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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This executive summary provides a summary of the key land take issues that have been identified 

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

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

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

The assessment of land use, including residential property counts, forms part of the Place 

assessment module. The key points in relation to this topic include: 

 Gatwick performs well in terms of overall land take compared to Heathrow NWR, and the 

majority of the land is already safeguarded in planning policies for the development of a second 

runway (although the AC appear to give insufficient weight to this important factor);  

 The land take requirement for Heathrow ENR needs to be more accurately defined. Currently the 

assessment by the AC does not include the proposed “transport interchange hub”;  

 Both of the Heathrow schemes encroach upon large areas of land with a high level of planning 

constraint, namely the Metropolitan Green Belt. Gatwick performs very well in comparison to both 

the Heathrow schemes as it would only affect a small area of Green Belt land on the north-

western fringe of the boundary; 

 A total of 37 residential addresses for the Gatwick scheme have been assumed by the AC 

Consultants within their surface access assessment corridor. Gatwick identify only 23 residential 

addresses in this corridor which, in any case, does not form part of the Gatwick proposals; 

 The AC Consultants’ analysis of land use does not highlight the large area impacts that both the 

Heathrow schemes would have on the Regional Colne Valley Park, including the Harmondsworth 

Moor Country Park; and 

 The land take at Heathrow NWR would affect approximately 168ha of Grade 1 “best and most 

versatile” land. The agricultural quality of the land at Gatwick comprises predominantly lower 

quality grade 3 and 4 agricultural land. 

Overall Assessment 

The current assessment of the land take by the AC and their consultants is more favorable to Gatwick 

and Heathrow ENR, compared to Heathrow NWR.  The total land take figures for the Schemes are 

assessed as follows in Table ES 1 below: 

Table ES 1: Total Land Take – Airports Commission Figures 

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

TOTAL LAND TAKE (ha) 702 906 725 
 

The assessment of the land take for the Heathrow ENR scheme is poorly defined. The airport 

expansion land take identified by the AC does not include the “transport interchange hub” to the north 

of the airport. 
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The Commission stated in its Interim Report its intention to consider Heathrow ENR’s proposed 

transport hub as a “detachable component” which could be associated with either of the Heathrow 

runway schemes.  If this is the case, the Commission should rightly have addressed the additional/ 

cumulative land take and associated environmental impacts of this transport hub and the route of the 

Automated People Mover (APM) which would connect it to the airport. No such analysis appears to 

have been undertaken by the AC or its consultants. 

Gatwick Advantage - Notable Differences in the Land Take Figures 

 The total land take for Heathrow NWR is notably higher than Gatwick and the Heathrow NWR 

Sustainability Appraisal assessment does note this fact in the concluding paragraph 14.9 “given 

the high impacts of land take”. No such effect is noted in relation to Gatwick or Heathrow ENR 

 The area of Green Belt affected by the Heathrow schemes is substantially higher than for the 

Gatwick scheme. The differences are highlighted in the table below: 

Table ES 2: Green Belt Land Take – Jacobs Place: Assessment Figures  

 Gatwick Heathrow NWR Heathrow ENR 

Green Belt Area 
(without Surface 
Access) (ha) 

9 431 278 (assume from AC 
Consultants’ report) 

Green Belt with 
Surface Access  (ha) 

51 263 243 

TOTAL (ha) 60 694 521 

 

Data Inaccuracies 

Gatwick Surface Access Corridor - Residential Property Loss 

The AC assess that there are 37 residential properties within the 200m wide M23 Surface Access 

Corridor identified by their consultants, Jacobs. The figure below identifies that there are only 23 

residential properties within this corridor. 
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Gatwick - Land Take Calculation for Surface Access 

The AC land take assessment for the potential surface access corridor is 78ha. However, this 

includes 27ha of the M23 itself and Gatwick spur which would remain unaffected. Even if any of this 

land was to be required for surface access improvements and the AC acknowledge that this is 

uncertain, the corridor would only comprise approximately 51 ha of land.  

