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Summary The DfT have published a consultation on Adding Capacity at Heathrow 

Airport. This consultation seeks views on proposals to construct a third 
runway and associated terminal facilities at Heathrow Airport and also 
reviews current operating arrangement, including runway alternation, the 
Cranford agreement and westerly preference. 

Recommendations Members are recommended to: 
 

• Consider the London Councils draft response to the DfT 
consultation on Adding Capacity at Heathrow (attached as 
Appendix 1)  

 
• Discuss any further comments that should be included in the final 

London Councils response to the consultation on Adding Capacity 
at Heathrow 

 
• Consider if they wish to include the 20 questions proposed by the 

2M Group of local authorities within the London Councils 
consultation response.  

 
 

Background 
 
1. On 22 November 2007 the Government published a consultation on ‘Adding 

Capacity at Heathrow’, which sets out proposals for the development of 
Heathrow Airport over the next two decades.  The closing date for the 
consultation period is 27 February 2008.  
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2. The current Government position on the future development of airports in the 

South East is contained within the Future of Air Transport White Paper, published 
in December 2003, which sets out the strategic framework for the development of 
airport capacity in the UK until 2030.  

 
3. The White Paper sets out the Government’s support for the construction of a third 

runway and additional terminal capacity at Heathrow to be delivered as soon as 
possible (within the 2015-2020 period). The White Paper states that the provision 
of additional runway capacity at Heathrow should take place after the 
construction of a second runway at Stansted.  

 
4. However, the White Paper does note that there are serious environmental 

disadvantages of further expansion at Heathrow and states that the provision of 
additional runway capacity at Heathrow is dependent on the achievement of the 
following environmental objectives: 

 
• No net increase in the total area of 57dBA noise contour when compared with 

summer 2002, a contour area of 127sqm. 
 
• Compliance with the EU mandatory air quality limits, particularly the limits for 

NO2 which will apply from 2010. 
 
5. The White Paper also states that the first priority for the airport operator is to 

make the most efficient use of existing runway capacity at Heathrow and 
requests that proposals for greater utilisation of the two existing runways are 
developed. 

 
6. The Government established the Project for Sustainable Development at 

Heathrow (PSDH) in 2004 to examine how to make best use of Heathrow's 
existing two runways, and how a third runway could be added after a new runway 
at Stansted, whilst complying with the conditions on air quality, noise and 
improved public transport access set out in the White Paper.  

 
7. The Government re-stated its commitment to the further expansion of Heathrow 

Airport in the Future of Air Transport Progress Report, published in 2006, subject 
to confirmation that the environmental objectives could be met.  

 
8. Following on from the completion of this work, the Government has published the 

consultation ‘Adding Capacity at Heathrow’ which sets out development 
proposals for Heathrow Airport.  

 
 
DfT Consultation on ‘Adding Capacity at Heathrow’  
 
9. The consultation document ‘Adding Capacity at Heathrow’ contains the following 

proposals: 
 
• A revised proposal for a third runway of 2200m operational length  



Adding Capacity at Heathrow Airport  TEC Executive Sub Committee – 7 February 2008 
 

Agenda Item 11, Page 3 

 
• Associated passenger terminal facilities to support the third runway which will be 

located to the north of the A4. 
 
• A proposal to introduce ‘mixed mode’ on Heathrow’s existing two runways, either 

with or without additional air traffic movements as an interim measure ahead of a 
third runway 

 
• A review of the following operational procedures on the existing runway: ‘westerly 

preference’ and the ‘Cranford agreement’. 
 
• An assessment of the effects of night time rotation between westerly and easterly 

preference and of the current trial of runway alternation in the 0600 to 0700 
period. 

 
• The Government have made it clear in the consultation document that they 

believe there is a strong case for adding additional capacity at Heathrow Airport, 
and the economic benefits of a third runway are estimated in the consultation 
document at between £4.4bn and 5.2bn. 

 
Proposals for a Third Runway and Associated Terminal Facilities 

 
10. The consultation document proposes the construction of a third runway of 2200m 

operational length and 2500m in actual length. This is an increase in the length 
proposed in the Future of Air Transport in the South East consultation document, 
which proposed a runway of 2000m in operational length. The two existing 
runways at Heathrow are approximately 4000m in length. The consultation 
document states that the decision to propose a runway of 2200m rather than the 
2000m originally proposed is because technical work by BAA has concluded that 
a 2000m runway could only be used by narrow-bodied, short haul aircraft, while a 
2200m runway would better provide for the likely range of Heathrow’s future 
aircraft fleet and meet the aspirations of airline alliances. The construction of a 
third runway is expected to result in the loss of 260 residential properties.  

 
11. In addition, it should also be noted that, as part of the judicial review brought by 

the London boroughs of Wandsworth and Hillingdon along with airport campaign 
groups, challenging several aspects of the White Paper, the judge ruled that the 
third runway at Heathrow could not be interpreted as a full length runway.  

 
12. Provision of a third runway will increase capacity at Heathrow from the current 

480,000 movements limit to up to around 702,000 movements, and the 
consultation document notes that the revised runway proposal will deliver more 
capacity than the 655,000 mppa envisaged in the White Paper. 

 
13. In addition to the construction of a third runway, a new terminal building capable 

of handling approximately 35mppa has been proposed by BAA. The construction 
of a sixth terminal in addition to a third runway together would involve the loss of 
a total of approximately 700 residential properties. The consultation document 
state that the Government acknowledges the case made by BAA in 2003 for a 
three runway airport supported by additional passenger terminal facilities.  
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14. The consultation document considers the extent to which development of a third 
runway and additional terminal facilities could take place within the environmental 
limits set out in the Future of Air Transport White Paper: 

 
15. Noise - the consultation document states that levels of aircraft noise have been 

steadily reducing over time as the environmental performance of aircraft has 
improved and fleets have been replaced, and it is expected that this downward 
trend will continue. Modelling work used to inform the consultation has suggested 
that, if a third runway was constructed, the 57dBA contour would likely to be 
between 134-147sqm in 2020, but that due to fleet replacement, the 127sqm is 
likely to be met in 2030. In order to address this, the consultation suggests that 
movements may need to be limited to 605,000, but this is dependent on the mix 
of aircraft fleet being used.  

