Response to Department for Transport consultation document –

The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom: South East.

Introductory comments.

The consultation document considers in isolation the need for more runway capacity in the southeast, without taking into account the other development requirements of the region.

One of the needs of the region is that of regeneration of the Thames Gateway area to the east of London. Included in this consultation document should have been an economic impact assessment of the existing and of any proposed new airports. The impact that Heathrow and Gatwick have made on their surrounding areas has not been assessed. Economic factors must be taken into account when determining the long-term future policy governing any major transport development in the area, e.g. new airport capacity, CrossRail, motorway widening, and new strategic roads.

It is my unsubstantiated view that the economic impact of Heathrow has a considerable effect to the west of London, far beyond Reading in the west, maybe extending as far as Swindon, Oxford in the northwest, St Albans and Hemel Hempstead in the north and Basingstoke and Southampton in the southwest, but eastwards only as far as central London and the City. The ‘Heathrow effect’ does not seem to be strongly felt across the other side of the City.

The wider economic impact of Gatwick is less than Heathrow, because it is not seen as being a major hub, although it has enjoyed services to many long haul destinations, as well as an intensive intra-European network supplementing services from Heathrow. 

The single runway Luton and Stansted airports both have a greatly reduced area of economic impact, because of the limited air services that they support. The lions share of their traffic in recent years has been the development of low cost intra-European services, which are predominantly, but not exclusively, leisure orientated.

There should have been an economic assessment made of the needs of the Thames Gateway region to determine what aviation development would be required to bring about the vital regeneration of the area. The Thames Gateway areas economy used to be driven by global transport links provided by the docks in the Thames estuary. When shipping ceased to be the major form of global transport the area went into decline in the absence of any replacement. A new hub airport is desperately needed to fill in the void left by the decline of the docks. Any new hub should be seen as complementing and not replacing Heathrow, because if it did the area to the west of London would then go into the same state of decline, as happened in the area surrounding London’s docks. 

The new hub airport should supplement the existing Heathrow hub and the mini-hub at Gatwick. It should become the ‘home’ airport for at least one of the Global alliances, probably including Virgin Atlantic and British Midland International and their international partners. This would provide the seeding required for a new airport. Heathrow would then retain the oneworld Alliance and many other international carriers, and due to some services being decamped to the new airport, have the capacity to allow in several new to London US carriers. 

I am convinced that for the continuing economic prosperity of Great Britain PLC, and its subsidiary, Thames Gateway Ltd, that a new multi-runway hub airport is needed in the Thames Estuary, not to replace any existing facility but to supplement them. Any extension of Heathrow’s runway capacity would distort even further the imbalance between the areas to the east and west of London. An expanded hub airport, developed outside the Thames Gateway, at Stansted will do nothing to regenerate the deprived run down region in the Thames estuary. 

A lengthened and repositioned runway at Luton, and maximising the existing potential of Stansted’s single runway would be a short-term fix, able to be implemented within a decade of the White Paper being published. Any new multi-runway airport could not be developed in the required timescale to meet the needs of 2012-15.

Response to Department for Transport consultation document –

The Future Development of Air Transport in the United Kingdom: South East.
6.13 
The Government’s policy is that the proportion of journeys to airports made by public transport should increase. 

No ‘hard’ targets set! Easy to say and in the future hard to judge if this has been achieved. It would have been better if the statement went onto say: At Heathrow, the Government are committed to a policy which will ensure that no additional journeys are made to the airport by private car than exist already, taking into account the Terminal 5 development. This will require major capital investment in additional rail connections, including Airtrack, the Western Connection, and a Heathrow Express service to St Pancras. New coach and local bus services will also be required.

There is a contradiction when considering rail services to Heathrow and Cliffe. Heathrow was looking for a secondary, medium frequency rail service to supplement the existing Heathrow Express (HEX) service to Paddington, where there are capacity limitations to avoid passenger, but not track or platform, congestion in the Paddington area.

7.10 
The planning permission for Terminal 5 requires extension of the Heathrow Express and Piccadilly Line to serve Terminal 5 before the terminal opens. BAA were also expected to consider securing a service to St Pancras and the opening of a Northern Gateway station at Hayes and Harlington.
7.11 
If, as seems likely, lack of platform capacity at St Pancras rules out that service, CrossRail could provide a suitable alternative connection between the airport and central London.
7.12 
For the maximum use scenario it has been assumed that the Heathrow Express and Piccadilly Lines are extended to Terminal 5, but that the only new service is a shuttle to Hayes Gateway and Ealing Broadway, which does not require any new infrastructure. (The omission of West Hampstead as an interchange, which would have featured in the St Pancras option, is a tragedy.) 