Green Belt figure for Heathrow ENR 

The AC consultation document states that the Green Belt figure within the airport boundary is 238ha, 

whereas the AC Consultants’ report states it as 278.2. It is assumed that 278.2 is the correct figure, 

but clarification would be welcomed. 

Inconsistencies  

Representation of the Land Take Figures in the Sustainability Appraisal 

The description of the land take areas in each of the Sustainability Appraisals is inconsistent between 

the three schemes and it would be helpful if this could be clarified.  

Gatwick 

The figures for Gatwick are expressed consistently within the AC Consultants’ Report (Place), the AC 

Consultation document and the AC Sustainability Appraisal. 

Heathrow NWR 

The total land take figure of 906ha is consistent in the AC Consultants’ Report (Place), the AC 

Consultation document and the AC Sustainability Appraisal. However, the Surface Access figure and 

Flood Storage figure have been combined into a single larger area in the AC Sustainability 

Assessment description of the areas.  
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Heathrow ENR 

The total land take figure of 725ha is slightly larger than the 723ha area in the AC Consultants’ report. 

As with Heathrow NWR, the Surface Access figure and Flood Storage figure have been combined into 

a single larger area in the AC Sustainability Assessment description of the areas.  

However, it is the description in the AC Consultation document that is unclear. This describes the 

expanded airport to comprise 724ha, with 330ha for surface access and 60ha for flood storage. It is 

assumed that the 724ha includes both the 330ha for surface access and 60ha for flood storage as 

indicated in the AC Consultants’ (Place) report.  

Colne Valley Regional Park 

The AC Consultants’ analysis does not highlight the large area impacts that both the Heathrow 

schemes would have on the Regional Colne Valley Park, including the Harmondsworth Moor Country 

Park. Both of these schemes would cut a broad swathe of land from this facility that runs north to 

south through the Colne Valley. Gatwick have assessed that the total areas of land affected within this 

important regional resource are approximately 500ha within the Heathrow NWR scheme and 420 ha 

within the Heathrow ENR scheme. 

Assessment of the Agricultural Areas 

The dataset that the AC Consultants have used is not the only published data source for defined the 

quality of agricultural land. The MAGIC dataset, showing the published agricultural land classification 

data (scale 1:250,000) provides an overview. This dataset also contains mapping for areas which 

have been subject to detailed survey work within and in the vicinity of the land take for all three of the  

Options (referenced in Gatwick’s May Submission Place: Agriculture). 

However, even taking into account the limitations of the data, the quality of agricultural land around 

Heathrow, where it has remained undisturbed, is notably of higher quality than at Gatwick, with 

significant areas of Grade 1 land (168ha) in the Heathrow NWR scheme. This land comprises the 

“best and most versatile” agricultural land and, in terms of land values, would be valued at a higher 

price than the predominantly Grade 3b land around Gatwick.  

Public Rights of Way (PRoW) 

It is a notable omission that the documentation produced by both the AC and its consultants does not 

contain an assessment of the lengths and types of PRoW affected by the schemes.  

Gatwick, in their detailed Land Use and Land Cover assessment, has identified the lengths of 

footpaths and bridleways within the Scheme boundary and has considered this in the formation of its 

mitigation strategy, where a network of PRoW would be re-established as part of the proposals to 

maintain community links and create new recreational opportunities. It is unclear, for the other 

schemes, how the unmitigated and mitigated PRoW proposals compare for Heathrow NWR and 

Heathrow ENR and whether the benefits that have been afforded to the mitigation proposed by 

Heathrow NWR are justified in terms of the effects on PRoW.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report considers the key land take issues that have been identified from the detailed 

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

Limited (Gatwick) and the promoters of the two Heathrow schemes i.e. the Heathrow 

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

documents include: 

 Airports Commission Consultation Document 

 Airports Commission: Gatwick Airport Second Runway: Business Case and Sustainability 