 
16. Air Quality - the consultation document states that the NO2 levels at Heathrow 

are exceeding European limits on an annual basis.  The most significant 
contributors to poor air quality in the Heathrow area are road vehicles and 
aircraft, but it is also noted that air quality has been progressively improving, 
largely as a result of substantial improvements in road vehicle emissions. 
Emissions of PM10 and NOx are due to improve further in 2010 when further 
controls are introduced from specific vehicle types. In addition, the consultation 
document states that modelling work carried out to support the consultation 
identifies improvements in the environmental performance of aircraft through fleet 
replacement and a higher proportion of twin engined aircraft. The modelling work 
to support the consultation states that there is no evidence that PM10 levels are 
unlikely to exceed EU limits in the future and NOx levels are falling and are not 
expected to exceed EU limits, even with an increase in annual movements up to 
702,000.  

 
17. In addition, it should also be noted that the consultation states that the 

introduction of road traffic demand measures, such as road user charging, which 
were suggested in the White Paper as a means by which an expanded Heathrow 
could meet air quality limits has is not necessary to achieve air quality limits. 
However, road user charging is considered, along with a range of other traffic 
demand measures, under the section on surface transport improvements as a 
means by which local traffic congestion can be reduced.  
 

18. The Government has therefore concluded that an additional runway could be 
added at Heathrow whilst complying with the environmental tests set out in the 
White Paper.  

 
19. In addition, the White Paper stated that support for a third runway was conditional 

on public transport to the airport being improved. However, limited information is 
provided within the consultation document regarding surface transport proposals 
to support an expanded Heathrow. The consultation document states that if the 
Government confirms support for a third runway, it would be up to the airport 
operator, as part of a comprehensive transport assessment to develop a surface 
access strategy.  However, the consultation document does list potential 
improvements that may be needed: 
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• Road improvements – the construction of a third runway would necessitate both 
the realignment of the M4 spur road and the re-routing of the A4  

• Rail and Underground improvements – the consultation document states that an 
expanded Heathrow would benefit from the following rail service improvements: 8 
train per hour (tph) service between the airport and Paddington - 4 Heathrow 
Express and a 4tph Crossrail service, 6tph Air Track service and a base 12tph 
Underground service, with potential for enhancement to at least 15tph.In addition, 
it is also anticipated that the airport would benefit from train lengthening 
programmes. 

• Improvements to coach and local bus services. 
• However, it should be noted that the consultation does not state that approval 

and funding for the AirTrack project has yet been obtained, although BAA has 
commenced a Transport and Works Act programme to secure powers for the 
construction of the required infrastructure to operate this service.  

 
20. The consultation states that modelling has indicated that, even with existing 

public transport services, mode share would increase from 36% (2004 figure) to 
41.7% (with a third runway in 2030). However, the introduction of further 
transport improvements is likely to increase this share. The consultation 
document notes that the level of public transport provision proposed would be 
sufficient to support a third runway. No specific measures to support the 
introduction of mixed mode operation have been identified.  

 
21. Members may also wish to note that, although not mentioned within the 

consultation document, the BAA Surface Access Strategy, which was published 
with the consultation along with a number of other technical documents states 
that BAA has submitted a response to the Draft Local Transport Bill seeking the 
power in principle to introduce road charging schemes at Heathrow airport to 
address congestion problems or encourage modal shift, or to address air quality 
problems or to provide a source of funding for airport-related transport. The 
Strategy does state that there is no committed timetable for the introduction of 
such a scheme at Heathrow.  

 
Proposals for the Introduction of Mixed Mode Operation and Changes to 
Operational Procedures 
 
22. The Future of Air Transport White Paper proposed the introduction of mixed 

mode arrangements as a way of increasing capacity at Heathrow instead of, or 
before, the opening of a third runway. The earliest possible date of 
implementation of full mixed mode is 2015. 

 
23. Mixed mode would replace the existing runway alternation arrangements and 

allow the two existing runways to be used for both departures and arrivals. The 
consultation document states that the introduction of full mixed mode would allow 
for up to 60,000 additional movements a year, an increase of 12%, equivalent to 
an average of eight extra aircraft every hour. Planning permission would be 
needed to relax the current movements limit of 480,000; however, it would also 
be possible to introduce mixed mode operations within the existing 480,000 
movements limit. In addition, it would also be possible to introduce mixed mode 
operations for part of the day, with consequent reductions in the amount of new 
capacity. 
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24. The consultation document states that it is believed that mixed mode could be 

introduced whilst meeting the environmental considerations. However, one 
important factor to consider is that mixed mode operations would not allow 
continuous descent approach procedures in all cases, which could result in an 
increase in noise compared to the continuation of segregated operations. The 
consultation document states that full mixed mode (around 540,000 annual 
movements) could be delivered from 2015 without breaching the noise contour 
limit. Full mixed mode would result in a 57dBA noise contour area of 125.5, 
compared to 119.8 if segregated mode continued. Mixed mode would also permit 
some increase in movements during the ‘shoulder’ periods (2300-2330 and 0600-
0700).  

 
25. In addition, the modelling used to inform the consultation suggests that, at current 

predictions, the introduction of mixed mode would allow NO2 limits to be met in 
the immediate vicinity of the airport. However, the consultation document does 
state that there are likely to be areas where levels are exceeded, mainly around 
the M4 and suggests that measures such as lower speed limits and traffic 
management measures could be put in place to address this. 

 
26. The consultation document also seeks to review the following operational 

arrangements: 
 
• The Cranford agreement – this was a ministerial undertaking given in 1952 to 

avoid easterly departures off the northern runway over Cranford wherever 
possible, reflecting the fact that aircraft noise is greater on take off than on 
landing. However, this agreement was never expressed as a planning or 
statutory condition or in clear legally binding form. The Government have stated 
that they believe is a case for ending this arrangement, mainly because 
technological developments means that take off noise has been reduced and 
because it is felt that this will redistribute the noise more fairly around the airport. 
However, the consultation document does acknowledge that, while ending the 
Cranford agreement would remove some people from the 57dBA Leq contour (a 
4% reduction), this would be at the expense of an increase in the number of 
people exposed to noise at or above the 60dBA level (a 15% increase). Should 
the decision be taken to introduce mixed mode, the Cranford agreement would 
be suspended during any period of mixed mode operations.  

