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fhesProblem

The time has come to make a decision on whether we should build new

airport capacity in South East England to meet the forecast demand for
air traffic from the late 1980s, and if so, where it should be Situated

meet the demand until then, albeit in increasingly unsatisfactory
conditions, but thereafter the traffic would have to be restricted and/or
diverted to the Continent.

2. The previous Government, having cancelled the Maplin project,
considered the position but recoiled from taking a decision. Instead
it set up two committees (ACAP and SGSEA) which have just reported.
They have come to no positive conclusions but have explored some of
the facts. In order to end great uncertainty I believe we must make a
statement as soon as possible.
The Facts
3. The first and most widely asked question is - do we need a new
{s T°Tt in the South East at all. Despite all the uncertainty there
18 little doubt that we do. We are situated in a unique geographical
Ii’°sltion between the New World and the Old, our economy is based upon
sﬁgernat:mnal trade, our airline and tourist :.Lndustrleglar: ve:y gol
e Stantia) and growing. Our people are willing and ad e.sgog gor =
deyeyred travel facilities - and it would be a unique Pt Er Ay
co‘l'eloped nation to deny its people the satisfaction 014 e: ey
theleﬂsues may not realise that Heathrow handles over p

fountry's’ visible trade value.

2{1 The pegt available estimate taking full account of likely ;.ztxcrggges
ig 0i] Prices and the difficulty of supply, wide-bodied au;crg b;fore,
on it meed sadfEional Sapecily or'c Shawey a3 Someinal bt
i:nshouldlgewgg;gé ;: ﬁiﬁgtéﬁjt’ gemand has increased__byt 70 zlfsero ;etleﬁo é)eer
¥y p Snce the 011 embargo in 1973 and that the pr;ggg iR i
"hollfrediCted a major falling of demand for air tra

¥ Wrong .
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Possible Solutions .+ can start to carry ext
it 1% Ta traffic g
: , g 3 ) sts of initial developmen years earl
5. It is clear that regional alrporzioﬁig enzgir‘;lllt;ncreasingly B O ¢ anoum are mgnificaﬁtlytlgs & throughput of ?grmg?‘f’-l L. he
T D fo§§§asz den'mngr?:rsldoziside the South %‘.Zst A gafému’“ ?555% agalnstl: e, 894 ”apllﬂ()erp:g:il 8k 2oy of the Ot{;:g gi:sengers
transfer of traffic to airp : .. AU Incpags ol disruptive relocation of Minj J because th i
use of regional airports does not avoid the problem. The Optiong :i:ﬂ other hand, it is bound to ixlnsrgi‘zec,f Defence EStabiggh;:gtl:g beOno
mainly rural area and would pe rega§25201ated urban deVelop,;entnoghae
a

as follows:

i) developing Heat
now planned, by D
and a second runway and

Gatwick;
developing an inland greenfield site;

hrow and Gatwick, beyond the level
uilding a fifth terminal at Heathroy
third and fourth terminals gt

G,

iii) developing the existing airport at Stansted;
iv) developing an airport at Maplin.

6. Heathrow/Gatwick is tempting precisely because the airports

there already and it could be claimed that the majority of peop

(approx 14 million

moved there in the knowledge of the noise nuisance involved.

) significantly affected by aircraft noise have {gti
Propostl existing strategy plans and because it would provide a
source of

The site has been selected
repi{’t thetggpfomagce Will of course ca
ublic agitation. However, it e g
(Ro?kllé Jeftl:c)tgere concerned Wi{‘_‘“ﬁsz ?gu;mghasmed_that earlier studies
Ioiand site at Oublingten <lyine, SKill Comnittoe Pesommeniis
concerned here with agsgg I yorag Wi this papeges;‘ecommended Lo
Stansted) and the S runway airport (al P e iad® T
reseTvation of g vt ready in existence at

a second runway in the late 1990g dhelin ;‘tﬂg‘:anofdland to provide for
eeded.

and rejecteqd 8

are ;
le own particular area isg reprieved). On

are arguments for Maplin because it creates litt

employme i j
ployment in an area where Jobs are needed. ~The objectors to the

already exist for a fourth terminal which would come into operation and  aite s
in Summer 1985, and a separate paper on this issue is being circulated | jppoqig¢e n:igé L also place great weight on the fact that
But it is clear that a fifth terminal at Heathrow would strain the Sal8 1 ato accoun;;m:;anc? is least at Maplin. However tﬁeytgg
general transport and other.fz.acn.lltles of that area, would be fiercely Defence firi e disturbance created by moving “’le Minist not
opposed by the local authorities, could lead to substantial delay found), the ?gagagﬁg at Shoeburyness to a new site (if one cinrge%
because of the need to find an alternative site I"or.the 265 acre operation of Luto rail access across Essex and the continued full
sewage works at Perry Oaks, and would impose a significant extra nO;Se chosen (whereas igsalrport.whlch.would be possible if Maplin were
burden on an area which already suffers heavily. A second rumwsy é 18 chosen). 1‘10reove(lj‘pelf‘l‘t;af)igns."""%g-l bi severely restricted if Stansted
H n 1s the least attractive site to the

