 
APCR contains Government’s developing thinking on air noise policy and how noise impacts 
are to be assessed. 
  

                                                           
35 NATS, 14 Operational Efficiency - Fast Time Airspace Simulation Issue 2, April 2015; §3.1.1; NATS were unable to confirm 
that the T airspace solution was viable at the capacity levels required.  The ‘N” airspace assumption was deemed more feasible 
but resulted in worse noise impact. 
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The above documents reflect the following changes and additions:  
 
Revised Draft NPS  

 insertion of text to state that the impact of aircraft noise is to be limited and, where 
possible, reduced compared to the 2013 baseline assessed by the Airports 
Commission36. 

 insertion of text which requires Heathrow to make particular efforts to incentivise the 
use of the quietest aircraft at night37. 

 
Airspace Policy Decision (Consultation Response) 

 confirmation that Government now considers that the onset of significant community 
annoyance now occurs at 54dBA Leq38 

 introduction of a risk based approach, where effects to health and quality of life are to 
be assessed from the “Lowest Observable Effects Level” of 51dBA Leq39; 

 confirmation that Government’s overarching aviation noise policy is now “to limit and, 
where possible, reduce the number of people in the UK significantly affected by 
aircraft noise, as part of a policy of sharing benefits of noise reduction between 
industry and communities in support of sustainable development”40; 
 

Updated Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) appendices for Noise and Health announcements 
 

 reassessment of noise impacts based on updated DfT aviation demand forecasts41; 

 calculation of revised noise contours for the “T” airspace option to 54Leq using 
information from updated traffic forecasts; 

 the provision of revised health costs for the central scenario are for the T” airspace 
option only and to 54dBA Leq only.  

 complete removal of noise related health costs for low and high scenarios; 
 
5.2.4 Gatwick’s response to the changes 
The following sections comment on the updated evidence base on noise impacts.  
 
Unrealistic assumptions 
The Government’s most recent analysis continues to make unrealistic assumptions 
regarding the operation of a future 2 runway Heathrow. For example, operational mitigations 
assumed for the 3 runway airport to reduce noise, could equally well be assumed in the 
future two runway case, but are not. This means that the difference between a two and three 
runway operation at Heathrow in the future is downplayed. The Government’s assumptions 
on night noise are another example against all trends, the future 2 runway Heathrow is 
measured to become noisier at night, and it is unclear what is assumed to happen in the 3 
runway world – these assumptions are not valid and should be corrected;  
 
GAL has raised these issues on several occasions in the past and has received no 
satisfactory explanation from Government as to why it continues to reflect these errors in its 
analysis. Given that LHR-NWR no longer has any clear advantage in terms of  economic 

                                                           
36 §revised draft NPS §5.57 
37 §revised draft NPS §5.61 
38 Consultation Response on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace §2.10; 
see also revised draft AoS, Appendix A-4 Noise §4.1.1  
39 Consultation Response on UK Airspace Policy: A framework for balanced decisions on the design and use of airspace 
§2.7210; see also revised draft AoS, Appendix A-4 Noise §4.5.9.  
40 ibid APCR: §2.69.  This policy doesn’t appear in revised draft NPS, and the NPS isn’t bound by it; see revised draft NPS 
§5.66. 
41 AoS A-4 Noise §4.1.1 
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benefits, and Government policy is now to relate noise impact to health costs as well as 
“community annoyance”42, such issues are now even more important.  
 
Together these issues comprise; 

 reliance on the operationally unrealistic “T” airspace scenario43 without 
acknowledgement that that the more realistic “N” scenario  would overfly more 
people; 

 using numerous measures to reduce noise in the 3 runway scenario, but assuming 
these are not available to an unexpanded 2 runway Heathrow (steeper approaches, 
displaced thresholds, curved approaches, changed flight paths over London’s parks 
to reduce populations overflown etc.); and crucially   

 making unexplained and unrealistic forecast assumptions which somehow increase 
night noise in future years at a 2 runway Heathrow . This has the effect of reducing 
the difference in sleep disturbance costs between the “with development” and 
“without development” cases at Heathrow and, as explained below, helps the 
business case for Heathrow. 
 

In each case above the effect is to over-state the two-runway noise impact while 
understating noise from the three-runway, thus masking the real difference between the 
“with” and “without” -new runway cases at Heathrow.  
 
Use of the wrong Annoyance Threshold to assess health effects 
The method used to assess health impacts considerably under-estimates daytime 
annoyance for all schemes.  Government policy as of October 2017 requires assessment of 
effects (to health and quality of life) from the 51dBA Leq upwards (the “LOAEL”), whereas 
the AoS only assesses noise impacts from 54dBA Leq.  
 
The correct methodology is clearly defined by the DfT’s web based transport guidance – 
WebTAG. Given that daytime annoyance has the largest costs of all health effects, 
correcting this error will affect the financial appraisal (see below), in particular for LHR-NWR.  
The arguments used in revised AoS Appendix 4 at para 4.5.9 to justify continued use of the 
54dBLeq threshold are not valid reasons to ignore Government guidance that is specific to 
airspace change, as is clearly the case here. 
 
Night noise is assumed to increase for a 2-runway Heathrow, and this is highly 
beneficial to Heathrow’s financial case 
The health impacts appraisal is calculated over 60 years and compares costs between the 2 
runway and the 3 runway Heathrow to understand the difference caused by airport 
expansion. The methodology employed doesn’t calculate health costs in each year, but 
rather calculates costs for three “detailed assessment periods, 2030, 2040 and 2050 and 
then projects forward using the final “detailed” 2050 period as a proxy for the health costs in 
each of the periods, 2060, 2070 and 2080.  
 
Inexplicably, there is forecast to be a sharp increase in (8 hour) night noise at a two runway 
Heathrow between 2040 and 2050. The population in the 48dB Lnight noise contour in 2050 
is some 24% higher than in 2040 and 40% higher than in 2030, as shown in the table below. 
 

                                                           
42 See Airspace Policy Consultation Response of October 2017 
43 NATS, 14 Operational Efficiency - Fast Time Airspace Simulation Issue 2, April 2015, §3.1.1; note also that Heathrow’s ‘T’ 
airspace routing relies upon curved approaches (this point is was also made in Gatwick’s May 2017 submission to the draft 
NPS). 
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2 runway Heathrow in the future44 
Baseline 

2015 
2030 2040 2050 

Population in 48Leq 2300-0700hrs 
contour 399,100 233,300 263,500 326,100 

Relative change to 2030  
  

+40% 

     

1 runway Gatwick in the future 

Population in the 48 Leq 8 hour 
contour 14,390 18,200 10,400 10,300 

Relative change to 2030    -28% 

 
 
There is some indication also that the revised base case 2 runway forecast assumes fewer 

night flights in 2030 at Heathrow and successive years than currently operate today, and that 

this is a very different assumption to that used in the forecasts supporting the original draft 

NPS. For the public to have any confidence in the analysis, the assumptions regarding night 

flights must be clearly spelt out, and the current AoS is deficient in this respect. 

There is indeed no information relating to: 

 the night noise population numbers  and areas of night contours for the three runway 
Heathrow; 

 the number of flights now assumed in the night period for the two and three runway 
Heathrow cases in the new forecast; 

 any changes made to the fleet composition between 2 and 3 runway LHR scenarios 
(e.g. are noisier aircraft assumed in the 2 runway airport’s future and not in the 3 
runway scenario); and 

 the changes to the above figures compared to those assumed in the first draft NPS, 
with some explanation of why these changes have been made. 

 

It is also notable that unlike at Heathrow, the baseline one runway Gatwick gets quieter at 
night between 2040 and 2050 with a corresponding 15% reduction in health costs. For the 
Gatwick assessment, this increases the relative health costs of its two runway scenario.  
 
Because of the expected growth in the night noise contour between 2040 and 2050 evident 
above, at least 62,600 more people are affected in 2050 than in 2040 in the base case for 
the 2 runway Heathrow. Figure 4.31 in Appendix A4 Noise to the AoS shows the 3 runway 
Heathrow having lower sleep disturbance effects than the baseline 2 runway airport from 
2042 onwards – a result that is not credible. 
 
The effect of this assumption is a marked reduction in sleep disturbance costs over the 
baseline as a result of LHR-3R when the “with development” costs are subtracted from the 
“without development” costs. Thus, when the 2050 figure is used to project costs forward to 
2090, the costs are much lower than they would be if night flights did not increase in the 
LHR-R2 case.  
 
This is not a credible assumption, given capacity constraints at Heathrow and Government’s 
longstanding policy on and management of night noise from aircraft at the London airports. 

                                                           
44 See revised AoS Appendix A4; table 4.4. There is no similar tabulation in the AoS for the night noise assessment cases and 

the night noise population numbers do not appear in the Appraisal Summary Tables. 
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There has never been any explanation for this assumption and, now, given the sensitivity of 
the night noise issue generally, the DfT must provide an explanation.  
 
The importance of these inexplicable 2R forecast assumptions may be illustrated as follows. 
If the 2040 health impact estimate was used for the period 2040 to 2090, the total 60 year 
health impact would be almost double the stated 20,000 Disability Adjusted Life Years 
(DALYs) for Heathrow. . The 2040 forecast cost is inherently more reliable than that for 
2050, both as it comes with less of the inexplicable increase in night noise and is in any case 
nearer in time. This scale of cost increase is sufficient to reduce the Net Present Value for 
Heathrow so that Gatwick performs better than Heathrow at the lower range of costs (NPV 
always positive) and marginally better at the higher range of NPV costs. 
 
This scale of cost increase is sufficient to reduce the Net Present Value for Heathrow in 
Table 9.245 of the Updated Appraisal Report to the range of -£3.2 to £2.3bn.  And this is 
under the central scenario46 with no allowance for the higher range of costs which are 
possible.  The change in costs as a result of changed input assumptions would be much 
smaller for Gatwick (the NPV estimate for which is +£1.0 to £2.4bn in Table 9.2).  In other 
words, applying the correct appraisal methodology to Heathrow will mean that Gatwick 
performs better than Heathrow at the lower range of costs (NPV always positive) and 
marginally better at the higher range of NPV costs.  
 
In summary, it is impossible to have any confidence that the night noise calculation is being 

done properly. Given its importance to the LHR-NWR noise assessment and business case, 

and to public confidence, Government should correct the revised draft NPS as described 

above. 

The credibility of the Night Flights ban 
The Airports Commission’s recommendation to support a third runway at Heathrow was 
contingent on a night flights ban being implemented. It is notable that Government is still 
only able to “expect” that Heathrow will deliver a 6.5hour ban on night flights between 2300 
to 0700 hrs: 
 

5.61 The Government also expects a ban on scheduled night flights for a period of 
six and a half hours, between the hours of 11pm and 7am, to be implemented. The 
rules around its operation, including the exact timings of such a ban, should be 
defined in consultation with local communities and relevant stakeholders, in line with 
EU Regulation 598/2014. In addition, outside the hours of a ban, the Government 
expects the applicant to make particular efforts to incentivise the use of the quietest 
aircraft at night. 
 

We consider the NPS should simply state: “A 6.5hr ban on night flights will be implemented 
within the 2300 to 0700 period”. 
 