 
• Westerly preference – this was also introduced to reduce the number of people 

affected by noise from departing aircraft and encourages departures over the 
relatively lightly populated areas to the west of the airport. The Government 
acknowledges that there are winners and losers in terms of this operational 
arrangement, but has stated that they believe there is no case to change westerly 
preference in any future scenario at Heathrow.  

 
• Night time and early morning runway alternation - since 2000 the use of 

Heathrow’s runways at night has alternated between westerly and easterly 
preference on a weekly basis (weather conditions permitting) to spread noise 
more fairly around the airport, replacing the previous arrangement of westerly 
preference. The consultation states that the Government believes this 
arrangement has been beneficial and should be maintained. 
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• Runway alternation in the 0600-0700 period - this arrangement was introduced in 

2003 as a trial to spread noise more fairly around the airport. The consultation 
states that the Government believes this arrangement has been beneficial and 
should be maintained, so far as it is not precluded by decisions to introduce 
mixed mode operations.  

 
London Councils Response 
27. TEP Circular 07/58 was sent out to boroughs on 27 November 2007 requesting 

comments to inform the London Councils response to the consultation.  
 
28. In addition, London Councils has an existing position regarding further 

development at Heathrow Airport which was agreed by TEC in 2003 in response 
to the consultation on the Future of Air Transport in the South East. This position 
was reviewed and updated by TEC Executive in September 2007. The London 
Councils position is summarised below: 

 
29. Reject the use of a ‘predict and provide’ policy to meet future demand - 

London Councils does not support the use of a ‘predict and provide’ policy to 
meet future demand for air transport. In no other form of transport is it accepted 
that we should pay for and provide for all forecast growth and it is not clear why 
air transport should be treated differently. London Councils would like to see the 
adoption of a ‘time phased’ approach to development through a “plan, monitor 
and manage” approach, which, supported by continuous monitoring of the 
industry, would reveal what further provision was needed. 

 
30. Reject any further expansion of Heathrow – there should be no further 

expansion at Heathrow airport because of the negative environmental impact, 
particularly in terms of noise and air pollution. In addition, London Councils 
requests that the Government considers enhanced mitigation of existing noise 
and pollution levels at Heathrow and also the land based transport infrastructure 
improvements that could address the current problem of traffic congestion in the 
area. 

 
31. Reject the development of one main hub airport serving the South East - 

airport development should be evenly spread across several medium sized 
regional hub airports, rather than one or two large hubs, on the basis that more 
even development will disperse demand on already congested surface transport 
routes, enhance the role of catchment areas and promote competition. Creating 
three moderate sized hubs serving London will spread regeneration benefits, 
reduce travel requirements and enable phased development that can better 
respond to demand. In addition, the development of a strategically located 
second or third hub airport would possibly allow the South East to maintain, or at 
least hold its own, in terms of being a major centre for air traffic in Northern 
Europe.  

 
32. Support for one new runway at Stansted, expansion of Luton and, if 

necessary, a second runway at Gatwick - London Councils supports the 
proposals contained in the Future Development of Air Transport consultation to 
construct a second runway at Stansted and to expand Luton airport through the 
construction of a replacement runway. The response states that location of 
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further runway capacity at Stansted would bring significantly greater economic 
and regeneration advantages than further development at Heathrow and will 
particularly benefit East London and the Thames Gateway. Should monitoring 
reveal that further provision is needed, London Councils supports the 
construction of a second runway at Gatwick. 

 
33. However, London Councils support for airport expansion in the South East is 

subject to the following principles:  
 
• That appropriate levels of surface access are provided over and above existing 

and future demand and planned capacity increases. Local authorities should not 
be required to meet the costs of road and rail developments that arise as a 
consequence of airport development. 

 
• That, in accordance with the stated aims of the Government, the true costs of 

flying be met by the industry/customer, an appropriate environmental tax in 
introduced and other benefits, such as the lack of tax on aviation fuel are 
removed. 

 
34. Reject further expansion of smaller London airports, with the exception of 

London City - London Councils rejects proposals to expand or make further use 
of smaller London airports (Biggin Hill and Northolt), but does support further 
expansion of London City Airport.  

 
35. Greater consideration to be given to role of land based alternatives - 

London Councils believes that the role of land based alternatives to air transport, 
such as high speed rail, have not been adequately considered when developing 
the strategy for further airport development. The introduction of high speed 
services to Europe from St Pancras offers significant opportunities for rail to 
replace short haul flights to destinations in Europe. In addition, it is disappointing 
that the Government has not fully considered the potential for the development of 
high speed rail links within the UK, which could again significantly reduce the 
number of domestic flights, freeing up capacity at airports.  

 
36. This existing position has been used as the basis of the London Councils 

response to this consultation, which makes the following key points: 
37. Consultation Process - The Government has made its support for developing 

further capacity at Heathrow Airport very clear and this appears to pre-judge the 
outcomes of the consultation process. Furthermore, the degree of involvement of 
BAA in the work of the Project for the Sustainable Development at Heathrow and 
also in supplying information in support of the consultation should be called into 
question, particularly as they are set to benefit considerably from expansion. 

 
38. Further Expansion of Heathrow - the Government has failed to make it clear 

whether this consultation is the last planned expansion of Heathrow of if this is 
another stage in the development of Heathrow as a major hub airport. London 
Councils is also extremely concerned to hear that BAA is refusing to rule out 
further development at Heathrow, including a fourth runway and seventh 
terminal. 
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39. Alternatives to Air Transport - London Councils is disappointed that insufficient 
consideration has been given by the Government to the role that high speed rail 
could play in reducing the demand for domestic and short haul international 
flights and here has been a disappointing lack of progress in investigating the 
possibilities offered by high speed rail, which could have a significant impact on 
reducing demand for domestic services. 

 
40. The need for Heathrow to maintain its hub status - London Councils 

questions the claims set out in the consultation document that Heathrow is falling 
behind in terms of destinations offered compared to rival continental airports, as 
this does not distinguish between the significance of the destination. 

 
41. Meeting the demand for air transport - The consultation document has failed to 

address where the increases in demand for flights is actually being generated. 
The economic basis of expansion of Heathrow to support business needs fails to 
consider the fact that the increase in leisure travel is a significant factor in driving 
growth and this is set to continue. Furthermore, a significant proportion of the 
leisure market is catered for by the ‘no frills’ airlines, which now form an important 
part of the UK aviation market and are seeing an increase in market share. 
These airlines tend to operate from regional airports and not from large airports 
such as Heathrow. Finally, London Councils would also like to take the 
opportunity to encourage the Government to review its policy of ‘predict and 
provide’ towards providing airport capacity. 