Gatwick with associated terminal facilities capa
another 25 million passengers could only be bu
of the site of the present airport and the des
in the face of great political opposition
proceed with this option (which is explored in mor
would involve major air traffic control problems and wou
assurances given by successive governments
cause the maximum amount of public distrus
believe it should be rejected.

t and complaint, and

ble of handling airlin,

: A p €S and to the BAA i i

ilt by a major en;argemen an extp, A. It will take longer to bring int i
truction of two villegl Sthe noot a 10 years), will be much more expensive, and is fgrggggagi‘g:

from local residents. 0 ¥
2 detail in Appenditil Ry

litj
T4 go ageinst | ——ical and economic assessment

: d 10
. 'This w0 SRTh i :
and the BAA 50 iyt T 18 no need to build a new airport capable of handling

ket.

mil]
~On passengers a year at the present time. In this respect our

decigig
i 0 can b ;
internat 4 € presented as a rejection of the need for a major
ext, tional airport of the kind considered by Roskill., To somenew

101d sites . ralent
nfie pe 8ift | § this should help to alleviate the environmental backlash which

7. A green field site. None of the four inland gree ver the
assessed by SGOEA has any demonstrable overall advantgggsges a su
0

of the existing airport at Stansted, which already num
runway and covers 900 acres of land (see Appendix 7). Thge 0
affected by noise at the possible greenfield sites Vould co b
lower than at Stansted but we are talking about & differen fec
lsi(e)ogh:-gd 15000 people compared with 1% million currently 8

a W.

8 :
; FA0E Posg ke y sk 1
RS Munyg 1bly anticipating a decision in favour of a major new four

y
pers / ;‘“figige{; But we do need to provide for future demand and secure
mewhan ,ut,do iy 31 area for a second runway on the same site in the future
atwee srlc“lt thout prematurely destroying more than the minimum area of
ural land and property.

1
Vgl
nﬁnnin;heref?re.s““”t that, while the BAA should seek outline
Permission for the development ultimately of a two-runway

Jat] 8y
183 "fOrt;
ble ¥ lang’,“hey should limit detailed proposals and compulsory purchase

.b°“ld, Yo what would be necessary for the first stage only. The BAA

2£°iitanst§2tor Ma %in. It seems therefore that I consider? ..
e 1s ween g ansted and M in., Stansted has Tked ithi
operational and economic advagtaggﬁn It i: closer tolﬁebzaeaslig,t"d d:::; th“how:gs.f& §° prepareg ;o purchasg % :G:“:mt 1ﬂ?dt;1th+n !
i ' . i P eos o e required for any subsequent stages o e airport's
y road to London is comparatively easy ’asl demand ild "“‘ketp::i‘t- Such purghasea, and any made compulsorily would be at
Ue ignoring any effects of the airport scheme. There would

develop in stages based on the existing runway
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"=
er the change of ownership, the exig

be no reason why, afte > : tin
should not continue with present occuplers until such tipe ag Usepg
land is required for airport purposes. Arrangements woulq aJS. the
to be made to safeguard, by means of development control bey, SO hay,
Town and Country Planning Acts, the whole of the area that mt?r the
eventually be required. 1ght
. The project could be carried out using the BAA's &l
12 proJ I would prefer matters to ;?;ig;gﬁbpowers

and general legislation and

these means rather than through a bill. This would have the ady

that the public would have the right to be heard at a local pub‘{{intgge
inquiry that could be wide ranging. Furthermore, if planning ic
permission were to be sought in the form of a special developmept

order Parliament would be enabled, after the inquiry, to have th
final say. It seems to me that this would be an attractive °°l1r:et
0

pursue in the present case.

13. On publication of the reports we may well be faced with dep
for yet further consultations. I believe however that, to reduc:llds
continuing widespread uncertainties, we should indicate how we int
to proceed as soon as the reports are published. The announcementm“
nevertheless have to be framed with care so that it cannot be held .
to prejudge the outcome of the public inquiry.