St Pancras platforms are full and unable to accommodate a secondary service to Heathrow. How can this statement be supported when elsewhere, at a later date from that envisaged for HEX, mention is made of operating the major rail service for a much larger Cliffe airport into St Pancras.

11.7 It is assumed that the existing Grain freight branch, joining the North Kent Line at Hoo Junction will be upgraded and that a new line will be provided from near there to the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) at Singlewell. Airport Express services are assumed to run via CTRL to St Pancras, and on to the Midlands and the North if necessary. The fastest journey time to Central London would be of the order of 26 minutes. Regional trains may operate via Bromley South to Victoria or Waterloo.

11.8 A multi-modal Lower Thames Crossing was also assumed, which would provide a rail connection from the airport to the Tilbury – Southend Line near East Tilbury.

11.9  These connections would allow a range of local rail services to parts of Kent, Essex and Greater London. The CrossRail project is currently identifying its preferred route(s) and is considering a branch to interchange with CTRL at Ebbsfleet. The options may need to be considered again in the light of future airports policy. CrossRail services could also be extended via Woolwich and Dartford to connect Cliffe with Central London, Heathrow and areas to the west.

11.10  Capacity on the CTRL, and St Pancras platform capacity, will be fully utilised by international and domestic services. Choices may have to be made between different uses of the line, altering the balance between international, Kent domestic and airport services. Alternative rail networks were also considered. By 2030, with all four runways operational, there might be a case for further infrastructure including a new high-speed link between the Lower Thames Crossing at East Tilbury and CTRL at Wennington, sharing the A13 corridor. This would reduce the airport demand for train paths through the CTRL Thames Tunnel.      

If St Pancras is unable to facilitate the secondary low frequency Heathrow service, how can a Cliffe Express 26 minute service be under serious consideration? It shows that drastic changes are needed to increase St Pancras’ capacity. It seems as if four or five additional platforms are needed to meet the demands of the main Cliffe Airport Express and the secondary Heathrow airport services. Extra platform capacity in the Kings Cross/St Pancras area will also be needed for any significant airport expansion at Heathrow and/or Luton and/or Stansted and/or a new Thames Estuary airport.

 In selecting Cliffe as a site for a possible new airport for London an imaginative approach was adopted to solve the existing congestion problems. An imaginative approach is also called for to overcome the shortage of platform space in London’s Railway Terminals. Planners will need to think in 3 dimensions rather than the conventional two. Wherever one turns in London it is built up and congested, if London is to adapt to changing conditions in any respect, be it new roads, car parking, or housing provision, new innovative methods will inevitably be called for. 

Although St Pancras station is a listed building it might be possible to provide two levels of platforms, without altering the station structure. This could be accomplished either by going under or over the existing platforms, whilst a compromise solution would be to lower 6 of the existing platforms by 2 metres and then building a raised track and platform level over them. With determination a workable and practical solution to the problems could be found.

The District Line reaches it’s maximum capacity going into London for the morning peak, and out of London for the evening peak; the central part of the line being the most congested. The loading on the line, as with most other Underground Lines, is out of balance; it is not evenly spread along the length of the line, nor during all hours of the day. An eastward extension from Upminster to a new Thames gateway airport, would serve local traffic, airport workers etc as well as providing intermediate connections and for those few not wanting to pay for a premium fare express service to central London. The advantage would be that although many thousands of extra passengers would use the line each day, they would mainly be going in opposite directions to the current surges; so would not add to the tidal surge, and be using the less congested section of the line. I believe that this is an option worthy of serious consideration.

Possible Options available without building a new hub airport.

Gatwick serves the area to the south of London, whilst Luton and Stansted airports serve the areas to north of London, attracting business and commercial developments. Any provision of additional runways to serve the capital needs to redress the balance, if the Thames Gateway area is to thrive and prosper. An additional runway at Heathrow will only distort the attraction of the Upper Thames Valley area even further, leaving the eastern suburbs lacking investment.

