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The UK Coalition Government has to act quickly if it wishes to prevent the country’s aviation 
industry and UK Plc from being grounded by competitor markets in Europe.

A primary concern of the influential opinion leaders interviewed for this Gateway Associates 
clean question survey was that a strategy for London Heathrow might be considered separately 
from the decisions about a central aviation hub strategy.  Many feel that if Heathrow is not 
included in the Davies Commission’s analysis then work will need to be re-done in future to 
rectify the omission, by which time the UK will have lost its aviation advantage to newer and 
larger hub airports in Europe. 

In fact, the current plan to deliver the Davies Commission’s report after the 2015 general election 
is thought by some to be timed for political rather than economic or social advantage.  As such, 
key stakeholders from public, private and community organisations, supporters and opponents 
alike, believe the deadline for reaching a decision should be brought forward significantly and 
well in advance of the next general election.  

Procrastination will not only have a detrimental effect on Heathrow and UK Plc’s ability to 
compete in international markets.  There will also be a negative impact on communities in the 
Thames Estuary and those around London and regional UK airports while everyone is left waiting 
on tenterhooks for a decision to be made.  

Many of respondents stress the importance of investment and regeneration in the Thames 
Gateway area, which is lacking strategic direction. Whether it is an airport or a new kind of 
Disneyland, the area to the east of London needs a regenerative point of focus.  However, the 
associated property blight, environmental issues and climate change implications arising from 
a Thames Estuary Airport are considered non-sensical for those who fear that Boris Island-style 
proposal may have wings.

In fact, most do not see an estuary airport as being compatible with existing economic, transport 
or environmental policies at all.  In addition, many also fear the Government’s economic focus 
will mean that the environment and climate change will be side-lined or ignored completely 
when it comes to making the eventual decision.

Of these respondents, most find comfort in EU Habitat Legislation that has prevented previous 
schemes from being approved.  However, they also know that if the political will for a Thames 
Estuary Airport is strong enough and those in power believe that the economic gains outweigh 
the losses, then efforts may be made to bypass European laws.  This in turn would put many 
other protected sites across the UK in danger.

The Department for Transport’s reluctance to engage with other Government Departments on 
aviation, or other policies, is thought to be one of the obstacles faced by those trying to have a 
holistic debate.  There will be housing, employment and environmental implications, regardless 
of whether or not a Thames Estuary Airport comes into being.  Many suggest input from across 
Whitehall should be an essential part of the decision making process.

Executive Summary
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In addition, given the amount of time and investment that has gone into what is essentially a 
privately funded aviation industry, a notable number of respondents are also keen to know how 
existing airports and local aviation communities will be financially compensated if a Thames Estuary 
Airport were to be introduced.

A review of the country’s aviation capacity needs was also called for, with some believing that 
demand estimates are out of date and should be revisited prior to a decision being made.  As such, 
a transparent decision making criteria and evidence management process would be welcomed.  
Many feel that this kind of framework would give them the reassurance that their submissions are 
being processed responsibly.

Having captured the views of some of the most influential people in the UK on this subject, 
Gateway Associates is able to present the landscape of opinion within this report.  It also sets out 
six specific recommendations to politicians and officials in Government detailing the steps that 
need to be taken to ensure a decision can be reached quickly and that money and time are not 
wasted as a result of delays.  

The recommendations are listed below and explained in detail in the second part of the report:
 
   Do not ignore Heathrow
   Get to the decision sooner
   Align policies across Whitehall
   Find your customer in advance
   Publish the decision making criteria
   Be upfront about funding and compensation

In total, 67 key influencers were interviewed and their names and positions are listed in the 
Acknowledgements section. 

We are grateful to all those who completed the survey and spoke to us throughout the process. 

Paul Clark, Katrina Krishnan Doyle & Rob Sibley
Gateway Associates Ltd



Survey Questions and 
Responses

The Survey Questions
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Q1. Does the UK need to increase its airport capacity in the Greater South 
East of England (GSE)?

Q2. Why do you think previous Thames Estuary Airport proposals have 
not been accepted?

Q3. Approximately how far from a Thames Estuary Airport would 
residents and business be impacted?

Q4. What do you consider to be the advantages of building a Thames 
Estuary Airport?

Q5. What do you consider to be the disadvantages of building a Thames 
Estuary Airport?

Q6. How long will it take to realise the full impact of a new Thames 
Estuary Airport?

Q7. What risks need to be managed if a hub airport is built in the Thames 
Estuary?

Q8. Which groups will benefit most from the introduction of a Thames 
Estuary Airport?

Q9. Which groups will suffer most from the introduction of a Thames 
Estuary Airport?

Q10. Does a Thames Estuary Airport fit within the Government’s wider 
transport strategy?

Q11. How would a new Thames Estuary Airport affect other airports in the 
Greater South East? 

Q12. Does a Thames Estuary Airport complement the Government’s wider 
economic strategy?

Q13. Will a Thames Estuary Airport serve organisations relocating to the 
Midlands and North of England?

Q14. Does a Thames Estuary Airport complement the Government’s 
environmental ambitions?

Q15. Will the UK’s flood defences be affected by the introduction of a 
Thames Estuary Airport?

Q16. Does this proposal adequately mitigate against loss of valuable green 
space?

Q17. Does a Thames Estuary Airport complement local and regional 
regeneration strategies?

Q18. Can the Greater South East’s infrastructure absorb the increase in 
demand a new airport will create?

Q19. How much would it cost to build a Thames Estuary Airport and how 
should it be funded?

Q20. What recommendation would you make to Government as it moves 
to consult on aviation policy? 



Does the UK need to increase its airport capacity 
in the Greater South East of England (GSE)?

Q1

The vast majority of respondents to the survey 
believe that more airport capacity is needed in 
the Greater South East of England:

Economic growth requires more travel.  Many existing 
airports are full or nearly full.  Lack of capacity is 
restraining UK economic growth.

A recent survey of foreign business leaders highlights 
that the UK is losing out because connections to their 
home markets are not adequate. This is because of 
capacity constraints, primarily at Heathrow but also 
the wider South East.

The congestion at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted is 
plain for all to see. Extra runways allow more planes to 
land but increase the pressure on border controls.

All existing peak period runway slots at major South 
East airports are currently used so new or existing 
airlines cannot operate new services.

There is evidence from the aviation industry that there 
is highly constrained capacity at existing London and 
UK airports. The East and South East London 
Transport Partnership (ESELTP) appreciates that 
demand for travel is going to increase, partly as a result 
of increased economic growth within London and the 
Thames Gateway and other growth corridors; and as a 
result of increased trade links with the BRIC countries.

It’s already at capacity.  Inefficiencies such as in-air 
queuing will increase if additional runway capacity 
is not made available.  Holding is almost entirely a 
problem of lack of tarmac rather than any inefficiencies 
within the airport and air traffic management system. 

Current operational capacity of Heathrow (99%) and 
limited scope for Gatwick (78%) to pick this up in 
comparison with reserve capacity of our main EU 
competitor airports.  

Heathrow operating at 98% efficiency and long 
landing periods for flights, European Hub airports are 
operating more international flights than UK.  

Airlines need to expand services to compete with other 
hubs and currently that is not possible.

A number stress that a hub airport is what is 
required to plug that capacity gap:

Limiting our capacity to maintain an international 
airport hub could have a deleterious effect on UK GDP 
and therefore could represent a barrier to 
competitiveness. There is a broad consensus in favour 
of enhancement capacity and maintaining the 
advantages of having a global hub.

Heathrow is London’s hub airport and it is full.  
Other London airports are also full at peak times.  It 
is particularly important that new capacity serves 
London and can facilitate hub operations.

We need a hub to compete with other European 
airports such as Frankfurt and Schiphol.

DfT projections and repeated claims by airlines 
and operators suggest the need for additional Hub 
capacity.  There is an interest from overseas operators 
to expand connectivity through the UK.

Given the constraints on existing capacity, we need to 
plan for the future, to accommodate the demand for 
air travel and to ensure that there are sufficient and 
effective rail links to airport hubs . In order to increase 
airport capacity, connectivity to airports has to be 
improved. Demand continues to outstrip supply, both 
capacity improvements and new connections are 
required to meet the demand for air travel.

It is suggested that if the UK fails to deliver this 
capacity then it will lose business: 

The explanation from the ‘experts’ shows we are losing 
business to countries such as China. We are already 
losing business to Europe. 

China is investing massively in airport expansion, but 
none of the Chinese cities involved are predicating this 
expansion on extra air links to London, as they assume 
it will have no spare capacity and hence their flights 
will serve mainland Europe instead.

In a competitive market you don’t choose a ‘second 
best’ when your competitor serves the best option, 
which happens to be where your customer wants to fly.

To not increase airport capacity where it is needed 
would be doing a great disservice to this country’s 
connectivity and to UK plc generally.

Businesses are unhappy with the services that the UK 
currently provides.

However, there are those who do not accept 
that additional capacity is required and wish to 
see better use made of existing airports first:

Far better use can be made of existing runway capacity 
- actual capacity should relate to  passenger numbers 
rather than aircraft movements. 

The RSPB is concerned that expansion of capacity in 
the South East would jeopardise our carbon budgets 
and would not allow regional expansion. We therefore 
support instead investment in better use of existing 
capacity, alternative forms of travel, modal shift to rail 
and video conferencing.

I have seen data provided by AEF which makes it clear 
that there is sufficient capacity to meet demand until 
around 2040. By which time the price of fuel and 
demands to tackle climate change should alter the 
economics of aviation - forcing a reduction in demand.

AEF’s recent analysis of the latest DfT forecasts 
concludes that even as they stand, and without 
imposing environmental constraints, there is sufficient 
airport capacity to cater for all demand until nearly 
2030; and even that forecast may prove too high. 

The UK needs to use its capacity in other regions and 
make better use of its rail network and links.

I believe we should look to maximise capacity across 
our regional airports.   A substantial amount of south 
east air travel could be more appropriately served 
elsewhere. The eight core cities and London amount to 
half of the UK’s GDP we need an aviation strategy that 
recognises the economic role of the big regional cities 
within an increasing global economy. 

Evidence indicates there is spare capacity in the South 
East and terminal passenger numbers and air freight 
are growing less quickly than forecast. Air transport 
movements and air freight have also fallen since 2007. 

Government figures for future passenger demand have 
dropped - indeed the report states ‘the Government’s 
forecasts of air traffic demand indicate that even if 
no constraints on airport growth were imposed for 
environmental reasons, passenger demand could be 
entirely met with existing infrastructure until nearly 
2030’, something it is understood that the 
Government accepts.  

It is ‘accepted’ that, at current operating procedures, 
Heathrow is almost at full capacity. Many other South 
East airports are far from capacity however. With 
regard to absolute capacity, both runway and terminal, 
organisations such as the WWF have analysed data 
that suggests we have terminal capacity until 2030, 
runway capacity until 2050. 

Stansted currently operates at 50% its capacity, whilst 
Gatwick has a limitation in place only until 2019. We 
need to think about how we can get better use out 
of existing capacity before we think of building new 
airports in the Thames. 
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Why do you think previous Thames Estuary Airport 
proposals have not been accepted?

Q2

Most respondents recognised the environmental  
costs associated with past proposals were 
thought to outweigh the benefits:

While the previous (Cliffe) airport proposal (the last 
one to actually get anywhere) was before my time 
working in the area, I understand that there were a 
number of issues, including safety issues (e.g. +strike), 
and local infrastructure problems. Many believe it is in 
the wrong place to integrate with a wider transport 
network.

Proposals for past Thames Estuary airports have been 
incompatible with the ethical imperative and global 
political commitment of halting biodiversity loss. 

The schemes would have imposed too great a cost 
on Government and the aviation industry and both 
would entail significant bird strike risk from migratory 
birds and both schemes would have conflicted with EU 
habitat legislation. 

Proposals did not make economic sense as they were 
hugely damaging to the estuary environment and 
the significant increase in risk of bird strike.  Not to 
mention the presence of wildlife, wind farms, the 
proximity to an MOD firing range, local issues such as 
bird life and sunken explosives.

Government’s 2003 Air Transport White Paper also 
cited the damage to sensitive habitats as reasons that 
the Thames Reach proposals and the Marinair artificial 
island proposals were not feasible.

There are few places in the UK where building an 
airport would be more likely to cause a national 
extinction of a species.

The risk of bird strike associated with an airport in 
Thames Estuary is high. Work carried out on behalf 
of the DfT by the Central Science Laboratory and the 
British Trust for Ornithology concluded that an Airport 
at Cliffe, even with an aggressive bird management 
programme in place, would not be able to reduce the 
risk to aircraft to levels similar to those prevailing at 
other UK airports.

It was thought by some that past proposals did 
not centrally identify or address the problems 
they were supposed to solve:

The overall case has not been made forcefully enough, 
starting from the basis of everyone needing to agree 
what the issues/problems are from the outset.

The South East LEP does not believe that a hub estuary 
airport will meet short and medium term needs to 
address current business being lost.

The benefits had not been clearly articulated.

The impacts  on residents in North Kent and South  
Essex have been ambiguous.

It is only in the last few years that the emergence of 
the BRIC markets has been fully understood and our 
lack of capacity to connect to them realised. It is the 
Hub capacity to connect passengers and freight to 
these markets which is now being understood.

While other respondents put the rejection of 
past plans down to a lack of political will:

Governments, like industry, are all short-termists.

Lack of political will. Very difficult to take a bold stance 
and support a TEA. Very easy to ‘look at it’ and put it in 
the ‘too difficult’ box.

It would almost certainly require the closure of 
Heathrow which these days I believe no government 
would contemplate doing.

It has long been recognised that driving traffic away 
from existing airports to a new, offshore airport would 
be too difficult and costly for Government.

Maplin failed when the government lost its nerve 
in the face of major oil price increases in the 1970s.  
Subsequent attempts failed because by then other 
airports (principally Heathrow) had become much 
more established.

The location of the Thames Estuary in relation to 
the rest of the UK was also a problem:

It is the most inaccessible region of the UK for the 
majority of the UK’s business or holiday requirements. 

The proximity to Schiphol and French/Belgian airspace; 
the distance from London and the lack of housing 
capacity to provide for the workforce etc effectively 
rule the estuary out as a potential site for an airport.