 
42. Economic Case for Expansion - London Councils believes that the consultation 

document fails to provide a clear and convincing case regarding the business 
need to expand Heathrow. The consultation rightly states that air travel is 
important to business, but offers no evidence that air travel from Heathrow in 
particular is important to business. Furthermore, no consideration is given to the 
costs of the additional infrastructure needed to support and expanded Heathrow, 
including housing, health, education and public transport. 

 
43. Current Management of Heathrow - London Councils is also disappointed that 

problems regarding the management of Heathrow have not been addressed 
before expansion is being considered. 

 
44. Environmental Concerns – Air Quality - London Councils does not understand 

how the Government can reconcile its objectives for reducing carbon emissions 
with its support for further expansion at Heathrow. There is no assessment of the 
impact of the carbon emissions that would be generated by a third runway. 

 
45. Environmental Concerns – Noise - London Councils is very disappointed that 

the Government has failed to take into account the findings of the Attitudes to 
Noise from Aviation Sources in England (ANASE) survey, which it itself 
commissioned in 2001 following on from the Terminal 5 enquiry and was 
supposed to underpin any future Government policy on airport expansion and 
has instead relied upon the findings of the 23 year old United Kingdom Aircraft 
Noise Index Study (ANIS).  

 
46. Security and Safety - London Councils believes that, in the current climate, the 

Government must consider whether it is sensible to continue to develop 
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Heathrow airport. Whilst the location of Heathrow has been convenient for the 
centre of London, it is inconceivable that a new airport would be constructed in 
the same proximity to such a major concentration of the population. 

 
47. Flight Paths - London Councils believes that the National Air Traffic Services 

(NATS) consultation on flight paths, expected during 2008, should have been 
carried out before this consultation was published in order to enable those living 
around Heathrow and across London to assess how expansion at Heathrow will 
affect them.  

48. Public Transport – London Councils is disappointed that the Government has 
failed to consider the public transport improvements that will be necessary to 
support an addition 200,000 passengers at Heathrow, despite the fact that this 
was set out as a key criterion for expansion at Heathrow in the Aviation White 
Paper. 

 
2M Group – List of Further Questions  
 
49. In January 2008 the 2M Group, an alliance of 12 local authorities concerned 

about the environmental impact of Heathrow on their communities (which 
comprises of the London Boroughs of Ealing, Hammersmith and Fulham, 
Hillingdon, Hounslow, Kensington and Chelsea, Merton, Richmond and 
Wandsworth, the boroughs of Slough, Spelthorne and Windsor and Maidenhead 
and South Bucks District Council) published a lost of 20 key questions for the 
Secretary of State for Transport, Ruth Kelly, regarding Heathrow expansion. The 
aim of the list is to gain further information on the claims made in the consultation 
regarding noise, climate change and the economic benefits of expansion 
(attached as Appendix 2). Members are asked to consider whether they wish to 
include these questions within the London Councils consultation response. 

 
Recommendations 
 
Members are recommended to: 
 

• Consider the London Councils draft response to the DfT consultation on Adding 
Capacity at Heathrow (attached as Appendix 1)  

 
• Discuss any further comments that should be included in the final London 

Councils response to the consultation on Adding Capacity at Heathrow 
 

• Consider if they wish to include the 20 questions proposed by the 2M Group of 
local authorities within the London Councils consultation response.  

 
 
Financial Implications for London Councils 

 
50. There are no specific financial implications for London Councils arising from this 

report. 
 

Legal Implications for London Councils 
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51. There are no specific legal implications for London Councils arising from this 
report. 

 
Equalities Implications for London Councils 
 
52. There are no specific equalities implications for London Councils arising from this 

report. 
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Appendix 1 – London Councils Draft Response to DfT Consultation on Adding 
Capacity at Heathrow Airport 
 
Freepost RRRR-TARL-ABJS 
Adding Capacity at Heathrow Airport 
(DfT Consultation) 
Research Services House 
Elmgrove Road 
Harrow, HA1 2QG 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
London Councils Response to Department for Transport Consultation on Adding 
Capacity at Heathrow Airport 
 
London Councils Transport and Environment Committee (TEC) is a statutory joint 
committee representing all 32 London boroughs and the City of London. It is the main 
voice of the London boroughs and of their electorates on a wide range of issues relating 
to transport and the environment in London and related matters of concern to 
Londoners. It also carries out a number of statutory functions and works closely with the 
Local Government Association and with many private, voluntary and public sector 
bodies. 
 
London Councils’ position regarding the further expansion of Heathrow was set out in 
our response to the 2003 consultation on the Future of Air Transport in the South East. 
The position, which was endorsed by all political groups, opposes any further expansion 
at Heathrow Airport. London Councils continues to uphold this position and the reasons 
for this as set out below. London Councils urges the Government to take account of 
these views and concerns, which reflect the views of local authorities not only situated 
near to Heathrow but across the whole of London.  
 
London Councils TEC has considered the provisions contained within the consultation 
document on and would like to make the following comments: 
 
General Comments 
 
Consultation Process 
 
London Councils has a number of concerns regarding the management of the 
consultation process. The Government has made its support for developing further 
capacity at Heathrow Airport very clear and this appears to pre-judge the outcomes of 
the consultation process. Furthermore, the degree of involvement of BAA in the work of 
the Project for the Sustainable Development at Heathrow and also in supplying 
information in support of the consultation should be called into question, particularly as 
they are set to benefit considerably from expansion. In addition, the failure to hold 
consultation events and in all affected areas and the refusal to make all information 
available to local authorities and other community groups again brings into question the 
value that the DfT are placing on this consultation process.  
 