EU598/2014 governs the introduction of noise related operating restrictions which limit 
access to or reduce the operational capacity of an airport. However, as Heathrow is a 
Government designated airport for noise purposes, the Secretary of State is responsible in 
law for the noise related operating restrictions at Heathrow.  
 
Prior to designating the NPS, Government should produce a report setting out the options for 
a night ban within the terms of EU598/2014. It should articulate what the specific noise 
objective is, what the options are that it has considered to achieve that objective, what 

                                                           
45 DfT Updated Appraisal Report, Table 9.2 Monetised impacts under the DfT17 central, carbon traded forecasts and revised 

methodologies (present value, £bn, 2014 prices);  
46 Note use of the full range of calculated costs, and a more realistic airspace scenario will make for a much larger range of 

environmental costs than the footnote in Table 9.2 suggests. 
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benefits will arise in respect of improvements to health and quality of life, an assessment of 
the costs of introducing the measures, and any risks it faces from legal challenges to them. 
 
As the Government indicates in a footnote to para 5.61 (above) the night period is defined as 
between 2300 to 0700 hrs. The Government should make clear to the public whether or not 
a partial ban between these hours is in fact likely to be offset by an increased amount of 
night flying in the shoulder hours 2300 to 2330 hrs, or 0530 to 0700 hrs – a change which 
would negate potential benefits to health and quality of life from the core ban.  
 
Lack of national noise assessment  
The national level health assessment of noise is probably the most important test of 
compliance with national noise policy “to limit and where possible reduce the number of 
people significantly affected by noise”.  Yet no new national level health assessment is 
provided to take account of the changed forecasts, or the change in policy to adopt 
51dBALeq LOAEL and WebTAG assessment methodology.  
 
Bullet 2 of para 4.12.13 of the AoS Appendix A-4 Noise says ‘national population exposures 
to noise >57 dB LAeq 16hr, and the >63 dB LAeq 16hr SOAEL for the LGW-R2 and LHR-
NWR schemes are comparable over the full assessment period’.  Comparable suggests 
equal or close to equal.  However, looking at the three assessment years, the total exposure 
to Leq 57dB is 3,000 people less for LGW-R2.  This may look small at the national level, but 
is in fact almost equal to the total 2015 exposure at Gatwick (3,650).   
 
Similarly, in terms of the UK Leq 63dB population exposure, the total of the three assessed 
years for LGW-R2 is 10,000 lower than for LHR-NWR.  The health effects of these greater 
noise impacts from the LHR-NWR scheme are not quantified, but when rated over 60 years 
would certainly not be equal or even ‘comparable’.   
 
If assessed using the correct Leq 51dB threshold, the Heathrow scheme the negative noise 
health impact nationally of Heathrow would be seen to be even worse. National noise policy 
is to limit and reduce where possible the number of people significantly affected by noise.  
Accordingly, if the NPS for airports is to consider which scheme complies better with UK 
policy at a national level, LGW- R2 clearly complies better because it is the only scheme that 
offers the possibility to minimise the health impact of expansion at a national level. 
 
Relationship to Government’s policy on aviation noise and wider policies supporting 
sustainable development. 
The environmental and social costs of Heathrow are an order of magnitude higher than 
those at Gatwick. However, the significance criteria used in the AoS do not assist the 
strategic environmental appraisal by Government. For example, the updated figures in the 
AoS for 2030 are summarised below47. It should be noted that these are “net” changes, and 
thus do not reflect the numbers of people to be “newly affected” by noise48. 
  

                                                           
47 See assessment summary tables commencing on page 39 of Appendix Ao44 of the revised Appraisal of Sustainability 
48 See para 4.11.6 of AoS Appendix A04, where it is set out that no distinction has been made between those already exposed 
to a given level of noise, and those that may be ‘newly-exposed’ as a result of each scheme. 
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Significance criteria LGW-R2 
2030 
 

LHR-NWR 
2030 

Multiple 
LHR-NWR 
over LGW-
R2  

AoS  
conclusion 
in each case 

Population affected above the 
Lowest Observable Effects 
Level (LOAEL) >51dB Leq;  

Not in AoS Not In AoS Not In AoS Not assessed 
(and in our view 
must now be.) 

Population affected >54dBA 
Leq – onset of significant 
community annoyance 

27,100 653,900 24.1 Significant 
negative 

Change49 in population 
>54dBA Leq 

16,200 92,700 5.7 Significant 
negative 

Population at the Significant 
Observable Effects Level of 
63dBA Leq (SOAEL – i.e. 
those significantly affected 
by noise); 

1,000 60,200 60.2 Significant 
negative 

Change in population 
significantly affected by noise 
63Leq (SOAEL) 

400 21,700 54.3 
 

Significant 
negative 

Updated UK level noise 
assessment in accordance 
with Government airspace 
policy decision of October 
2017. 

Not In AoS Not in AoS Not in AoS Not assessed 
(and in our view 
now must be). 

 
 
Both schemes are described as having “significant negative” impacts but the difference in 
numbers are so large that it is impossible to see how they could reasonably be considered 
as having equal significance.  
 
DfT’s approach appears to be to give precedence to the NPS as the primary policy source 
for noise and that due regard must have been given” to all Government policies relating to 
noise (see for example Revised Draft NPS §5.66).  
 
The DfT suggests (Revised Draft NPS §5.66) that when it comes to making decisions on the 
proposed LHR-NWR that, while due regard must be given to other relevant statements of 
Government policy, on aviation noise, the NPS will be the primary policy source . We take 
this to include any decision to designate the NPS and the final Ministerial decision at the end 
of the DCO process. Accordingly, the Revised Draft NPS, would not carry through the long-
standing policy of successive Governments to “limit and where possible reduce the number 
of people severely affected by noise”. This would represent a back-door way of changing 
long-standing policy without proper consultation and would, in our view, represent a serious 
failure of process. 
 

                                                           
49 Takes no account of the numbers of newly affected people which will be far higher. 



   
 

34 
 

5.3 Air Quality 

 
 
5.3.1 Summary 
The Revised Draft NPS, which takes into account revised future baseline predictions from the 
2017 Air Quality Plan, shows that LHR-NWR carries a ‘high risk’ of exceeding Air Quality limit 
values until the late 2020’s and a ‘medium risk’ at 203050. This reinforces our previous 
contention that LHR-NWR is highly unlikely to be delivered on a lawful basis in the timescale 
required. As such there is a very significant risk that it cannot be delivered in time to meet the 
UK’s urgent need for additional runway capacity a need which is now more pressing than 
before. In contrast, the risk of exceedance at Gatwick is assessed as low. 
 

                                                           
50 UAQRA October 2017 – table 1 

Air Quality – Key Messages 

 The Revised Draft NPS reiterates the air quality studies in the February Draft NPS 
which indicated that LHR-NWR carried significant risk of exceeding legal air quality 
limits if opening in 2026, and that risks continued until beyond 2030.  
 

 The 2017 Air Quality Plan shows a ‘high risk’ continuing until the late 2020s and a 
‘medium risk’ at 2030. This demonstrates that LHR-NWR is highly unlikely to be 
delivered consistent with the UKs legal obligations in time to meet the UK’s pressing 
need for additional runway capacity. Any delay to delivery of additional runway 
capacity would significantly harm the UK economy.  

 

 The Governments position on air quality remains based on a flawed legal 
interpretation of compliance. The assessments and modelled predictions are 
deficient and highly uncertain and still omit any assessment of the impacts during 
construction.  
 

 In order for LHR-NWR to be deliverable consistent with the UK’s legal obligation it 
has to be demonstrated that an air quality plan for greater London could be adopted 
which would deliver compliance with legal limits at Heathrow on the same timescale 
as would be achieved absent LHR-NWR. This has not been considered or 
examined by Government to date. This failure adds to the significant risk the LHR-
NWR will not be deliverable on the timescale required. 
 

 The Final NPS must contain mitigation measures which will ensure compliance, and 
are sufficiently defined to enable assessment of their implications. Such measures 
are highly likely to have to be adopted in any event, irrespective of LHR-NWR, to 
enable the Government to secure compliance with legal limits in the shortest time 
possible. 
 

 The Final NPS must acknowledge that the LGW-R2 scheme continues to offer a 
credible alternative which can be lawfully delivered in terms of air quality earlier 
than LHR-NWR. 
 

 The Final NPS should accept that the need for additional airport capacity is now 
more urgent than ever, and that since it has been established that there is a 
significant risk that LHR-NWR will not be lawfully deliverable on the required 
timescale, the Government should support expansion of Gatwick as an alternative 
to, or in addition to, the LHR-NWR.  
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Furthermore, the DfT’s updated studies continue to be based on a flawed legal interpretation 
of compliance with the 2008 Ambient Air Quality Directive (EC Directive 2008/50/EC). When 
the correct interpretation is applied the operation of the LHR-NWR option would almost 
certainly cause breach of the Directive for an assumed 2025 opening year and would likely to 
still be in breach of the Directive even for a 2030 opening year. Indeed the risk of breach of 
the Directive is substantially higher than the DfT has identified because no assessment has 
been carried out of the impacts of its construction on air quality e.g. through increased traffic 
congestion, thus increased emissions in the Heathrow Area and beyond. Construction impacts 
are likely to be prolonged and occur in the early part of the assessment period when 
background level concentrations are already predicted to be above the limit value. 
 
5.3.2 What Gatwick said in its previous submission 
In our May submission to the Feb 2017 Draft NPS, we provided detailed comments on air 
quality considerations. In June, following the publication of the Government’s draft 2017 Air 
Quality Plan, we provided a supplementary response on air quality. This part of our response 
should be read alongside those earlier submissions. 
 
In summary, those two previous responses made the following key points: 
 

a. The Government was right to accept that a further runway can be approved only if it 
did not result in a breach of the UK’s legal duties in respect of air quality limits. The 
studies underpinning the Feb 2017 Draft NPS showed that the LHR-NWR scheme 
presented significant risks and challenges in being able to do this. In contrast, the 
risks for the Gatwick R2 scheme were negligible. 

 
b. In reality the risks of the LHR-NWR option causing breaches of legal limits were even 

greater than the studies showed. The main reasons for this were: 
 

 The adoption of an incorrect interpretation of legal compliance of the 2008 
ambient air quality directive (EC Directive 2008/50/EC). When correctly applied 
the Government’s studies demonstrated that the operation of the LHR-NWR 
option would almost certainly be illegal for an assumed 2025 opening year and 
likely to still be illegal even for a 2030 opening year. 

 Failure to assess properly or adequately key elements of the LHR-NWR scheme: 
notably, that no assessment has been carried out of the impacts of construction 
phase on air quality, and the Government’s continued reliance upon the Airports 
Commission’s assessment which contains a number of serious deficiencies. 