By repositioning and lengthening Luton’s one runway to 3,000 metres from the existing 2,150 metres at the same time improving the efficiency of taxiing movements Luton will have the capacity to at least triple its Air Transport Movements (ATM) capacity each year from current levels. This will relieve some of the pressure on the Southeast’s runway shortage by maximising the potential of existing airport facilities. This would be a sensible ‘Quick Fix’ solution. 

Alconbury is worthy of inclusion to cater mainly for the freight market, and limited passenger service, but it will always be a small player. This would be another sensible ‘Quick Fix’ solution.

Developing a new hub airport by expanding Stansted.

The consultation paper offers alternatives for consideration for a new major hub airport. Should the government decide to install an extra one, or possibly two or even three additional runways at Stansted the ATM capacity will increase substantially, and whilst Stansted currently has good and largely adequate surface connections, even after being expanded to allow for the recently agreed increase in passenger numbers, they will be grossly insufficient to cater for developments of this magnitude. Even one extra runway will increase the potential capacity of Stansted to Heathrow’s level. Stansted is further out of London than Heathrow or Gatwick, so the journey time is greater than for Heathrow, either by Express rail or road. Because of its location Stansted will always lack the comprehensive network of public transport services available at Heathrow. 

None of these options, at Luton, Stansted or Alconbury, will do anything to enhance the Thames Gateway area and to make it more attractive for developers. But the Cliffe solution should not be the only one on offer for consideration, as it will take time to build. Great Britain plc requires a major airport investment in the Thames Gateway area to encourage rejuvenation of the region.

Alternatives to the sites on offer for a Thames Gateway development.

It has been the policy of successive UK governments over many years to encourage large-scale future developments in areas to the east of London, in an area known as the Thames Gateway. This diversion is to counter the over-heating of the area to the west, northwest and southwest of London, which is largely generated by the presence of Heathrow. However the Thames Gateway lacks the counterbalancing magnetic effect of a major airport and little actual development has occurred.

Over the years there have been three suggestions worthy of serious consideration for a new multi-runway airport serving the Thames Gateway. Maplin Sands or Foulness Island to the east of Southend on the north bank of the estuary has been considered in the past. Cliffe, on the south bank is suggested in the current government proposals and is much nearer in to London than the Maplin Sands or Foulness Island location. It is also near to the Channel Tunnel high-speed rail link cross Thames tunnel at Swanscombe. The third location is Marinair, a new island airport in the Thames Estuary between Southend and The Isle of Sheppey and is being promoted by a privately financed development consortium, and is being supported by London’s mayor.

Providing there are no insurmountable ATC conflicts affecting the continuing operation of any major existing airport, (other than Southend’s Rochford airport); one of these sites must be developed for a major airport if the government’s desire for a renaissance in the Thames Estuary is to be realised.  The option which will mean the least loss of land is an airport built on a newly created Thames estuary island, which at the same time probably offers the least disturbance to bird life habitat. The Marinair island development in the Thames Estuary will be expensive to construct, but will not require any significant purchase of housing land or loss of agricultural land nor extensive development on greenbelt land which many opponents of the Cliffe site fear.

Whichever Thames estuary location is finally chosen will require major infrastructure expenditure, and will be long-term schemes; quick fix solutions will also be needed in the intervening period. In fact all of the proposals will require the construction of new cross Thames links, so that both banks of the Thames can be rejuvenated and benefit equally. To be successful, any new airport will require new high speed, high frequency ‘Airport Express’ rail links to Central London, ideally with a journey time no longer than forty minutes. (The fastest journey time from Cliffe to St Pancras is shown as an impressive 26 minutes in the report.) In addition there will need to be local Metro or CrossRail/Underground/tram links, motorway widening and extensions all of which combined will probably cost more than the actual airport to construct. It should not be forgotten that a new four-runway airport will have the potential for twice as many Air Transport Movements (ATM) than Heathrow; so with larger aircraft coming into service, could easily have to cater for more than twice as many passengers. 

However, if the rejuvenation of the Thames Gateway area is to come to fruition, major expenditure of this sort will be essential. The new airport will be the catalyst for many of these facilities, but as they will be essential to revitalise the area, and only made possible by the airport, should not be seen as a charge against the airport development.

Any decision on a Thames Estuary airport would be eased if both banks of the Thames were in the same government region. The South Bank area, in Kent is in the Southeast region of England with Sussex, Hampshire (including the Isle of Wight) Surrey, Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire whilst Essex and the North Bank is in the Eastern region together with Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire, Suffolk Cambridgeshire and Norfolk. The regional officials of GOSE (Government Office for the South East) based in Guildford or their Eastern counterpart, and located in Cambridge will influence the final decision. Both regions could want it, but located in the other region!