We can’t ignore the dangers of the explosives on the 
SS Richard Montgomerie nor the gas terminal on the 
Isle of Grain, which has to be resolved.

The noise pollution would create disruption to a far 
wider area destroying the tourist business of South 
Essex and North Kent.

An estuary airport would not be a good place to get to, 
even with investment in infrastructure.

No Thames Estuary airport proposal has adequately 
considered the necessary support facilities in terms of 
surface access and the supporting urbanisation.

The schemes failed to get local support at any stage.

Some also believe that it would have a negative 
impact on the UK’s aviation industry:

Key airlines are against a move from Heathrow where 
they are firmly established.

Complex interactions between estuary airport air 
space requirements and existing airspace have yet to 
be modelled.  An estuary airport would have significant 
impacts on existing London airports.

It would create an air traffic control conflict, which 
NATS has clearly said is not possible.  

It would cause the closure of London Southend, 
London City, Kent International and disrupt flights out 
of Stansted and Gatwick.

The impact on Heathrow airport and the West London 
economy would be too great.  

A few also suggested that the time taken to 
deliver an airport was the reason it had not been 
done before:

The timescales involved are simply not quick enough. 
In the long term, it might be a solution, assuming 
environmental and local concerns can be overcome, 
the money can be found, Heathrow closes and air 
traffic issues resolved, but we need action sooner. 

The implications of both the timescale to develop such 
an airport and the impact on other facilities should it 
be opened have not been recognised sufficiently.

The airport would take too long to agree in planning 
and environmental terms by which time London’s 
competitiveness would have been damaged.
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Approximately how far from a Thames Estuary 
Airport would residents and business be impacted?

Q3

Rather than being concerned about the impact 
on the ground, most respondents were more 
concerned about the wider disturbance e.g. 
noise and pollution: 

The impact zone will stretch for over at least 160 miles 
as this is the distance from which aircraft have to begin 
approach procedures. Any wind farm within a 35 mile 
radius of the airport would have to be decommissioned 
as it disrupts radar and landing systems. City Airports 
closure due to conflicts over airspace together with 
the closure of London Southend would also mean 
that these passengers would have to resort to the 
use of alternatives. That is without looking at travel 
disruption and housing issues.

I don’t believe the impact on residents in London will 
change overall: a different set of residents, ‘east of’ 
not ‘west of’ London will be affected. The prevailing 
wind and therefore landing and takeoff heading will be 
same. Total number of movements is set to double to 
around 900,000. If you simply assume half the flights 
will take off and land over the north sea (benefit) it 
still leaves 450,000 approaching landing and taking off 
towards London, a more densely populated area. 

As the estuary airport would affect the flight paths 
of the surrounding airports, a great deal of air traffic 
would have to be re-routed creating displaced 
environmental impacts.

Aircraft noise could well affect parts of South East 
London as aircraft have to turn into or out of their 
landing or take off alignment. People as far as 25 
miles from Heathrow report being disturbed by the 
noise related to that airport.  Air pollution can travel 
considerable distance with the wind/air mass. 

Depending on the plans, it is a fallacy to suggest a TEA 
will mean an end to flights over central London, as 
flights on westerly approaches will need to fly over 
London to approach the runways.

The noise footprint of two runways at Heathrow (for 
those living within the 55Lden contour) stretches to 
about 18 miles from the airport but complaints of 
disturbance come from people living as far as 25 miles 
away.  A four runway airport could be expected to 
have a greater noise footprint. 

It is important not just to think about the noise impact 
on where people live but where they also spend their 
leisure time as well. I.e. what will be the impact upon 
open space?

Aircraft noise on takeoff will impact on certain areas 
(dependant on routes) for around 10-15 miles. Landing 
noise will impact over about 20 miles.

Although the impact of the airport will be most 
obviously felt within a few miles, the construction 
would signal a massive expansion for aviation. This 
would have serious implications for carbon emissions 
that could have impacts worldwide.  It should also 
be remembered that communities to the east of the 
Thames Estuary Airport (Whitstable/Canterbury) will 
also be affected, as will communities on the north bank 
of the Estuary such as Southend and Canvey. 
 
Rather ironic that people are protesting about noise at 
LHR when departure routes out of the estuary airport 
would be over the centre of London!

Concerns about the impact on Heathrow were 
also highlighted: 

It will impact the whole of the M25 and key roads. 
100,000 jobs would be lost in West London and the 
areas immediately surrounding Heathrow.

Impact zone will severely affect West London and 
current Heathrow site.  In addition new rail and road 
links that would be required to service a hub airport 
will ensure the impact extends beyond 40 miles.

There would be a negative impact economically across 
the regional airport base, and Heathrow itself would 
suffer a loss of air traffic.   

Concern over what will happen to Heathrow and 
Gatwick and the ability for people to earn a living 
there. Cannot have plans for a new airport without 
plans for what is left behind. 

The closure of Heathrow and the consequences on 
the entire Thames Valley economy.  In addition the 
social dislocation of removing such a large, vital and 
successful local employer has not been recognised.

One respondent highlights the employment 
drive already happening in the area: 

The whole of north Kent and south Essex will face 
additional demands for housing and infrastructure to 
support these jobs.  We already have the biggest job 
creation project in Europe at London Gateway Port. 

Other concerns focused mostly but not solely on 
the environmental impact:

Residents close to a new airport might be adversely 
impacted in terms of noise or road traffic, but residents 
adjacent to an existing airport which closes (ie. 
Heathrow) will have less noise and road traffic, along 
with economic dis-benefits.

The Thames Estuary is in the neck of the East Atlantic 
Flyway that stretches from the North Pole to the South 
Pole and covers 45,606,202km2. Flyways are protected 
by an internationally convention (Conservation of 
Migratory Species of Wild Animals 1979). Damage 
to this flyway will impact on the quality of the 
environment of people thousands of miles away from 
London.  Bumblebees and other pollinators living on 
brownfield and coastal marsh sites in the Thames 
Gateway pollinate food in the garden of England that is 
eaten by people all over NW Europe.  Food production 
and prices are an important consideration for people 
throughout the UK. Increases in CO2 outputs will add 
to climate change rate and extent and this will affect 
everyone on the planet. 

Transport and other supporting infrastructure 
would also be put under pressure:

In terms of the impact of construction and new traffic 
I imagine it would have some significant impact for 
some distance.

Due to the accompanying infrastructure needed to 
support a hub airport in the estuary, including a Lower 
Thames Crossing, the impacts would extend well 
beyond the airport and into the heart of Essex.

A few respondents preferred to focus on the 
positive impacts of the proposals:

Beneficial impacts will spread much further than 
negative impacts. Negative circa 10 mile radius, 
beneficial - whole of UK. 

In terms of economic impact a new hub would benefit 
the whole country if linked to national networks.

In terms of environmental impact the impact zone 
could be very small with investment in mitigation 
measures planned from the outset. 

The negative impact zone will often be over-estimated 
by local communities in the area.

Residents living within a 10 mile band will see greater 
job opportunities while business over 40 miles away 
will see improved prospects.
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What do you consider to be the advantages 
of building a Thames Estuary Airport?

Q4

While most believed that an increase in local jobs 
would be a key benefit, many felt that this would 
be a relocation of existing jobs as opposed to the 
creation of new jobs:

Yes it might lead to more local jobs, but this will, in all 
likelihood, result in no net growth as Heathrow will 
have to dramatically reduce operations or even close 
altogether, costing jobs in West London.

There would be a significant impact on local 
employment but this would also have a significant 
negative impact on the Thames corridor and cause 
potential disruption to the viability of UK PLC.

While more local jobs would be created, this would 
be offset by a corresponding loss of jobs due to the 
closure of Heathrow. 

It is important to note that creating jobs around a 
Thames Estuary Airport could well mean destroying 
jobs at Heathrow.

Tourism advantages were also highlighted:

Impact on tourism may be positive for wider UK 
economy (as more flights could arrive and from new 
destinations). 

Tourism would benefit from the increased access 
emerging markets would have. 

As were local benefits and impacts:

Impact on quality of life is potentially beneficial in 
terms of jobs and wealth creation as well as better 
transport opportunities. 

The advantage of a new hub on the overall population 
would be significant as it would remove areas of 
London from noise and pollution. This would have a 
significant upward impact on house prices under the 
flight path. A far smaller number of people would be 
impacted by the new location and proper mitigation 
measures should be put in place from the outset. 

Impact on transport links is potentially beneficial 
provided that sufficient investment in surface 
transport infrastructure (particularly rail) accompanies 
any new hub airport. There may be reduced journey 
times into central London compared to existing 
airports provided that it is accompanied by enhanced 
transport links.

House price increases may benefit those already in the 
market and improve land viability and development 
opportunities but may take housing opportunities 
away from those seeking to enter the market.

Improvements to how international investors 
see the UK aviation offer was also percieved as 
an advantage: 

Just the statement that the UK would be building a 
new Global Hub would transform foreign investors 
view of us as a location for inward investment. 

Our ability to operate 24 hours a day and the impact on 
our country’s global connectivity is an advantage.

It also appears to be the only long term viable solution 
for delivering an international standard hub. 

Larger hub capacity, which Heathrow may not be able 
to provide for our investors in the long run.

Airlines from developing countries find it difficult to 
start new routes so they go instead to other European 
destinations rather than London and the wider UK.

On balance there would appear to be more benefits 
than dis-benefits to the London Thames Gateway area, 
particularly for investors who would be able to access 
this dynamic and fast growing area. 

It is a relatively better plan than an additional land 
based airport.

Opportunities for significant commercial investment 
in east London provided transport links (road and 
rail) improve these connections and don’t bypass the 
London Thames Gateway.

However, it was difficult to find respondents 
who would recognise the benefits without 
pointing out their objection at the same time:

If you were to start from scratch, you would build a 
large single airport hub - our plans have to be coloured 
by what already exists.

For the reasons set out previously I believe that 
passenger demand can be met in other, more 
sustainable, ways.

Some of, or all of, these advantages may be realised 
should an airport be built. However, none are uniquely 
dependent on the construction of an airport in the 
Thames Estuary.

I do not agree with the airport but the items listed in 
the chart for this question would be advantages. 

They may be advantages but I do not believe they 
outweigh the disadvantages.

Any international profile for airport construction 
would be balanced out (or outweighed) by a negative 
international profile for the environment/wildlife/
sustainability, which would remain even after someone 
had built a bigger airport than us.

I would not say that the advantages outweigh the 
significant economic and environmental cost of 
building a Thames Estuary Airport. 

The advantages are not strong enough to justify it.

And some made direct and forthright appeals:

We are a company with all of our operations outside 
of the greater London area, in the middle of England 
and South Wales.  It makes no sense to us to place an 
airport in such a faraway place. 

There are no advantages and considerable 
disadvantages.  

The arguments to build a Thames Estuary Airport 
are seriously flawed on all counts (jobs through to 
environmental considerations).

Why would international businesses who have invested 
in the Heathrow area relocate to either Kent or 
Essex when they can just as easily relocate to Paris or 
Frankfurt? Yes there needs to be a new hub airport, 
which Unite fully supports but the Thames is not the 
place for it.

We need to realise that the impacts of climate change 
are being felt more directly by people and the public 
demand to tackle greenhouse gas emissions will 
increase significantly over the next 10 years.  

Ignorance of the wider picture and demands on 
infrastructure in general are a huge problem.
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What do you consider to be the disadvantages 
of building a Thames Estuary Airport?

Q5

Respondents were most concerned about the 
impacts that a Thames Estuary Airport would 
have on the wildlife and environment in the 
immediate and surrounding area:

We can be sure that the impact on the wetlands area 
will be devastating.

The major impact will be on the inter-tidal habitats lost 
to a new platform. 

The UK is of European and international importance for 
its estuarine habitats.

The impact on the wildlife and the communities in the 
Thames Estuary, especially North Kent, is difficult to 
comprehend. It would be the largest single destruction 
of protected wildlife habitat ever in the UK; several 
villages would be wiped out; the quality of life for 
hundreds of thousands of people would be ruined.

Kent County Council highlights the EU Habitats and 
Species Directive as a reason why current Thames 
Estuary proposals are unrealistic.

One factor not mentioned is the safety factor of 
having an airport in close proximity to areas with high 
volumes of bird life and the damage that can be caused 
to an aircraft by bird strikes.

Damage to fish stocks and other ecological impacts 
could be very widespread.

The impacts that are of most concern to the RSPB 
are those linked to birds and wildlife. The estuary 
provides food and habitat for up to 300,000 wintering 
waders and wildfowl. It is an internationally important 
piece of habitat, protected under the  European 
Habitats and Species Directive and designated as a 
Special Protection Area. A whole range of wildlife, 
including birds but also other flora and fauna, would 
be negatively impacted by construction of an airport, 
surrounding infrastructure and the resulting ground-
level pollution.

The local environment will be destroyed - wildlife and 
bird habitats will be ruined.

Some were also concerned about the pressure 
a new airport would put on the transport and 
facilities infrastructure that supports London and 
the Greater South East:

There will be a huge impact on West London economy 
and impact on congestion in London as a whole as a 
sizeable element of airport users will need to travel 
through and around London to get the east of the city. 

There will be significant economic damage to London. 

Impact on local employment patterns, communities, 
house building and inward commuting .

The impact on the existing infrastructure in the Greater 
South East will be massive and this level of disruption 
will have a detrimental effect on local economies. 

The plans do not consider the community that will 
need to be built in the area, the houses, schools, 
hospitals. Transport infrastructure and connections in 
the area are not considered beyond a link to the high 
speed rail network at Ebbsfleet.

A few respondents felt that locating a hub 
airport in the corner of the UK to the East of 
London would cause problems:

Further away than current airports from UK 
population.

The remoteness from actual airport users is definitely 
an issue that needs to be resolved. 

Air passengers want to arrive as near to their 
destination as possible. This is moving arrival in the 
wrong direction. 

Some respondents felt that other major 
infrastructure projects would suffer:

The impact of High Speed Rail on short haul northern 
Europe trips will also have a mitigating effect on air 
travel demand if the price points can become 
competitive.

Heathrow would have to close to ensure airlines moved 
to the new airport.  Southend and Manston would 
have to close for airspace reasons and Stansted would 
be severely restricted.