 The fact that the studies were based on the 2015 Air Quality Plan, which had 
been found to be unlawful by the Courts. 

 
c. The Government was therefore in serious danger of repeating mistakes of the 

previous Labour Administration of 2005 – 2010, which supported expansion of 
Heathrow on the basis of air quality predictions that can now be seen to have been 
grossly optimistic. 

 
d. If, following consultation, the Government was still minded to support LHR-NWR, it 

would be irresponsible of it not to undertake further detailed assessment work prior to 
designation of the NPS. A policy stating that ‘permission would be refused if it cannot 
be shown that the development would comply with legal requirements’ is no 
substitute for rectifying the serious deficiencies in the assessments, given the 
seriousness of the consequences for the UK economy of supporting a scheme that 
proves to be undeliverable within the timeframe required. 

 
e. Furthermore, due to inherent uncertainties in air quality modelling, any support for 

expansion of Heathrow must include meaningful obligations prescribed in the NPS to 
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ensure that legally binding air quality limits were complied with during both 
construction and operation stages. These obligations should: 

 

 prevent construction from commencing until it is clear that air quality complies 
with legal limits: 

 prevent construction commencing or the release of new capacity until an 
independent statutory body has verified that neither construction nor operation 
will cause a breach of air quality limits to recur; and 

 require a contingency plan to be agreed, backed by the necessary legal powers, 
to bring air quality back into compliance should the legal limits be breached as 
the airport expands, notwithstanding the first two safeguards. 

 
5.3.3 What the Revised Draft NPS now states 
The Government has updated its air quality analysis in its 2017 Plan Update to Air Quality 
Re-Analysis (2017 UAQRA) to take into account the revised future baseline modelling 
contained in the National Air Quality Plan 2017. 
 
It is clear from this updated analysis that the DfT now accepts that the risk of Heathrow 
expansion causing a delay to compliance with legally binding limit values for NO2 is now 
even greater than previously identified. In particular, whereas as the previous February 2017 
Air Quality Re-Analysis Study reported that the LHR-NWR option would give rise to a ‘high 
risk’ of breach of limit values for a 2026 opening, and a ‘low risk’ at 2030, the 2017 UAQRA 
study reports a ‘high risk’ from 2026 to 2029, and a ‘medium risk’ thereafter. This is, in the 
main, due to the now accepted substantial uncertainties inherent in the air quality modelling 
supporting the updated Air Quality Plan. 
 
As the 2017 UAQRA notes, the particular problem facing expansion of Heathrow is that the 
opening of the runway between 2026 and 2030 coincides with the period during which the 
Greater London zone moves from non-compliance to compliance in the 2017 AQP’s PCM 
modelling projections. Accordingly, even small predicted increases caused by LHR-NWR 
may cause delay to compliance (2017 UAQRA Para 1.3.5). 
 
In contrast, the 2017 UAQRA reports that the LGW-R2 scheme is ‘low risk’ and has a ‘low 
vulnerability’ to uncertainties. This conclusion confirms that LGW-R2 continues to offer a 
credible alternative to Heathrow which can be lawfully delivered by 2025. 
 
5.3.4 Gatwick’s response to the changes 
We note that the Government has rightly updated its air quality analysis to take into account 
the revised future baseline PCM modelling projections contained in the National Air Quality 
Plan 2017. However, despite this further work, the serious deficiencies we identified in our 
previous submissions have not been addressed (save for the need for the work to be based 
on a baseline that includes the expected consequences of the implementation of the 
Government’s UK Air Quality Plan). 
 
In particular, we would emphasise the continuing importance of the following points: 
 
i) The Government’s conclusion that the LHR-NWR scheme can be delivered by 

2026 without breaching the UK’s air quality obligations continues to be based on 
an incorrect interpretation of the legal requirements. 
The reasons for this are set out fully in our previous response in May 2017. 
However, even on the basis of the Government’s (incorrect) legal interpretation, the 
latest air quality studies, which for reasons summarised below continue to be seriously 
inadequate and understate the risks, indicate that up until 2029 there is a high risk that 
LHR-NWR would cause breaches of legal limits, due not least to the inherent 
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uncertainties in the future baseline predictions – a view which the 2017 UAQRA 
accepts. 
 
The air quality assessment must be based on a correct interpretation of the legal 
requirements, and should include an assessment of whether expansion would cause 
new breaches to recur or cause delays to compliance being achieved throughout a zone 
or agglomeration. . It must consider whether LHR-NWR would require adoption of a new 
air quality plan for greater London and establish that the measures included within any 
new plan would deliver compliance with the Directive on the same timescale as 
compliance would be delivered absent LHR-NWR. 
 

ii) The assessment work underpinning the Revised Draft NPS cannot be relied upon 
to support the Government’s conclusion that with mitigation LHR-NWR “would be 
capable of being delivered without impacting the UK’s compliance with air quality 
limit values”  
In this section, we highlight a number of deficiencies that feed through, and are 
contained in, the latest modelling for the 2017 UAQRA underpinning the Revised Draft 
NPS. These deficiencies include the continuing reliance placed on flawed air quality 
modelling by the Airports Commission, and the limited reliance that can be placed on 
the predictions in the 2017 Air Quality Plan (2017 AQP). 
 
a. Deficiencies in the modelling work carried out by the Airports Commission 

We have identified previously various deficiencies in the work of the AC. In common 
with the Government’s previous Air Quality Re-Analysis studies of October 2016 and 
February 2017, the UAQRA has still not rectified these matters. These deficiencies 
include, for example, a deficient baseline model verification process which resulted in 
the impacts predicted by the AC being understated by up to 15% at Heathrow, and 
overstated by up to 18% at Gatwick. The Revised Draft NPS Appraisal of Sustainability 
recognises that had the AC applied scheme-specific verification factors51 in its 
modelling, the impacts of the LHR-NWR option could be worse. This is one of the errors 
that feeds through into the latest assessment. . The consequences of this have not been 
examined and it must be in order to take a decision consistent with the Precautionary 
Principle. 
 
b. Deficiencies in the 2017 Air Quality Plan PCM Modelling 

The 2017 AQP now correctly acknowledges the inherent uncertainties of the modelling 

and estimates levels of uncertainty at + or – 29%. Since publication of the 2017 AQP, 

we have commissioned further work to compare real world levels of NO2 at key sites in 
West London in 2015, with the latest AQP’s 2015 baseline predictions (See Appendix 2 
of this submission). This recent evidence shows that the new AQP significantly 
underestimates the true 2015 baseline at the most heavily polluted sites.  
 
The same evidence also shows that air quality has deteriorated further at these sites in 
2016 and the first part of 2017, whereas to be consistent with the Government’s 
baseline, it should obviously be showing an improvement if moving towards 
compliance.  The unavoidable conclusion is that the projection of London achieving 
compliance with limit values by 2025, as set out in the revised AQP, remains unrealistic 
and that uncertainty is far greater than has been acknowledged.  As the Draft NPS 
acknowledges, Heathrow cannot lawfully be expanded whilst London remains non-
compliant, and this latest evidence casts further serious doubt on the Government’s 
plans to expand Heathrow. 

 
Furthermore, the 2017 AQP has not made any allowance for the risk that the measures 
in the 2017 AQP do not come forward in the timely way assumed or do not deliver the 

                                                           
51 Para 8.11.5 of Appraisal of Sustainability Appendix * Air Quality 
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benefits assumed. The 2017 AQP’s Technical Report makes clear that, for the purpose 
of modelling its benchmark, “it has been assumed that charging CAZs are implemented 
in all towns and cities where they are considered feasible and where they would bring 
forward compliance”, and that these will be brought forward within 3 years. 
 
In GAL’s view, given in particular that the obligations have been placed on Local 
Authorities, and the need for scrutiny of such proposals by Government to avoid 
charging CAZs wherever possible, it seems unduly optimistic to assume charging CAZ’s 
will happen on the timescales assumed and there must also be doubt that they will 
prove to be as effective as predicted. The consequences of this uncertainty for the risk 
of non-compliance have not been examined and must be in order to take a decision 
consistent with the Precautionary Principle. 

 
c. Deficiencies in the 2017 UAQRA 
Although the 2017 AQP predictions acknowledges the scale of uncertainty in its future 
baseline predictions, the UAQRA does not allow for any uncertainty in the predictions it 
makes of the air quality impact of airport expansion options. 
 
This is despite the fact that, as noted above, the AC’s incorrect scheme - specific 
verification factors have not been rectified, and also the fact that the UAQRA itself 
acknowledges that  the methodology it has used introduces its own uncertainties (Paras 
4.1.7). Nor has any allowance been made for the delivery risk associated with the 2017 
AQP measures themselves, as noted earlier. 
 
As a result, the Government’s core conclusion that LHR-NWR would be capable of 
being delivered consistent with legal obligations (Revised Draft NPS at paras 5.30 and 
5.39) is made on the basis of only the ‘central’ emissions scenario. No consideration has 
appears to have been given to the risk that the central scenario does not prove to be 
correct, nor does there seem to have been any appraisal of the likelihood of the high 
emissions scenario coming about. The extent of that risk has not been examined or 
quantified and it must be in order to take a decision consistent with the Precautionary 
Principle. 

 
As a result the 2017 UAQRA underplays the risk of non-compliance – the central 
emissions/CAZ scenario delivers no headroom whatsoever for 2026, so that almost any 
increase in emissions beyond that suggested by the AQP would lead to exceedance.  
In short, the methodology used adds further uncertainties to those already inherent in 
the baseline predictions, and is far from the robust assessment that is needed to give 
confidence to decision makers. An approach consistent with the Precautionary Principle 
has not been adopted.  There must therefore be a serious question as to whether it is 
reasonably open to the Government to conclude that legal obligations can be met, in 
circumstances where there is a substantial risk that the project will lead to an extended 
exceedance of limit values. 

 

d. No assessment of Construction Impacts 
The Revised Draft NPS continues to recognise (para 5.31) that the construction effects 
of expansion could affect the UK’s ability to comply with its legal air quality obligations.  
Despite this, and in spite of previous representations made by GAL, the updated air 
quality studies for the Revised Draft NPS have still not addressed the potential for 
construction impacts to cause a delay to compliance (UAQRA 2.3.5).  
 
This continues to be a serious omission because construction at Heathrow is scheduled 
to occur at a point in time when, on the Government’s assessment, the London Zone 
should be moving from non-compliance to compliance - absent a Heathrow scheme. It is 
therefore essential to consider and to demonstrate that the construction process (e.g. 
due to increased congestion and trip redistribution) would not delay the date of 
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compliance with the limit value, compared to the position if the Heathrow scheme did not 
proceed.  

e. Mitigation measures not adequately assessed 
It is noted that the Revised Draft NPS includes a series of mitigation measures which the 
promoter of the LHR-NWR scheme should consider. To this list has now been added an 
emissions-based access charge (para 5.38).Yet the Government has still not carried out 
any assessment of the benefits of these measures or any ulterior effects, such as traffic 
re-routing from an emissions-based access charge that may cause air quality problems 
to emerge in other locations. 

 
Furthermore, it is clear from the 2017 UAQRA that many of the air quality risks of 
expansion lie largely outside the control of the promoter of the LHR-NWR option. It 
therefore seems obvious that, if the Government wishes to continue to support LHR-
NWR, it will need to produce a revised Air Quality Plan for London, which sets out 
additional measures to ensure that Heathrow expansion does not cause a breach or 
delay to meeting legal limits. It is further clear that these additional measures must be 
ones that would not need to be introduced without Heathrow expansion (i.e. they are not 
measures that should be introduced in any case to secure earlier compliance in Greater 
London). 

f. The assessment work undertaken is not compliant with procedural requirements of 
the precautionary principle 

GAL believes that the approach which has been adopted for the air quality assessment 
is legally flawed for the reasons which are summarised at Appendix 3.  
 