14. There are no implications for the United Kingdom's membership of
the EEC.

Recommendations

15. My conclusion is therefore that we should chosse the site which

involves the lowest commitment to public expenditure, which gives us
the greatest flexibility in the development of the new airport, and
which already possesses a good runway and adequate connections, sinc
we cannot feel absolutely certain about the way in which demand will
increase. On these grounds, the economic and operational advantages
of Stansted considerably outweigh the other advantages of Maplin.
16. I therefore invite my colleagues to take the following decisio®
which should be the subject of an early announcement:

B s asted longer term growth in air traffic shouwld
be met as it develops;

graffic ¥

b) we should encour i of
age the maximum transfer that this

airports outside the South East but accept
will not solve the basic problem;

c) we should confirm that a fifth terminal at Heethroy,
and a second runway at Gatwick will not be Prov:e®™
i they
d) we should invite the BAA to bring forward, S° thgzduf”'
can be examined through appropriate planning g
proposals for the development of Stansted;

e) the BAA should ial
- proceed by way of a Speci8- -
grder which would provide for outline pland
or the ultimate development of Stansted 0 % %
airport and be subject to a wide-ranging loce

inquiry;

£
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APPENDIX 1
-ELECTION OF A THIRD LONDON AIRPORT
o

Wﬁq

The provision of new airport capacity in South East E land ha
;(;ng and troubleddpds'?- The history of the attempted solﬁ%ions ovgra
tne 1ast two decades 18 given briefly in the annex (a). In its White
peper OB Airports ‘ot'lcy Ehe previous Government stated that proposed
Jevelopments OfLeXéS 10g London airports were enough to cope with air
graffic_in the London area during the 1980s. However, it stated that
in the longer term additional capacity would almost certainly be
requifed an@_suggested that i_‘u.rther consideration would be given to
now best this could be provided beyond 1990. Subsequently, the then
gvernment appointed an Advisory Committee on Airports Policy and a
study Group on South East Airports to consider the longer term options
for handling growth of air traffic in the South East.

ACAP and SGSEA Reports

2. The membership of ACAP and SGSEA was designed to reflect all the
ngjor interests concerned, with a particular emphasis on the involvement
of the local authorities. The task given to the Study Group was

strictly limited to examining sites for a 5000 acre two-runway airport.
This compares with the Roskill Commission's task of selecting a site

for a larger four-runway airport.

. Unlike Roskill no attempt has been made to produce a cost-benefit
anslysis of possible sites, since it has not been considered useful

to allocate costs to such intangible factors as the value of damage to
8 Norman Church or to the disturbance of Brent geese. The reports do
Lot attempt to make a single recommendation for a site for a Third
London Airport. They merely provide advice and facts upon which
decisions must be taken.

Yeed for further airport capacity

% ACAP pe ort th he capacity of the existing London airports could

Teach g thegreticaitmgximumpor 7% million passengers a year by 1990

ét 8 fourth terminal is built at Heathrow and a second terminal at

Uff"'lck and that Luton and Stansted are expanded as envisaged in the
ite Paper, 1In practice effective capacity is likely to be about

(3 : ¢
5 million Passengers a year.

Revised air traffic forecasts have been produced which take account

0 i i il prices. These
'“Sggch factors as recent and expected increases in 01l

1 i in 1990 will be
t ai fic demand in the London area 1in
{ g?lgnd g1t;g{l;on passengersngge%ozggazggriig(i)gaggtzg:: ziere
i T. e i
;:°er“t°r B:ggepggf‘egse:‘:dgngegrarfic at regional airports than had
e ite all the inherent

vioug) heless, desp :
\CertqipY een assumed. Nevertheiess, COCCl ;o that the demand will

8 the les in such forecasts and PEaa oot aRich s

{::ghe lower end of the forecast range t?:s 16505 BasAsH  dhea,

4 that : existing airports in the Ropco. S22
Wl alrzge °°r§°1§. a: assions of terminal capacity at Heathrow
atwlc wl e exnauste the late Se
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ii) Environmental Impact

—m7r
CONFIDENTIAL ?’
\
28— 5 -
caoaiqa ke a deliberate and co :
0ssibility would be to take & nscioyg
gécics)xllgnpnot to provide for trlle éi‘clgzgazegfetgii ‘;g demand oyepn
1y of airport capacity. n Chap i POrt ACAP
suggiger the Iczonsequences of such a decislon. They conclude that
co eet the demand for air transpopt

i ] to m
the arguments for continulng - a s :
] 14 be confirmed &S vernment policy,
are_compelling and shoy fitable industry with a fivougbl
e

14 seem strange to force a pro y
gg\iagcz of trade and which employs many thousands of people inge

decline in the UK so exporting employment and damaging our balance
of trade.

onal Capacity

¢ forecasts suggest that there is greatep

nding traffic at regional airports than had previo
sbgggeaggim:?_)a In %heir report ACAP have considered in some deta\ﬁly
the possibility of meeting the additional demand from the South Eagt
outside that region. They conclude that, while existing regional
airports can and should make & greater cqntrlbuthn @owaras.meeting
demand in the South East, neither expansion of existing regional
airports nor the creation of a new airport (eg at Severnside) is a
feasible solution oI will delay the need for extra capacity in the

South East by more than one or two years.