The cost and the time it would take to plan 
and build a new airport were also seen as a 
disadvantage: 

The huge cost of a new estuary airport is a 
disadvantage.

I would also add that at circa £50bn it does not offer 
value for money compared to the alternatives.

The time it would take to become operational is a 
major problem.

And a few respondents felt the negative impact 
on climate change would be the greatest 
disadvantage of all:
 
You have missed the single most important issue - 
climate change.

Impact on climate change - increased airport capacity 
would make meeting climate targets harder. It is 
understood that a 3rd runway at Heathrow would have 
made that airport the single biggest emitter of climate 
changing CO2 in the country.  A 4-runway TEA would 
likely become the single biggest CO2 emitter in the UK.

The impact on shipping lanes and potential for 
increased shipping traffic from London Gateway will be 
disrupted if this schemes go ahead.

The impact on other UK airports and the UK 
aviation industry was also highlighted:

Heathrow will have to close .

There is some concern about ability of regional airports 
to prosper - of interest in our area is Bristol Airport.

It is generally accepted by the airline industry that 
Heathrow will, at the least have to drastically reduce 
operations, if not close entirely.

It is not clear as yet what the impact on the likes of 
Luton, Stansted and City Airport would be.

Further work will be necessary to establish that 
a Thames Estuary airport can be accommodated 
within the existing air traffic network for the UK and  
northern Europe given that flights for Amsterdam, 
Paris and German airports ‘stack’ over the Channel and 
the outer parts of the Estuary.

The impact on airspace over the Greater South East 
would have to be completely reconfigured, which 
would involve major international upset. 

Newham is concerned that the role of London City 
Airport as a specialist and premium airport is not 
diminished by the building of a new hub airport.
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How long will it take to realise the full impact of a new 
Thames Estuary Airport?

Q6

Most respondents believed that it would take 
20 years to deliver the airport itself.  However, 
it was thought that delivering the surrounding 
infrastructure would take much longer.  And 
considering this in the context of solving the 
UK’s economic problems, one respondent 
pointed out that the introduction of a hub 
airport would not meet the UK’s short-term 
challenges:

The problem is NOW - this will only potentially address 
the medium term and beyond.

Focusing on Lord Foster’s proposals for a 
Thames Estuary Airport, some felt the architect’s 
estimates for build time were realistic:

Recent national press coverage has identified that the 
Lord Foster proposals for a Thames Estuary 
airport would take some 14 years to build. 

A new Thames Estuary Airport could be open by 2025, 
if the Government elected in 2015 supports the policy.

One respondent felt that benefits would be seen 
immediately if Government decides to back the 
proposals:

Whilst a new airport could take 5 years to achieve 
planning and 7 years to build, the impact from 
deciding to do it will be felt very quickly with 
international investors making a completely different 
view of the UK as an inward investment opportunity.

Although, some were a little more 
confrontational showing that the consultation 
and planning process may take longer than 
expected to negotiate:

Given the fight we will put up, I think the best Foster 
can hope for is to get this scheme completed in around 
20 years. People will then see the folly of this proposal.

Delivering the airport itself could take 50 years given 
Britain’s planning horizons.

Regardless of the planning process, some felt 
that the benefits of a new airport would not be 
delivered quickly enough to meet the economic 
needs of the country or the capacity needs of 
the airlines.

We can’t wait that long for capacity.

It would not provide any opportunity for growth in the 
short or medium term.

The capacity is needed now, not in 20 years. 

Another respondent suggests that, if the UK 
promotes a potentially problematic scheme, it 
could undermine the good reputation for major 
infrastructure delivery that the country gained 
from hosting a hugely successful London 2012 
Olympic Games:

The London 2012 Olympics (and Paralympics) has 
demonstrated that the UK can deliver major projects 
on time. There may be a potential reputational risk 
for the UK as a whole associated with a major airport 
proposal in the Estuary in the light of the construction 
issues and procedural matters.

The current long term vision for development spans 
the next 50 years, into 2060...which is unrealistic.

It will take 25 years to build, which is not soon enough. 

We cannot predict the future of an unbuilt airport or 
future travel practices, either positively or negatively. 

It would take 30 years to realise the full benefit, but 
the negative impacts locally with start immediately as 
a result of this debate taking place.

Business is currently being lost by the UK due to 
aviation capacity so a decision has to be made quickly.  
However, we do not feel that a hub airport is the 
solution to this in the short and medium term.

Because this project would contribute significantly to 
the UK’s carbon emissions, the full impact would take 
many years to be realised – carbon dioxide remains in 
the atmosphere for many decades.

The environmental works associated with such a major 
development in such a sensitive area would take 
decades to realise. 

International and UK regulations require a 13km 
safeguarded zone around all major civil and military 
aerodromes within which any planning application that 
could increase bird strike risk must be referred to the 
airport. The airport would also be required to produce 
and apply a bird control management plan that should 
seek to “minimise the presence of flocks of birds on, or 
in the vicinity of, the aerodrome as much as possible” 
within this 13km zone.  Once implemented, this could 
never be undone or put right.

One respondent points out that the independent 
delivery of a Thames Estuary Airport could not 
be considered to be a stand alone solution:

Do not view a TEA as a solution in isolation. Short, 
medium and long term solutions are needed that will 
provide business with the certainty that improvements 
are on the way. This might include a new airport in the 
Thames Estuary in the long term, but we need short 
term measures to encourage better use of the latent 
capacity we have and medium term measures to create 
enough capacity to tide us over while we await the 
long term fix.

The immediate impact on the tourist industry 
was also raised as a concern:

It would cause current tourist trade to be decimated 
from the outset and replaced by support services for 
the airport.

Residents will suffer noise and pollution, the local 
environment would be devastated, it would put off 
holiday makers and also impact upon heritage sites.

Significantly, respondents pointed to the 
environmental impacts, highlighting that they 
would be significant and tremendously difficult, 
if not impossible, to put right:  

The Wallasea Island project gives an indication of some 
of the requirements and the timelines involved, with 
spoil from Crossrail being used to create 1500 acres of 
tidal wildlife habitat over a ten year period.

Impacts relating to loss of habitats, estuary function 
and effects on species populations can manifest over 
the long term (decades). Any measures to address such 
impacts would need to be commensurate in terms of 
the timescales.

Heathrow was a greenfield site in 1947 look at it now?  
To repeat this mistake in an already over populated 
area (South East) on an internationally protected 
greenfield site is an act of environmental vandalism on 
a colossal scale.
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What risks need to be managed if a hub airport 
is built in the Thames Estuary?

Q7

By far, the greatest percieved risk was the 
impact a Thames Estuary Airport would have on 
the habitation and wildlife in the immediate area 
that is proposed for the site:

The issue of bird strike and aerodrome safeguarding 
is extremely significant in terms of its environmental 
implications for protected sites and species in the 
Thames Estuary. Evidently there are also a great many 
other risks to the natural environment associated with 
major development in an internationally and nationally 
designated area that would also have to be managed. 

The impact on the internationally important bird 
populations by the bird hazard management plans that 
will be required to reduce the bird strike risk. 

The environmental risks of all projects proposed to 
date have been too great to be feasible. I am sure that 
in a hypothetical world where the proposals would not 
be unacceptably damaging to the environment there 
would be many other risks to consider.

If the environmental impacts of maximising capacity 
are less than those of airport expansion then this is the 
option that should be adopted.

Jeopardising the UK’s capacity to meet its domestic 
and international obligations to reduce its greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

The impact on other airports in the Greater 
South East and the airspace above it was 
highlighted as a major problem:

How will Government go about closing other South 
East airports.

There will be legal challenges from existing airports if 
Government decides to go ahead.

Major airlines do not want it. 

Air traffic control - there will be a need for wider EU 
agreement on restructuring the airspace.

Further work will be necessary to establish that 
a Thames Estuary airport can be accommodated 
within the existing air traffic network for the UK and  
northern Europe given that flights for Amsterdam, 
Paris and German airports ‘stack’ over the Channel and 
the outer parts of the Estuary. 

The displacement of skilled workforce was also 
of particular concern to many respondents: 

Over 100,000 jobs at Heathrow would also be 
jeopardised as the UK would not be able to support 
two hub airports.  

The employees at Heathrow would not move and the 
Thames Valley economy would be decimated. 

Unemployment at Heathrow, Stansted and Gatwick. 
The issue of what happens to Heathrow is of major 
concern. 

Mass movement of displaced population is a huge risk.

If it does go ahead then some respondents 
believe there’s a risk that demand forecasts may 
not be as expected by the time it’s built:

We could be significantly overestimating demand for 
flights in the future. 

There is a whole spectrum of risk that also includes the 
notion that global air travel from 2050 onwards may be 
very different from today’s patterns, to the fact that 
sea levels are rising, the East of England is still 
geographically sinking, and we will still need to find 
ways of balancing our countries economy. 

Some felt that the UK consultation and planning 
process could also present challenges that would 
have to be addressed:

The campaigners will put up one hell of a fight, which 
will cause severe delays with the planning process.

Legal challenges to the outcomes of the planning 
system and the strong likelihood that environmental 
groups will seek to influence the outcomes by 
procedural interventions and possibly more direct 
means. 

Planning system will only “delay delivery” because 
it will be the focus of legitimate and well-organised 
opposition.

Although some respondents demonstrated that 
they have faith in the current planning system 
and felt it would work to their advantage:

As someone who works in planning (but not LPA) I 
don’t see it as a problem - it’s regulation to prevent 
inappropriate development (in theory). It is there 
to balance the needs of business with the needs of 
society. The bigger, more contentious, longer term and 
significant the development, the longer it takes to get 
through the planning process.

I’m not aware of any evidence that would make 
the planning process a significant risk.  Obviously 
any proposal would need to be sent to the cross 
department Major Infrastructure and Environment 
Unit in Defra.  The planning process would be working 
properly if it stopped proposals that represent 
environmental insanity.

Some also had concerns about political buy-in 
and commitment:

A political consensus will need to be established to 
remove the threat of cancellation should a different 
political party be elected.

Political will is not great enough to see a project of this 
size through to completion.

Labour’s opposition to a Thames Estuary Airport is 
unwaivering.

Government dithering and lack of resolution will 
ensure the proposals remain on the architect’s drawing 
board.

Government policy is required and then political will to 
deliver whatever solution is chosen for increased 
capacity. A new airport is no different to any other 
decision.

And one asks what will be done with the 
structures that are already there: 

It’s not a blank canvas.  What will be done with the 
Liquid Natural Gas plant and the SS Montgomery? 
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Which groups will benefit most from the introduction 
of a Thames Estuary Airport?

Q8

Most respondents believe that the international 
business and investment community would 
benefit most from a new hub airport:

It would provide a good hub for international 
investors, especially given the proximity to London. 

International businesses in London would benefit most.

It would deliver a single hub airport for all London-
based business. 

It would provide international connectivity both for UK 
business to international markets and importantly in 
providing an attractive and well connected European 
location for inward investment. 

This would provide better access to a modern airport 
that would offer real growth potential. 

Ease of travel for businesses and professionals coming 
to London from abroad.

Additional capacity for flights to foreign markets. 

Easy connectivity and access to London and Paris  will 
benefit businesses in London and Europe.

It would provide the UK with more efficient 
connections with current and emerging trade centres.

Investors like solid cash generative infrastructure 
assets and returns are likely to be reasonable.

External investors will gain the most.

Although, some respondents suggest that the 
location of a hub airport is not important to 
achieving these benefits:

Those who will benefit from a new hub airport will 
do so no matter where it is located, due to access to 
increased investment and access to global markets and 
some would actually benefit more if the hub was not 
located in the Thames Estuary.

The benefits could potentially be applied to any hub 
airport in the GSE, irrespective of where it’s sited.

To prevent UK plc from falling behind in terms of 
connectivity to the rest of the world, a hub airport in 
the GSE that is a NATIONAL asset, will benefit the entire 
nation - but only if regional access is guaranteed. 

Some respondents believe that the UK 
government would improve its reputation and 
international standing by committing to it:

Government would be recognised as willing to invest 
boldy in new UK infrastructure. 

The GLA and the London Mayor would be seen to have 
achieved an aim. 

Improved accessibility to UK and overseas markets, 
particularly expanding BRIC markets, and business 
confidence. 

Maintaining a hub airport would ensure that we would 
not lose competiveness to Amsterdam or Paris. 

For Government, it will deliver a radical and major 
infrastructure project to provide increased capacity. 
International investors will no doubt see commercial 
opportunity in the project.

Primarily, airport growth will support the UK’s 
economic position.

There will be investment opportunities in some of the 
infrastructure and government will show leadership 
and resolve the long standing political sore that is 
Heathrow.

Government will see it as raising their international 
status; international investors will view it as an 
opportunity to make large profits. 

And many feel that there will be real benefits to 
the residents in the local communities too:

The main beneficiaries would be international 
businesses although the presence of this new airport in 
the Thames Gateway should be a greater investment as 
it’s the largest regeneration area in the UK.

However, some also warn that any benefits that 
to come would not do so without significant cost 
or challenges to the local area:

There could be more jobs for local residents but at the 
expense of a serious deterioration in quality of life .

If there was no such thing as an environmental limit, 
even then most businesses would lose from the 
construction of an airport in the estuary - the costs are 
far greater than the other options. 

In the case of local businesses, some may expand as a 
result of the nearby airport but many of the small and 
medium-sized businesses may not be able to compete 
with the airport and close down.

Many of those who you believe may be impacted 
positively will only enjoy marginal benefits.  For 
example many small local businesses will not be able to 
compete with the insurge of bigger business.   

Some will benefit a little but most will see no benefits 
at all.

And one respondent was adamant that only one 
sector would benefit:

Construction companies are the only people who 
would really benefit.

Because they live nearby getting to it will not mean a 
trip across one of largest or most congested cities in 
the world which has poor travel infrastructure.

Improved business opportunities, employment and 
investment. 

Jobs, prosperity, better infrastructure and lower taxes 
all adds up to a better future for generations to come.

Business will directly benefit from the additional air 
capacity, and local business will gain, not least from the 
improved freight links. 

Residents and businesses will benefit from the new 
jobs and trade opportunities the airport would bring.