There are also significant differences between the proposals contained within the 2003 
Aviation White Paper and consultation document and those included in this consultation. 
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The original SERAS evaluation which informed the Aviation White Paper only assessed 
the impacts caused by 655,000 flights per annum and not the 702,000 now proposed. In 
addition, the 2003 consultation document stated that 260 dwellings would need to be 
demolished to enable expansion at Heathrow, but in this consultation document it is 
stated that 700 properties will be lost, including the community of Sipson. Furthermore, 
the runway length has also increased from 2000m proposed in the 2003 consultation, 
which stated that it “could be used only by smaller, narrow-body planes”. The proposal 
as set out in the current consultation document states that the new runway “could be 
used by a range of aircraft types, but not the largest 4-engine wide-body aircraft”. Finally, 
both the Aviation White Paper and the 2006 Progress Report stated that proposals for a 
third runway at Heathrow would be brought forward after proposals for a second runway 
at Stansted. However, no application for a second runway at Stansted has as yet been 
brought forward. The Secretary of State has also indicated her preference for further 
expansion at Heathrow in advance of Stansted. 
 
In light of the significant changes that have taken place in Government and BAA’s 
thinking since the 2003 White Paper was produced, London Councils proposes that the 
Government should commit to reviewing the 2003 White Paper at the earliest possible 
opportunity before any decisions are made on further expansion at Heathrow. This 
would enable to public to see how the Government’s policy on air transport is moving 
forward and would also provide an opportunity to take into account climate change 
objectives and the opportunities offered by the high speed rail link from St Pancras in 
reducing demand for domestic and short haul flights.  
 
Further Expansion of Heathrow 
 
The Government has failed to make it clear whether this consultation is the last planned 
expansion of Heathrow of if this is another stage in the development of Heathrow as a 
major hub airport. London Councils is also extremely concerned to hear that BAA is 
refusing to rule out further development at Heathrow, including a fourth runway and 
seventh terminal. This will cause a considerable degree of concern and insecurity for 
people living close to the airport, particularly as BAA and the Government have already 
chosen to go back on their decision to accept the recommendations of the Inspector at 
the Terminal 5 enquiry who stated that the number of flights at Heathrow should be 
capped at 480,000 and that there should be no additional expansion at Heathrow after 
terminal 5.  
 
 
Alternatives to Air Transport 
 
London Councils is disappointed that insufficient consideration has been given by the 
Government to the role that high speed rail could play in reducing the demand for 
domestic and short haul international flights. There has been a disappointing lack of 
progress in investigating the possibilities offered by high speed rail, despite a manifesto 
commitment in 2005 to consider this issue. London Councils understands that a decision 
is not expected until 2012, which is far too late and by which time the national rail 
network is expected to be extremely overcrowded, which may well result in domestic rail 
users choosing to fly instead. Passenger numbers on intercity trains grew by almost 10% 
last year, but the Government have failed to forward plan for the needs of train 
passengers and provide the increases in capacity being offered to air travellers.  
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The provision of high quality domestic rail services could have a significant impact on 
reducing demand for domestic services and HACAN Clear Skies published research in 
November 2006 which suggested that the number of flights using Heathrow could be cut 
by around 100,000 a year if there were no flights to and from the destinations where 
there already is a good rail alternative. The research shows that Paris, with 60 flights a 
day, is Heathrow’s top destination. Amsterdam, in second place, has 50 flights each day. 
And Brussels, just over two hours from London by train, has 30 daily flights. In total there 
are around 100,000 flights each year serving the towns with the best rail connections: 
Edinburgh, Glasgow, Leeds, Newcastle, Manchester, Brussels, Paris, Amsterdam, 
Rotterdam and Middlesbrough. Furthermore, studies carried out by Greengauge 21 have 
suggested that a comprehensive pattern of high speed rail services could potentially 
manage up to 19% of the demand at Heathrow. London Councils is disappointed that 
the case for high speed rail has not been considered before these plans to expand to 
Heathrow were brought forward and were not looked at alongside the work of PSDH.  
 
The need for Heathrow to maintain its hub status 
London Councils questions the claims set out in the consultation document that 
Heathrow is falling behind in terms of destinations offered compared to rival continental 
airports, as this does not distinguish between the significance of the destination. For 
example it may be more important to London to have an extra flight to an existing major 
destination such as New York than it is to have any flights to a small provincial European 
airport. Furthermore, the failure of the Government to properly investigate the role that 
could be played by a network of high speed rail service in removing demand for 
domestic and short haul flights is not considered, as this could potentially free up 
valuable runway space for services to other international destinations. 
 
It has also been suggested that it is essential that Heathrow continues to offer a wide 
range of destinations to allow for transfer of passengers. However passengers who 
simply transfer within the airport have little economic benefit to London outside of the 
airport. It could perhaps be the case that these transiting passengers enable the airlines 
to offer higher frequencies on the short haul connecting services than would otherwise 
be the case. However this seems unlikely as London is such a significant destination in 
its own right. And if business people are stopping in London, it should make no 
difference if their long haul flight comes into Heathrow whilst their onward short haul 
flight leaves from another airport (as happens in Shanghai, for example). 
 
 
Meeting the demand for air transport 
 
The consultation document has failed to address where the increases in demand for 
flights is actually being generated. The economic basis of expansion of Heathrow to 
support business needs fails to consider the fact that the increase in leisure travel is a 
significant factor in driving growth and this is set to continue. Figures in the Mayor of 
London’s Climate Change Plan, published in February 2007 have indicted that, ssince 
1990, leisure flights have accounted for 86 per cent of the growth in passengers and 
today, nearly 80 per cent of flights from London-area airports are for leisure purposes. 
Furthermore, a significant proportion of the leisure market is catered for by the ‘no frills’ 
airlines, which now form an important part of the UK aviation market and are seeing an 
increase in market share. These airlines tend to operate from regional airports and not 
from large airports such as Heathrow. London Councils does not believe that further 
expansion at Heathrow should be carried out without fully considering trends developing 
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in the airline industry and how policies can develop to manage this, including supporting 
the development of regional airports which have the potential to manage a higher level 
of demand than they currently do.  
 
Furthermore, London Councils would also like to take the opportunity to encourage the 
Government to review its policy of ‘predict and provide’ towards providing airport 
capacity. Simply accepting projections based on previous growth trends is contrary to 
other parts of transport policy, such as road policy, where the principle of ‘predict and 
provide’ was abandoned as unrealistic over a decade ago.  
 
