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Introduction

I appreciate the opportunity to address the Inquiry. I do so in my capacity of Chairman of the Little Easton Parish Council. Little Easton lies to the east of the current runway at a distance of some 2.5 to 3 miles. It is an area of great beauty enjoyed both by its residents and by the many visitors who come to walk, run, fish, ride and watch the wild life. Little Easton is directly under the flight path for Continental traffic when the wind is in the north east, roughly one third of the time.

It is not my purpose to burden the Inquiry with further facts and figures. That is for the experts. My objective is solely to ask that, as you come to take your decisions, you keep in the forefront of your mind three points which I believe are fundamental, and that you do not lose sight of these points as you struggle with the weight of detail.

Point 1 – an area of exceptional beauty

The area around Stansted airport is one of exceptional beauty. If one were to compare it with other areas within a radius of 50 miles of central London, I believe that it would rank second to none. The area is widely appreciated both by residents and by many visitors who seek its tranquillity. At a limit of 25 million passengers it is just possible that this unique character can beprotected. If the 25 million barrier is breached it will be lost for future generations under a weight of noise, pollution, infrastructure warehousing and the rest.

Such a unique asset should not be taken from future generations without compelling reason.

Point 2 – a fundamental flaw in the policy to develop Stansted airport.
There is, to my mind, a fundamental flaw in the policy to develop Stansted airport which derives from a misconception in the original Discussion Document circulated by the government in [June 2002]. That document was based on the premise that the growth in demand for air travel necessitated a second hub airport for London. The analysis of growth trends in that document failed to identify that the overwhelming proportion of growth in the immediate past resulted from the exceptional growth of the low cost airlines. These airlines supply short haul, point to point services to continental Europe and do not require a hub airport. This shortcoming in the analysis was highlighted in subsequent debate and accepted in theory but notwithstanding a policy focused on the development of Stansted continued and was enshrined in the White Paper of December 2004.
It makes no sense, in a highly congested island where the great majority of the population live in the south east corner, to require people to cross the island to take their short haul air flights from Stansted. Such services must, in the interests of cost and the environment, be provided as close as possible to the customer. 25 million passengers a year is more than sufficient to satisfy the current needs of East Anglia and part of London. 

Point 3 – access by rail to Stansted Airport

The rail line used for airport access is clearly and demonstrably inadequate for current usage. The line could not cope with a further major increase in airport passengers.  The line is for the most a twin track line built to service what was a relatively small City, namely Cambridge. The rapid growth of Cambridge and other towns has put severe pressure on the line which has been greatly compounded by the heavy usage from Stansted. The result is frequent delays and a recurring requirement for maintenance resulting in the closure of the line. For an international airport, the service is a disgrace and a constant cause of severe upset for its airport passengers as those of us who travel twice a day on the line, in my case for now over 12 years, know all too well. Any idea that the line could cope with a significant increase in airport passengers is simply fatuous. It is not possible to make the line twin track given the density of surrounding housing on the approach to London. To build an alternative route would be prohibitively expensive. 
Conclusion

I rest my case but would again ask that you to keep these three fundamental points in mind as you wade through the detail to take your decisions. It is not right that we should wantonly take from future generations an area of such exceptional beauty without compelling reason. Further expansion of Stansted would destroy this area for the sake of a policy that is both fundamentally misconceived and impractical.
With my thanks for your time and your patience
Vincent Thompson

Chairman, Little Easton Parish Council