If the Thames Gateway zone is to be developed in the way the government say they wish to happen, then a new airport in the Thames Estuary is inevitable. The real question is which will it be, Cliffe or Maplin or a new island located airport?

The Broadview.

For Heathrow, the best solution overall, as I see it, would be to drop the extra runway option altogether. 

T5, built within the existing airport boundary, allows limited airport expansion, just enough to maximise the usage of the existing airport runways. To provide an extra runway to the north of the existing airport and to service the runway from expanded terminals in the Central area and on the southern boundary will lead to protracted taxiing times, and conflicting ground movement patterns crossing the ends of the main runways. I cannot believe that this option has been thoroughly thought through.

The existing passenger numbers, using the Central Area of Heathrow, frequently congests the one pair of two lane + one lane road tunnels. Any major increase in passenger numbers in the Central Area will only exacerbate the situation. This pair of tunnels is the only road landside access to the Central Area. At least one additional landside road approach tunnel is needed now from either the West, near to T5, or Southwest of the airport to promote a smoother flow of traffic. Although desperately needed, a new road tunnel is excessively expensive to build and is hard to justify under any cost and benefit analysis. The road tunnel congestion is compounded by traffic congestion within the Central Area, a combination that can cause blocking on the M4 spur road into the airport. Increasing the passenger capacity of the Central Area terminals conjures up the inevitability of horrendous road traffic delays all around the airport.

When considering a new northern runway, served by the existing terminal areas in the Central Area or adjacent to T4, it should be remembered that Luton airport’s current runway and taxiway severely restricts air transport movements because of taxiing congestion. Short haul flights require fast turnaround times to be viable. Heathrow should not fall into the trap of having longer taxiing times than the actual flight times to Amsterdam, Brussels, Dublin, Dusseldorf, Manchester, Newcastle or Paris for example. 
In purely practical terms a new northern runway at Heathrow, intended to handle intra-Europe flights, will need the construction of a new 6th terminal to the north of the existing airport boundary. T6 will inevitably have to be larger than the T5 development, as it will handle about 30% of the enlarged airports passengers. T6 must have direct airside and landside links, for both passengers and baggage, with the other terminals for Heathrow to be able to operate smoothly and efficiently. As a result of the extra runway there will be almost 50% more aircraft movements, with aircraft up to 230-260 passengers, (the capacity of the 757/767 family of aircraft) using the new runway. By moving the smaller short-haul aircraft from the existing runways the void will probably be filled by additional long haul, high capacity wide-bodied aircraft. This will result in a significant increase in Heathrow passenger numbers, to a much greater extent than the increase in ATM.

At Luton a new southern runway, requiring only minimal expansion of the existing airport boundary, (0.9km2) would maximise the potential of the airport, in the same way that T5 allows Heathrow to operate to its maximum potential. (A realigned runway increases the size of the airport significantly.) This repositioned runway would provide an extra 121,000 annual ATMs and 21 mppa. This repositioned runway should be able to be constructed in far less time than providing a new airport in the Thames Estuary or building a third parallel runway at Heathrow, or constructing new runways and terminals at Stansted, so would be an interim solution, meeting the regions needs to 2015. It could accommodate the consolidation of easyJet and Go at one London airport, thereby making slots and terminal capacity available at Stansted for long-haul carriers.

Stansted now has local authority approval to increase passenger numbers from 15 million to 25 million, which will help to meet the current and projected capacity shortfall.

A new Hub Airport. A new major hub airport will take longer to build and is unlikely to be available before 2015/20, but will undoubtedly be needed. The options are extra runways at Stansted or a new airport in the Thames Estuary area. Developing Stansted will not do anything to enhance the rejuvenation of the Thames Gateway area, which is badly needed, whereas Cliffe, Maplin Sands on Foulness Island, or Marinair will greatly assist in the renewal of the Thames estuary region.

One of these locations is the inevitable long-term choice; the Marinair suggestion creates new land and destroys less agricultural land, causes demolition of no homes or buildings of historical interest and does not destroy any wintering locations for birds. In purely financial terms Marinair may be the most expensive option, but in land usage and environmental terms could well be the best solution, for any new or greatly expanded airport. It is reported that this is the option favoured by London’s Mayor.