Expansion of Regi

7+ mine revised air traffi

Possible locations

The reports identify six possible sites for a third London airport

= mmendation as to which should be selected. The
to bring o N
hing a final decision:

8.
but make no firm reco
following notes are intended ¢
should be taken into account in reac
i) at Maplin/Foulness

Regional Planning. A coastal site /FO
cal authorities because,

wl be the first choice of the lo :
like Yardley Chase and Hoggeston, 1t is located in an area
which is already planned for growth and where further
employment would be desirable. There are still Somg'ned
proponents of the scheme to develop Maplin as & 00!111 : pirt’
airport/seaport but such suggestions normally'ln"oi;fra_
large injections of public expenditure on capital o
structure in return for the comparatively minoT Cck’lz other
reclamation provided by the private sector- On gtansted
hand, it will be argued that the development of Niod
will involve significant disruption and u.rbzanlsﬂis A
pural area near London for which further growth o
desirable. Stansted will certainly involve loca
development but the estimates of housing Lded bY the
given in the SGSEA report (and have been prov:
Tocal authorities) should be treated with veryf
caution since they make very i iqry B allowance
Eossibility of reversing commuting patterns, o
abour locally or from outside the immediate
Luton, whose airport would eventually close,t
East End of London). It should be noted tha
disagreement in ACAP on this point.

Yy -

ut the main considerations whic

i)
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environmental changes wggl:re wil

Chase, which is o

: ; ne
point of view of noigg th
environmental

e

at t . part fr
the Maplin sands and h? dlSI‘uptlon of wil rom the

of Defence facilitj vhe relocati throggh oy
entail consigg;‘;gtl:les at; Shoebuﬂeggfonﬁiht?e tors" ol
FOREhES ditay tiot ghenvq.ronmental disruption tactors R
M R invole airport. Meanwhile enlag pegple

a consequent reductige = c}osure s airg:mgnt 9f
rfinimal i Pk §f0£830;§§ein that area, agdrrélgé;cgely
oss of agrlcuhural land, it shsilé‘ogze;tegstizgaggs ]t.;hed
: an

already in the hands of the BAA

for development at Maplin is of a Some of the land required

very high quality.

Costs. The table at
s Annex (b) gives th
ggtggcghgti;‘ gg:n:%xd§ites considered by gcggits %i :ﬂrilgpment
d tk ed's costs for initi 1 .
; initial d
LGgiilloghpassengers a year are £330 ili‘ilgzllofgzgg :Z hah,ndle
2 Map{in engxt cheapest site and £8%2 million 1owermtlha 535
A devei is cost advaptage remains at all stages u; tnf
e nexgpment of a 50 million passenger airport someptio
e ofcgg:;:y’.] Figures acxi'e also given in Annex. (¢) ?gr
appreciated at 5 per cen nu
take account of the longer lead times g: so;etsgggs?nnum "

A more detailed co i i
re de mparison of estimated capital c
g?em;ilif_:lal development of Stansted and Maglin tooi:rsxdgg
ion passengers a year gives the following results:

£m (1979 prices excl interest)
Stansted Maplin Sands

Site acquisition and defence

Telocation costs 20 240 *
S;.te preparation (including

Xplosives clearance at Maplin) 20 100
c:gStm_lction of airport and air

affic control facilities 245 295

Road access Uk 110
Bail access & 160
All items 385 905

. .
by":’chout allowing for the cost of resiting units displaced
he relocation of Shoeburyness.
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iv)

Public Expenditure I
To analyse the spend1ing P

charge

practic
carry out th 0
responsible for preparin

CONFIDENTIAL

e they might we

mplications. An attempt has p
Tofile of the two sites g

allocate responsibility for the expenditure.

purposes of this e
costs of defe
projectiles and roa
to the Exchequer.

Rail would be responsible for. . T .
11 ask for financial assistance r
]

Y work involved) and that the BAA would p
g the site and constructing tie

een

nd tgade
: : For the

xercise it has been assumed that t

nce relocation, clearing the Maplin gg he

d access provision would be a di

It has.been assumed that

ail access (although £

nds of
rect
British

in

airport. On this basis the profile of expenditure at
two sites for development of an airport capable of hangkllei
ing

15 million passengers

MAPLIN SANDS

per annum might be as follows:

Year B s R e w8 © 79 10 11 12 13 L IO
B s 55 50 40 58783 © 92127 - 36 18 "1 agh
BR IR ©50 2020 20.30. 35 |5 aci= o =iferlE0
BN leie BEE0: 65 17 17 20 5 M5 T - TSt Y 380
TOTAL |48 48 60 65 85 67 77 98128 41|32 36 18 | 904
STANSTED