Appraisal 

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

Appraisal 

 Airports Commission: Heathrow Extended Northern Runway: Business Case and 

Sustainability Appraisal 

 Jacobs (10) Place Baseline and Assessment Reports together with Place Figures 

 Heathrow Expansion (Heathrow Hub) Updated Scheme Design Version 2 

 Heathrow (Heathrow Airport Ltd) Taking Britain Further – Technical Submission Volume 3  

1.2 The Airports Commission have not provided a separate section in the Sustainability Appraisal 

covering land use or land take, although assessments of land use were provided to the AC by 

their consultants, Jacobs as part of their Place assessment. Land take figures are relevant to 

a number of the comparative assessments provided in the AC Sustainability Appraisal and 

this report considers how the land take figures have been generated and how these have then 

been used in the appraisal process. The report highlights: 

 Key differences in the types of land uses affected by the schemes; 

 Inconsistencies in the baseline data presented for the schemes; and  

 Inconsistencies in how this baseline data has been represented in the Sustainability 

Appraisal. 

1.3 The report is therefore set out under the following headings: 

i. Comparison of Airports Commission and scheme promoters methodology and 

Assumptions; and 

ii. Analysis of Land Uses affected by the schemes 
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2 METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Airports Commission Methodology 

2.1 The Airports Commission  Appraisal Framework outlined the methods to be used to assess 

the areas of land take within the schemes as follows: 

“10.9The type of land that will be developed will be classified by its land use and cover. This 

classification can be based on the National Land Use Database (NLUD),
50 

which categorises 

land as follows: agriculture and fisheries, forestry, minerals, recreation and leisure, transport, 

utilities and infrastructure, residential, community services, retail, industry and business, 

vacant and derelict, defence and unused land.  

10.10 Further details on different land use and definitions of land cover can be found in the 

NLUD. GIS mapping can also be used to understand the type of land surrounding an airport.” 

2.2 The Jacobs assessment of direct land take in the Place assessment has included an 

assessment of land use according to the NLUD. No separate assessment of land cover has 

been undertaken.  The land use assessment has been undertaken as a desk top exercise 

using data obtained from the Geo Information Group (GIG) to map the categories identified by 

the AC in paragraph 10.9 of the AC Appraisal Framework as quoted above. 

2.3 The GIG data was also used as a source of information to identify Agricultural Land Quality, in 

particular the potential for the loss of the “best and most versatile” Grade 1, 2 or 3a 

agricultural land.  

2.4 In addition to this exercise, the AC Consultants used other sources of desk top data to 

supplement the GIG data, as “it is not 100% accurate” (Page 5, Jacobs Place Assessment). 

This includes  

 Address Base Plus Point Data to supplement the land use data for community services, 

places of worship, parks, allotments; and 

 Local Planning Authority Data to identify Green Belt designated land and local land use 

allocations. 

2.5 Although the datasets listed above have been used to identify areas used for recreation and 

open space, there are is assessment of the lengths and characteristics of the Public Rights of 

Way affected by the proposals.  

2.6 The areas that the AC Consultants, Jacobs, have included in the assessment of direct land 

take include: 

1. The airport expansion boundaries. In the case of Gatwick and Heathrow NWR these have 

been taken from the airport expansion boundary information supplied by the promoters. 

However, in the case of Heathrow ENR this boundary has been defined by Jacobs 

2. Surface Access Corridors. Jacobs have applied a 200m buffer to routes around the three 
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schemes where they consider that surface access works may be required. These areas 

are not identified individually by the three scheme promoters. Jacobs have not included 

the Heathrow ENR Hub Interchange proposal area in the land take calculations for this 

scheme stating (Jacobs report 10: Place Assessment (Page 23 footnote 15) that “The 

Commission stated in its interim report its intention to consider HH’s proposed transport 

Hub as a detachable component which could be associated with either of the Heathrow 

runway options under consideration. Accordingly, the core appraisal case for Heathrow 

ENR includes a more traditional surface access package”; and 

3. Flood Compensation areas.  There are no separate areas required at Gatwick, whereas. 

for Heathrow NWR and Heathrow ENR Jacobs have captured approximate flood 

compensation areas based on the promoters’ masterplan information. 