 
Economic Case for Expansion  
London Councils believes that the consultation document fails to provide a clear and 
convincing case regarding the business need to expand Heathrow. The consultation 
rightly states that air travel is important to business, but offers no evidence that air travel 
from Heathrow in particular is important to business. It is more than possible that 
businesses enjoy having a choice of airports to use in order that employees and visitors 
can use the airport nearest to their home or the location of their office. In addition, no 
consideration is given to whether businesses would make greater use of rail rather than 
air for domestic and short haul trips if efficient high speed rail services to a range of 
destinations was offered.  
 
Furthermore, no consideration is given to the costs of the additional infrastructure 
needed to support and expanded Heathrow, including housing, health, education and 
public transport, or the impact of expansion on the West London economy, which is 
already overheated. London Councils believes that before any decision regarding 
expansion of Heathrow is made, an independent appraisal of the economic benefits of 
Heathrow should be carried out.  
 
 
Current Management of Heathrow 
 
London Councils is also disappointed that problems regarding the management of 
Heathrow have not been addressed before expansion is being considered. The 
management of Heathrow has been highly criticised by both business and politicians 
and improving the passenger experience at the current airport should be a priority before 
adding more capacity is considered. If the Government considers Heathrow to be of 
such economic value, they should seek a commitment from BAA that they will oversee a 
substantial improvement in the management of and passenger experience at Heathrow. 
If the passenger experience does not improve, Heathrow will still lose custom to other 
airports even if additional capacity is provided.  
 
 
Environmental Concerns – Air Quality 
 
London Councils does not understand how the Government can reconcile its objectives 
for reducing carbon emissions with its support for further expansion at Heathrow. There 
is no assessment of the impact of the carbon emissions that would be generated by a 
third runway, as an additional 222,000 flights would generate an estimated 180bn tonnes 
of CO2 over 60 years. It is unclear how permitting an increase in CO2 levels from more 
flights sits alongside the Government's Climate Change Bill, the emerging revision of the 
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UN Climate Change Kyoto Protocol's objectives and global warming emission reduction 
targets discussed at in December 2007 a the UN Climate Change Conference. 
 
The consultation document also notes that the main reason for the improvements that 
have been seen in air quality around Heathrow is emissions controls on road vehicles 
and industrial sources and that situation is set to improve as progressively tighter 
standards are introduced for cars and Heavy Goods Vehicles.  The Government is 
relying primarily on reductions in vehicles emissions to ensure that an expanded 
Heathrow can meet its air quality objectives. This entirely undermines the ‘polluter pays’ 
principle as it is permitting the aviation industry to pass on its emissions to other sectors. 
Furthermore, compliance with the air quality targets also requires a significant effort from 
airport operators and no requirement has been placed on BAA to improve the 
environmental performance of its ground operations as a condition of expansion.  
 
The consultation document also refers to the decision in the pre-budget report to replace 
air passenger duty with a levy payable per plane in order “to send better environmental 
signals”.  London Councils suggests that a stronger environmental signal would be to 
remove the exemption of tax on aviation fuel and encourages the Government to do this 
before bringing forward any plans for further airport expansion.  
 
Finally, London Councils does not believe that the Government has failed to act on the 
recommendation of Sir Rod Eddington’s report on ‘Transport’s Role in Sustaining UK’s 
Productivity and Competitiveness: The Case for Action’, which was commissioned by the 
Treasury and the Department for Transport. In his report, Eddington recommended that 
the Government should find a way to ensure that aviation pays its full environmental cost 
and also the need to identify and implement a mechanism to ensure that air travellers 
pay the full cost of their climate change impact. This approach was endorsed in the DfT 
document: ‘Towards a Sustainable Transport Strategy’, published in 2007. Eddington 
stated that runway capacity should be increased if economic analysis shows that this will 
provide a net benefit once users have paid the full environmental costs of their journeys, 
yet the Government is proposing expansion at Heathrow before developing a means by 
which both airlines and passengers pay the full economic costs of their journeys. 
 
Environmental Concerns – Noise  
 
London Councils is very disappointed that the Government has failed to take into 
account the findings of the ANASE survey, which it itself commissioned in 2001 following 
on from the Terminal 5 enquiry and was supposed to underpin any future Government 
policy on airport expansion. The key finding of ANASE has found that the onset of 
significant community annoyance, previously assumed to be at 57dBA in the 1985 ANIS 
study, is actually a much lower level of 50 dBA. This correlates with research carried out 
by the Institute of Public Policy Research which has suggested that the Government’s 
use of classification of unacceptable levels of noise to 57dBA is too high.  If these 
proposals were applied now, this would result in a 16 hour noise contour at a 50 decibel 
limit and the new noise contour would include 2 million people within the vicinity of the 
airport, as opposed to the 250,000 people currently included. The reasons behind the 
refusal to accept the findings of a six year study commissioned by the Government, 
carried out by international experts is unclear and the reason why it is felt that this is less 
reliable than a 23 year old study is not clear. There is also no commitment to encourage 
airline operators and manufacturers to reduce noise as a condition of expansion. 
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Furthermore, no consideration is given to fulfilling the Government’s pledge to “bear 
down on night noise”, a commitment included in the 2003 White Paper. London Councils 
is very concerned regarding point 2.17 of the consultation document, which states that 
the addition of a third runway might provide the opportunity to increase movements in 
the night period, although no decision on this would be made until the current restrictions 
expire in 2012. In addition, local residents will experience an increase in night noise in 
the ‘shoulder’ period should mixed mode operations be introduced. London Councils 
requests that the Government provide information on how it is actively working to reduce 
night noise from aircraft.  
 
 
Security and Safety 
 
London Councils believes that, in the current climate, the Government must consider 
whether it is sensible to continue to develop Heathrow airport. Whilst the location of 
Heathrow has been convenient for the centre of London, it is inconceivable that a new 
airport would be constructed in the same proximity to such a major concentration of the 
population. Setting aside the environmental, social and economic issues, events in New 
York and Washington and more recently the terrorist attacks in London in July 2006 
must stimulate very careful thought about the risks of increased flying over the capital. 
The potential dangers were again illustrated by the incident in January where only the 
skill of the BA crew prevented an aircraft crash landing before it arrived at Heathrow 
airport and must encourage the Government to re-consider the possibility of constructing 
a new London airport situated outside of the capital.  
 