Year | 1 2 B it 5 6 2 TOTAL

R U] 61078 21 - 36, 14 283

BR X BN [0 Hp0: 0| 25 - 25 - 85
5 5 P - 15
oDz Slle===ns 103 | 51 61 14 383

All these costs are expressed in £m at current Price? :Ii)gated
ggl;: no account of the differing lead times- is 8 st
. Stansted would open after the fourth year
:nk Maplin after the tenth year.
og € account of this factor, the dif
expenditure would be that much gr

3% 3 interes@:
ference 1D
eater (seeé

i expen
ed ¥
wer: idlevels

Jnnex C)°

v)
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AA Cor - . :
Tak Corporete Flas 19755, $ymaiciog will be schosved:
iyl lnancing.
%5 milgiog 522gzgggrup to a 2§Ze Zggagg:togo the BAA of
£380 million at current Jeqreno ld, TBUS be e o8
Rl c:nt prices. This is c00f the order of
developing Terminal 4p301ty, orae Zgagable,
Ay therefor:t Heathrow and Term?nai 2COSt il
firasieia) Pobioyiaint gxpect to continue to e
e its ovn T inance the bulk of thapply ey
S T0A0G s i Tesources. The incid - developgent
borrowing in some Yea;sqgggstﬁay T som:ngit:in:?pltal
years would enable any loans tg gzsge;:gg ;Engi Sha
To develo i i
L qugp;iﬁiighe extra cost to the BAA would
it IRt 0 at current prices spread g e Sllelhe
a cost would mean a correspondzg; gnignger
ease

in the funds required f
o % Ao M b rom external sources before the airport

Timing. Although traffic
__n%need B nsw ariitor acii‘gregasts point firmly to a clear
1980s (and earli e s ¥ in the South East by th
Ewick) both S(J‘;er if a second terminal is not buylt M
et A A el s Whoerhamit
N thatnzh orecasts, particularly in the longer t;es
R e greatest possible flexibility should o
5 e nec at airport capacity, surface access facilg i
required .:lslsary urban development can be provided whe i
B et aczl the minimum commitment to public expendit:n
allowigg fogntﬁgetig?.i‘oh:rgeny.htAgAP have concluded tha:re
necessary authorisations Al i LR e oy
airport at Maplin would take :gnsents, b il
esti : : years. This is i
trg;:gg; orEigen the time required for planning pgogggsme‘g:atlve
S 37 tg. MoD 1ns§allat10ns and site preparation, but :
' is lead time could be reduced, it is very doubtful
Ne1d intrport could be ready to take any passengers until
ex‘pectedo the 1990s and certainly not in time to ease the
1 et shortfall at the existing London airports. This
would thCapaclty would have to be provided at Stansted which
the otk en become redunc.laz_lt.after a few years. Stansted, on
immediagrlhand, has facilities and a runway that can be used
additig ely to relieve pressure on Heathrow and Gatwick and
when dena terminals and a second runway can be built as and
MilliOnmand increases. A terminal capable of handling 15
S passengers a year cgu}.d be ready by 1988. There would
ang rufﬁdor disruption of Ministry of Defence establishments
hose _use could be made of the M11 which already exists.
t:raffiCrnzzn.cs who claim that the forecasts of future air
ail‘porg growth are so uncertain that a commitment to a new
offer is unjustified would have to concede that Stansted
Ry g_the best site for cautious incremental growth with a

ena:g.stant planning horizon agd_tt_le least liability of

ive over-provision of facilities.

i Department of Trade
CONFlDENTIAL - 1 47
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ANNEX A

Historg of
The Thirg London Airport

White Paper on London's Airports

This proposed rationalisation of London's seven airports by

concentrating trarfic at Heathrow with gatwick to help cope

with the Summep Seasonal overflow (and to be the diversionary
airport for Heathrow) ang with Blackbushe also to help in a
supplementary role, Stansted was to pe held in reserve in

case a furthepr airport shoulg be needed later,

Blackbushe was closed because its proximity to Heathrow produced
insuperable air routeing difficulties, Otherwise the system

remained as envisaged in the 1953 White Paper.

Select Committee on Estimates recommended an immediate study
of Stansted's prospects as a future third London airport as the

cost of keeping it in reserve was proving expensive,

Inter-Departmental Committee on the Third London Airvort
This Committee was set up as & result of the Select Committee's

recommendation, It concluded that Stansted was the best of

the sites examined and the only one with & clear prospect of

Making a successful third London airport,

Ingquiry into Local Objections to the Proposed Development of

Land at Stansted as the Third London Airvort for London

The Governrent decided to proceed on the basis of the Inter-
The Inspector found

D°Partmental Committee recommendations.

h CONFIDENTIAL . . Yak



1967

1968-70
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the local objections formidable and Justified on gnoy,,

regional planning, bad graund access from London, mofss
10 %y Chay

i urhood and loss “

of character of the neighbou 8 of googd 88ricul
He recommended a review of the whole probler, !

land.