2.7 In addition, Jacobs have also identified areas outside the direct land take areas which they 

consider may be indirectly affected in terms of land use due to change over time as a result of 

planning restrictions. This includes land outside the direct land take but within the 63 LA eq 

noise contour and the Public Safety Zones.  

2.8 In addition to land for surface access and flood storage, the promoters and the Commission’s 

consultants have all identified the need for significant additional land for that would be 

required for offsetting/compensation for effects on biodiversity. The areas concerned are not 

definitive for any scheme at this time and these areas are not considered in this report. 

Gatwick 

2.9 Gatwick is the only scheme promoter to have carried out a detailed land use and land cover 

assessment in accordance with the AC Appraisal Framework guidance and presented a 

separate assessment report on this topic. In addition, Gatwick has also produced a separate 

topic report on the characteristics of the agricultural land likely to be affected by the Gatwick 

proposals. These reports provide comprehensive information on the distribution of land use 

and land cover types across the masterplan area. 

2.10 The Gatwick assessment does not include additional land considered as a potential 200m 

surface access corridor as identified by the AC Consultants, Jacobs. This does not form part 

of the Gatwick proposals.  

2.11 The desk based data sources for the land use mapping carried out by Gatwick included: 

 Ordnance survey mapping; 

 Aerial photography; 

 Definitive map of public rights of way (RRoW); 

 Ordnance Survey Mastermap Address Layer data; 

 Crawley Borough Council web based data; 

 Sustrans web based data; and 

 Natural England web based data 
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2.12 In addition, the land use and land cover baseline conditions were also established by 

undertaking site visits.  

2.13 The AC Consultants have not undertaken a land cover classification based on the National 

Land Use Database. The comparison of the Gatwick data can therefore only be undertaken 

on the basis of the land use classifications carried out by the promoter and the AC 

Consultants, Jacobs.  

2.14 The availability of desk based and site information has enabled Gatwick to classify the land 

uses at a more detailed level within the NLUD than Jacobs have undertaken. For the 

community and recreational areas, Gatwick have identified the individual resources which are 

discussed in detail in the community reporting. The use of the Natural England MAGIC 

website, used by Gatwick also provides more comprehensive information on agricultural 

resources than the GIG website appears to provide.  

Heathrow NWR 

2.15 No separate assessment of land uses and land take has been presented by Heathrow NWR 

promoters. 

Heathrow ENR 

2.16 No separate assessment of land uses and land take has been presented by Heathrow ENR 

promoters. 
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3 ANALYSIS 

3.1 This section contain summary tables and accompanying text that highlights the notable 

comparisons between the three schemes based on: 

1. Overall land take areas presented in the AC and AC Consultants (Jacobs) 

documents;  

2. Area of Green Belt affected;  

3.  Comparison of detailed land use assessments at Gatwick;  

4.  Comparison of detailed land uses for all of the Schemes; and  

5. Agricultural land quality affected by the schemes 

1. Overall Land Take 

Table 1: Gatwick Land Take 

Land Take 
Gatwick 

AC Consultation 
Document (para 

3.5)(ha) 

ACSustainability 
Appraisal (ha) 

 

Jacobs PLACE: 
Assessment Report 

(ha) 

Airport Expansion 
Area 

624 624 624 

Surface Access 78 78 78.2 

Total 702 702 702.2 
 

3.2 The representation of the land take figures for Gatwick is consistent throughout the AC and 

the AC Consultants’ documents. However, in addition to the airport expansion land take, 