Flight Paths  
 
London Councils understands that work to identify flightpaths is being carried out 
separately by NATS, who will be consulting on proposals later in the year. However, 
London Councils believes that this work should have been carried out before this 
consultation was published in order to enable those living around Heathrow and across 
London and the surrounding regions with a clear idea of how expansion will affect them 
and whether they will be located under new flightpaths. London Councils requests that 
the Government offers a further opportunity to comment on proposals to add capacity at 
Heathrow after the new flightpaths are published.  
 
 
Public Transport 
 
London Councils notes that the consultation questions do not seek views on public 
transport improvements, despite the fact that this was set out as a key criterion for 
expansion at Heathrow. Point 11.58 of the Aviation White Paper clearly states that 
“Further expansion of Heathrow will place pressure on already congested road and rail 
networks. The Government has no plans for further motorway widening in this area 
beyond that which we announced in July 2003. The solution will need to be based on 
improvements to public transport which is likely to require the airport operator spending 
several hundred million pounds on new rail infrastructure”, yet no concrete proposals are 
set out in the consultation document.  
 
The assumptions made regarding public transport are simply not credible. The 
consultation document states that, with a third runway and new terminal, the public 
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transport annual mode share will increase from 36.2% in 2004 to 41.7% in 2030. This 
equates to an increase from 15.8 million passengers in 2004 travelling by public 
transport to 38.2 million passengers by 2030 – more than double the current number.  
 
This increase is in addition to the anticipated growth in demand for London Underground 
services, estimated at 50% up to 2020. Full PPP will provide an increase of just over 
20% in capacity on the Piccadilly Line by 2015, yet the consultation document states a 
third runway at Heathrow would require 39% of current London Underground capacity 
into and out of the airport. Furthermore, the consultation document also states that a 
third runway would require 1600 passengers per hour, two third of current capacity 
available on the Heathrow Express and Heathrow Connect services. These calculations 
are also based on actual passenger numbers and do not consider the additional 
journeys that will be made by people accompanying friends and family to the airport.  
 
Bearing in mind this projected increase in demand it is unclear how the Government can 
claim that the level of public transport provision is “sufficient to manage the level of 
forecast demand” and whether this has even taken into account the forecast increase in 
demand for Underground and rail services resulting from the increase in population and 
jobs in London. The consultation document states that proposals on any necessary 
public transport improvements will be brought forward by BAA as part of any planning 
application. This is totally unacceptable, as the ability to ensure that sufficient public 
transport infrastructure can be provided is a vital factor to consider when taking a view 
on whether expansion at Heathrow is possible.  
 
If this issue is not addressed at the start of the process there is a danger that it will not 
be given sufficient priority and there will not be a clear identification of funds. Therefore, 
London Councils strongly believes that no decision regarding future expansion should be 
made without first agreeing surface access arrangements, and an independent 
assessment of surface access needs, in conjunction with local authorities, TfL and 
Network Rail must be carried out.  
 
Furthermore, there is no consideration given as to how the increased number of road 
users will be managed. The BAA Surface Access Strategy, which was published to 
accompany the consultation, forecasts the following increases in car travel: 
 
In 2004, the numbers of people travelling to Heathrow by car (including those travelling 
by taxi, those who park and those who are dropped off by car) was 27.8 million, 64% of 
the total. This is set to increase to 44.9 million, 57% of the total under mixed mode only 
by 2030 and 51.4 million, 58.3% of the total with runway 3 and terminal 6 by 2030. In 
addition, the Surface Access Strategy also indicates that the modal share for employees 
is forecast to remain more of less the same in all scenarios, with approximately 75% of 
Heathrow staff travelling to work by car (this figure includes both sole car occupants and 
car share). The consultation document states that the construction of a third runway 
would increase the number of on-site jobs by 8000 to 60,400, meaning that 45,300 
employees would travel by car to Heathrow by 2030. This is a significant number of trips 
made by car and brings into question whether the proposed reduction in emissions from 
vehicles, which the Government are placing their hopes on in order to achieve 
compliance with air quality limits, can realistically be achieved.  
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Responses to Consultation Questions: 
 
Q1. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that a third runway at Heathrow, if 
built, should be supported by associated passenger terminal facilities? What are 
your reasons? Are there any significant considerations you believe need to be 
taken into account? If so, what are they? 
 
London Councils does not support any further expansion of Heathrow beyond the 
current town planning limits which specify five terminals and a ceiling of 480,000 ATMs 
annually. The reasons for this are discussed in more detail above but the key reasons 
are summarised below for reference: 
 
London Councils believes that expansion of Heathrow will have adverse environmental 
impacts in terms of noise, air quality and general quality of life for thousands of people 
living and working in London. 
 
The economic case and need for the expansion at Heathrow has not been proven. 
 
The development of a hub airport situated in a densely populated area and located so 
close to the centre of London has significant public safety implications. 
 
The role of high speed rail services in reducing demand for domestic and short haul 
international flights has not been properly considered. 
 
Insufficient consideration is given to how the public transport system can support the 
proposed increase in passengers to Heathrow airport.  
 
 
Q2. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s view on the continuing 
validity of the environmental conditions? What are your reasons? Are there any 
significant considerations you believe need to be taken into account? If so, what 
are they? 
 
London Councils disagrees with the validity of the environmental conditions for noise 
and does not believe that the Government has provided clear and concrete reasoning for 
opting to discount the findings of the ANASE study and instead rely on the findings of a 
study which is 23 years old. It is also important to note that, despite promises that the 
Government has made to improve the noise climate around Heathrow, the proposals 
result in an general deterioration of the noise climate and an increase in the number of 
people affected by aircraft noise. 
 
Q3. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s view on adding a third 
runway and being able to meet air quality limits without further measures? What 
are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations you believe need to be 
taken into account? If so, what are they? 
 
London Councils does not believe that the Government have provided clear evidence 
that air quality limits can be met if third runway is added. The consultation document 
contains many optimistic assumptions set out regarding the development of cleaner 
engines in cars and aircraft and the public are expected to accept them, regardless of 
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the lack of clear supporting evidence. Furthermore, no evidence is offered regarding how 
the Government proposes to ensure that air quality targets are maintained year on year.  
 
Q4. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s view that adding a third 
runway is achievable within the noise contour level of 127sq km, at the indicated 
levels of air traffic? What are your reasons? Are there any significant 
considerations you believe need to be taken into account? If so, what are they? 
 