Businesses in the rest of the UK will benefit from the 
point to point trade access a new Hub will bring. 

Massive local employment opportunities, although 
impact will depend on location - partly offset by noise 
or other negative impacts.

Local and regional business will benefit from economic 
activity that would otherwise be located overseas. 

Higher land values would benefit local home owners.

Local businesses will benefit from being part of the 
supply chain for the construction and operation of the 
new hub airport. 

22

1 2 3 4 5

Local environment
Heritage sites

Local residents
UK residents

Holiday makers
GSE residents

UK business
Government

Local business
International investors
International business



Which groups will suffer most from the introduction 
of a Thames Estuary Airport?

Most respondents felt that wildlife in the area, 
local residents and heritage sites will suffer most 
from the introduction of a new airport:

Habitat destruction and degradation, damage to 
wildlife, biodiversity loss, pollution, damage to local 
fisheries, noise, reduction in quality of life, loss of 
homes and businesses... the list goes on.

Local residents did not choose to live near a major 
airport and would need to move or suffer major 
inconvenience.

Evidence highlights that biodiversity in the area is 
already struggling with birds declining in the three 
Kent SPAs, especially the Medway, and is vulnerable 
to coastal squeeze, erosion of intertidal habitat, 
disturbance from water borne recreation, hydrological 
impacts and development pressures. There appears to 
be little capacity to accommodate further habitat loss 
and fragmentation in the Thames Estuary area. 

Major development of new infrastructure would 
present huge and probably insurmountable challenges 
to the conservation of protected sites, species and 
habitats in the Thames Estuary. 

Wildlife including migratory birds, flora and fauna will 
face upheaval. 

There will be a loss of and damage to habitat, and 
other natural assets, pollution, noise, disturbance, etc. 

The level of environmental destruction would be 
unprecedented in the UK: 20 square kilometres of 
internationally protected habitat destroyed and 
unknown levels of disturbance to protected bird 
populations as a result of managing the bird strike risk. 

Environment and heritage sites are at risk of being 
spoilt or completely destroyed. 

Significant habitat destruction will be unavoidable.

The local environment which is lost to an airport 
platform will clearly suffer which is why adequate 
mitigation and replacement provisions must be made. 

Local residents and businesses who have to relocate 
will suffer most if they are not properly 
compensated. The area suggested as a location is 
currently disadvantaged and the uncertainty over 
plans for a new airport are making this situation worse. 
Clear decisions and engagement with local residents 
and businesses must be the fairest solution. 

Potentially: loss of homes, quality of life, destruction of 
habitats, noise, loss of jobs, more competition...

Many local residents would lose their homes and in 
some cases their livelihood.

Local quality of life would be reduced immeasurably 
across North Kent. 

The local environment will suffer.  There will be actual 
loss of habitats and disturbance through things like air 
pollution and noise. 
 
There will be an impact on designated greenfield sites.

It was thought that these groups would 
be impacted most during the planning and 
construction phases:

Obvious impacts of the construction process: pollution, 
noise, congestion etc. 

They will also experience considerable change in 
the existing landscape in terms of construction of 
the airport itself, supporting infrastructure and the 
new business services that will be required.  Will also 
exacerbate congestion in the area. 

Disruption will mainly happen during construction 
phase of the airport.

The area will suffer from increased noise and disruption 
for years to come.

Local people because of more construction and an 
employment offer which is out of balance with local 
demographics.

Q9
And there are those who believe that the impact 
a new airport would have on climate change 
would meant the whole planet would suffer:

Climate change poses an incredibly threat to business, 
government and the entire population. 

Global environment will suffer through climate change 
if there is net aviation expansion.

The global environment would suffer from heatwaves, 
droughts and other impacts caused by exacebating the 
effects of climate change. 

We must not neglect to mention the UK environment 
and the global environment and all the people and 
businesses that rely on these resources.

The costs of climate change will be so great (reduction 
in food production) that aviation and other polluting 
sectors will be required to reduce in size. 

Employees at London Heathrow are also 
expected to suffer if a Thames Estuary Airport 
goes ahead: 

Closure of Heathrow is understood from press 
coverage to potentially put some 100,000 jobs at risk 
(including some 75,000 at Heathrow itself) in the area 
around the airport, along the M4 corridor and in the 
wider Thames Valley.

The businesses and people based in West London who 
currently benefit from the employment created by 
Heathrow will lose out if that airport were to close.

Tax payers, those in other parts of the UK and 
the Government were also thought to be among 
the losers if the scheme went ahead:

UK Taxpayer would lose all round. 

Holiday makers & UK residents - less choice on where 
to start their journeys and an inconvenient location on 
the edge of our island.  

Government - will be pilloried by environmentalists, 
existing stakeholders in other GSE airports and the cost 
of this project. 

Government would suffer most as it would be building 
a white elephant.

The airport location will not serve the rest of UK 
business well.  A hub should be in the Midlands with 
Heathrow, Gatwick, Stanstead and City serving London. 

Government, and the entire UK will suffer if public 
money is spent on a scheme that will take 20 years to 
construct, by which time climate change and the price 
of fuel will result in a reduction in demand for aviation.

Government losing credibility with Europe and third 
world re overturning Habitats directive.

On a positive note, one respondent believes that 
other airports in Europe will suffer most:

Our European competitors who want to grow Hub 
capacity will suffer through airlines hubbing in the UK 
rather than at their airports.
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Does a Thames Estuary Airport fit within the
Government’s wider transport strategy?

Q10

The majority of respondents do not feel that 
proposals for a Thames Estuary Airport are 
aligned to the +Government’s transport strategy 
for the rest of the UK: 

Government’s commitment to make better use of 
existing aviation capacity, restated in the Draft 
Policy Framework, means that a new Thames Estuary 
Airport could be rendered unnecessary by following 
through on this.

It’s quite a departure given previous statements made 
about ‘no new airports’ and ‘making better use of 
capacity’. 

Unlike with Cliffe, none of the recent TEA ideas have 
been Government proposals, the principle promoters 
being an architect who likes to build airports and 
the London Mayor who has voters who don’t want 
Heathrow expanded. 

A new Thames Estuary airport could potentially 
complement a policy of improving access to 
international gateways in the region, however there 
are alternatives to achieving this outcome that have 
fewer environmental consequences. 

The Department for Transport’s draft Aviation Policy 
Framework states that it is seeking to achieve a 
balance between the benefits of aviation and its costs.  
Kent County Council does not believe a new airport in 
the Thames Estuary would achieve this balance.

Investment of time, effort and money in aviation 
expansion would detract from investment elsewhere in 
our surface transport system.

Unite is unaware of any aviation transport strategy 
other than one to expand capacity without expanding 
the airports. 

Government is currently consulting on its Aviation 
Policy Framework based on a set of key themes. A new 
airport in the Thames Estuary would not complement 
any of these themes.

No. High Speed Rail connections are proposed for 
Heathrow, not for a Thames Estuary Airport. 

And if Government does proceed with a Thames 
Estuary Airport then a few insist that it would 
have to be part of an integrated strategy:

The proponents of a Thames Estuary Airport have 
stated that some £30bn of public funding would need 
to be invested to create sufficient surface access to the 
airport. It is therefore assumed that public transport 
infrastructure additions would adhere to sustainable 
transport policies and involve substantial additional 
leading edge public transport.

If designed as part of an integrated system the airport 
could be transformative. The locations ability to 
connect into existing systems where there is a lot of 
capacity helps take load off the west of London and 
further investment would aid London’s eastern 
development as well as creating greater connectivity 
to the rest of the UK.

These policies indicate a focus on reducing the CO2 
impacts of the transport sector combined with 
improving the efficiency and connectivity of existing 
infrastructure, alongside a commitment to a small 
number of highly strategic national schemes such as 
High Speed Rail to make step changes in inter-urban 
connectivity, improve access to international gateways 
and stimulate economic growth.

 
One respondent doesn’t think a hub airport 
should be the focus of a central UK transport 
strategy at all:

Business visitors to London are disenchanted with 
our road and rail infrastructure not our aviation Hub 
capacity. Its not the getting here, its the moving 
around when you are here. 

Another feels that there are better alternatives 
that have to be explored in full:

Investing alternative low carbon transport solutions 
including increased connectivity, electrification and 
modal shift, would be a cleaner way of improving the 
UK’s transport system.  

Another points to an example of what could go 
wrong if the Government’s decision isn’t part of 
an integrated central strategy:

One only needs to look at the example of Montréal-
Mirabel International Airport to see what can go 
wrong with relocating a hub if there is not proper 
consideration given to transport links. 

A Thames Estuary airport would be at the end of a 
cul-de-sac and away from any major current transport 
corridors so it couldn’t be properly integrated with the 
rest of the UK network.

Two respondents point out the importance of 
environmental considerations within a central 
transport and associated aviation strategy:

A new Thames Estuary Airport would not complement 
the move towards emissions reduction unless the 
inclusion of aviation within the EU Emissions Trading 
Scheme could actually be shown to be effective in 
reducing overall emissions.

It is also likely that a new airport would increase road 
congestion in the South East, which doesn’t match 
the Department for Transport’s aspiration for less 
polluting, less congested roads.

The impacts of a hub are likely to be negative if they 
increase the amount of travel undertaken by people 
and hence the CO2 production, which should go against 
a central Government transport strategy.

Some respondents seemed unaware of the 
existence of a wider transport strategy:

Have seen little evidence that government has a 
wider transport strategy - “Better not bigger” is not 
a strategy, and building HS2 addresses transport links 
within the UK only.

Is there a coherent strategy?

What is the Government’s wider transport strategy?

What transport strategy? Aviation doesn’t have one! 

What Government Transport strategy. Government 
desperately need a national transport strategy.

There is currently no airports strategy; the document 
is in draft. We would welcome clarity on this from 
Government

Until the Government’s consultation on airports is 
published there will continue to a lack of clarity.

There is no ‘wider transport strategy’, so impossible to 
answer.

Others give some advice on what transport 
policy should be about:

Transport policy should be based on modal shift to rail.

The policy of using existing airport capacity first is a 
sensible one.
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How would a new Thames Estuary Airport affect 
other airports in the Greater South East?

Q11

The majority of respondents can see no way 
of introducing a new airport anywhere in the 
Greater South East without significantly 
impacting, if not forcing the closure of, 
Heathrow:

It has been suggested in recent press articles that 
Heathrow will not remain viable if a Thames Estuary 
airport is progressed. 

Heathrow would need to close if a new airport was to 
achieve hub status.  

If Heathrow remains an alternative then an Estuary 
Airport would be another Mirabel.

At least one airport would have to close and it would 
probably be Heathrow
 
The Hub capabilities of Heathrow will be replaced by a 
new airport and Heathrow should close.

I believe that Heathrow would need to close. 

Heathrow unlikely to close but likely to have to operate 
at much lower levels.

Others who are more qualified than I (NATS) have said 
that European airspace would need to be remodelled 
and that Heathrow would have to be downscaled at 
least, with regard to airspace.

The Heathrow issue needs to be resolved.

It is not yet clear what would be the final impact on the 
four main airports currently serving London would be 
of a Thames Estuary hub airport although it must at 
the least result in increased competition especially with 
Heathrow.

Some felt that the impact of closing Heathrow 
would have ramifications that the UK would not 
be able to control:

Other airports in Europe and the Middle East may 
replace Heathrow as the busiest airport in the world.

Press coverage has reported that Heathrow has 
considerable ‘goodwill’ in the business world and 
this may be lost if Heathrow is no longer the main UK 
airport hub. 

The closure costs of Heathrow would be immense. 

Very few respondents thought that air 
congestion in the Greater South East would 
be eased but stressed that it would have to be 
restructured drastically and may even worsen:

There are issues associated with air traffic congestion 
bearing in mind that the air-space around London is 
already very heavily used.  

A new airport will definitely not ease air congestion! 

The NATs report on the impact of flight paths sets out 
the challenges for air congestion.

Air congestion may be relocated rather than done 
away with.

There would potentially be an increase in air 
congestion.

Whatever the decision on increased Hub capacity there 
will need to be a re-planning of airspace in the South 
East which will ease congestion generally. This will have 
to be planned in the context of SESAR.

There were also concerns about how the skilled 
workforce that has grown with Heathrow may 
respond:

No guarantee of migration of either skilled or unskilled 
workforce therefore potential employment issues.

Although one respondent sees the closure of 
Heathrow as an opportunity for the UK:

Who will compensate the owners of existing airports 
for the economic impact they will suffer?

The implications for private airports is also a 
concern:

Financing plans suggest that increased costs would 
be forced onto the rest of the aviation industry in the 
short term in order to pay for a new hub.

Private airports will have to be compensated. 

The only effect on other airports will be for London 
Heathrow to close, which will provide a huge reduction 
in cost of a new airport when it’s sold and leave behind 
a world class site for enterprise, which  puts the UK IT 
industry on the map. 

Specifically, the impact on London City Airport is 
the subject of some debate:

Newham is particularly concerned that a Thames 
Estuary airport does not undermine the role of London 
City Airport as a small scale premium business airport 
serving the City and Docklands. 

Newham is concerned that the role of LCY as a small 
scale premium business airport serving the City, 
Docklands, and Thames Gateway is retained.

Not that closure would be a bad thing - e.g. City Airport 
is totally inappropriate and should be closed.

Other respondents raised questions and offered 
suggestions for Government to consider if they 
decide to proceed with a new hub airport in the 
Thames Estuary:

To be a commercial success a Thames Estuary Airport 
will require an immediate significant traffic load that 
will have to be relocated from existing facilities.

Is whatever we build going to be big enough?

No one will benefit or prosper unless London Heathrow 
closes to make way for a Thames Estuary Airport.

Will the cost of the project ever make it commercially 
viable?

Some also assert that airspace over the Greater 
South East is where the competition actually 
takes place:

Don’t forget that it’s not just a 2-D problem.  Airspace 
is as much a scarce resource as ground resources.

As to whether air congestion will be eased much 
depends on the rationalisation of flight paths that 
should follow the creation of an airport of this scale.   
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Does a Thames Estuary Airport complement 
the Government’s wider economic strategy?