Jacobs have identified standard 200m wide surface access corridors that they consider may 

be required for all of the schemes. This land was not included in the Gatwick assessment as 

this does not form part of the Gatwick scheme. This corridor, identified by the AC Consultants, 

adds a further total of 78ha to the Gatwick land take. There are two points to be noted in 

relation to this additional land take. Approximately 27ha of the land is unaffected as it is 

already M23 and M23 spur highway land. In addition, Jacobs have identified that this corridor 

would affect an additional 37 properties. The Gatwick assessment of this area has identified 

that if any of this land were to be required this would only affect 23 properties as shown in the 

plan below. 
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Residential properties affected at Gatwick in the AC Consultants (Jacobs) Surface 

Access Corridor 

 

 

Table 2: Heathrow NWR Land Take 

Land Take 
Heathrow NWR 

 

AC Consultation 
Document (para 

3.111)(ha) 

AC Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA)(ha) 

 

Jacobs PLACE 
Assessment Report 

(ha) 

Airport Expansion 
Area 

569 569 568.8 

Surface Access 294 337 294.2 

Flood Storage 43 
(included in SA 

figure) 
42.9 

TOTAL LAND 
TAKE 

906 906 905.9 

 

3.3 The representation of the land take figures for Heathrow NWR is consistent throughout the 

AC and the AC Consultants’ documents.  The land take assessment carried out by the AC 

Consultants shows that the land take for Heathrow NWR would be significantly larger than 

that for Gatwick.  
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Table 3: Heathrow ENR Land Take  

Land Take Heathrow 
ENR 

 
 

AC 
Consultation 

Document 
(para 3.56) (ha) 

 

AC 
Sustainability 

Appraisal 
(SA)(ha) 

 

 
Jacobs PLACE 

Assessment Report(ha) 
 
 

Airport Expansion 
Area 

724 335 335.7 

Surface Access  330 390 329.8 

Flood Storage 60 
(included in SA 

figure) 
57.3 

Total land Take 1,114 725 722.8 

 

3.4 The representation of the land take figures for Heathrow ENR is inconsistent within the 

different AC and their Consultants’ documents. It would appear that the areas stated for the 

expanded boundary of the airport in the AC Consultation document is actually the total area of 

this together with the Surface Access corridor, which is shown as a separate area in the 

Jacobs Place assessment and the AC sustainability appraisal.  

3.5 The assessment of the land take for the Heathrow ENR scheme is poorly defined. The airport 

expansion land take identified by the AC does not include the “transport interchange hub” to 

the north of the airport. 

3.6 The Commission stated in its Interim Report its intention to consider Heathrow ENR’s 

proposed transport hub as a “detachable component” which could be associated with either of 

the Heathrow runway schemes.  If this is the case, the Commission should rightly have 

addressed the additional/ cumulative land take and associated environmental impacts of this 

transport hub and the route of the Automated People Mover (APM) which would connect it to 

the airport. No such analysis appears to have been undertaken by the AC or its consultants. 

3.7 The overall summary of the land take figures generated by the AC shows that Gatwick has a 

much lower anticipated land take than Heathrow NWR and a similar expected land take to 

Heathrow ENR.  

Table 4: Summary of Land Take – Jacobs Place: Assessment 

Jacobs Place: 
Assessment report 

 

Airport 
Expansion 

Boundary (ha) 

Surface Access 
(ha) 

 

Flood 
Compensation 

(ha) 
TOTAL 

Gatwick 624 78.2 NA 702.2 

Heathrow NWR 568.8 294.2 42.9 905.9 

Heathrow ENR 335 329.8 57.3 722.8 
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2. Green Belt Areas 

3.8 Both of the Heathrow schemes affect large areas of the high level major planning constraint, 

namely the Metropolitan Green Belt. The land required for the expanded Gatwick scheme 

would only affect a small area of Green Belt land on the north-western fringe of the boundary. 

The Heathrow NWR expanded airport land take would affect nearly 50 times more Green Belt 

land than Gatwick and the Heathrow ENR expanded airport land take 30 times more Green 

Belt than Gatwick. 

3.9 The Table below illustrates the Green Belt areas affected by the three schemes as assessed 

by the AC Consultants, Jacobs. 