An important point from that advice is that the public health implications of air quality 
require the Government to adopt the precautionary principle in its decision making 
process.  This in turn has significant implications for the air quality assessment work, 
and any decision to allow Heathrow to expand must be taken in the context of that 
precautionary principle. The application of that principle brings with it certain procedural 
requirements. In particular: 

 decision makers are required to obtain a scientific evaluation, which is as 
complete as possible, in assessing the extent of the risk to health when 
determining the most appropriate course of action; 

 any such scientific evaluation must include a scientific appraisal of risk  founded 
upon the principles of excellence, transparency and independence; and 

 risks need to be identified as robustly as possible 

The deficiencies we have pointed out in this and our previous submissions demonstrate 
that there is much more work that has to be done in-order for the assessment work to be 
as complete as is scientifically possible. This suggests that the precautionary principle 
has not been applied in this work. 

iii) The deficiencies identified above reveal very high levels of inaccuracy and 
uncertainty in the predictions.   
For the above, we maintain that the 2017 UAQRA falls far short of being a basis on 
which the Government could reliably conclude that the LHR-NWR option can be lawfully 
expanded.  
 
Consequently, there is in our opinion insufficient evidence available for the Government 
to conclude robustly that LHR-NWR can be constructed and operated consistent with 
the UK’s legal duties relating to air quality. Thus, it cannot be robustly concluded that its 
preferred scheme is deliverable on the timescale required. 
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In contrast, the draft NPS does not change the position that the second runway scheme 
at Gatwick continues to offer a credible alternative to Heathrow, which can be lawfully 
delivered in compliance with legal air quality limits by 2025. 

iv) The Government must not repeat the mistakes of the past 
If the Government relies on its latest air quality studies to support the proposition that 
the LHR-NWR scheme can be delivered in compliance with legal limits, it risks a 
repetition of events in 2009 when a previous Government wrongly concluded that air 
quality would improve sufficiently around Heathrow in the period to 2020 to provide 
headroom for Heathrow expansion within legal limits.  
 
As we have noted in earlier submissions, that previous Government support was based 
on air quality forecasts that the area around Heathrow would be compliant with limits by 
2015.  Those predictions, which were based on what was considered at the time to be 
the best available evidence, can now be seen to have been grossly optimistic – with 
monitored levels in 2015, and today, continuing to far exceed the 40ug/m3 limit value52.  
 
The Government must therefore assess very carefully, in the light of a thorough analysis 
of all the evidence now available, the inherent uncertainties and optimism bias in its air 
quality predictions both past and present, and therefore the risk that air quality will not 
improve as quickly as predicted and that expansion at Heathrow could in practice turn 
out to be illegal.  
 
The consequences of repeating previous mistakes and finding out later that LHR-NWR 
cannot lawfully be taken forward would, as we stated in our May submission, be hugely 
damaging to the UK’s economic interests post Brexit. 
 
It is incumbent on the Government to ensure it does not repeat the mistakes of the past. 
 

v) ‘Triple-Lock’ safeguards essential to counter the risk of non-compliance 
In our May submission,  we set out the details of a ‘triple-lock’ which it would be 
essential to include in the Airports NPS, to ensure that a decision to support expansion 
of Heathrow was not based on a scenario where ongoing breaches of air quality limit 
values are effectively given Government support. Specifically: 
 

I. No construction to begin until air quality around Heathrow has met legal 
limits for a period of at least three consecutive years; 

II. No construction to begin, and no new capacity to be released at the 
expanded airport, until an independent, statutory body has verified that 
baseline ground level concentrations has fallen to the point where there is 
sufficient ‘headroom’ below legal limits such that construction can take place 
and new capacity can subsequently be released, taking into account  the 
assessed benefits of planned mitigation measures, without any likely breach 
of air quality limits arising; 

III. A contingency plan, backed by the necessary legal powers, to bring air 
quality back into compliance as quickly as possible should the legal limits be 
breached as the airport expands, despite the first two safeguards. 

Whilst such safeguards will inevitably introduce significant investor uncertainty, they are 
essential because of the uncertainties inherent in air quality predictions – uncertainties 
which will persist even during and following any Development Consent Order process. 
 

                                                           
52 The Government asserted in 2007 that NO2 concentrations would fall rapidly and compliance would be achieved, prior to 
opening the runway in 2015. The prediction made for the Hillingdon monitoring site, a short distance to the north of Heathrow 
was that the NO2 concentration would be 36 μg/m3 in 2015. It was in fact 52μg/m3, a difference of 16 μg/m3, significantly in 
breach of the limit value (without expansion of Heathrow), rather than comfortably below the limit value. The data for 2016 
suggest concentrations are still at 52ug (still 29% above the limit). 
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These safeguards would need to sit alongside the Government’s current confirmation in 
the draft Airports NPS that it would not approve expansion which would lead to a breach 
of the UK’s legal duties in respect of air quality limits. 

vi) The draft Air Quality Plan does not change the position that Gatwick expansion 
does not present any risk of exceeding legal limits and can be delivered by 2025. 
Unlike at Heathrow, air quality in the Gatwick area continues to be well within legal limits 
and the UAQRA 2017 concludes that LGW-R2 is low risk. Even with the uncertainties 
inherent in modelling, it can be confidently concluded that the 2017 UAQRA does not 
change the position that LGW-R2 can be lawfully delivered by 2025. 

 
5.3.5 Conclusion 
The Government’s air quality studies supporting the February 2017 Draft NPS accepted that 
that the Government’s preferred scheme for a North-West runway at Heathrow (LHR-NWR) 
carried significant risk of exceeding legal air quality limits if opening in 2026, and that risks 
would continue until beyond 2030. The studies supporting the Revised Draft NPS, which 
take into account revised future baseline predictions from the 2017 Air Quality Plan, show 
that the risks are now recognised to be even greater - with a ‘high risk’ continuing until the 
late 2020s and a ‘medium risk’ at 2030. The studies therefore reinforce the point that LHR-
NWR is highly unlikely to be delivered on a lawful basis in the timescale required. As such 
there is a very significant risk that it cannot be delivered in time to meet the UK’s pressing 
need for additional runway capacity. 
 
Furthermore the updated studies continue to be based on a legal interpretation of 
compliance that is flawed, and on assessments and modelled predictions that are seriously 
deficient and highly uncertain, and which still omit any assessment of air quality impacts 
during construction. For these reasons, the air quality risks of Heathrow expansion is now 
seen to be even greater than previously reported. 
 
The additional mitigation measures that the Government suggests to ensure compliance are 
not sufficiently defined to enable their effects to be accurately assessed. If the Government 
wishes to continue to support LHR-NWR, it will need to produce a revised Air Quality Plan 
for London, including setting out the additional measures required to ensure that Heathrow 
expansion does not cause a breach or delay to meeting legal limits. It is also further clear 
that these measures must be ones that would not need to be introduced without Heathrow 
expansion (i.e. they are not measures that should be introduced in any case to secure earlier 
compliance in Greater London). It has not been demonstrated that a revised Air Quality Plan 
for London is capable of delivering this. 
 

The Revised Draft NPS does not change the position that the second runway scheme at 
Gatwick continues to offer a credible alternative which can be lawfully delivered by 2025. 
Given the need for more airport capacity is now more urgent than ever, and the real and 
substantial risk that expansion of Heathrow on this timescale will be unlawful, the 
Government should support expansion of Gatwick instead of, or as an alternative or in 
addition to, Heathrow expansion. 
 
If the Government persists with its support for LHR-NWR, explicit conditions in the 
designated Airports NPS will be essential to: 
 

 prevent construction from commencing until it is clear that air quality complies with 
legal limits; 

 prevent construction commencing or the release of new capacity until an 
independent statutory body has verified that neither construction nor operation will 
cause a breach of air quality limits to recur; and 
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 require a contingency plan to be agreed, backed by the necessary legal powers, to 
bring air quality back into compliance should the legal limits be breached as the 
airport expands, notwithstanding the first two safeguards. 

 
 

5.4 Carbon 

 
5.4.1 What Gatwick said in its previous submission 
In our May submission to the Feb 2017 Draft NPS we provided detailed comments on carbon 
considerations. 
That response made the following key points: 

(i) Despite the Government’s carbon assessments demonstrating that the LGW-R2 option 
generates significantly lower carbon emissions than both Heathrow options, and would 
take up significantly less of the Committee on Climate Change (CCC)’s 2050 UK aviation 
‘planning assumption’ of 37.5 MTCO2, the Government did not consider carbon emissions 
to be a differentiator between the options. 
 

(ii) The larger number of international transfer passengers at Heathrow means that a large 
proportion of the UK carbon “ration” is consumed, not by UK O/D passengers, but by 
international to international (I-I) transfer passengers who do not enter the country. This 
is a highly inefficient carbon strategy for the UK. 
 

(iii) Expanding Heathrow instead of Gatwick will require additional policy interventions at 
national level to meet UK carbon targets under LHR-NWR compared to LGW-R2. This 
could be through measures to reduce the aviation sector’s emissions by capping other 
UK airports, or additional impositions on other sectors of the economy to reduce their 
carbon emissions.  Such restrictions would be both more likely and more onerous with 
LHR-NWR. These risks and costs must be understood and the implications made clear in 
the Final NPS. 

 
For these reasons we made the case that the Government should recognise LGW-R2 as the 
better option in terms of delivering the UK’s carbon targets. If LHR-NWR continued to be 
preferred, the final NPS and supporting documentation should make clear the full 
consequences of this for UK aviation and other industries. 

Carbon – Key Messages 

 The Revised Draft NPS acknowledges LGW-R2 is the best performing option 
in terms of carbon emissions and that aviation emissions at LHR-NWR would 
be 150% higher than LGW-R2. 
 

 GAL has calculated that LHR-NWR will use 54% of the CCC’s UK aviation 
planning assumption, while LGW-R2 accounts for 18%.  
 

 International to international transfer passengers at LHR-NWR consume a 
large proportion of the UK’s carbon emissions ration 
 

 The Final NPS should ensure that the UK’s carbon emissions ration is 
allocated in a balanced manner across the whole country and not just mostly 
consumed largely by Heathrow. 
 

 We disagree with the DfT’s conclusion and consider carbon is a differentiating 
factor between LHR-NWR and LGW-R2. 
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5.4.2 What the Revised Draft NPS now says 
The Government has updated its carbon assessments to take into account its revised air 
traffic forecasts. 
 
These assessments show that all three shortlisted options would generate higher carbon 
emissions than previously calculated, and therefore increase the importance of carbon as an 
issue. The contribution of emissions from aircraft operations continue to represent the 
significant majority of emissions. 
 
Whilst the Feb 2017 AoS indicated that the AC had concluded that LGW-R2 was the best 
performing option (para 6.11.14), the revised AoS (para 6.11.15) now confirms that the 
Government accepts this conclusion. Despite this, the Government continues to take the 
view that carbon emissions are not a differentiating factor (Revised Draft NPS para 3.59) on 
the basis, it would appear, that all three options can be delivered within the UK’s climate 
obligations (3.6.4). 
 