Q12

Connectivity and attracting private sector 
investment were considered a priority for the 
UK’s economic future:

If we are to rebalance the economy towards global 
trade, with advanced manufacturing and connection to 
the new markets away from the EU and North America, 
then we will need the connectivity. Our future business 
partners in these markets will only invest in the UK if 
they can get here.

Transport links are essential to the prosperity of a 
trading nation. As there is insufficient air capacity in 
the UK to address any form of growth, and particularly 
in the South East, the risk of no airport expansion 
would damage growth prospects. The construction of 
a Thames Estuary Airport would go someway towards 
addressing lack of expandable capacity.

Although, some respondents suggest that 
even if proposals did complement an existing 
economic strategy it did not necessarily follow 
that it would be right to proceed:

It could be argued that it does...but not in a sustainable 
balanced way.  We need strong regional airports. 

The Thames Estuary Airport is economically, 
ecologically and in terms of transport connectivity 
unsustainable. The question asks about the 
government’s economic strategy which relies heavily 
on increasing private investment in the UK. From 
that point of view, despite the actual costs the short 
term employment and balance sheet impacts might 
be considered to complement their strategy, despite 
being a bad idea. 

If it’s a case of building itself out of a recession, it’s not 
in our view an appropriate project to invest in.

Others felt that having a point of focus would be 
a good thing for the country:

A UK hub airport (not necessarily in the Thames 
Estuary), with room to grow, has to sit in the middle of 
the Government’s economic strategy.

It doesn’t meet the climate change target, it doesn’t fit 
with the country’s economic needs but it does fit the 
criteria to be a white elephant. 

The creation of a single new hub with capacity for 
the future would fit with the Government’s wider 
economic strategy to promote UK Plc. 

However, the issues surrounding the future of 
Heathrow would have to be addressed:

The cost of construction of an airport and the 
extensive supporting infrastructure as well as the 
economic impact on West London would need to be 
offset against economic benefits of new hub airport.  

Most airlines prefer the access to London afforded by 
Heathrow’s location.

Government backing should be given to expansion of 
Heathrow.

And the implications for the wider UK aviation 
industry was also an area of concern:

For the UK to remain competitive in respect of 
transport infrastructure, it is widely accepted that it 
requires a hub airport fit for the 21st Century.

There is no guarantee of migration of either skilled or 
unskilled workforce from other parts of the country or 
the industry, which could mean potential employment 
and recruitment issues for skilled posts.

Financing plans suggest that increased costs would be 
forced onto others in the aviation industry in the short 
term in order to pay for a new hub.

Who will compensate the owners of existing airports 
for the economic impact they will suffer? 

The economies surrounding other major airports will 
be detrimentally impacted by the operation of TEA.

Private airport companies will have to be compensated  
in some way.

Others were concerned that other parts of the 
country would suffer if focus was given to a 
single hub in the Thames Estuary:

Focus on one project will be at the expense of other 
worthwhile initiatives. 

Growth of existing regional airports will provide more 
equitably distributed economic benefits and negate 
the likely severe impact on the West London economy. 

Other more sensible options if aviation expansion 
needed for wider economic strategy.

Excellent examples exist in Germany as to how strong 
regional airports have helped the country grow in an 
economically balanced way. 

The claims that without increased air capacity the UK 
will lose business are not backed up by watertight 
evidence.

One cautioned that the scaling down of other 
airports could have wider business implications:

This is a threat to the huge investment at Heathrow 
and the economic spill over effects to businesses in the 
Thames  Valley could be disasterous.

A few suggested that the effect on UK tourism 
might not be beneficial in the long term:

Most of UK aviation traffic is tourist-based, which will 
suffer from an airport in the Thames Estuary.

The tourism deficit caused by tourists leaving the UK 
and spending more money abroad than those tourists 
who come here will be exacerbated.  

And one respondent gave details about a 
previous response to proposals for an airport in 
the Thames Estuary, which provides a point of 
comparison for any new proposals:

The 2003 Air Transport White Paper (ATWP) indicated 
that an airport at Cliffe could attract a substantial 
number of passengers and generate large economic 
benefits. However, it also showed that, because of high 
capital costs, the net benefits of Cliffe were lower than 
for any of the combinations of additional capacity at 
existing airports involving more than one new runway. 
It also concluded that the high up-front construction 
costs presented a risk that the financial viability of the 
project would be threatened if demand proved to be 
less strong than forecast, or if airlines and passengers 
did not use the airport. This analysis questions whether 
the economic benefits of an entirely new airport could 
be realised.  It is also worth noting that the ATWP 
conclusion regarding the economic benefits of a new 
airport in the Thames Estuary was reached prior to the 
publication of the UK’s National Ecosystem Assessment 
(NEA). The NEA concludes that “the natural world, 
its biodiversity and its constituent ecosystems are 
critically important to our wellbeing and economic 
prosperity, but are consistently undervalued in 
conventional economic analyses and decision-making. 
An assessment of the ecosystems services provided by 
the Greater Thames Estuary area, their vulnerability to 
disruption and their replace-ability should inform any 
discussion of the economics of a new Estuary airport.
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Will a Thames Estuary Airport serve organisations
relocating to the Midlands and North of England?

A few respondents felt that the benefits to the 
rest of the country would entirely depend on 
how the operations were managed:

Improved hub facility in the south east should benefit 
the local economy and the wider national economy.  If 
the proposal for a Thames Estuary airport is progressed 
then the opportunity should be taken to ensure that 
economic, transport and regeneration strategies are 
re-focussed to take maximum benefit from it including 
those for the Thames Gateway.

Potentially but it is the case that these can already use 
Heathrow and the other London airports.

It will if it provides greater transfer opportunities by 
operating 24 hours a day.

It would depend on capacity and accessibility to the 
airport.

Since the intention is that it would be a new hub 
airport it would serve a similar role to Heathrow now 
but with additional capacity it could ensure the UK 
retains an internationally competitive hub which would 
be used by travellers from UK regional airports.

Some felt that an airport in the Thames Estuary 
would have no benefit to the wider UK:

Many flights from the North of England and regions 
route via Schiphol. In so far as a Thames Estuary 
Airport would be a hub airport it would serve 
organisations across Northern Europe. On the other 
hand, given that these areas currently have sufficient 
hub capacity elsewhere there would be little net 
benefit to these organisations.

A typical hub airport - serving the country is, surely, not 
optimally situated in a corner.

This must depend on the quality of the supporting 
transport links - whether road, rail or air. The major 
benefit of Heathrow is that it is on the right side of 
London for road transport links to the rest of the UK. 
As it stands, a Thames Estuary airport would not have 
that benefit.

I would imagine the further away the airport the 
less accessible it would be (simple logic regardless of 
whether or not it’s a hub). It would not appear that 
Midlands, Wales, the North etc have been particularly 
supportive of the idea.

The location of a new four runway hub may very well 
be somewhere other than the Thames Estuary.

I am not saying that the Estuary Airport cannot or 
should not be built. If UK Government wants to 
concentrate all its economic activity in the South East 
of England that’s fine - just remember there are 40m 
that live in the rest of the UK.

It already takes up to three hours to get to London 
Heathrow from the other major business areas a 
further two hour to get across London is nonsensical!

The problem is NOW - this will only potentially address 
the medium terms needs and beyond.

A number of respondents suggested that rail 
improvements would be required to ensure that 
any hub airport is connected to communities in 
the rest of the UK:

That will depend on transport and rail links used to 
connect it.

Clearly a brand new international airport with all 
required infrastructure would serve the regions well. 
However, it will also come with associated problems 
and issues.

It has been suggested that rail links will make a 
difference although this is questionable.

If transport infrastructure complements it. But how 
long would that take to deliver? 

it cannot be done without phenomenal infrastructure 
to be in place from day 1. Nor can it be achieved 
without closing London Heathrow.

Q13
It could do, through a carefully planned high speed rail 
network and connections.

By connecting High Speed rail into the airport and 
allowing sufficient capacity for internal flights to 
connect then the whole of the country will benefit 
from the routes that are developed through the new 
Hub. Critically the freight capacity in the belly of these 
aircraft will allow UK manufacturers unrivalled access 
to markets.

Go for high speed rail or reply on existing rail services 
but regulate airport capacity and route destinations to 
force short haul flight passengers onto rail.

While others suggested that airports in other 
parts of the country should be expanded or 
enhanced:

Manchester and Birmingham have or aspire to play a 
role in international aviation, including some long haul.

Birmingham or Manchester would be better placed to 
serve communities in the North.

It would be impractical and Manchester and 
Birmingham airports would be better placed (also 
served by high speed rail from 2020s) 

It is hoped that they will use other regional airports 
which have surplus capacity today.
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It is better to build the airport in the Midlands and 
improve high speed rail connections between major 
hubs as in Germany, France and Japan which are very 
good examples of this. 

The north of the country would be better served by 
their regional airports.   Putting even more demand on 
a south east based public transport system would put 
unsustainable levels of stress on the whole network. 

Expansion at Stansted would be a more viable way of 
supporting business in the east of England.

And a few believe that the introduction of a 
Thames Estuary Airport would be in the interests 
of London and the Greater South East only:

The project is a self fulfilling aspiration of the Mayor 
and city with scant regard for the rest of the UK or the 
future rebuild of GB which includes all of its regions 
and populations development and well being.

Unlike Cliffe, none of the recent TEA ideas have been 
Government proposals, the principle promoters being 
an architect who likes to build airports and the London 
Mayor who has voters who don’t want Heathrow 
expanded.
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Does a Thames Estuary Airport complement 
Government’s environmental ambitions?

Many respondents were in no doubt that a 
Thames Estuary Airport does not complement 
the UK’s wider environmental ambitions:

A new airport in the estuary would be entirely 
incompatible with the Government’s environmental 
objectives.

Despite some initial greenwash reassurances, the 
proposal will be significantly damaging. 

It would involve a change in land use from 
internationally designated site to major transport 
infrastructure, and involve an increase in carbon 
emissions both during construction and operation.

The construction of a Thames Estuary Airport would 
jeopardise some of the UK’s most valuable wetland 
biodiversity, would be in conflict with the EU Habitats 
and Species Directive and would directly affect 
protected areas, and would also put at severe risk 
our ability to meet our climate change mitigation 
commitments.

It would be controversial to say the least if the 
Government were to then support a longer-term 
aspiration for a Thames Estuary airport which would 
undo many (if not all) of the achievements of the 
area’s designation as a Natural Improvement Area.  

It doesn’t address the need to manage down airport 
capacity.

While aviation is not currently accounted for in our 
national carbon budgets, it must be incorporated. 
Aviation could grow to be at least 25% of the UK’s 
annual carbon dioxide emissions by 2050, and 
therefore unconstrained expansion of the kind 
envisaged here is incompatible with preventing serious 
climate change.

However, there were some who felt that the 
environmental challenges could be addressed:

It can be compatible with Government’s ambitions if 
planned correctly. 

All environmental issues will have to be dealt with, 
prior to approval being given. This would entail 
relocation of species, creation of wetlands etc. All of 
this will add to the cost but the overall environmental 
impact (other than noise) will be neutral.

A Thames Estuary Airport is probably no different from 
any other airport development strategy, with some 
losses and some gains and mitigation where there are 
losses. 

Apart from mountain-tops, every scrap of UK land has 
been managed by humans since the dawn of history.  
Our technical ability will mean great opportunities 
from the new hub airport - think 10 times Wallasea 
Island project.

One respondent felt that facing these challenges 
should be seen as an opportunity:

This is the biggest challenge. If a new airport was 
looked upon as being the key to new approaches 
to environmental challenges then it could unlock 
enormous benefits. Clearly the initial impacts can be 
viewed as being severe but if solutions are elevated to 
a level of commitment that reflects the Governments 
commitments then they could lead the world. The 
positive answers here reflect the belief that we could 
achieve this.

While another suggests our environmental 
challenges are bigger than the UK:

Only addressing the human population will do that.

Like our questions on government alignment, 
some suggest that more clarity on current 
government policy is needed: 

What is Government policy? Further clarity would be 
welcomed.

I’m assuming the Government has these ambitions to 
begin with.

Q14
Specifically, clarification on how the impacts 
of aviation relate to environmental policy was 
requested:

At present Government forecasts indicate there is 
enough airport capacity until 2030. Independent 
research is needed before we can say if any is needed 
beyond that. That assessment needs to take account 
of, amongst other things, the price of oil, the likelihood 
of tougher CO2 targets, the potential switch to rail and 
video-conferencing.

Airport capacity should not be demand led but 
managed to minimise its impacts on society and the 
environment.

One respondent points to the international legal 
and policy changes that would be required to 
bring the Thames Estuary Airport proposals into 
being:

It would involve a change in land use from 
internationally designated site to major transport 
infrastructure, and involve an increase in carbon 
emissions both during construction and operation.

Local environmental damage and noise pollution 
were also raised:

There is nowhere in the Thames Estuary where an 
airport could be situated without causing unacceptable 
damage to fragile ecosystems and endangered species.
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While it will divert traffic from Heathrow so fewer 
planes will fly over central London, local residents and 
business in the North Kent and South Essex areas will 
be subjected to increased noise pollution. 

Air pollution can travel considerable distance with the 
wind/air mass.

There were differing opinions on how a new 
airport would impact on the UK’s climate change 
and low carbon policies:

Having an airport which is not completely full will allow 
more efficient airport operation, which will reduce 
wastage of fuel, and therefore unnecessary carbon 
usage.

47% of Heathrow flights are European, there’s evidence 
companies are reducing use of travel, Britain can’t 
meet its legally binding emissions targets while 
growing aviation.

One also suggests that much more information is 
required before the proposals can be judged:

At present we have very little substantive information 
on the Thames Estuary Airport proposal in respect of 
ecological and wildlife impacts. All recent regeneration 
projects have included proposals to mitigate such 
impacts and deliver alternative provision e.g. at the 
new Thamesport and Wallasea Island in relation to 
Crossrail and Thames Tideway.
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Will the UK’s flood defences be affected by 
the introduction of a Thames Estuary Airport?

A number of respondents felt that the 
introduction of a Thames Estuary airport would 
have a negative impact on the existing flood 
defences:

It would potentially increase the risk of flooding, 
not just compromise existing flood defences/ plans. 
These would have to be reconsidered alongside, with 
considerable extra cost. 