Table 5: Summary of Green Belt Land Take – Jacobs Place: Assessment 

 Gatwick(ha) Heathrow NWR(ha) Heathrow ENR(ha) 

Green Belt 
Area 
(without 
Surface 
Access) 

9 431 
278 (assume from AC 
Consultants report) 

Green Belt 
with Surface 
Access  

51 263 243 

TOTAL 60 694 521 

 

3. Comparison of Detailed Land use Assessments for Gatwick  

3.10 A comparative table prepared by Jacobs in the Place Assessment Table 2.9 purports to 

provide a comparison between the AC Consultants’ assessment of land use and the Gatwick 

assessments. However, this table does not present an accurate comparison as the Gatwick 

figures include additional land that is contained within the existing airport boundary as part of 

a wider land use study. These sets of figures are therefore incomparable. 

3.11 Accordingly, a comparative set of figures are produced below, based on the expanded airport 

boundary of the Gatwick scheme, excluding land within the existing airport boundary. 

Table 6: Comparison of Jacobs: Place Assessment and Gatwick Land Use 

Classification 

Land Use 
Category 

Jacobs: Place 
Assessment 
Gatwick  

Gatwick Figures in Expanded Airport Land Take 
Boundary 

Agriculture 
and Fisheries 

381.9 ha 382 ha 

Managed 
Forest 

58.4 ha 45 ha (based on Topic Module biodiversity reporting) 

Minerals NA NA 

Recreation 
and Leisure  

31.8 ha 
4.9 (Rugby Club) 
14ha (Willoughby Fields) 
Total 19ha 
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Land Use 
Category 

Jacobs: Place 
Assessment 
Gatwick  

Gatwick Figures in Expanded Airport Land Take 
Boundary 

 

Parks  1 No registered Parks (Willoughby fields included above) 

Playgrounds - - 

Public Open 
Space/Nature 
reserve 

- Willoughby Fields noted above 

Holiday 
Parks 

- 1 (Caravan Park) 

Transport 29.0 ha - 

Utilities and 
Infrastructure 

N/A N/A 

Residential 
56.4 ha (168) 
Properties) 

163 

Community 
Services 

0.9ha 1 (Outreach Centre) 

Cemetery/   

Education 6 4 (Private Nurseries) 

Places of 
Worship 

1 2 

Medical 2 1 (Care Home) 

Community 
Centres 

0 0 

Allotments 0 0 

Retail 6.8 ha  

Industry and 
Business 

51.4 ha 49 ha (total including retail) 

Hotels - 9 

Unused land 11.0 ha - 

Water 
Storage 

  

 

3.12 The most notable differences in the assessments are in the definition of the community 

services and the recreational areas. These differences are likely to be due to the fact that no 

site visits have been undertaken by the AC consultants to check the validity of the desk top 

source material that has been used for the Jacobs assessment work. 

3.13 The main recreational area within the land take, identified by Gatwick, focuses around the 

Willoughby Fields and Crawley Rugby Club. The Jacobs assessment has included this area 

together with land being used as a private caravan park, which Gatwick have identified as a 

separate item, together with a number of other areas where Gatwick has not located any 

specified recreational or leisure uses in their more detailed study. 

3.14 Jacobs have also identified one park within the Gatwick land take. There are no registered 

parks within the land take and it is assumed that the identification of this from the Address 
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Base Point Plus data is a reference to Willoughby Fields.  

3.15 There are also several anomalies in the identification of community facilities (referred to in 

detail in the community response). There are four private nurseries in the land take, not six as 

identified by Jacobs and there is a single care home, rather than two medical facilities as 

assessed by Jacobs. 