White Paper on the Third London Airport

This White Paper concluded that Stansted still compareg

favourebly with other sites and further stated that becays,
of the difficulty of finding new sites the airport shoulg y
capable of expansion to four runways. It proposed giving

the BAA planning permission to develop Siepsted.

The Roskill Commission

Because of mounting public and Parliamentary pressure, the

Government dropoed their proposals and established the Rosil

Commission to enquire into Mthe timing of the need for o58

four runway airport .to cater for the growth of traffic ab
to consider the

uld be

existing airports serving the London area,

various alternative sites, and to pecommend which e
ineton @
mmended Cublumwn

selected". The Commission's report reco

i Buchanan

Professor Coli J
a sitef

the most suitable site overall.

ed
indicated that on environmental grounds he s

a new airport at Foulness.

g
accepte
In April 1971 the Government announced that 1t rt ¥
airp?
Commissions recommendation that a third London o

be needed but said that on environmenta
the -

elone, leaving aside economic consideration®

1 and P32 w

Y

was the best.

T the issue,

CONFIDENTIAL

The laplin Development Act

his ! ! :
s Act se yol e Maplln Development Author‘i ty to
t u " J undertake

the reclamation

of la
nd from the §ea at Maplin Sands for the

establishment of a geq
1 port and a L-my
nway airport, The Bill

met strong Parliamentg i
1 ry criticism - and
there were mountin
g

ressures outsi =
p ide and the Government Were obliged to insert

a clause sayir Y
ying that work on the Project would not commence

b ore wides oread consultations had been carried out d
efor an a
fu he i o
rt ae I‘epor‘t made to Parllament on the Scope and timin e

g

the project and its effect on regional policies

Review of the Maplin Airoort Project

The new Government published a re-appraisal of the project in
July 1974 which conciuded that the case for a new airport had
not been established and that it had decided to abandon Meplin.
It stated that the cost of accommodating the forecast traffic
at Maplin was estimated to be about £650 million nearly twice

&8s much as the next most expensive alternative.

Yhite Paper on Airports Policy

This confirmed the decision to abandon ¥aplin and proposed thet
capacity at Stansted should be expanded to handle 4 million
bPassengers a year., It suggestedthat longer term provision for
the London area should be considered and that possible solutions
Were:

(a) a major expansion of Stansted; or

(b) the development of an existing military airfield

as a civil airport; or
(¢) the construction of a new airport.

ACAP apg SGSTA were subsequently appointed to carry out a review
0
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AVILNIUIINS S

051

CAPITAL COSTS OF THIRD LONDON AIRPORT (INCLUDING ASSOCIATED DEFENCE AND SURFACE ACCESS CO

[ STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3 | TOTAL |
LEAD TIME COST COST COST COST l
HOGGESTON (m.'.L/LBL) 12 720/ 805 275/280 1.A/560 N.A/164 [!
YARDLEY CHASE(#ML/LBL) 13 980/1115 275 N.A/585 L N.A/1975 }
LANGLEY 11 715 280 615 | 1610 ]
STANSTED 8 385 260 605 1250 J
WILLINGALE 1) 720 235 550 1505 [
MAPLIN(SANDS/FOULNESS) 17 905/900 230 575 1710/1705 {
Notes: o

(1) Costs are rounded to nearest £5m

(2) Lead Time in years from decision in principle to opening date

(3) Costs are identifiable capital costs, in £K (1979), without interest

(L) The costs for Hoggeston and Yardley Chase depend on whether the rail link
via the Midland main line (MML) or the London Banbury line (LBL) of

(5) The MML option is not available at 50 mppa without major

additional investment

D
British Rail

is pr

.