5.4.3 Gatwick’s response to the changes 
The Government’s updated assessment demonstrates that aviation emissions from LHR-
NWR would be more than 150% higher than from LGW-R2. 

GAL acknowledges the Government’s commitment to take its climate change obligations 
seriously. We concur with Government’s view that carbon trading will work and that it has an 
important role to play, along with capping carbon emissions should that prove to be 
necessary. GAL agrees that measures of this type are likely to be necessary if carbon 
emissions in total as well as those from UK aviation are to be at a level that is compatible 
with the Climate Change Act and the Committee on Climate Change’s planning assumption 
for UK aviation emissions of (37.5MT CO2 in 2050). 
 
The updated assessment demonstrates that there continues to be a very material difference 
between the carbon efficiency of the LGW-R2 and LHR-NWR options. In terms of both 
aviation emissions and total emissions, as Table 6-4 of the updated AoS assessment shows 
(extract reproduced below with additional comparison rows), the total additional emissions 
generated by LHR-NWR are around 1.6 times greater than those of LGW-R2 under both the 
‘carbon traded’ and ‘carbon capped’ scenarios. 
 
Results of DfT Assessment of Emissions (expressed as change in MtCO2 over the 
Appraisal Period) for LGW-R2 and LHR-NWR schemes under central demand forecast 
for both Carbon-Capped and Carbon-Traded scenarios. 

Area of Emissions LGW-R2 LHR-NWR 
Impacts on Carbon 

Traded 
Carbon Capped Carbon 

Traded 
Carbon Capped 

Passenger and Staff 
Surface Access 

9.6 9.6 9.1 9.1 

Airport Operations 
(energy and fuel use) 

1.2 1.2 2.7 2.7 

Construction of airport 
facilities and surface 
access infrastructure 

3.9 3.9 11.3 11.3 

TOTAL 14.8 14.8 23.1 23.1 

Air Travel at the 
expanded airport (not 
included in the monetised 
assessment 

185.7 177.3 303.6 285.0 

OVERALL TOTAL 200.5 192.1 326.7 308.1 

Comparison of LGW-R2 
and LHR-NWR Total 
Emissions 

- - LHR-NWR 
1.6x greater 

than LGW-R2 

LHR-NWR 1.6x 
greater than 

LGW-R2 
Source: Table 6-4 of the updated Appraisal of Sustainability (October 2017) 
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GAL commissioned SH&E International to update their previous assessment comparing the 
carbon emissions from flights for LGW-R2 and LHR-NWR at an individual airport level based 
on the DfT’s latest forecasts. This continues to show that LHR-NWR would still be 
significantly less carbon efficient than LGW-R2 both at an individual airport level and at 
national level. 

In particular: 

 LHR-NWR would take up 54% of the CCC’s 2050 UK aviation ‘planning assumption’ 
in 2050, while an expanded LGW-R2 would account for 18%. 

 Over a 60 year appraisal period, LHR-NWR would be much more costly in terms of 
emissions per UK O&D passenger, with CO2 per O&D passenger being considerably 
greater per passenger. Total CO2 emissions would be 103m tonnes greater under 
LHR-NWR compared to LGW R2 equivalent to nearly 3 years of the total UK carbon 
budget. 

 With LHR-NWR, 8% of the 2050 UK aviation carbon limit would be attributable to, (i.e. 
used by) international – to - international transfer passengers travelling via the UK but 
not entering the country (i.e. passing through a UK airport for convenience rather than 
entering the country and contributing to the UK economy). In 2050 under the LHR-
NWR scheme, compared to LGW-R2, there are 34,000 more ATM’s at the UK level 
but 3 million fewer O/D passengers. Thus expansion at Heathrow requires more ATM’s 
to accommodate fewer O/D passengers; a highly inefficient carbon solution for the UK. 
 

It follows from the above analysis that differences in airport and airline business models 
result in significant differences in the carbon intensity of flight operations. All of these issues 
make LGW-R2 a far more carbon efficient option and much better choice in carbon terms. 
The LHR-NWR option is a highly inefficient solution with lower load factors, and with a large 
proportion of UK’s carbon “ration” being consumed by international to international transfer 
passengers. 
 
It also follows from the above analysis that choosing LHR-NWR would make it much more 
difficult to deliver the Committee on Climate Change’s 2050 planning assumption of 
37.5MtCO2 than LGW-R2, thus presenting far greater challenges for the UK aviation sector 
and the UK overall to meet its carbon commitments. And that this challenge is greater to a 
large extent due to ‘expending’ a large proportion of the carbon “ration” on transfer 
passengers. 
 
Choosing LHR-NWR can only mean additional policy restrictions for the aviation sector and/or 
other industry sectors to meet carbon targets compared to LGW-R2. These restrictions and 
their consequences should be clearly set out in the final NPS. 
 
The UK’s aviation carbon emissions “ration” must also, however, be allocated fairly across 
the whole of the UK and not just devoured by Heathrow. If additional measures have to be 
taken in order to cap the UK’s aviation emissions, a first step that should be taken by the 
Government should be to limit use of carbon by international-to-international transfer 
passengers as these contribute little or nothing to the UK economy. It would be inequitable 
and wasteful if air traffic at all other UK’s airports were restricted in order to allow non-UK 
transfer passengers to transfer through Heathrow. In any fair and balanced assessment, 
carbon would be weighed in the balance against Heathrow in the DfT’s consideration of the 
scheme options. 
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5.5 Habitats Regulations Assessment 

 

 

5.5.1 What Gatwick said in its previous submission 

GAL’s May 2017 submission pointed out that the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) 
undertaken on behalf of the DfT was flawed legally, technically and factually. In our view this 
remains the case. 

In summary, GAL raised the following issues: 

 The HRA wrongly concluded that adverse air quality impacts on the Mole Gap to Reigate 
Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (MGRE SAC) could not be discounted and, as 
a consequence of this finding, it further (wrongly) concluded that LGW-R2 was not a 
reasonable alternative to LHR-NWR;  

 The HRA’s conclusion was directly contrary to that reached by the consultants appointed 
by the Airports Commission, and had been arrived at without undertaking new analysis 
and or providing any adequate explanation;  

 The HRA’s conclusions in relation to LGW-R2 were based on a flawed assessment and 
a clear error of law;  

 LGW-R2 was an acceptable alternative to LHR-NWR in terms of HRA considerations, 
whereas LHR-NWR might not meet the requirements of Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC; 

Habitats – Key Messages 

 The Revised Draft NPS confirms that LHR-NWR has been assessed as likely 
to have a direct and potential unavoidable impact on the SW London Waterbodies, a 
site designated for its importance to nature conservation and protected under UK 
law by the Habitats Regulations 

 As a result of LHR-NWR’s likely effects, the DfT has undertaken a Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) against other feasible alternatives. 

 Gatwick’s May 2017 submission demonstrated that the HRA undertaken for the DfT 
was legally and technically flawed as it excluded LGW-R2 even though it is a 
feasible alternative to LHR-NWR which has lesser impacts on the integrity of 
European sites. The Revised Draft NPS fails to acknowledge these flaws. 

 We explain in paragraphs 2.1-3.3 above why the DfT is wrong to conclude that 
LGW-R2 is not an alternative to LHR-NWR in relation to the DfT analysis on air 
connectivity and why LGW-R2 would not undermine the UK’s hub status; 

 We set out in this submission: 
o The legal and technical errors in the February 2017 HRA 
o We provide new information as to why air quality associated with vehicle 

emissions couldn’t adversely affect the MGRE SAC, 
o We provide new information as to why no priority Habitats exists within the 

relevant part of the SAC based on a Summer 2017 Botanical Survey 

 Accordingly the Revised Draft NPS does not comply with the Habitats Regulations 
and/or Directive. 

 The Final NPS must ensure that the Habitats Regulations Assessment correctly 
reflects the relative performance of the schemes and follows due process. 
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 The Government should correct the HRA and amend the final NPS to make clear that 
LGW-R2 was a reasonable alternative, and one which had lesser impacts on the integrity 
of European sites.  

 

5.5.2 What the Revised Draft NPS states 

The Revised Draft NPS repeats the previous errors and goes further. It now states that: 

 Adverse impacts associated with LHR-NWR cannot be ruled out on eight sites of 
European importance; 

 There are no alternatives that would meet the identified need for new airport capacity 
in the South East – the Revised Draft NPS now claims that LGW-R2 would not maintain 
the UK’s hub status;LGW-R2 is not therefore considered to be an alternative for the 
purposes of the Habitats Directive; 

 The Revised Draft NPS concludes that even though LGW-R2 affects fewer sites of 
European importance, it does affect a site which hosts a priority habitat and cannot 
therefore be designated on IROPI (Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest) 
grounds; 

 LHR-NWR can be designated on IROPI grounds, notwithstanding its adverse impacts 
on protected sites. 

 

5.5.3 Gatwick’s response to the changes 

We explained in section 2 above why, based on their own evidence, the DfT’s arguments in 
relation to traffic and connectivity are not valid, and we wholly reject the argument by DfT that 
LGW-R2 should no longer be regarded as a feasible alternative to LHR-NWR on the grounds 
that it would not maintain the UK’s hub status. We now go on to explain below why the DfT’s 
conclusions in relation to the HRA remain flawed and why they must be corrected. 
 
DfT’s consultant (WSP) concluded that LHR-NWR is likely to have significant effects on at 
least 8 sites designated at international level for their nature conservation importance. In 
particular, they concluded that the effects on the South West London Waterbodies (SWLWB) 
RAMSAR and Special Protection Area site are likely to be significant, direct, and unavoidable. 
These effects were identified in the Airports Commission’s original assessments, and 
concerns about them have been raised by a number of consultees including Natural England 
and the RSPB. The sites concerned are protected in UK law by the Habitats Regulations and, 
where a strategic plan or project may affect any such site, the regulations require Appropriate 
Assessment of feasible alternatives53.  
 
There is a considerable body of information in the original assessments undertaken by Jacobs 
for the Airports Commission which shows that the direct effects to the South West London 
Water Bodies (SWLWB) Ramsar and Special Protection Areas (SPA) adjacent LHR-NWR are 
likely to be significant. These effects could include land-take for surface access, disturbance, 
culling of birds, loss of supporting habitat, and potential issues with water quality and 
hydrology. Whether mitigation for these effects will be successful remains to be seen but, at 
this stage, it is clear that direct effects are very likely to occur as a result of LHR-NWR, and 
they appear even at this stage to be unavoidable.  
 
In November of 2014, Jacobs on behalf of the Airports Commission, identified that Appropriate 
Assessment under the Habitats Regulations would be required for the two Heathrow schemes 
as a result of likely significant effects to European Sites. Jacobs did not, however, identify any 
specific issues for local European Sites which would require Appropriate Assessment at 
Gatwick. At this stage of the Plan there is sufficient information available to be clear that LHR-
NWR is inherently more damaging than LGW-R2 to European sites. 