Depending on the design of the project, there are risks 
that the proposal could alter the geomorphology and 
therefore affect flood risk within the estuary. This 
would need a full and proper appraisal. 

In the absence of design detail it is difficult to respond 
to this question but it is very likely that development 
in the Estuary would have a very considerable impact 
on flood risk – dramatically reducing the tidal flood 
storage capacity of the Estuary. 

On the other hand, there were some who felt 
that flood defences would improve if an airport 
were introduced:

This depends on the location, and form of 
construction. If an additional barrier needs to be built, 
then it might result in additional flood defences.

Yes, positively.

The plans that I have seen suggest that a new Thames 
barrier could be included in wider development plans 
so ‘yes’!

Others pointed out the complexity of the 
challenge and highlighted other neighbouring 
developments that would be impacted directly:

Additional flood defences would be required, 
particularly to protect the new infrastructure required 
to deliver the new hub airport. 

It would depend on the defences introduced at the 
airport. There is a need for enhanced flood defences for 
London but placing a flood defensive wall across the 
estuary at this location would have a negative effect on 
the London Gateway container port.

The development would need to compensate for this 
elsewhere and this could have a very dramatic impact 
on the built and natural environment of London, South 
Essex and North Kent. Obviously, this could impact 
too on the development of sites in areas close to the 
river such as London Riverside in Havering. It will be 
essential for improved flood defences to be included in 
the design of the project so that the Thames Estuary 
flood defences are not compromised.  

Any development on the Thames disturbs the flow 
even the Dartford crossing causes disturbance. 

The project entails building a new Thames barrier. 
We have a national coastal erosion policy of managed 
retreat, yet this proposal seeks to be Canute like in its 
approach.

At present we do not have detailed feasibility studies 
of the latest proposal for a Thames Estuary Airport. 
It must be assumed that the local environment will 
be negatively impacted in terms of noise, air quality, 
wildlife impacts and flooding. To what extent this will 
be the case remains to be established.

Q15
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And some believe that an independent 
assessment would be required prior to making a 
decision on proposals:

I would imagine the Environment Agency would be 
best placed to answer this question, but being familiar 
with TE2100 (100 year flood management plan for 
Thames Estuary), it would appear to conflict. 

Introducing a major new structure into a dynamic 
tidal system will certainly have an impact on the 
flood defences around the Thames Estuary. Given the 
potential flooding risks for London, North Kent and 
South Essex, it will be essential that the potential 
impacts are fully and independently assessed prior to 
any construction being permitted.

Should the airport ever be built, it will be necessary 
to assess the wider impacts from changed tidal flow 
on the intertidal habitats to ensure that additional 
erosion or accretion of sediment does not damage 
those habitats.

In addition, a few respondents believe that if 
the estuary is restructured to improve flood 
defences then the shipping and fishing industries 
will be significantly affected:

Local fisherman say it will affect them but more 
evidence is needed on this. 

Shipping and logistics business in the Thames Estuary 
will be impacted with negative consequences.  Some of 
these are significant international inward investors.

Ecologically, the impacts on businesses would be 
national. For example, an airport in the Thames 
Estuary has the potential to impact North Sea fishing 
industry, as well as more minor fisheries in London and 
upstream.
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Do the proposal adequately mitigate against 
loss of valuable green space?

Many respondents suggested that all of the 
Thames Estuary Airport proposals that have 
been tabled so far are lacking in clarity on 
whether they address potential loss:

I’ve not seen anything about replacement of publicly 
accessible greenspace. None of the proposals 
are sufficiently detailed to answer many of these 
questions.

I am unaware of any proposals to replace loss and 
given level of construction that will be involved in a 
proposal such as this, it is hard to envisage how this 
could be mitigated adequately for the local population. 

Not enough detail has been provided about the 
Thames Estuary Airport proposals and any mitigation 
package associated with it to respond on this 
particular topic. 

It will be essential for any green space provided to be 
useable and accessible for the intended users.

Of the three proposals, none adequately mitigate for 
their impact. 

There are at least five separate proposals for a Thames 
Estuary Airport. It is unclear how any of them would 
mitigate for the loss of green space. 

In response to the Foster plans in particular, 
respondents are quick to correct an apparent 
oversight:

There is also little or no evidence that it is possible to 
recreate habitat on this scale.

Ecological repercussions will be felt certainly for 
decades if not generations to come.

It would appear that at least part of the area that they 
have identified is already designated as internationally 
important wildlife habitat and this renders it ineligible 
for use as compensation. 

The Foster proposal has indicated an area of around 
60 square kilometres to compensate for the loss of 
internationally important wildlife habitat, destroyed 
by the airport footprint.

The proposal from Sir Norman Foster for ‘the Thames 
Hub’ on the Isle of Grain states that it will provide 
‘opportunities to create significant new wildlife 
habitats to more than offset losses elsewhere’ but 
gives no detail regarding where and how this new 
habitat would be provided.

The Dengie Peninsula is protected so the Foster 
proposal to create additional habitat there appears to 
be based on a fundamental misunderstanding for what 
is permissible in law.

Denge peninsula (Foster’s proposed mitigation area) is 
already an SPA and therefore not suitable.

Although, one respondent suggested that no 
‘green’ space has to be affected at all:

If the airport is in the estuary itself the no green space 
is lost.

Q16
Another reminds us that it’s not just the airport 
footprint that must be mitigated for:

In addition, it will be necessary to assess the impact 
of the additional infrastructure, including additional 
transport, needed to support the airport.

This is likely to mean significant losses of other areas 
of protected and unprotected green space. There 
has been no assessment of this and how such losses 
will be compensated for both in terms of wildlife and 
accessible green space for people.

And it seems that some of the heritage sites in 
the Thames Estuary will put up their own fight 
against any kind of development:

The SS Richard Montgomery is part of our heritage 
from the WW2 and is loaded with 1,400 tonnes of 
TNT. The Maritime and Coastguard Agency believe 
that the risk of a major explosion is remote. Given the 
unfortunate outcome of a similar operation in July 
1967 to neutralize the contents of the Kielce, however, 
would give cause for concern over touching this ship.

One respondent took time to elaborate on why 
loss of green space is a significant challenge for 
those proposing development:

The Habitats Regulations require that where a plan 
or project is to be consented following a negative 
assessment under regulation 61 and where in the 
absence of alternatives, there are imperative reasons 
of overriding public interest, compensatory habitat 
must be provided to ensure that the overall coherence 
of the Natura 2000 series is protected. Habitats within 
the Thames Estuary include tidal rivers, estuaries, 
mud flats, sand flats, lagoons, salt marshes, bogs, 
fens, humid and mesophile grassland. It is possible to 
re-create intertidal habitats, salt marsh and mudflats 
in certain areas with the right management practices, 
however securing compensation for impacts on rarer 
habitat types and species may be difficult. In some 
cases, the habitat may be impossible to replace in 
realistic timeframes. In cases where appropriate 
compensation cannot be secured, it is not possible for 
the plan or project to be progressed.
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Does a Thames Estuary Airport complement 
local and regional regeneration strategies?

The outspoken opinions of most of the local 
authorities in the Thames Estuary area have led 
many to conclude that an airport would not 
complement these strategies:

I would say it is fairly clear from local government 
responses that it does not.

Kent County Council’s view is that the scale of 
development proposed is unacceptable and rather 
than providing a sustainable regeneration option it 
is highly probable that demand will outstrip Kent’s 
ability to supply land resulting in the local economy 
overheating with unsustainable urbanisation 
pressures.   Both Surrey and Berkshire have 
experienced these types of issues arising from the 
impact of Heathrow.  Such a situation would not 
complement the local and regional regeneration 
strategies.

No, not to my knowledge.

The local governments in the region of the Thames 
Estuary Airport are against it and prefer other 
development and regeneration means. In the face 
of their opposition it is hard to argue that it would 
complement their growth strategies.

With an open mind, revisit the projected growth in 
passenger numbers

While without casting an opinion, a few 
respondents lay out the complexities of 
regeneration policy: 

Solutions must be sought that provide ‘win, win, 
win” i.e. development that benefits the economy in 
ways that help deliver a just society and help meet 
environmental limits.

The UK Sustainable Development Strategy ‘Securing 
the Future’ set out five ‘guiding   principles’ of 
sustainable development: living within the planet’s 
environmental limits; ensuring a strong, healthy 
and just society; achieving a sustainable economy; 
promoting good governance; and using sound science 
responsibly.

Some feel that the lack of environmental 
sensitivity is the primary concern of the local 
authorities:

It certainly doesn’t complement current biodiversity 
and other natural environment regeneration 
strategies. For example, it compromises the Wildlife 
Trust’s Living Landscape aspirations, as well as the 
Greater Thames Marshes NIA, and the proposed 
Thames Estuary MCZ.

This would be a complete waste of public money.  
There are far better things to do to create a green 
economy.

Although, some remind us that regeneration 
strategies around Heathrow and West London 
must also be taken into consideration:

The impact on West London would be catastrophic.

It would depend on the damage done to existing 
businesses in both East and West London.

Q17
There are also a few respondents who believe 
that the potential transformational impact in the 
Thames Gateway area could be a good thing:

Yes, yes, yes!!!! 

It has the potential to enhance business growth 
and opportunities in the wider Thames Estuary area 
including the Thames Gateway.

Yes but only local to London and SE, it won’t 
complement regeneration strategies in the other 
midlands or northern regions.

Rather than complement regeneration, it would 
transform the Thames Gateway area to a boom area.

In theory a TEA ought to be a major economic engine 
for the Thames Gateway sub-region and complement 
local and regional regeneration strategies but there is 
as yet insufficient information for a proper evaluation.

Some highlight the fact that there are already 
airports serving the Thames Gateway area:

Newham is not opposed to a new hub airport in the 
South East in principle. At present, London City Airport 
is a major private sector employer in the borough and 
a key transport facility acting as a premium business 
airport for the City and Docklands. 

And the negative impact on tourism on 
Southend and the surrounding estuary area was 
also a cause for concern:

There will be an adverse impact on Southend/Leigh 
tourism. People won’t want to visit these areas just to 
look at a site equivalent to Heathrow.

Tourism could be negatively affected along the South 
Essex and North Kent coasts, assuming estuarine flight 
paths.

40

Yes
24%

No
55%

Don't Know
21%



Can the Greater South East’s infrastructure absorb 
the increase in demand a new airport would create?

A number of respondents suggest that 
infrastructure in the Greater South East already 
struggles and would not be able to cope with a 
new airport:

Probably not. We simply move the problems of 
overcrowded road and rail from one spot to another. 

No Government has ever adequately completed a 
project properly or had foresight to build enough 
capacity.

The South East is already massively over populated and 
the infrastructure is not coping.

Current thinking would suggest not. We are currently 
trying to solve existing infrastructure problems. 

Infrastructure is already at creaking point. It would 
require massive investment in infrastructure.

Possibly but we should recognise that it would be 
tough attempting to do so. We need to emphasise the 
economic advantages of living within our current limits 
(economic and environmental).

The initial Sustainability Appraisal of the South East 
Plan acknowledged that many aspects of the region’s 
environment are already under stress, for example 
the South East is the most water stressed region in 
England.

It is unlikely that the South East’s natural environment 
and ecosystems services could absorb the direct, 
indirect and cumulative effects of increased traffic, 
new road, rail and airport infrastructure and related 
development involving significant land take and 
disruption within the Thames Estuary and its environs, 
and still remain healthy and functioning.

Some express concerns but suggest that, with 
investment, these problems could be solved:

The proposals recommend new road and rail links as 
existing infrastructure could not cope.

Overall a Thames Estuary Airport will not increase 
demand on infrastructure, but it will in the local areas 
closest to the airport, which would need significant 
enhancement. 

Not unless there is huge investment.

Additional infrastructure will certainly be needed to 
accommodate this development. 

The plans for the TEA include ambitious plans to 
expand land based transport in the region. However 
there would always be pinch points where this new 
faster infrastructure feeds into the old infrastructure. 
Whether these pinch points would lead to overcapacity 
or not would require examination.

The airport will require significant upgrades in current 
road and rail capacity.

It is clear that the new TEA would require a substantive 
investment in new surface transport infrastructure 
and services for it to be operationally effective with 
acceptable accessibility.

Not being based in the South East, it is difficult to 
comment.  This depends on the nature and location 
of the supporting infrastructure which needs to be 
constructed.

Q18
Others suggest that the complexity and 
position of the Thames area makes the cost of 
infrastructure more expensive than it might be 
for other locations:

The focus on this increased demand will fall on the area 
to the east of London which is least accessible for the 
majority of the UK population and least able to cater 
for this demand.  

The challenges of the Thames itself means costs are 
exacerbated for every type of infrastructure required.

And there are some who believe that the 
introduction of a new airport hub could 
provide the focus needed to address all of the 
infrastructure challenges: 

The demand for infrastructure provision created 
by population growth in the South East will only be 
met by planned investment. A new airport could be 
a critical focus for this investment and a catalyst for 
its effective implementation. New homes, jobs, social 
infrastructure, transport capacity, energy, water and 
sewerage are required regardless.

Substantial and improved new infrastructure (rail and 
road links) must be provided alongside the airport to 
support it and this must be located so as to benefit 
the widest possible area of the Thames Gateway so 
that the economic benefits are fairly and reasonably 
distributed.  It is likely that one or more of the 
remaining airports would no longer be required.

Of course!  We’ve done it before and, with quality 
planning and design, will easily do it again.

New surface access and services infrastructure will be 
required at key locations, but in strategic terms, yes.
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How much would it cost to build a  Thames Estuary 
Airport and how should it be funded?

Broadly speaking there is confusion as to 
whether the costs publicised for the airport 
cover the site on its own or if they are inclusive 
of the wider infrastructure that would be 
required to support it: 

This overall cost quoted is circa £50bn.

Press coverage has identified the Lord Foster airport 
proposal costing in the region of £20billion.

Over £100bn including infrastructure etc.

Depends on the scope of additional work so the figure 
could be much lower. 

Any suggested figure is entirely random. In the UK, 
major infrastructure projects tend to go over budget 
anyway.

Surface access and urbanisation infrastructure could 
easily double the basic airport cost. 