Comments on the minor airport proposals.

The other airports, airfields and runways in the region deserve some thought.

Alconbury, a former military airfield, is suitable for cargo operations, business flights and for limited charter operations to holiday destinations, but it is unlikely to appeal to many operators of scheduled flights as the local catchment area is too small, and areas to the south will have better and more frequent connections from Luton or Stansted. (If, as suggested, Cambridge airport closes Alconbury, 20 odd miles away, will be able to serve the Cambridge catchment area.) Alconbury is worth developing to provide some limited relief for the southeast region’s airports. It will provide jobs for people already in the area and will not require an influx of workers. The engineering facility provided by Marshall Aerospace at Cambridge could be relocated to Alconbury if Cambridge airport has to be closed down due to noise restrictions.

Manston, another former military airfield with a very long runway is badly located for commercial passenger traffic, as it is too far from central London and has atrocious road and rail connections. Like Alconbury, because of lower charges than other Southeast airports it does have an appeal for freight operators, where the distance from London and protracted ground journey times is not so critical.

Northolt, an active RAF station, is ideal for business use in addition to the current VIP inter-government traffic. In the late 40s and early 50s Northolt was London’s second airport catering for intra-European traffic. The runways are not long enough to handle the medium sized jet aircraft widely used today. If a third runway is considered necessary for Heathrow for commercial flights, this could be an alternative. This would be limited to secondary services using aircraft not much larger than BAe146 or Boeing 717 aircraft to secondary destinations like Chester, East Midlands, Exeter, Guernsey, Isle of Man, Jersey, Leeds/Bradford, Liverpool, Newquay, Norwich, Plymouth and Sheffield. All of these destinations, except for Sheffield, have been squeezed out of Heathrow (and Gatwick in some cases) in recent years as the slots could be more profitably used by other services. (However if located at Northolt these services would lack direct interchange facilities available at a hub airport, which is what would make them attractive viable services.) Northolt has an adjacent London Underground station on the Central Line.

The role of Biggin Hill, Blackbushe, Booker, Cambridge, Denham, Fairoaks, Farnborough, Lydd, Redhill, Shoreham and Southend need not change significantly as a direct result of these consultations; although a review of Fire Service, HM Customs and Immigration facilities, to increase the hours and places of coverage could give many of them more appeal.

Halton, a grass field used by the RAF would be suitable as a private leisure and business aircraft base serving the Aylesbury District. There would not be much conflict with flight patterns from Luton Traffic, especially if the Luton runway was skewed NNE – SSW. There would be a benefit for the occupants and users of Chequers as well as the businesses and residents of the Vale of Aylesbury from this proposal.

A summary of my reactions to the main proposals.

I find myself in broad agreement with the proposal 14.17, namely:

14.17 The Government proposes that maximum use (as described in paragraph 14.8) should be made of existing runways at the main South East airports (Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted and Luton). In practice, given the lead-time for constructing new runways, this is the only way new capacity could become available for about a decade after the White Paper. 

I find myself being unable to make a really balanced submission in the almost complete absence of any economic assessment of the impact of London’s existing airports, namely: Gatwick, Heathrow, London City, Luton and Stansted on their surrounding areas. This is essential to determine whether extra airport capacity is essential for the future economic prosperity of London, the Eastern and Southeastern regions, and for the UK as a whole.

There are quite rightly many references to the environmental impacts of airports, including noise, air quality and congested streets, but only passing references to the economic impacts of existing and any proposed developments. For this reason I consider the consultation exercise to be badly flawed. Completely missing is a comprehensive analysis of the specific needs of the London Area. The provision of a new airport for London could be very relevant to regenerating the Thames Gateway area. In my submission, in the absence of any other information in the consultation package, I have assumed that airports have a vital role to play in bringing economic prosperity to a region; and that regeneration of the Thames Gateway has, and should have, a high priority in the national plan.