                                                           
53 See Annex 1 flowchart in Defra guidance 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69622/pb13840-habitats-iropi-guide-
20121211.pdf 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69622/pb13840-habitats-iropi-guide-20121211.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69622/pb13840-habitats-iropi-guide-20121211.pdf
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The revised HRA now considers that LGW-R2 would impact on certain sites but fails to bring 
out the considerably greater scale of LHR-NWR’s direct impacts on protected habitats 
compared to LGW-R2. It also fails to correct the technical errors in the original HRA 
assessment and remains legally flawed in its consideration of feasible alternatives as required 
under Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive. 
 

GAL submitted with its May 2017 consultation response to the Draft NPS two detailed reports 
from RPS explaining the legal and technical flaws associated with the February HRA. These 
reports have now been updated to reflect changes to the Revised Draft NPS and its supporting 
documents, and include the results of a botanical survey at the MGRE SAC. The first report 
(attached as Appendix 5) provides a Habitats Regulations Assessment Stage 1 (Screening) 
Report for LGW-R2. The second report is a Technical Review of the WSP HRA and is attached 
as Appendix 6.  
 
The RPS HRA Stage 1 report screens for likely significant effects in accordance with 
established guidance including the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 10.  It identifies that 
the only pathway which could cause any effects to the MGRE or Ashdown Forest SACs is 
from vehicle emissions caused by road traffic increases as a result of LGW-R2. It then 
analyses the Airports Commission’s road traffic data to show that the only section of road 
where an assessment threshold is exceeded, is the stretch of the M25 between Junctions 8 
and 9, adjacent the MGRE SAC. RPS then apply DfT approved transport assessment 
methodologies to the data, to assess whether the increases are significant. This shows that 
there is no likelihood of any significant effect, either alone, with background growth in road 
traffic, or in combination with other plans or projects. The report concludes that there is no 
likely significant effect as a result of the LGW-R2 scheme on any of the European sites (or 
their priority habitats) considered within the revised WSP HRA. 
 
A site survey of the area of the MGRE SAC within 200m of the M25 was undertaken in summer 
2017 and consultation with Natural England and the National Trust (who own and manage the 
site) was undertaken on the conclusions of the survey report.  The survey established that the 
priority habitat in question, calcareous grassland with rare orchids, does not occur within the 
0.5% of the MGRE SAC that lies within 200m of the M25, nor are there any records of it having 
been there in the past.   Moreover, a priority habitat is unlikely to establish in this area under 
the current management regime which is not expected to change in the foreseeable future.  It 
is therefore concluded that there is no potential for any significant effect to SAC priority habitat 
arising from increased road traffic on the M25 as a result of LGW-R2. Natural England has 
been consulted on the survey and accepts this conclusion. The records of the consultation 
with Natural England and the National Trust are included at Appendix 5 to the RPS HRA Stage 
1 (Screening) report. 
 

The second RPS report, attached as Appendix 6, provides a technical review of the revised 
WSP/HRA. In essence, the WSP HRA bypasses the first stage of the HRA process, where 
the likely significance of effects is assessed. This lack of proper robust and systematic 
screening means that the later use of the precautionary principle (i.e. to say that “effects 
cannot be ruled out”) is without foundation.  
 

The RPS Technical Review report explains that WSP’s conclusions are at odds with those of 

the Airports Commission consultants, Jacobs, and those reached by RPS itself during the 

preparation of assessments for GAL. WSP have not undertaken any further technical 

assessment, yet they have reached conclusions regarding road traffic increases which are 

contradicted by the Airports Commission road traffic data. Moreover, their use of an air quality 

modelling at the boundary of the M25 to infer that an effect may occur in the SAC is specious. 

When the revised WSP/HRA assesses LGW-R2 as a feasible alternative to LHR-NWR, the 

process is not followed properly and, indeed, is entirely misrepresented. Therefore, the 
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Revised Draft NPS, does not comply with the Habitats Regulations and/or Directive and is 

consequently legally flawed. 

 

The RPS Technical Review report sets out that the WSP HRA still includes the following 

specific technical and legal errors: 

 

 Vehicle Emissions that are not credible 
The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) requires the effects on air quality 
of traffic increases on certain roads to be assessed where they are within 200m of 
designated sites. This represents best practice and GAL takes no issue with this 
approach. The Airports Commission’s transport consultants (Jacobs) undertook an 
assessment of the additional road traffic that might be generated by LGW-R2 and 
concluded that there would be a 1.7% increase in traffic volumes on the relevant 
section of the M25 in the vicinity of the MGRE SAC as a result of LGW-R2. WSP adopts 
these data but relies on a calculation that produces a 6% increase in oxides of nitrogen 
as a result of a 1.7% increase in road traffic associated with LGW-R2. This is not a 
credible result and the DfT must correct this error. 

 

 Incorrect conclusions which take no account of how pollution reduces rapidly 
with increasing distance from the M25 
The WSP assessment has then compounded the calculation error by assuming that 
this non-credible result implies an adverse impact on the SAC which is located some 
80m away from the M25 roadside when, in reality, such emissions reduce 
exponentially with distance. Paragraph 4.31 of the report at Appendix 6 explains that 
the modelling point used by the DfT was on the boundary of the motorway whereas 
the nearest part of the SAC is 80m from the motorway and that, in air quality terms, 
this is a significant separation distance. The decrease in air quality concentrations is 
in fact log-linear, meaning that concentrations drop very rapidly as distance increases 
away from the road. The effect of this exponential decay in concentrations away from 
the road has not been considered in the WSP qualitative assessment.  
 

 Failure of Process 
For the reasons set out in this submission, we can be confident that no priority 
habitat exists within the area that might be affected by LGW-R2 traffic on the M25. 
However, even if an adverse impact on a Priority Habitat could not be ruled out, the 
DfT should not discount LGW-R2 as an alternative to LHR-NWR; the other 
environmental benefits of choosing LGW-R2 over LHR-NWR would allow the 
Secretary of State to proceed with LGW-R2 having sought an opinion from the 
European Commission. LGW-R2 cannot be discounted on the basis that no opinion 
of the Commission exists since no opinion has been sought. So long as suitable 
compensatory measures are identified, it would remain possible for the LGW-R2 

project to proceed, as is made clear in Defra’s guidance on the Application of article 

6(4) - Alternative solutions, Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) 
and compensatory measures. Annex 1 of the DEFRA guidance is reproduced here at 
Appendix 4 and clearly sets out the process to be followed. In particular, that when a 
less damaging feasible alternative to a Plan or project exists, the Secretary of State 
must not give authorisation to that Plan or project. The guidance also sets out the 
procedure to be followed when the project may affect a priority habitat, which 
involves consultation with the European Commission and securing any necessary 
compensatory measures 
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 New Information - The Priority Habitat which LGW-R2 is alleged to impact does 
not in fact exist 
The RPS reports (see Appendix 5 & 6) have recently been updated to include the 
botanical survey of the area of the MGRE SAC within 200m of the M25, and report of 
consultation with Natural England and the National Trust. 
As set out above, the site survey and consultation with Natural England and the 
National Trust were undertaken in summer 2017.  This established that the priority 
habitat in question, calcareous grassland with rare orchids, does not occur within the 
0.5% of the MGRE SAC within 200m of the M25, nor are there any records of it having 
been there in the past.  It is unlikely to establish in this area under the current 
management regime which is not expected to change in the foreseeable future.  It is 
therefore concluded that there is no potential for any significant effect to SAC priority 
habitat arising from increased road traffic on the M25 as a result of LGW-R2. Natural 
England has been consulted on the survey and accepts this conclusion. 
 

 Failure to assess the effects of road traffic from Heathrow 
In any event, even if LGW-R2 did have adverse impacts on the MGRE SAC (which it 
does not), the DfT has not assessed whether LHR-NWR would have similar effects. 
Given the pattern of passengers’ origins and destinations for those using LHR-NWR, 
and the Airport Commission’s assessed volumes of traffic on the M25, it seems 
inevitable (within the logic of the WSP/HRA) that an adverse effect on the site integrity 
of the MGRE SAC could not be ruled out for LHR-NWR. 

 

In conclusion, the Government must correct its Habitat’s assessment work and amend the 
final NPS to make clear that LGW-R2 is a feasible alternative to LHR-NWR, and that it would 
have a significantly lesser impact on the integrity of European sites. 

 
 

6.0 Deliverability 
 

Deliverability – Key Messages 

 Air Quality issues mean that LHR-NWR is not deliverable by 2026 and it is 

uncertain when it could be delivered. 

 

 The cumulative delivery risk analysis shows that LHR-NWR is unlikely to be 

delivered before Q3 2030; it is incorrect therefore to assume that its economic 

benefits will be delivered sooner than Gatwick. 

 

 The Final NPS must make clear what surface access schemes are required to be 

completed to enable LHR-NWR to operate and how this work will be funded and 

what effect it will have on the delivery date. 

 

 The Final NPS must consider the risks of delays and cost which may be incurred 

due to the need to relocate the Colnbrook Energy from Waste plant and to deal 

with the extensive contaminated land. 

 

 The Final NPS should include a thorough delivery risk assessment for each 

scheme and make clear the scale of the difference between the schemes due to 

their relative project complexity. This would confirm and emphasis the Revised 

Draft NPS conclusion that the delivery date of LHR-NWR carries a higher degree 

of risk. 
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6.1 What Gatwick said in the previous submission 
In our response to the Feb 2017 draft NPS, GAL made the following points: 
 
A balanced and comprehensive analysis of information relating to delivery would show LGW-
R2 can be operational much earlier than LHR-NWR. In particular it would recognise that: 

 Air quality issues mean that LHR-NWR is not deliverable by its target date of 
202654 and it is uncertain when it could be delivered; 

 The cumulative impact of a number of other significant risks to LHR-NWR 
delivery are also likely to lead to delays, and extra costs.  In particular the scale 
of the capital expenditure requirements and the complexity and scale of surface 
access schemes and airspace changes; 

 Even if these risks to delivery could be overcome, LHR-NWR is unlikely to be 
opened much before Q3 203055, meaning that the delivery of economic benefits 
will occur much later than the 2026 date assumed in the draft NPS, thus 
negating the draft NPS claim that expansion at Heathrow will deliver benefits 
sooner. 

Accordingly, it would be wrong for the Government to assume that LHR-NWR will deliver 
economic benefits sooner than LGW-R2, particularly in the absence of a thorough analysis of 
delivery risk.  
 
The Government must therefore recognise the nature and scale of the risks to LHR-NWR 
delivery. Further it must factor these risks into its wider assessment of the relative merits of 
the shortlisted schemes. 

6.2 What the Revised Draft NPS states 
The draft states: 
‘The three shortlisted schemes involve different levels of delivery risk. Gatwick Airport said 
its Second Runway scheme is capable of being delivered by 2025, while Heathrow Airport 
said its Northwest Runway scheme is capable of being delivered by 2026. The Gatwick 
Second Runway scheme would be much simpler to build. The process for delivering powers 
for the Heathrow schemes will be more complex because the schemes themselves are more 
complex. The delivery dates for both Heathrow schemes are therefore likely to be more risky 
than that for the scheme at Gatwick.’56 
 
The Revised Draft NPS does not make clear the scale of the difference in levels of risk 
between the schemes caused by the complexity referred to above, and has still not published 
a thorough delivery risk assessment for the shortlisted schemes.  
 