History tells us that whatever the initial forecast, the 
cost will only rise. 

No real idea, nothing proceeding on this scale ever 
seems to come within budget. 

Foster quotes for the airport alone.  An additional £50 
billion will be needed for the rest of their plan for the 
UK hub. 

The plans as they currently stand only take into 
account the cost of the airport and the connection to 
the high speed rail line.

And a few point out other potential costs that 
should perhaps also be incorporated:

We are yet to be convinced that the irrecoverable 
environmental costs have been factored in. 

There is no mention of the cost of additional amenities 
that will have to be built to sustain the community 
that will want to locate around the airport, as has 
happened at Heathrow.

It’s more than just an airport - it will need huge 
infrastructure investments to support.

I really don’t know as the environmental and social 
costs have not been factored in.

Q19
Closure costs of Heathrow have not been considered 
and current construction costs for the various 
components are greatly underestimated. 

The majority of respondents felt that private 
sector funding should be used to build a Thames 
Estuary Airport, if it goes ahead:

Private sector is the only feasible means of finance.

It shouldn’t happen but if it did then only private 
investment feasible. 

We consider the TEA to be a very significant 
investment risk. We would hope that pension funds 
would not take part and that all investment came 
from the private sector. The aviation sector does not 
favour the airport and will not fund it. The public 
sector finances are under extreme pressure and other 
infrastructure investment is increasingly being sourced 
from the private sector, so we see no reason why 
public money should or could be used. It would cost up 
to £100 billion. 

Cost models for the airport clearly show this as a 
private sector investment in construction of less than 
£20bn.

The airport debt should be funded as Heathrow is 
funded through landing charges.

Although there are also those who question 
the attractiveness of this scheme to the private 
sector without government incentive or 
contribution:

It is difficult to see how such a level of investment 
could be funded from anywhere else but private sector. 
This would however require a considerable amount 
of Government backed guarantees to minimise risk 
before the private sector would be willing to finance.

Only the government can afford to fund schemes which 
are not commercially viable.

It is also highly unlikely private sector funding will 
be able to cover most or all the cost and significant 
contributions from government will be required.

Through both public and private sector investment.

May need some public sector pump priming or 
complementary measures.

It should be done with a combination of revenues. 
raised from all available sources.

Tax breaks should be afforded to the industry.
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What recommendation would you make to the
Government as it moves to consult on aviation policy?

Specifically, the immediate needs of the UK 
economy highlighted:

We are losing business to Europe.

The explanation from the “experts” shows how we are 
losing business to countries such as China.

However, the idea that the UK needs to define 
and favour a hub airport system was also 
questioned by a few respondents:

Consider expanding existing airports before embarking 
on building a new one.  And don’t listen to architects!

Hub is misused term - what do we mean by that? Don’t 
put all your eggs in one basket. 

The UK does not need a new hub airport; instead, the 
demand for flights should be managed by encouraging 
the use of lower carbon modes of transport and 
removing the substantial subsidies that the industry 
currently enjoys including tax-free fuel, and the 
absence of VAT on all aspects of aviation.

To focus on ways of maximising the use of existing 
aviation infrastructure to meet future demand.

Stick to previous policy and reject extra capacity idea; 
explore ways of making better use of what is there. 

To increase aviation capacity at existing airports in 
order to meet demand now. A Thames Estuary Airport 
would increase aviation capacity in 20 years time and 
at great economic and environmental cost.

It is too late for a new hub to be developed. It is 
sound planning, environmental and business sense 
to enhance existing facilities, including additional 
runways, before considering new locations. 

To help rebalance the UK economy, and provide a 
sustainable solution to our air travel challenges, we 
need an Aviation Strategy that recognises the critical 
role that regional airports can play in helping meet 
short, medium and long-term demand.

Many respondents are not happy that the 
expansion of London Heathrow Airport has 
been ruled out by the Government prior to 
independent review and recommend that it 
should be considered a potentially viable option:

Ditch dogma, listen to all opinions and don’t discount 
the most sensible solution – Runway Three.

Rather than waste time with this, evaluate options 
within existing Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted 
Airports. I strongly support the  LHR Northolt option. 

For UK Plc and inward investment, Government should 
back the expansion of Heathrow - as the UK and South 
East’s international hub airport.

Expand Heathrow. London doesn’t have time to waste 
on the diversion of an estuary airport. 

Proper consideration of benefits of redevelopment of 
other airport sites is required.  Look at TCPA proposals 
for Heathrow.

Develop an integrated transport policy and begin a 
consultation on that instead.

Using this opportunity to address the UK’s 
long-term aviation challenges was also very 
important:

To be brave and address the need for a new hub, given 
Heathrow’s long term unsuitability through its west 
London location. 

Look to what future generations will need and do not 
make a short term decision. We have the opportunity 
now to deliver a step change in capacity for no less 
political investment than any other solution.

Have all options on the table. Heathrow is already 
there and is the busiest airport - why would we rule out 
expansion at Heathrow but not elsewhere? Its location 
has never been a barrier to people using it in the past 
and - with the right capacity - will continue to grow in 
the future.

Q20
Strategies that look at enhancing services at 
Stansted, Gatwick, Heathrow and Birmingham 
were also suggested:

Build a third runway at Heathrow and allow expansion 
at Stansted and or Gatwick. 

Abandon all plans for an estuary airport, invest in high 
speed rail and link up Gatwick, Heathrow and Stansted. 

Review use of Gatwick, Birmingham and Heathrow as 
an integrated solution using improved rail links. 

To look at the potential afforded by Stansted 
expansion.  It can be connected to Heathrow and 
London as well as the East of England and also support 
the Mayor of London’s desire to develop East London. 

Although, one respondent believes the hub 
strategy is right but the location is wrong:

A new hub airport is needed urgently. The location 
of the Thames Estuary is not the location where this 
should be built.

Another suggests a new airport is needed but as 
a secondary business-focused hub:

It needs to be in a central location with high speed 
trains and onward transportation links.  A second hub 
airport in an accessible location with a Government 
directive to push business investment outside the SE 
makes a stronger and more diverse economy.

There are also those who strongly urge the 
Government to quickly reject the idea of new 
airport in the Thames Estuary:

Government should reject proposals for a new Thames 
Estuary airport and focus instead on making best use 
of existing airport capacity.

There must be a moratorium on any airport expansion 
with no new airport built.

Drop the idea of TEA and consider regional investment. 

Reconsider the plans; they are not economically viable 
and would damage the Thames Estuary beyond repair.

It will be important for the consultation and the 
responses to it to resolve the principle of a Thames 
Estuary airport as soon as possible so that there is no 
unnecessary waste of resources on this topic by the 
Government, local authorities and other stakeholders 
including local communities.

Many also felt that concerns about the 
environment and climate change are not being 
given due consideration:

It is telling that Fosters and pro-expansion campaigners 
have no answer to the question of climate change. 
They are in denial about the economic implications. 

Decide on climate strategy first. We need to know how 
aviation will contribute to the UK’s 80% target and 
how the sector is likely to be impacted by rising carbon 
prices out to 2050. 

Consider climate change and the speed with which 
the UK is beginning to suffer adverse impacts. These 
will rise exponentially over the next 25 years, forcing 
a reduction in aviation. So it would be incredibly short 
sighted to waste public money on this scheme. 

There are also calls for a thorough review of 
end users and potential funders before any new 
investment is made:

We need to have a proper conversation about need 
and capacity that takes into account the full range of 
options and the requirements of UK plc. 

More focus on the users of airports (passengers and 
airlines) and less on other government policies. 

Beware of placing too much weight on a consultation 
that will be oversubscribed by business and aviation 
interests and remember that once expansion looks 
like a serious proposal the wider community, many of 
whom don’t want expansion, will come in for the same 
political fight as before. 

Invite a coalition of private interests to set out how it 
would finance the airport and commission independent 
analysis of the likely economic impact on the UK.

Spend time and effort to consult with the Airlines and 
UK Airports and associations like BARUK and BATA.
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Recommendations

Recommendations
Drawing on the suggestions of our respondents and our own areas of professional expertise, we have set out 
six recommendations that would help ensure a thorough and inclusive debate is conducted about the idea of a 
Thames Estuary Airport as Government progresses with its consultation on a central aviation strategy for the UK.

Summarised below and detailed on the following three pages, these recommendations are designed to 
offer advice as to how officials in Whitehall and Parliamentarians can improve the methods used to engage 
stakeholders in the decision making process.

Be upfront about funding and compensation

Get to the decision sooner

Align policies across Whitehall

Do not ignore Heathrow

Find your customer in advance

Publish the decision making criteria



Get to the decision sooner
Since posting the original TEA survey questions the government has announced a Commission headed by the 
renowned former Director General of the CBI, Howard Davies. This enquiry will report initially by December 2013 
and substantively by the summer of 2015 at a date beyond the next General Election.

However, the timescale for delivering the final report is thought by many to be too drawn out.  Given the volume 
of analysis that has already been conducted over the past decade, many feel that the report could be delivered 
much sooner, so that the Government’s response can be published well in advance of the next general election.

Time is of the essence and, as is reflected in this report, the willingness of stakeholders to support the swift 
and comprehensive delivery of the Davies Commission’s conclusions is evident.  Many believe that much of the 
baseline evidence that will set the foundation for the Commission’s work already exists and that failure to deliver 
a final report is tantamount to political gerrymandering.

If the Government decides that it is not in the best interests of the UK to have the Davies Commission’s final 
report and its response published before  Summer 2015 then a justification of the agreed delivery timeline should 
be issued alongside the Commission’s terms of reference. 
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Do not ignore Heathrow
As the UK’s, Europe’s and arguably the World’s leading airport, Government policy and plans cannot ignore 
Heathrow, or the needs of the multi-national corporations along the M4 corridor.

Experience from around the world shows that trying to relocate aircraft operators to alternative city airports 
with the complexities of privately owned airlines, national flag carriers, private airport companies and a raft of 
international aviation legislation can be challenging to achieve. 

Regardless of what decisions are made about a Thames Estuary Airport, a phased plan for the long term future 
of Heathrow must be developed which meets the needs of business and the aviation sector in London and 
the South East.  One which will reduce the adverse effects including noise and air quality to the benefit of the 
community and local people.  In particular, the needs of the multi-national corporations along the M4 corridor, 
who are located there because of, amongst other reasons, the ease of access to international markets cannot 
quietly be forgotten about. 

Government policy and plans must address everyone affected by changes to the aviation sector and not just the 
needs of Essex, Kent, Surrey and Sussex, while ignoring West London.  Heathrow can and should be part of the 
discussion and ultimate solution.  It is a national asset and should not be detached from the rest of the sector 
and left to just drift along.

Be ready to align other policy areas
Most respondents felt that a Thames Estuary Airport would not be compatible with other government policies 
and agendas and if it is approved then they would like to see some clarity as to how other policy areas will be 
reconfigured and aligned to this new direction.

Regardless of the outcome, the Government must use its decision on airport strategy to create a point of focus 
that helps align economic, environmental, transport and regeneration policies.  So while the Davies Commission 
is gathering evidence from external stakeholder groups, Government should be introducing a communication 
framework that connects all of the relevant officials and politicians so that it is ready to make decisions about 
consequential changes to other policy areas.

The frustration and confusion caused by conflicting policy agendas is making it almost impossible to have a 
mature and sensible debate.  It prevents organisations with differing views and areas of expertise from engaging 
in direct discussion or constructive collaboration and forces all active stakeholders to direct their views through 
central government consultation processes.

Not only does this make the consultation process more arduous, time consuming and less easy to understand, 
it also hinders influential private sector companies wishing to grow their business in the UK from aligning their 
business growth and investment strategies.



Find your customers in advance
Airport development cannot and must not be structured as a ‘build it and they will come’ development solution.  
As such, outside of the policy and planning framework, developers should be opening a formal dialogue with 
potential end users i.e. airlines and passengers and with international investors. Essentially, find your customer 
and financial backers before you make your development decision. Do not tout the solution to a reluctant airline 
because they might take their ‘mobile assets’ elsewhere in Europe. 

Respondents have highlighted the significant risk we run of creating a ‘White Elephant’ and several expect a new 
airport to cost £40-60Bn. And the combination of often wildly optimistic travel demand forecasts,  grand plans 
and politicians with pet projects coupled with an expensive price tag can be a dangerous cocktail.

Several governments around the world have grappled with the desire to meet aviation growth and thus gain 
from the economic benefits which are assumed to flow from airport development. Whilst some proposals have 
succeeded (Hong Kong and Munich), others have failed (Montreal and more recently Murcia, Spain).

In times of such economic uncertainty, the UK cannot afford to take risks when directing large volumes of 
public, private and community investments, as would be required if a new Thames Estuary or hub airport were 
approved.  With any kind of new business venture, directors from any sector are encouraged to identify a 
demonstrable market and potential customers first and then structure their products, services or offer around 
those needs; airport development should be no different.
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Be upfront about funding and compensation
The delivery of a completely new airport in the UK cannot be funded in packaged phases in the way that other 
major infrastructure, like High Speed Rail, can.  Unlike railways and roads, London’s airports are privately owned 
and development to date has generally taken place without government funding.  As such, respondents expect 
any aviation expansion to be funded by the private sector and the aviation industry.  Within the last few years 
London’s larger airports have become separately owned from each other and this will shortly be completed once 
Stansted is bought by a new owner.  A new competitive dynamic between airports is being established and each 
company will have their own aspirations for the future, hence a Government policy which favours growth at one 
airport but not another will be problematic and open to lengthy legal enquiries.

Pension and Sovereign wealth funds (often referred to when considering infrastructure funding needs) are 
happy to invest in profitable and low risk ventures, neither of which criteria are met with a Thames Estuary 
airport.  This might leave the Government as the main source of funding for the whole project so it will need to 
fully appreciate and adhere to the forthcoming competitive nature of London airports in deriving a new Airports 
Policy.  

Advice on how funding packages are devised should be included as part of the Davies Commission’s report.  
This should incorporate advice on what compensation packages should be offered for residents and businesses 
affected and how much money should be set aside if Government decides to proceed with a Thames Estuary 
Airport, specifically for those in and around Heathrow and the M4 corridor.