TVILNIQIANOD

At
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anf/ARY _OF STAGE 41 COSTS U

-

SITE
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STAGE 1 CosTS

NO INTEREST

ANNEX C

S ITRS

AT T
28 IL.I/J_ o Ll

2T (1979)

STAGE 1 COSTS

INTEREST AT £5

APPRECTIATED
HOGGESTON M .I/LBL 720/ 805 900/1015
YARDLEY CHASE M L/LBL 980/1115 1250/11:25
LANGLEY 715 890
STAI'STED 385 460
WILLINGALE 720 900
MAPLIN SANDS/FOULNESS 905/900 1255/1260

(1) The costs for Hoggeston and Yardley Chase depend on whether

the rail link is provided vie the Midland main line ( ML) or

the London Banbury line(LBL) of British Rail

(2)  costs are & (1979), rounded to nearest £5m.
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FURTHER EXPANSION OF HEATHROW AND GATWICK ? APPENDIX 2
1. The provision of ga fourth ter
will raise its capacity {o 38 mppa,

Gatwiclk, which is to be the g

minal at Heathrow airport
A second terminal at

. ubject of a Public Inquiry, would
increase that airportts capacity to 25 mppa,

could be handled with a single runway,
policy * was that there shoulg be no further development at
Heathrow and Gatwick beyond those levels, However, in theory,
both airports should be capable of further expansion: a fifth
terminal with a capacity of 15 mppa could be built at Heathrow,
and a second runway with two further terminals capable of
handling 25 mppa could be provided at Gatwick. The feasibility
cost and timing of these developments are considered below.

the mqximum that
The previous Government ':

HEAT HROW

2, The only site where a fifth terminal with a capacity of
15 mppa could be built is Perry Oaks, which is presently owned
by the Thames Water Avthority and occupied by a sewage sludge
disposal works. The lead time required to obtain the necessary
planning permissions, to relocate the sewage facility and cuilad
the new terminal is estimated to be about 13 years. Broad
estimates of the costs involved in building a terminal on this
site (but excluding any provision for the possibly extensive road
building which might well be needed outside the airport) are as
follows:

£n
Relocation of sewage works and
land acquisition 50
Reclamation of site and -
laying of foundations
Rail access from Feltham
station to T4, central area 5
and 15 ;
Extension of LT Underground )
to T5
Road access to Central Area 1:

Improved access to M25

Terminal building and aprons %3

L CcONFIDENTIAL L
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ground link 1o Heathrow Central woulg not

a0 sent LT Under
wRe PRe o serve both the fourth ang Tify

°4 ci apacity ©

have sufficient ¢ i :

e hinalesecligenswiththe improvenents envisaged; roud ageesy
exr D

14 be extremely congested with a throughput of
50 mppa. It could well be necessary to provide an
over .

oo mail ik fycexbending e (BR-Waterloo-Fel tham i,
bly to the Fifth Terminal.7

to

the airport wou

to Heathrow Central and proba

Assessment : ! B
3 From the standpoint of air traffic control, it would be

possible to handle the traffic from a five terminal Heathrow
airport,
establishments. There are,
drawbacks:

and there would be no implications for defence
however, a numoer of serious

(i) A fifth terminel at Heathrow would cost at least
m Chis w_bespineg . 3tansted and rob%bli
2 nore Shun 2 new tespinal atb > o
more if road f:mlg%w}e%lents outside Heatigrow are a}f‘gr‘l}gggﬁgml
There could Le no room for any ruraer ¢
sNELVe
thereafter. It would therefore be an expensiv

short term investment.

’ - about
(ii) The terminal could not be available WDG#OI“?Will i
1993 whereas, additional airport capacity
required in the late 1980s.

Lion
) mode of operd®?
a to

n thc

(iii) The segregated ("environmental"
of the runways would have to be abandone
accommodate the additional traffic snd eiecould
would take some years before the termlnamore p oPlv”e
fully Btilised. This would expose P& ner™*
to more intensive aircraft noise then ¥

1
3 more
have been the case (and certainly far T
ided at S

n it

s‘ted)'
equivalent capacity were prov

+1ems
: nt prodlet
(iv) There wiould he severe management P

y -

Y" e ——
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and diffi culties for

nals at three different 1
. . : rent locations
within the restricted site of Heathrow, There .

must be doubts about whether an expanded air ort
<.:ould be adequately serveq by the existing ;

infrastructure and labour market without imposing
considerable strain on the surrounding areas.u k

passengers with termi

(v) Heathrow is located in the busiest area of London

from the standpoint of surface traffic,

(vi) Such a development would meet fierce resistence

from amenity 8roups in the area who would point to
previous Government assurances that no further

development would be allowed at Heathrow,

(vii) Procedures for building the 125 London orbital
route near Heathrow are at a very advanced stage.
If the suggestion for a fifth terminal is not
quickly rejected publicly by Ministers, objectors
might try to re-open the decision on the section
from Staines to Heathrow, including the airport
spur, possibly by & challenge in the High Court;
and could cause difficulty and delay at the Public
Inquiry currently in progress into the section to
the North, which includes the M25/M4 interchenge.

