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2.5. Brett Welch (BW) noted that the Legal Team has previously suggested that it may 
be helpful to separate out risks prior to any NPS designation and those post any 
NPS designation and related to longer term delivery. 

  

3. Communications update 

 

3.1.  provided a communications update for the board.  She informed 
the board that the media coverage of the recent WMS and Sir Jeremy Sullivan 
report had largely been as expected: the story was not picked up widely but there 
was some interest.  In particular, there was a piece by Alistair Osborne in the 
Times focussing on the passenger demand forecasts, and she noted that this 
provides helpful feedback for the programme when considering handling for when 
the passenger demand forecasts are expected to be published next month.  

Action 170914/4: Article by Alistair Osborne (Times) to be circulated to board 
members. 

3.2.  also informed the board there had been some coverage about the Labour 
party’s position on a Heathrow third runway. 

3.3.  said that the next milestone for the communications team was a 
communications plan for the further consultation launch, which is being 
developed.  She added that Sir Jeremy Sullivan had seen a draft of the 
communications plan and was content with it. 

 

4. Heathrow Rail Access update 
 

4.1. Farha Sheikh (FS) provided the board with an update, highlighting that 
negotiations around Hexagon would soon be starting, and that this would be 
discussed at the Project Hexagon Steering Group meeting on 18 September.  

4.2. Rupesh Mehta (RM) explained that Hexagon have set up a steering group which 
will decide what is included in the negotiation package.  

4.3. In relation to Southern Rail, FS noted that the Department has commissioned 
Network Rail to consider a number of options for the next stage of SRLtH 
development.   

 
.   

4.4. FS reported that it remains the Rail team’s assumption that there will be an 
allocation of funding as part of the HLOS/SoFA for the delivery of WRLtH during 
CP6 (   She also noted that the Department 
has always been clear that we will need to agree a contribution from HAL for the 
scheme. 
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4.5. Roger Jones (RJ) noted that to inform the plan for market engagement for private 
funding and financing, an internal workshop was held on 17 August to agree the 
broad purpose of market engagement and the audience for each of the Heathrow 
Surface Access Rail Schemes.  

4.6. TP added that there was a roundtable run by Jessie Norman the previous week, 
and one of the key messages he took from this was that market engagement was 
better sooner rather than later.  RM said there had also been some discussion of 
this issue ahead of the MPRG panel and that the proposals for market 
engagement continue to be developed.  

Action 170914/5: Updated governance for Heathrow surface access to be 
brought to ACPB in November or December 2017.  

4.7. CL asked that a written update on Rail and Roads be provided for future board 
meetings as a standing item.   

Action 170914/6: Secretariat to liaise with Rail and Roads colleagues to 
arrange for a written update as a standing item at future ACPB meetings. 

 

5. Economic Analysis (EISA) 
 

5.1.  introduced the economic analysis paper, reminding 
the board that an earlier version of this paper was presented in August.  The paper 
provided an overview of key messages from the updated forecasts and appraisal 
and compared the latest findings to those last published in the Airport 
Commission’s report and the department’s Further Review of Sensitivities Report.  
It also set out the implications and messages from the updated findings.   asked 
that the board noted the findings and implications from the updated analysis.  

5.2.  
 

5.3.  highlighted the revised summary metrics in table 2.  She added that a handling 
strategy is being developed for when the figures are published.  

5.4. BW questioned the broad ranges that featured in table 2 (‘Monetised economic 
benefits’), and asked whether they were likely to narrow.   said that this was 
unlikely, and explained that the ranges were necessary to reflect uncertainty in 
key impacts such as costs.  

5.5.  asked why the NPVs had gone down since the last economic 
analysis paper.  explained that while benefits had increased, so had losses to 
airlines. The higher demand shown by the new forecasts means airlines earn more 
profit without expansion, which means they have more to lose when additional 
capacity is built. 
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5.6. CL noted that the strategic case (including the narrative on connectivity and 
frequency of flights) needs to be highlighted alongside these figures. 

5.7. TP told the board he found this paper clearer than the previous narrative presented 
at the August board meeting, and asked whether the short term benefits of the 
preferred scheme over other airports could be highlighted in the EISA.  

5.8.  stated there was a need for clarity on where information such as this should 
appear (the NPS, the consultation document or a separate piece). SH set out what 
would be published and provided assurance that there would be a holistic piece 
which would connect the documentation. 

5.9. recommended ensuring there was a clear short narrative that 
senior stakeholders could use when the updated economic analysis is published. 
He also suggested that the programme checked the narratives used by other 
major programmes such as HS2 in relation to timing of expected economic 
benefits.  

Action 170914/7: Analytical team to check narratives used by other DfT’s 
major programmes in relation to timing of expected economic benefits 

5.10. The Board discussed the NPV analysis.  CL noted that whilst every effort had 
been made to monetise benefits, this was difficult to do with wider economic 
benefits and these are not included in the analysis.  DL suggested that this should 
be highlighted in the report appraisal update published.  

5.11. The board noted the updated findings in the paper. 

 

6. Relationship Framework Document update  

6.1.  paper provided the board with an update on the development of 
the Relationship Framework Document (RDF) with HAL and asked the board to: 
note HAL’s initial views on the need and scope of the document; note the 
communication with HAL on NPS dependencies; agree that HAL’s proposals 
should be made clear before the government tabled their proposals; and to 
approve oversight of the RFD by the Commercial Steering Group (CSG). 

6.2.  outlined HAL’s initial reaction to the high level concepts within the Relationship 
Framework Document (RFD). 

6.3. RH questioned whether the request for oversight of the RFD to be taken forward 
by the Commercial Steering Group was appropriate.  She asked if this was an 
indication that the RFD would only cover commercial matters. 

6.4. noted that the scope of the RFD was open for discussion and would be defined 
through the further work planned.  He agreed with RH that the CSG would only be 
appropriate if the remit of the RFD was limited to commercial issues, however he 
added that the RFD would still be returning to ACPB at major milestones and for 
oversight. 
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government response to both consultations – after this further consultation had 
also been concluded.  

 

9. Blight contract update 

 

9.1.  paper addressed the developing approach to mitigate the 
Secretary of State’s liability for Statutory Blight. The paper explored whether 
enhanced compensation terms should be sought from HAL.  

9.2.  informed the board that a submission on the blight contract would be sent to 
the Secretary of State prior to the write-round on the updated draft NPS.  His paper 
requested feedback and a steer on a preferred option to inform the submission.  

9.3.  
 
 

   
 

9.4.  
  

9.5. CL noted that she thought it was right that residents should be offered 125% of the 
value of their homes (for compulsory purchases) from the start. 

9.6.  questioned whether offers of lower than 125% for homes would affect land 
values, specifically whether it would increase the estimated £3-4b land acquisition 
cost.  

9.7. The board felt further information would be required to make a decision on the 
options set out in the paper and recommended these were fleshed out before the 
submission was made to the Secretary of State. 

Action 170914/8:  to consider the Board’s comments in relation to the 
Blight Contract and prepare a submission to Ministers. 

 

10. Benefits Management update 

 

10.1. The board ran out of time to hear paper on programme 
objectives benefits management.  It was agreed that Board members would be 
asked for comments via correspondence. 

Action 170914/9: Comments from Board Members to be sought on the draft 
Programme Objectives  
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11. AOB 

 

11.1. There was no other business discussed.  