My conclusions therefore are:

1. At least 50% of all surface journeys to and from any major airport should be able to use Public Transport. To avoid increasing road congestion in the vicinity of any London area airport expansion and en-route to it, it is essential that measures be taken to increase the capacity of the railway tracks and termini in central London. This provision must be the key to any airport expansion anywhere in London and the Southeast. With the T5 development it was planned that 50% of all journeys to and from the airport would be by public transport. This was dependent upon there being a secondary Heathrow Express service to St Pancras; which is now ruled out by the shortage of platform capacity at St Pancras. Any major airport expansion at Heathrow, Luton, Stansted, or in the Thames Estuary will require an increase in capacity in the Kings Cross and St Pancras area. Only by using an innovative three-dimensional approach to solving the problem can extra capacity be created. The Kings Cross/St Pancras complex is currently being enlarged to cater for twelve-carriage Thameslink 2000 trains, and for the express Channel Tunnel Rail Link Eurostar services. Further expansion is required to cater for existing and future airport needs; without this additional capacity the roads to and surrounding the major airports will become even more congested than anything experienced so far. (An alternative to providing more platforms in the Kings Cross Complex would be to resurrect the old Great Central Railway line north of Aylesbury and to restore services from Marylebone to Leicester, Loughborough, Nottingham, Sheffield and South Yorkshire by diverting these services from St Pancras back to Marylebone. Marylebone has the potential to take back these services. This would then release capacity at St Pancras for the much-needed additional southeastern area airport services. Central Railway is proposing to resurrect the old Great Central line for freight use, via Princes Risborough, so restoring the routing must be a possibility. )
2. I strongly disagree with the inclusion of Heathrow in this list of options, as it also includes constructing a new runway to the north of the existing runways. I support the concept of maximising the use of the existing runways and the building of T5. By building a new runway at Heathrow, the harm done would be immeasurable, both to the area to the west of London and to the redevelopment prospects of the Thames estuary area.

3. In the short term maximise the potential of Stansted’s single runway, at 25mppa as now agreed by the Local Planning Authority, and provide new public transport links, including more frequent enhanced express railway services to Kings Cross, for the airport.

4. In the short to medium terms maximise the potential of Luton with the construction of a new southern runway, and provide new public transport links, including more frequent enhanced express railway services to St Pancras, for the airport.

5. In the short to medium terms develop Alconbury, principally as a freight airport, with the potential for some charter and limited scheduled passenger services. There would be no significant loss of agricultural land or housing as a result of this airfield being resurrected. Nor would there be an influx of workers as the existing labour force would be sufficient. Obviously unemployment levels would be reduced locally if this is the case and 12,000 direct jobs were created. (12.27 and 12.28.) 

6. The Thames estuary must be the favourite location for a new major hub airport because of the advantages it would bring in rejuvenating the area to the east of London, and also because of the 24 hour operation possibilities; as comparatively few people would be disturbed by aircraft noise. For any estuary airport it is essential that there would be frequent and regular express train services to Central London, taking no longer than a 40-minute journey time. A development in this region represents the best interests of Great Britain plc.
7. Because we inhabit a small island, with a shortage of land, especially in the congested southeast, the Marinair proposal for the Thames estuary is my preferred option. The Marinair airport development would not result in any significant direct loss of land for housing or agriculture, so has tremendous advantages over all the other proposals. This option, although maybe the most expensive in fiscal terms, would compensate by being the most advantageous in environmental and economic development terms. (A new runway at Heathrow, a repositioned runway at Luton, and 1-3 extra runways at Stansted, and a 2-5 runway option at Cliffe all result in the loss of agricultural land and/or housing accommodation.
8. If the Marinair option is impossible, to regenerate the Thames Gateway, area a new four-runway hub airport should be built at Cliffe.

9. If, and only if, as has been reported that Air Traffic Control conflicts completely rule out the development of any Thames estuary airport should other alternatives be considered. Then a combination of the lengthened and repositioned runway at Luton; combined with one extra runway at Stansted and the re-use of Alconbury, could be the solution to the problem, and possibly making use of Northolt as a ‘feeder’ airport. Only if this additional capacity was still not adequate, should there be any consideration of building a third parallel runway at Heathrow, which realistically must be combined with a new northern T6. Only if ATC constraints prevent any Thames estuary airport construction, and lack of adequate capacity elsewhere could an extra Heathrow runway provide the best option for Great Britain plc.
Footnote: 
A bold decision to create something new in the Thames estuary would best meet the needs of Great Britain plc! I hold shares in both BA and BAA, each to the value of thousands of pounds; therefore my best financial interest would be served by the Heathrow development, combined with Stansted; however as a stake-holder I have put the wider interests of GB plc above my own financial gain.  
Bernard Meldrum, 9, Garson Grove, Chesham, Bucks. HP5 2RA.