Furthermore, and even more seriously, the Revised Draft NPS fails to reflect a thorough risk 
assessment in its traffic forecasts and its economic appraisal (as Government guidelines 
require). 
 
Not only does the Revised Draft NPS inadequately recognise the benefits of the Gatwick 
scheme, it compounds this error by asserting wrongly that Heathrow’s economic benefits 
would be derived sooner, when in reality the benefits of a Gatwick scheme would be achieved 
much earlier. 
 
6.3 Gatwick’s response to the changes 
The DfT is wrong to conclude that the third runway at Heathrow could be delivered only one 
year later than Gatwick. The scale, complexity and environmental impacts of the Heathrow 

                                                           
54 Manchester Airport Group – Written Evidence submitted to the TSC November 2017 
55 Bechtel: Review and Commentary on Airports Commission Consultation Document and Module 16: Delivery 
56 Revised draft Airports NPS: new runway capacity and infrastructure in the south-east of England – para 3.46 
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scheme, coupled with the normal requirement for surface access schemes to be delivered 
prior to the opening of new airport capacity, mean that it is likely to take around five years 
longer to deliver a new runway at Heathrow compared to Gatwick.  
 
This conclusion is supported by expert technical analysis provided by Bechtel57, already 
supplied to Government by GAL, which highlights for example the delays which would be 
associated with the relocation of the Colnbrook Energy from Waste plant. This relocation 
would require the designation of its own DCO and the procurement of land for the new plant.  

As International Airlines Group (IAG) has pointed out, there has been no consultation so far 
with the airline and user community on…... Consequently, there is substantial uncertainty 
regarding the design, with firm scheme design not likely to be agreed until well into 2018. It is 
probable that there will be changes of key parameters as the design is finalised which are 
likely to affect schemes costs, environmental impacts, and the benefits which were key to the 
Government’s choice of LHR-NWR.  

 
Heathrow Airport Limited (HAL) have also made it clear that no decisions have been made so 
far as to what surface access schemes are necessary to support LHR-NWR, arguing that this 
should be left until the DCO process (para. 8.1). The cost, environmental impact and benefits 
of these schemes are key to the Government’s policy choice and of the firming up of surface 
access plans and design cannot be deferred beyond the NPS designation. 
 
The Revised Draft NPS also fails to consider the impacts on traffic flows in the area around 
Heathrow of diverting the M25, which would be further compounded by additional construction 
traffic required to deal with the extensive contaminated land which is not referred to in either 
the NPS or the Appraisal of Sustainability58.  Ultimately this level of complexity at LHR-NWR, 
which is further increased by the sheer number of residential and commercial properties to be 
relocated or purchased, would significantly increase the delivery programme and level of risk.  
 
  

                                                           
57 Bechtel: Review and Commentary on Airports Commission Consultation Document and Module 16: Delivery 
58 Appraisal of Sustainability, main report – para 6.9.2 
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7.0 Surface Access 

 
7.1 What Gatwick said in the previous submission: 
In our response to the Feb 2017 draft NPS, GAL made the following points: 
 
The DfT’s approach to surface access is seriously flawed. It does not provide any substantive 
evidence or clarity with regard to: 
 

 Which surface access schemes will be necessary to support the delivery of the 
LHR-NWR; 

 What the cost of these schemes will be and broadly how these costs are likely 
to be shared; 

 What the environmental and passenger impacts of these schemes will be and 
what would be the implications of a road user charging scheme on airport and 
non-airport users; and, 

 The risk of non-delivery of these schemes in a timely manner. 
 

Consequently, the DfT is in no position to draw the conclusion in paragraphs 3.34 and 3.70 of 
the draft NPS that Heathrow is better connected to the rest of the UK. Nor is it in a position to 
conclude that Heathrow delivers the greatest benefit for freight when it has at no time 
assessed the surface access requirement for airfreight. For the same reasons, the DfT is not 
justified in concluding that: 
 
“The Commission’s assessment and its supporting technical analysis provides a sound 
evidence base and no significant gaps in the evidence base have been identified”59  
  

                                                           
59 DfT Review of the Airports Commission’s Final Report, Para 71 

Surface Access – Key Messages 

 

 GAL maintains its view that surface access requirements to support LGW-R2 are 
defined and would not require taxpayer contributions.  
 

 Gatwick already has good surface access links particularly by rail and future 
confirmed upgrades will provide sufficient capacity as the second runway does 
not add significant load at peak times. 
  

 The Revised Draft NPS fails to provide details on which surface access schemes 
are necessary to support the delivery of the LHR-NWR, what the cost of these 
schemes will be and how the costs will be shared 
 

 The environmental and passenger impacts of these schemes are unclear, 
particularly the implications of a road user charging schemes on airport and non-
airport users; and, 
 

 The Final NPS needs to reflect the degree of risk that these schemes will not be 
delivered in a timely manner to enable construction of Heathrow’s 3rd runway. 
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7.2 What the Revised Draft NPS states 
The Revised Draft NPS restates the DfT’s view from the Feb 2017 Draft NPS that the 
Heathrow scheme is more accessible for passengers and freight, and that it is more resilient 
to disruption than Gatwick60.  
 
The Revised Draft NPS also confirms that Heathrow will pay for the full costs of work required 
to the M25, A4 and A3044 diversions and any local road diversions61. 
 
7.3 Gatwick’s response to the changes 
In GAL’s view, the DfT’s approach to surface access remains seriously flawed for a number 
of reasons, and the evidence on which it relies is neither balanced nor complete. 
 
Firstly, it remains unclear, in the Revised Draft NPS, which surface access schemes are 
“necessary” to deliver the public transport modal split required to support Heathrow’s assertion 
that there will be no more airport-related vehicles than today. The Revised Draft NPS provides 
no confirmation that certain major rail schemes will be delivered, and it is clear that some 
major schemes like the Southern Rail link remain highly uncertain. The DfT suggests that a 
congestion charge should be considered, but it is not clear how this would operate or whether 
it would adversely impact on non-airport related journeys. 
 
Secondly, the DfT’s analysis fails to take account of the relatively low level of resilience in the 
strategic road network around Heathrow compared to Gatwick. For example, the M4 in the 
vicinity of Heathrow is 12 times, and the M25 7 times, more likely to suffer a major incident 
than the M23 near Gatwick62.  
 
Thirdly, the DfT’s analysis fails to acknowledge there are over 120 stations, in Central London 
and as far afield as Bedford, Southampton, Peterborough, Cambridge and Brighton that can 
be reached from Gatwick, compared to Heathrow’s limited links primarily to Central London. 
Gatwick continues to demonstrate a much higher use of rail by air passengers than Heathrow.  
 
Lastly, given the uncertainty and complexity identified for the delivery of the M25 and other 
strategic road alterations required for the Heathrow scheme, there is no evidential basis on 
which Government can accept the delivery timescale of the preferred LHR-NWR scheme, 
which therefore puts at serious risk the earlier delivery of economic benefits cited in the 
Revised Draft NPS.  Expert advice from Bechtel63 has stated that, in view of the delivery risks, 
LHR-NWR is unlikely to be opened much before Q3 2030, with a large portion of the delay 
being caused by the M25 diversion.   
 
 
 

                                                           
60 Revised draft Aviation NPS: New runway capacity and infrastructure in the south-east of England, para 3.35 
61 Revised draft Aviation NPS: New runway capacity and infrastructure in the south-east of England, para 3.38 
62 Airports Commission, Surface Access: Resilience Study, May 2015 (combined data from Tables 3.1, 3.2, 3.9, 3.10) 
63 Bechtel: Review and Commentary on Airports Commission Consultation Document and Module 16: Delivery 
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8.0 Financeability 

 
8.1 What Gatwick said in the previous submission 
In our response to the Feb 2017 draft NPS, GAL made the following points: 
 
There is strong evidence to suggest that LHR-NWR is not financeable without Government 
support.  The draft NPS needs to take account of this. In particular, one of the prerequisites 
for LHR-NWR, as outlined by the Secretary of State for Transport, is to keep airport charges 
broadly flat in real terms. The implications of this requirement have not been assessed, neither 
have the implications of other conditions such as capacity restrictions should air quality limits 
not be met, as well as a ban on night flights, minimum levels of domestic connectivity, periods 
of noise respite and a noise envelope. 
  
The comparative advantage of Gatwick’s financing case over Heathrow is significant and this 
has not been properly represented in the draft NPS. These advantages include: 

 

 Gatwick offering to bear more of the commercial risk 

 Gatwick’s scheme is low complexity and low risk  

 Gatwick has a clearer and much less challenging surface access plan 

 Gatwick’s phasing lowers demand risk and is another source of advantage in 

financing 

 Gatwick’s airport charges are competitive 

 Securing debt funding for Gatwick is lower risk  

The final NPS must acknowledge and give significant weight to the evidence that LGW-R2 is 

considerably more resilient in financial terms than LHR-NWR; and that there is very 

significant risk that LHR-NWR is not financeable at all without Government support. As a 

minimum, a much deeper analysis of financeability is required before a choice can be made. 

 
8.2 What the Revised Draft NPS states 
The DfT concludes that all three schemes could be delivered without Government support 
and that all three schemes are financeable. This conclusion that all schemes rate equally in 
terms of financeability is not justified by the evidence.  
 
The DfT has stated that a third runway and associated infrastructure at Heathrow should be 
delivered in a manner that keeps airport charges close to current levels. Analysis undertaken 
by GAL shows that Heathrow would need to be willing to accept a pre-tax, real Weighted 
Average Cost of Capital (WACC) of less than 4% for this outcome to be achieved64. This 

                                                           
64 Gatwick’s response to draft Aviation NPS May 2017 – para 9.2.6 

Financeability – Key messages 

 The LGW-R2 scheme is of low complexity, low risk, low capital cost and has a 
phased delivery. It also allows for competitive airport charges. 
 

 Given that it is the Government’s expectation that Heathrow user charges will 
remain at today’s level, the LHR-NWR scheme will give a poor rate of return to 
investors and will require additional Government funding for necessary surface 
access schemes. 
 

 The comparative advantage of LGW-R2 financing case is significant and must be 
reflected in the Final NPS 
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represents a very low rate of return for investors in a business-as-usual context, let alone in 
relation to a huge infrastructure project where there is considerable risk of delay and cost 
escalation, as well as uncertainty over Heathrow’s financial contribution to its surface access 
schemes.  
 
8.3 Gatwick’s response to the changes 
The Revised Draft NPS fails to recognise or to acknowledge the extreme challenge which 
Heathrow faces in trying to balance limits on airport charges, cost risk on construction and 
surface access, and returns to private sector investors. GAL’s proposal, by contrast, benefits 
from far lower capital costs, relative ease of construction, clarity of its surface access 
schemes and costs, and ability to phase delivery in a manner that cannot be matched by 
Heathrow. 
 