SATwTCYe

4. Gatwick airport's passenger handling capacity could not
be éxpanded beyond the 25 mppa currently envisaged without a
Secong runway. Bearing in mind the need to provide for two
furthey terminal buildings with access to both runways, the most
8PPropriate line for a second runway would be to the north of

e existing one, at a distance of about 2,400 metres, and
Paraliel 4o it. fhis vould entail a major expansion of the

uirPOrt's present boundaries. The castern end of the runway
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1 HorleY, and in order to prOVidefQF

i fror
a mile or SO ' N S
e of 3,600 metres, it would be necessary

vhich is more than 110 feet

would D :
ired lengt

the required g :

cut through & hill to the west

i the vil

< i ously affecting ; = .

high very iezlmoving sbout 20 million cublc meires of eartp,
would involve [

age of Charlwood,
For Gatwic
e necessary
4t to allow for maximum capacity

%0

lage of Cudworth., mpigq

falling between the runways, woulq py,
The vill .
to be destroyed.
it would also b
h ground to the wes
£ the runway system.

x to handle 50 million passengers 5
to extend the existing Tunvay
year,
through hig
utilisation ©O
providing & new runway, a third terminal capable of

Broad estimates of the costg

involved in
handling 15

first stage 2Toy
produced by the BAA. They are as follows:

mppa, and associated facilities (equivalent to the
- ’
of a Third London Airport development) have been

£n

Land acquisition (approximately
850 ha including Charlwood village) 3
and diversion of services 5
Construction of second runway 3
including earthworks 55
Extension of existing runway to g
3,600 m
Additional rail access capacity 85
Road access, widening of M23 and "
junction with M25 5
Improvements to local roads 10
Terminal 3 and aprons 245

Total 467
Assessment P

wl

5. Previous plans for a second runway at Gat i 5ti6

concerned with & shorter runway, much closer 0 i euto
one, and were designed for an airport with & th?oughzapadﬁyd
25 mppa. The expansion of Gatwick to & theore'bl.-calable am‘mf1
50 mppa would involve the acquisition of & consider” e
of property, major engineering works,

: y : be
conscquences. The main conclusions which cén

4i5)

iii)

iv)

CONFIDENTIAL

Further development
of a fourth terminal
whether air traffic ¢

would be possible by provision
but there are serious doubts

- ontrol considerations would
allow two runways at Gatwick to be operated

1?dependently from Heathrow and at full capacity
without severe operational limitations.

A preliminary assessment suggests that development
of Gatwick on a scale similar to that planned for
a third London Airport combined with a fifth
terminal at Heathrow might have the following
consequences for the Ministry of Defence:

(a) The departue paths to the north and west of
Gatwick might well impose such severe restrictions
on the Royal Aircraft Establishment, Farnborough,
and the hellicopter base at RAF Odiham as to
necessitate the closure of these airfields. Costly
relocation would then be required.

(b) The arrival and departue paths required to the
west of Gatwick would impose severe restrictions
on a large area of airspace between Farnborough and
Taunton causing widespread restrictions on flying
from trials and experimental airfields and from
military airfields around Selisbury Plain.

(¢) Airspace available for low flying would be
restricted and the MoD(PE) contractor's airfield
at Dunsfold would probably have to close.

Possibly more than 350 dwellings would be destroyed,
mainly in the village of Charlwood, and some 1,450
people would have to be displaced. The environmental
impact of a major expansion of Gatvick.w?uld also

be considerable for surrounding communities.

The increase in traffic could expose new 'f"f ?r
Crawley, Horley and other urban areas to significant

t noise.
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(vi) Expansion of the airport would impose adaiti
demands on the local labour and housing marke:al
would lead to considerable increase in Sy S ang

ace
traffic.
TIMING

60 Neither a fifth terminal at Heathrow nor a secong ™
Ny

pe available in time to meet the shortfa); )
all ip

at Gatwick could
expected in the late 1980s. To do so, it

airport capacity
would be necessary 1o build
sould be ready by 1988. A'seeond runway and third termino
at Gatwick could not be available until 1991 at the earliest

a new terminal at Steansted, whigp
Which

and possibly later pearing in mind the complications arising’
from the plannirg agreement between BAA end Yest Sussex Counly
Council not to build a second runway. A fifth terminal at
Heathrow could not be fully utilised until the mid or latie 1990
because of the runway constraint and no further development

would then be possible at Heathrow.

Ll

Even if both airports were expanded 1o handle 50 mppa eack,
traffic control would probably require opcrational 1imitation:
of a magnitude which arc unlikely to be acceptable. For
example, movements from Gatwick would have to be heavily
orientated to the South and there could be no services av
from Iuton and Stansted in that direction

all

| oould
ke’ a8 Heathrov woul

The ACAP report suggests that a fifth te &
2] though **

not obviate the need for a third London airport,

might affect its timing. It posiVively recomnmends
for the

the

Government against resurrecting proposals

construction of a second runvay at Gatwick.

e

Jeeriti L
E Department of Trade
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