At stated above, London Councils disputes the validity of the environmental conditions 
for noise, due to the decision not to give proper consideration to the findings of the 
ANASE study and to continue to rely on out of date information and base assumptions 
on optimistic assumptions about noise performance of aircraft which are not yet even 
built.  
 
Q5 and 6 – Do you agree of disagree with the Government’s view that mixed mode 
operations could be introduced within the noise limits set out in the White Paper? 
What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations you believe need 
to be taken into account? If so, what are they? 
 
London Councils does not believe that mixed mode operation can be introduced within 
the noise limits set out in the White Paper. The White Paper contained a commitment to 
limit and, where possible, reduce the impact of noise over time. The removal of the half 
day period of respite for people living under the flightpath runs contrary to that aim. In 
addition, there is no reliable data available that has considered the impact that the 
current system of runway alternation has on those living under the flightpath and the 
impact that would be had on these communities if this was changed, and how much 
these communities value these periods of respite. Furthermore, no commitment is given 
to ending the mixed mode operation if the noise contour limits are exceeded. 
 
 
Q5 and Q6. To what extent would you support the introduction of mixed mode 
operations: 
a) throughout the day 
b) limited to specific hours (if so, would you support mixed mode between 0600 
and 1200 hours? Some other period? (please specify) 
c) Within the current planning cap (ie: with no extra capacity overall)? 
 
If you support additional movements, in what periods of the day do you think they 
should be provided?  
 
What are your reasons for these answers? Are there any significant 
considerations you believe need to be taken into account? If so, what are they? 
Please provide evidence where you can (eg: environmental impacts, business 
benefits). 
 
London Councils does not support the introduction of mixed mode operations at 
Heathrow for the reasons set out in response to Q4 and Q7.  
 
Q7. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s view that full mixed mode 
operations could be introduced by 2015 and be compatible with compliance with 
the air quality limits to the vicinity of the airport? What are your reasons? Are 
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there any significant considerations you believe need to be taken into account? If 
so, what are they? 
 
London Councils does not believe that the consultation document has provided any 
concrete evidence that mixed mode operation could be introduced while complying with 
air quality limits. The proposal is underpinned by assumptions regarding vehicle fleet 
replacement and no consideration is given as to what would happen if this does not take 
place within the time limits expected. Furthermore, no commitment is given to ending the 
mixed mode operation if the air quality limits are exceeded.  
 
Q8. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on retaining westerly 
preference? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations you 
believe need to be taken into account? If so, what are they? 
 
London Councils agrees with the consultation document that there is little benefit to be 
gained from changing current westerly operations.  
 
Q9. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s proposal to end the Cranford 
agreement? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations you 
believe need to be taken into account? If so, what are they? 
 
London Councils does not support the removal of the Cranford agreement is not 
supported as it would expose higher numbers of people to aircraft noise.  
 
 
Q10. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on continuing night 
time rotation? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations 
you believe need to be taken into account? If so, what are they?  
Q11. Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on continuing night 
time rotation in the 0600 to 0700 period? What are your reasons? Are there any 
significant considerations you believe need to be taken into account? If so, what 
are they? 
 
London Councils believes that the Government should be seeking to reduce night flights 
as part of any commitment to airport expansion and the proposals in the consultation 
document seek to manage current noise levels rather than taking any action to reduce 
them.  
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Appendix 2 – Questions from the 2M Group to the Secretary of State for Transport 
 

1. Have you assessed the climate change impact of the extra 3 million tonnes per 
annum of CO2 emissions produced by the third runway alone? 

2. Can you explain why the aviation industry, uniquely, can expect other industries 
to make its emissions reductions for it? 

3. How do you reconcile the Government’s stated objectives for achieving 
emissions reductions with its advocacy of further expansion at Heathrow? 

4. The latest noise attitudes survey (ANASE) showed that the same proportion of 
people previously annoyed by aircraft noise at 57 decibels were now affected at 
50 or 51 decibels. Why was this calculation not included in the noise impact 
assessment and why is the old 57 decibel contour still being used to draw the 
boundaries of the areas which, you say, are affected by aircraft noise? 

5. While you say that ANASE is flawed, is it not more robust than a study carried 
out 22 years ago (ANIS) which was never subjected to external review? 

6. How can people sensibly comment on how the proposals will affect them when 
you are not telling them clearly where new or altered flightpaths would go? 

7. Why does your economic assessment not take into account the £9bn subsidy the 
aviation industry receives from not paying VAT and the £18bn tourism deficit 
where UK travellers overseas spend more than visitors to this country? 

8. If the extra 222,000 flights weren’t provided at Heathrow can you calculate the 
impact on the economy if these ‘displaced’ passengers a) made their overseas 
journey by rail, b) flew from another London airport or c) stayed in the UK? 

9. Have you assessed the extra capacity that could be provided by high speed rail 
including the new link from St Pancras? 
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10. What benefit to the UK economy is provided by the 35% of passengers at 
Heathrow who are simply changing planes? 

11. Will you now commission an independent study of the economic impact of 
Heathrow? 

12. According to your projections the numbers of people taking public transport to the 
airport will double to around 38 million by 2030. Numbers travelling by road will 
also double to 53 million. What new transport schemes will be in place by 2030 
and what will be average traffic speeds on the roads? 

13. What new aircraft other than the A380 and 787 will be flying once the third 
runway opens? 

14. Why was data on aircraft fleet mixes kept secret from local authorities while you 
were assessing the environmental impacts - yet freely shared with the owners of 
Heathrow (BAA) who stand to gain most from its expansion? 

15. Has the data provided by BAA including types of aircraft, their noise and air 
pollution characteristics - and assumptions on airlines' purchasing intentions - 
been independently vetted?  

16. Can you guarantee that once the third runway is operating the two existing 
runways will return to segregated mode and restore the relief offered by runway 
alternation? 

17. Will you guarantee that the third runway - which is already longer than proposed 
in the Air Transport White Paper - will not be extended again in the future to 
accommodate larger aircraft? 

18. Will you introduce a requirement to cut back on the number of flights if it 
becomes clear that air quality and noise limits are being exceeded? 

19. Have you measured the increased risk of air accidents from so many extra flights 
over London? 

20. Can you explain why you announced your support for the ‘Adding capacity at 
Heathrow’ report to the Evening Standard six days before the consultation 
started? 

 