 

9.0 Overall Conclusions  
 
The Revised Draft NPS demonstrates that the need for additional airport capacity in the South 
East of England is greater and even more urgent than ever, primarily due to faster than 
expected UK traffic growth. The need also comes at a time when the UK urgently needs to 
enhance its global connectivity so as to compete in a post-Brexit world.  
 
A number of important factors must be considered fully before the NPS can be designated. 
 
In terms of Traffic and Connectivity outcomes, expansion at either Heathrow or Gatwick will 
deliver, at UK level, virtually identical outcomes in terms of destinations, O/D passengers and 
flights.  The final NPS cannot, therefore, properly conclude that Gatwick is not a true 
alternative. 
 
In terms of Economic outcomes, the Revised Draft NPS shows that Gatwick expansion 
delivers superior new economic benefits with greater certainty. The final NPS should not rely 
on Heathrow’s alleged ‘strategic effects’ which are not soundly based in empirical evidence 
and do not translate into any real economic advantage. 
 
In terms of Habitats, the final NPS must correct the legally, technically and factually flawed 
interpretation and application of the Habitats Directive with respect to Gatwick expansion. If 
this is done, it will be clear that LGW-R2 will meet the identified need for additional runway 
capacity in the South East at least as well as LHR-NWR, and it is not likely to have any 
significant effects on the MGRE SAC. It should therefore be treated as a feasible alternative 
to LHR-NWR with the result that IROPI cannot be relied upon to justify the exclusion of LGW-
R2 as an alternative. 
 
When the above factors are taken into account, any fair and complete balancing exercise will 
show clearly that a second runway at Gatwick is the best option. In this assessment, the 
balance between Economic Benefits (which now favour Gatwick) and Environmental Impacts 
(which massively favour Gatwick) is of particular importance.  
 
Should the Government continue to maintain its view that only one new runway is needed in 
the South East, then any decision on runway capacity should be based on an objectively 
based analysis of the evidence which would clearly identify the superiority of LGW-R2. 
 
An alternative approach on the basis that LGW-R2 remains a deliverable, phaseable and 
privately funded solution, would be to adopt a policy that enabled it to be progressed in addition 
to LHR-NWR. This would allow the Government to mitigate the high risks associated with 
expansion at Heathrow, as well as ensuring that faster growing traffic demand is met in a 
timely manner, and the advantages of airport competition are secured. 
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Appendix 1 

 

ICF Sourced information 

 

O/D passengers are extracted from the detailed passenger output files 

(‘DfT17_LGW_2R_Pax.xlsx’ and ‘DfT17_LHR_NWR_Pax.xlsx’) that are included in the 

‘UK aviation forecasts 2017 disaggregated data’ dataset published on the DFT website 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2017) 

 

UK O/D passengers include the following: Direct Domestic (Route = DomEE), Direct 

International (Route = Direct), Domestic to International interliners (Route = Domil_3; 

Domil_1 and Domil_2 are excluded as these represent the domestic connection), 

Passengers connecting over an international hub (Route = Int-il) and Others (Route = 

Others) 

 

Transfer passengers include the following: Dom-Int interliners (just the domestic 

connections, i.e. Route = Domil_1 and Route = Domil_2) and Int-Int interliners (Route=II) 

 

ATMs are extracted from the DfT17_ATMs.xlsx file that are included in the ‘UK aviation 

forecasts 2017 disaggregated data’ dataset published on the DFT website 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2017) 

 

Destinations are extracted from the DfT17_Destinations.xlsx file that are included in the 

‘UK aviation forecasts 2017 disaggregated data’ dataset published on the DFT website 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2017) 

 

Passengers/ATM are calculated by combining onboard passenger statistics from the 

detailed passenger output files (‘DfT17_LGW_2R_Pax.xlsx’ and 

‘DfT17_LHR_NWR_Pax.xlsx’) and the ATMs extracted from the DfT17_ATMs.xlsx file that 

are included in the ‘UK aviation forecasts 2017 disaggregated data’ dataset published on the 

DFT website (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2017) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/0rXWBCdq1QSV?domain=gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/0rXWBCdq1QSV?domain=gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/0rXWBCdq1QSV?domain=gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/0rXWBCdq1QSV?domain=gov.uk
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Appendix 2 

Latest data comparing 2015 AQP PCM Predictions with 2015 monitoring 

(see separate document) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

59 
 

   

Appendix 3 

 

Gatwick Airport Ltd. Summary of legal position on Air Quality  

 
This note summarises: 

 

a) the legal obligations upon the UK Government in relation to EU air quality limits; and 

b) the implications of those legal obligations for expansion of Heathrow Airport. 

 

 

1. The UK’s Air Quality obligations derive from 2008 European Directive 2008/50/EC. 
 

2. The requirement is to achieve compliance with legal limits throughout zones as soon as 
possible, and thereafter to maintain that compliance. The duty applies both to the 
construction phases of any project and its operational phases. 
 

3. However, the revised draft NPS continues to follow a legal interpretation of compliance 
that is wrong. The error lies in adopting the position that, as long as LHR-NWR would 
not make the air quality any worse than the air quality in the worst single location within 
the Greater London Zone, there would be no breach of relevant air quality legislation, 
regardless of the extent of the breach of limit values at LHR-NWR and regardless of the 
harm to human health that it may cause. Furthermore, the NPS is not based upon any 
assessment of the implications for the construction of LHR-NWR for compliance with 
legal limits e.g. via increased traffic congestion resulting in greater emissions. 
 

4. The protection of human health is to be given great weight in a decision making context 
where there is uncertainty regarding potential harm to human health. The assessment 
underpinning the draft NPS is acknowledged to be uncertain, so this weighting applies. 
 

5. The uncertainty associated with the implications for human health also means that a 
precautionary principle has to be adopted in decision making. Accordingly, the 
assessment process must ensure that: 

  
a) the scientific evaluation of impacts is as complete as possible; 
b) any decision to adopt an NPS is taken on the basis of the most complete scientific 

evaluation that can be undertaken; and 
c) the extent of any scientific uncertainty in the impact assessment must be identified 

and taken into account. 
 

6. Before designating the Airports NPS, the Secretary of State will have to consider 
whether the construction and operation of LHR-NWR will breach the limit values or 
cause delay to their achievement. If it might, as is clearly the case here, the SoS has to 
be satisfied that a revised air quality plan can be adopted which would achieve the limit 
values at the same point in time. This would mean that: 

 
a) measures for a new Air Quality Plan would have to be identified which would ensure 

that LHR-NWR can be constructed and operated without breach of the limit values or 
delay to their achievement;  

b) given the requirement to apply the precautionary principle, the decision would have 
to take into account a risk assessment which is as thorough as possible and founded 
on the principles of excellence, transparency and independence; 
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c) that risk assessment would have to be conducted on a basis of projections produced 
on an annual basis; 

d) if it is not established that a revised air quality plan can be adopted which would 
ensure that the limit value will be attained on the same timescale as if LHR-NWR did 
not proceed, then a decision to allow LHR-NWR to proceed would be in breach of the 
duties set out in the Directive and the 2010 Regulations. 
 

7. Since the Government has acknowledged in the latest consultation material that the 
decision to allow LHR-NWR to proceed includes a degree of risk that this would lead to 
breach of the limit value, it has the potential adversely to affect human health. Any 
decision to allow LHR-NWR to proceed must therefore be taken in the context of the 
precautionary principle with its associated procedural requirements. 
 

8. In light of the precautionary principle, the assessment should not be undertaken, as it 
has been, on the basis solely of the central emissions scenario. The modelling should 
examine the extent of uncertainty associated with the different assessment scenarios, 
including the likelihood of the central emissions and high emissions scenarios coming 
about. 
 

9. The analysis relies on 5 year modelling produced by the Airports Commission to present 
annual results. However the process of adjusting the AC’s forecasts to achieve the 
annual forecasts is fundamentally flawed. A year on year assessment is required since 
that is the assessment which is as scientifically complete as possible. This necessarily 
calls for a detailed assessment of the uncertainty in the modelling of the impacts of 
LHR-NWR. 
 
 
Conclusions 

 

10. The duties arising pursuant to the 2010 Regulations and the 2008 Directive have the 
potential to mean that consent could not lawfully be granted for LHR-NWR to be 
constructed and/or operated. 
 

11. To designate the NPS based on current evidence involves significant risk – the decision 
maker would have to conclude that limit values would be met with LHR-NWR being 
constructed and operated. The decision maker would also need to have certainty that 
the construction and/or operation of LHR-NWR would not result in delay to the 
attainment of NO2 limit values. 
 

12. That certainty does not currently exist, not least because: 
a) the Government’s approach to the application of the Directive is flawed; 
b) the assessment work undertaken is not compliant with the procedural requirements 

of the precautionary principle, because it is not as scientifically complete as possible, 
has not appraised the relevant risks of non-compliance on such a basis, and is not 
transparent; 

c) the effects of non-compliance and the risks for human health have not been 
assessed; and 

d) there is no evidence that an air quality plan could be adopted which would ensure 
that limit values will be complied with on the same timescale as would be the case if 
LHR-NWR were not constructed and operated. 

 
13. Without such knowledge and certainty, it cannot be robustly concluded that LHR-NWR 

can come forward on a basis that is consistent with the legal duties contained in the 
Directive and the Regulations. 
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14. Consequently, there is insufficient evidence available for the Government to conclude 
robustly that LHR-NWR can be built and operated consistently with the UK’s legal duties 
relating to air quality. Thus, it cannot be robustly concluded that LHR-NWR, or any 
scheme that includes the construction and operation of a third runway at Heathrow, is 
deliverable. 
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Appendix 4 

 

Habitats and Wild Birds Directive:  

Guidance on the Application of Article 6(4) 

Annex 1 from the DEFRA document “Habitats and Wild Birds Directives: guidance on the 

application of article 6(4) - Alternative solutions, imperative reasons of overriding public 

interest (IROPI) and compensatory measures. December 2012 contains a flow chart which 

shows that the “authorisation must not be granted” when a feasible alternative exists to a 

plan or project which would avoid an Adverse Effect On (site) Integrity (AEOI) or have a 

lesser effect. It also shows that consulting the European Commission regarding any effects 

to a priority habitat would be a procedural requirement and not a bar to development. GAL 

has produced evidence (using DfT methodologies and Airports Commission road traffic data) 

that there are no effects to priority habitats or indeed to either of the European sites within 

15km of the airport. Natural England, the Government’s statutory advisor on Nature 

Conservation matters agrees there is no potential for any significant effect as a result of 

LGW-R2. 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69622/pb1384

0-habitats-iropi-guide-20121211.pdf 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69622/pb13840-habitats-iropi-guide-20121211.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69622/pb13840-habitats-iropi-guide-20121211.pdf
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Appendix 5 - Report 1 – Mole Gap Reigate Escarpment SAC Ashdown Forest SPA 

SAC Habitats Regulations Stage 1 Screening Report  

(see separate document) 

 

Appendix 6 – Response to the WSP Habitats Regulations Assessment December 2017 

(see separate document) 

 

Appendix 7 – RHDHV independent Review 

(see separate document) 

 

Appendix 8 – Report 1 – Screening Report Change Log 

(see separate document) 

 

Appendix 9 – Report 2 – Responding to WSP – Change Log 

(see separate document) 

 

 

 