4. Comparison of the detailed land uses for all of the Schemes 

3.16 The assessment of the land take figures, according to the land use assessments produced by 

Jacobs is presented below. The comparative figures that Gatwick have produced are 

provided, but no comparative data has been similarly produced by Heathrow NWR or 

Heathrow ENR promoters. 
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Table 7: Comparison of Land Use Classifications for All Schemes 
 
Land Use 
Category 

Jacobs 
Gatwick 
Airport 
Expansion 

Gatwick  
Airport 
Expansion 

AC 
Jacobs 
Gatwick 
Surface 
Access 
Corridor  

Jacobs 
Heathrow 
NWR  
Airport 
Expansion 

Jacobs 
Heathrow 
NWR 
Surface 
Access  

Jacobs 
Heathrow
NWR 
Flood 
Storage  

Jacobs 
Heathrow 
ENR  
Airport 
Expansion 

Jacobs 
Heathrow 
ENR 
Surface 
Access 

Jacobs 
Heathrow 
ENR  
Flood 
Storage 

Agriculture 
and Fisheries 

381.9 ha 382 ha 39.4 ha 235.1 ha 160.1 ha 35.3 ha 167.9 ha 156.8 ha 45.9 ha 

Managed 
Forest 

58.4 ha 45 ha 
(based on 
biodiversity 
reporting) 

9.1 ha  47.5 ha 36.5 ha 3.3 ha 25.3 ha 44.5 ha 2.4 ha 

Minerals NA NA NA 32.5 ha 1.9 ha 0 23.6 ha 3.3 ha 0 
Recreation 
and Leisure  

31.8 ha 4.9 (Rugby 
Club) 
14ha 
(Willoughby 
Fields) 
Total 19ha 

0.3 ha 53.2 ha 12.2 ha 4.3 ha 1.6 ha 11.6 ha 8.3 ha 

Parks  1 No 
registered 
Parks 
(Willoughby 
fields 
included 
above) 

 9 0 0 0 1 0 

Playgrounds - -  5 0 0 0 1 0 
Public Open 
Space/Nature 
reserve 

- Willoughby 
Fields 
noted 
above 

 4  0 0 0 0 3 

Holiday Parks - 1 (Caravan 
Park) 

 - - -    

Transport 29.0 ha - 20.6ha 47.7 ha 34.2 ha 0 29.6 ha 42.3 ha 0.3 ha 
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Land Use 
Category 

AC Jacobs 
Consultant 
Gatwick 
Airport 
Expansion 

Gatwick  
Airport 
Expansion 

AC 
Jacobs 
Gatwick 
Surface 
Access 
Corridor  

AC Jacobs 
Heathrow 
NWR  
Airport 
Expansion 

AC Jacobs 
Heathrow 
NWR 
Surface 
Access  

AC 
Jacobs 
Heathrow
NWR 
Flood 
Storage  

AC Jacobs 
Heathrow 
ENR  
Airport 
Expansion 

AC Jacobs 
Heathrow 
ENR 
Surface 
Access 

AC Jacobs 
Heathrow 
ENR  
Flood 
Storage 

Utilities and 
Infrastructure 
 
 

NA NA  6 ha 2.5 ha 0 0 9 ha 0 

Residential 56.4ha 
(168) 

Properties) 
163 8.3 ha 

45.1 (783) 
properties) 

16 (289 
properties) 

0 
16.7 ha 

(242 
properties) 

12.4 ha (165 
properties) 

0.2 ha (0 
properties) 

Community 
Services 

0.9ha 
1 (Outreach 

Centre) 
NA 14.7ha 4.1 0 0 11 ha 0 

Cemetery/    0 1 0    
Education 

6 
4 (Private 
Nurseries) 

0 

1 
(Harmondsw
orth Primary 

School) 

0 0 0 0 0 

Places of 
Worship 

1 2 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 

Medical 
2 

1 (Care 
Home) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Community 
Centres 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 

Allotments 0 0 0 15 plots 25 plots 0 1 plot 0 0 
Retail 6.8 ha  NA 3.2 ha 0.7 ha     
Industry and 
Business 51.4 ha 

49 ha (total 
including 

retail) 
0.1 ha 50.4 ha 16.2 ha 0 48.1 ha 18.3 ha 0.1 ha 

Hotels - 9 0.4 ha       
Unused land 11.0 ha -  33.4 ha 9.8 ha 0 22.9 ha 20.6 ha 0.1 ha 
Water Storage          
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3.17 The following points are made in relation to the comparative figures: 

1. The areas of the residential land highlighted in the analysis by Jacobs do not reflect the real 

effects on residential properties or residential communities. The density of residential 

properties at Heathrow is much greater than in the areas affected by the Gatwick scheme. 