Publish a decision making criteria
When it comes to making a decision about whether or not to proceed with a Thames Estuary Airport, the 
Government will have to consider the implications for a broad range of policy areas.  Weighing up the advantages 
and disadvantage will be a huge challenge, as will publically justifying the decision taken after it is announced.

As a way of making the whole assessment and review process run more smoothly and transparently, 
Government should work with the Davies Commission to set out a decision making criteria.  This will identify 
the broad categories that will be reviewed and, where possible, provide an indication of weighting to show how 
findings will be prioritised and graded.

While the publication of such a criteria would spurn discussion and debate in advance of the announcement, they 
will also provide reassurance to all of those submitting evidence that their contributions are valued.  In addition, 
the criteria will give organisations, who are allocating significant resources to collaborating with the Commission, 
with a better understanding of how their submissions are being directed and processed.

The Commission itself will also be able to use the criteria to streamline the way information flows into and 
through the organisation, which could save time and increase the volume of evidence it is able to process in the 
time it has allocated to produce its final report and recommendations.
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NB: The Department for Transport expressed a keen interested in the survey. However, after consideration, senior officials felt it 
would be inappropriate to express their views in a public survey as it would contravene the civil service code. 
Senior officials in some other government departments and agencies declined for similar reasons.
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Glossary of acronyms, terms and titles

55 Lden Contours Are used to measure noise levels over a 24 hour period taking in to account the time 
of day. 55 Lden is an area which has a noise level from aircraft of over 55 decibels

AEF Aviation Environmental Federation  
ATWP Air Transport White Paper (2003)
BARUK Board of Airline Representatives UK

BATA British Air Transport Association
Bird strike Is the collision of bird in to the engines on airborne planes
BRIC Countries Brazil, Russia, India and China Countries 
Canute Refers to strategies adopted by King Canute who reigned in England from 1016-35
Capacity The amount of planes that can safely fly in and out of airspace within a given time 
CDG Paris-Charles de Gaulle Airport (France)
Cliffe Is a proposed site for a new hub airport in the Thames Estuary located in Kent. 

Originally proposed in 2002 and discounted in ATWP 2003, now proposed again by 
John Olsen

CO2 Carbon Dioxide
CPRE Campaign to Protect Rural England
Crossrail Is a railway line which is currently under construction from Reading through London 

out into Kent, Abbey wood and Essex, Shenfield. Phase one is due to be completed 
in 2018

cSAC candidates of Special Areas of Conservation
Dartford Crossing Is a road tolled crossing by bridge and tunnel between Essex and Kent via the River 

Thames
Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (UK Government) 
DfT Department for Transport (UK Government) 
ESB English Biodiversity Strategy
ESELTP The East and South East London Transport Partnership
EU European Union
EU Biodiversity Strategy Currently known as the EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy, has the vision that by 2050 all 

biodiversity in the EU is protected and appropriately restored and that biodiversity 
loss is halted  

EU Bird Strategy Is the Birds Directive (Directive 79/409/EEC. This directive is European legislation 
approved by European Commission. In the UK the directive is implemented by the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981

EU Habitat and Species 
Directive

Is another version of the name for the Habitat Directive 92/43/EED

EU Habitat Directive Is the Habitat Directive 92/43/EED - on the Conservation of natural habitats and of 
wild fauna and flora. In UK law this is applied through the Conservation (Natural 
Habitat, &c.) Regulations 1994, which has been amended several times

EU Habitat legislation Is the Birds Directive and Habitats Directive used collectively
Flight Paths Are designated arrival and departure routes to and from airports
Foster Scheme Is the proposed hub airport in the Thames Estuary by Architect Lord Norman Foster  
FRA Frankfurt Airport
GAT Gatwick Airport 
GDP Gross Domestic Product
GLA Greater London Authority
Greenfield Sites Are undeveloped land which are used for agriculture, have amenity properties or left 

to evolve naturally
GSE Greater South East Region

Glossary of acronyms, 
terms and titles



HGV Heavy Goods Vehicle
High Speed Rail Is the use of railways with average speeds of over 100 Kilometres per hour on 

specially designed lines. In the UK this is represented by High Speed One running 
from Dover, Kent to St. Pancras, London running through Essex

HS2 High Speed 2 (Specifically London to Birmingham proposed high speed rail line, with 
further proposals to northern cities at a later date)

IROPI Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest 
Isle of Grain Is a location in Medway, Kent which has been subject to debate of a hub airport
LCY London City Airport
LGW London Gatwick 
LHR London Heathrow
LNG Plant Liquefied Natural Gas Plant 
LNG Terminals Liquefied Natural Gas Terminals 
LON Is an aviation code for all London Airports, including Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, 

London City and Luton Airport 
Lower Thames Crossing A proposed crossing over the River Thames between Kent and Essex, There are 

three proposed routes 
LPA Local Planning Authorities 
M4 Corridor Is the surrounding area of the M4 Motorway from London to South Wales, which is a 

major technology hub in the UK, is also known as ‘Silicon Valley’ 
Maplin/ Maplin Sands Was an option to increase airport capacity the South East in the Thames Estuary near 

Foulness. This plan was abandoned in 1974 and Stansted was expanded
MCZ Marine Conservation Zones
Mirabel Mirabel International Airport (Montréal-Mirable International Airport) (Canada) 
MNL Manila International Airport (Ninoy Aquino International Airport) (Philippines)
MoD Ministry of Defence (UK Government) 
Montgomery The SS Richard Montgomery was sunk in the Thames Estuary near Nore in 1944, the 

ship is a danger due to the approximated 1,400 tons of the explosives which sunk 
along with the ship

mtCO2 metric ton of Carbon Dioxide
Nagoya Is the location of the Convention on Biological Diversity Conference of the Parties 

2010 (COP10)
Nagoya Protocol Please see Nagoya

NATS National Air Traffic Services 
Natura 2000 Is a EU ecological network of protected areas throughout the European Union 

Countries using the Birds and Habitat Directives 
NEA National Ecosystem Assessment 
NIA Nature Improvement Areas 
NIP National Infrastructure Plan
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework

Oxford Economic Forecasting Is an independent provider of global economic analysis including industry and 
business sector analysis.

Ramsar The Convention on Wetland of International Importance (also known as the Ramsar 
Convention after the Iranian town where it was signed in 1971) 

rMCZ recommended Marine Conservation Zone
ROI Return on Investment 
RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
SAC Special Areas of Conservation
SD Sustainable Development 
SDS Sustainable Development Strategy
SE South East Region
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SE LEP South East Local Enterprise Partnership
SESAR Single European Sky ATM Research (ATM – Air Traffic Management)  
Sheppey Is a proposed site for a hub airport in Kent
SPA Special Protection Areas 
SS Montgomery Please see Montgomery
SSSI Sites of Special Scientific Interest
STD London Stansted
TCPA Town and Country Planning Association
TE2100 Is a project aimed at developing a long term flood risk management plan for the 

Thames Estuary and London
TEA Thames Estuary Airport Survey by Gateway Associates (UK) Ltd
Thames Barrier The Barrier is located between the Borough of Newham on the northern bank 

and the Royal Borough of Greenwich on the Southern bank. The Barrier is used to 
regulate the flow of to prevent flooding in London

Thames Gateway Is a regeneration programme for the area to the east of London extending along 
the South Essex coast to Southend and along the North Kent Coast to the Isle of 
Sheppey

Thames Reach Is a hub airport proposal on the Hoo Peninsular in Kent including a Lower Thames 
Tunnel

Thames Valley Covers the counties of Buckinghamshire, Berkshire, Hampshire, Surrey and West 
London, which the follow the course of the River Thames, there is a strong economy 
in this region

TMA Terminal Control Centre (air traffic control)
TUC Trade Union Congress
UK Plc Is considered as a collective term for all commercial interests of the United Kingdom
Wallasea Island Project Is conservation and engineering project in Essex, the project objective is to recreate 

ancient wetland, mudflats, saltmarsh, lagoons and pastures to combat climate 
changes and the loss of coastal areas due to flooding

WWF World Wildlife Fund 



Further reading references
During the process of compiling this survey, many policy documents and investigative reports were mentioned, 
discussed in detail or submitted to us for information.

While this is not a comprehensive list of all of the publications that have been written on this subject, we have 
listed all of the references we received below alongside any author or website links we could find publicly.

1. All Party Parliamentary Group for Aviation (2012) Inquiry into Aviation Policy and Air Passenger Duty. 
London: House of Commons. 
(Available at: http://www.bar-uk.org/docs/topics_docs/APPG_Aviation_Report_Aug_2012.pdf)

2. Aviation Environment Federation (2012) UK Air Passenger Demand Forecasts Briefing. London: 
Aviation Environment Federation.
 (Available at: http://www.aef.org.uk/uploads/AEF_Passenger_Forecasts_analysis_1.pdf)

3. Aviation Environment Federation (AEF) (2011) Available UK airport capacity under a 2050 CO2 target 
for the aviation sector. Surrey: World Wildlife Fund. 
(Available at: http://www.aef.org.uk/uploads/WWF_AEF_airport_capacity_report_FINAL_July_2011_1.pdf)

4. Committee on Climate Change (2012) ‘Meeting Carbon Budgets – 2012 Progress Report to Parliament’. 
London: Committee on Climate Change. 
(Available at: http://hmccc.s3.amazonaws.com/2012%20Progress/CCC_Progress%20Rep%202012_
bookmarked_singles_1.pdf)

5. Council Directive (1979) 1979/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds. Luxembourg: 
Office for Official Publication of the European Communities. (Available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
LexUriServ/site/en/consleg/1979/L/01979L0409-20070101-en.pdf)

6. Council Directive (EC) 1992/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild 
fauna and flora. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities. 
(Available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1992L0043:20070101:EN:P
DF)

7. Department for Communities and Local Government (2012) ‘National Planning Policy Framework’. 
London: Department for Communities and Local Government. 
(Available at: http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/2116950.pdf)

8. Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee (2011) The Natural Choice: securing 
the value of nature. London: Stationery Office Limited. 
(Available at: http://www.official-documents.gov.uk/document/cm80/8082/8082.pdf)

9. Department for Transport (2003) The Future of Air Transport. London: Stationery Office Limited.
(Available at: http://collections.europarchive.org/tna/20050301192906/dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_
aviation/documents/divisionhomepage/029650.hcsp)

10. Department for Transport (2011) UK Aviation Forecasts. London: Department for Transport. 
(Available at: http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2011/uk-aviation-forecasts.pdf)

11. Department for Transport (2012) Draft Aviation Policy Framework. London: Department for Transport. 
(Available at: http://assets.dft.gov.uk/consultations/dft-2012-35/draft-aviation-policy-framework.pdf)

12. Department for Transport (2012) National Travel Survey (NTS). 
(Available at: http://www.dft.gov.uk/statistics/series/national-travel-survey/ )
(accessed on: 20th October 2012).

13. Foster, Volterra and Halcrow (2011) ‘Thames Hub: an integrated vision for Britain. London: Halcrow. 
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14. Frontier Economics Ltd (2011) Connecting for growth: the role of Britain’s hub airport in economic 
recovery: A report prepared for Heathrow. London: Frontier Economics Ltd 
(Available at: http://www.frontier-economics.com/_library/publications/Connecting%20for%20growth.pdf)

15. Great Britain. London: Climate Change Act 2008: Elizabeth II. Chapter 27. The Stationary Office Limited. 
(Available at: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/contents)

16. Helsey and Co dd (2012) ‘Aviation: proposals for an airport in the Thames estuary, 1945-2012. (Standard 
Note: SN/BT/4920). London: House of Commons Library (Available at: http://www.parliament.uk/
briefing-papers/SN04920)

Further Reading 
References

62



17. HM Treasury and Infrastructure UK (2011) National Infrastructure Plan 2011. London: Stationary Office 
Limited. 
(Available at: http://cdn.hm-treasury.gov.uk/national_infrastructure_plan291111.pdf)

18. Kent County Council (KCC) (2012) ‘Bold Steps for Aviation: Discussion Document’. Maidstone: Kent 
County Council. 
(Available at: https://shareweb.kent.gov.uk/Documents/News/Bold%20Steps%20for%20Aviation%20May%20
2012.pdf)

19. London’s Connectivity Commission (2012) ‘London, Britain and the world: Transport links for economic 
growth’. London: London First. 
(Available at: http://www.londonfirst.co.uk/documents/London_First_Connectivity_Commission_report.
pdf)

20. Louise Butcher (2012) ‘Aviation: Mayor of London’s proposals for a Thames estuary airport, 2008- 
(Standard Note: SN6144)’. London: House of Commons Library. (Available at:  http://www.parliament.
uk/briefing-papers/SN06144)

21. Moylan (2011) ‘A new airport for London: Part 1 – The case for New Capacity’. London: London Greater 
Authority. 
(Available at: http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/AnewairportforLondon_part1.pdf)

22. Moylan (2011) ‘A new airport for London: Part 2 – The economic benefits of a new hub airport’. 
London: London Greater Authority. 
(Available at: http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Anewairportforlondon_part2.pdf)

23. Oxford Economic Forecasting (1999) ‘The Contribution of the Aviation Industry to the UK Economy’. 
Oxford: Oxford Economic Forecasting. 
(Available at: http://www.oxfordeconomics.com/Free/pdfs/aviation.PDF)

24. Stewart, Baines and Leston (2011) International Air Connectivity for Business: How well connected are 
UK airports to the world’s main business destinations. London: AirportWatch 
(Available at: http://www.aef.org.uk/downloads/Business_Connectivity_Report_August2011.pdf)

25. World Wildlife Fund (WWF) (2008) Travelling light: Why the UK’s biggest companies are seeking 
alternatives to flying. Surrey: World Wildlife Fund. 
(Available at: http://www.wwf.org.uk/what_we_do/campaigning/one_planet_mobility/new_report__
travelling_light/)

64



For further information about this report or to order copies please 
email TEASurvey@GatewayAssociates.co.uk or call 01634 317 123

Price for full colour print and bound report, including postage: £35

You can visit www.GatewayAssociates.co.uk for more information 
about how to get involved in future surveys, reports and events, or 
follow us on Twitter @GatewayAssocs to keep up to date.
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community initiative that helps people and business activate their 
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