The Jacobs’ assessment records a total of 56.4ha of residential land, but only 168 properties. 

By comparison, Heathrow NWR comprises only 45.1ha of residential land in the expanded 

airport area and yet affects a total of 783 residential properties. It is clear that any further land 

take requirements beyond the expanded airport boundary for either of the Heathrow 

schemes, even where there are relatively small land take areas required, are likely to affect 

comparatively greater numbers of residential properties and their communities, based on the 

population densities in these areas.  

2. Both of the Heathrow schemes affect land that is currently in active use for mineral extraction. 

Gatwick does not affect areas of mineral extraction. 

3. The Gatwick assessment does not agree with the land take calculated by Jacobs for 

recreation areas. The total area of this land is approximately 19ha, with the only area affected 

by the Gatwick scheme is the land at Willoughby fields, which contains the Crawley Rugby 

Club pitches. Based on the GIG classification, the Heathrow scheme areas are shown to 

affect a total of 69.7ha of recreation and leisure land within the Jacob’s land take areas for 

Heathrow NWR and 21.5 of such land for Heathrow ENR. 

The supplementary Address Base Plus Point Data used by Jacobs to try to further define the 

land use effects of the schemes identifies parks. For Heathrow NWR, nine parks are identified 

as being affected, whilst for Heathrow ENR the figure is one.  

The datasets for these facilities do not highlight the large area impacts that both the Heathrow 

schemes would have on the Regional Colne Valley Park, including the Harmondsworth Moor 

Country Park. Both of these schemes would cut a broad swathe of land from this facility that 

runs north to south through the Colne Valley. The areas of land affected within the Colne 

Valley Park are illustrated on Figure 1. The total areas of land affected by the Heathrow 

Schemes within this important regional resource, identified by Gatwick from Figure 1 are: 

Table 8: Heathrow NWR and ENR Land Take in Colne Valley Regional Park – Gatwick 

Assessment 

 Heathrow NWR Land 
Take in Colne Valley Park 

(ha) 

Heathrow ENR Land Take in 
Colne Valley Park (ha) 

Expanded Airport 
Boundary 

248 216 

Flood 
Compensation 

52 42 

Surface Access  201 162 

TOTAL 501 420 
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5. Agricultural Land Quality  

3.18 The AC Appraisal framework includes the consideration of agricultural land as part of the land 

use and land cover assessment in the Place module. However, Jacobs have notably 

considered the quality of the agricultural land and, in particular the presence of the “best and 

most versatile” Grades 1, 2 and 3a land according to the MAFF Agricultural Land 

Classification system as a separate item in their Place baseline and assessment. No 

comment is made with regard to this appraisal in the AC Sustainability Appraisal, but there is 

a considerable difference in the quality of the agricultural land in the vicinity of Heathrow to 

that at Gatwick. Jacobs figures illustrate this difference, as shown in the Table below: 

Table 9: Quality of Agricultural Land Affected by the Schemes – Jacobs Place: 

Assessment 

Agricultural Land 
Classification Grade  

Gatwick(ha) 
Heathrow 
NWR(ha) 

Heathrow ENR (ha) 

Grade 1 Land 0.0 168.7 32.7 

Grade 2 Land 0.0 6.4 12.4 

Grade 3 Land 205.1 25.5 51.0 

Grade 4 Land 196.5 0.0 0.0 

 

3.19 It is notable that Heathrow NWR in particular comprises 168.7ha of the highest quality Grade 

1 agricultural land, whereas the heavy clay soils around Gatwick would comprise 

predominantly lower quality Grades 3 and 4 agricultural land.  
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