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Paragraphs: 11.16-11.18;

Much has been made of the subsequent loss of Cliffe Marshes should that be the site chosen for future airport development.

Cliffe is a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) also a designated National Nature Reserve (NNR). The EC has given it protective status as laid out in EC Habitats Directive.

The reason for the marsh’s protection is that large numbers of migratory wading birds visit it during the winter, also its flora and fauna.

Although I would agree that building a new airport on the Hoo Peninsula in North Kent (Ciffe marshes) without thoroughly investigating and providing alternative purpose built sites would be disastrous, however, para 11.17 third sentence clearly states that this course of action has been considered; it is therefore possible to provide a purpose built habitat to accommodate these birds. Such schemes have already been accomplished through out the country.

There is a suggested provision for financing an alternative habitat, a financial figure of £200 million has been quoted as a preliminary estimated cost. 

If the Government is serous in its claim that they are looking at the long-term future of Air Transport in the United Kingdom, (Foreword of this Document) this then is a small price to pay. 
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Paragraph: 9.24;

The case for Stansted is different!

The Ecology report as portrayed in the Document for Stansted is pathetic to say the least. One line and two words is the sole supposition for the 700-1200 ha.of land-take required to meet the option of expanding Stansted Airport to a one\three runway Airport.

The assumption is, that only the two or three runway options would result in the loss of about half of Elsenham Wood SSSI (East End Wood). Thereby having limited ecological inference on the area. (app. B).

The impression given by the Consultation Document is that the land-take for one runway expansion of Stansted is insignificant in respect of its impact of the local ecological habitat. The truth is, the interlocking diversity of the natural ecosystem, would be fractured beyond repair. (app. A) 

The local flora is a habitat for insects, which in turn are the food source of many indigenous and summer visiting birds, amphibians and fauna in general: - 

The destruction of one habitat is the destruction of all! 
Not providing an alternative habitat for these indigenous inhabitants, many of which are already on the ornithological list of threatened specie, would in itself be disastrous. 

What are the facts?

It would appear that an Environmental Study on the Hoo Peninsular has already been carried out, to my knowledge no such Study has been carried out at Stansted. This I find unacceptable, for is there not the same disruption and total loss of habitat for the indigenous population, not accounting for the summer and winter visiting birds many of which are also on the endangered list, as there is for migratory waders? 

Apart from that part of East End Wood, which is within the Parish of Takeley, the Parish also supports four other woods, they are, Priors Wood, Fanns Wood, Seven Acre Wood and Little Newlands Wood, These Woodlands may not have SSSI status, but they are part of the ‘ancient woodland’ that once covered this area, playing an important roll in the local ecosystem, a haven of habitat undisturbed by surrounding pressures of development. 

Seven Acre and Little Newlands Woods will be lost if any of the options are decided upon. (app. A). 

Fanns and Priors Woods will be under threat due to their close proximity to option one. (app. B).

You cannot replace ancient woodland.

The local Bocage with their connecting system of ditches and hedgerows, most of which can be claimed as ancient hedgerows, and which are protected under the 1995 Environment Act, provide natural highways for all species to move from one location to another, the surrounding arable farmland provides food for both the human and animal species alike: - 

If these areas are Lost, they are Lost Forever!
The local indigenous bird population are, in the main, static in their habits, it would prove to be impossible to provide alternative accommodation in the short term, once their specialist habitat as been destroyed. Many of these birds are already on the endangered specie list and are protected by law. With the suggested expansion of Stansted, which would result in covering large areas in concrete, destroying their natural habitat; this would escalate an already fragile situation.

Migratory waders on the other hand, would find alternative feeding grounds, albeit with loss of numbers, however a purpose built alternative site for waders can be provided to alleviate any loss of habitat and numbers in a very short period, this has been the case in the other parts of the country and abroad, where the need for economic growth and environmental concerns are in conflict. 

With out the same thorough Environmental Assessment and an in-depth Study into the local flora, fauna and habitat, can the following questions be answered?

· what impact would there be on the indigenous species, to a complete loss of habitat;

·  what effect would there be on the surrounding ecosystem, if Stansted is indeed expanded?

· whether or not alternative habitat could be provided for the affected indigenous species?

· would an alternative solution be cost affective?

Only then would a true and honest comparison be made, as to the viability of the expansion of Stansted on Ecological grounds.

As a member of the European Community we are signatory to the European Commission Environmental Impact Assessment (EIR) which concerns the protection of the environment within the EEC.

The objective for the protection of Nature and Biodiversity as it affects wild birds is quite clear. The present Directive seeks to:

· protect, manage and regulate all bird specie naturally living in the wild within the European territory of Member States, including the eggs of these birds, their nest and their habitats;

The Directive continues:    

· creating protection zones;

· maintaining the habitats;

· restoring destroyed biotopes;

· creating biotopes; 

The following is NOT permitted:

· to destroy damage or collect their nest and eggs;

· to disturb them deliberately;
The Department for Transport in submitting this Document are deliberately suggesting that Stansted could be expanded.

By allowing the expansion of Stansted, as laid down in their Consultative Document, the Department for Transport will be deliberately contravening a 

EU Directive in the Conservation of wild birds. 

  DfT would be held responsible for: 

· not protecting the local bird species or their habitats;

· the destruction of habitat;

· the destruction of nest sites;

· disturbing them deliberately;

DfT have NOT indicated if they will:

· create protective zones;

· maintain the habitats;

· restore destroyed biotopes

· create biotopes;

As signatories to these EEC Directives and being one of the 150 signatories at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, the Government recognised that action must be taken to halt this global loss of animal and plant species and genetic resources, and that each country has the primary responsibility to conserve and enhance biodiversity within its own jurisdiction. This commitment resulted in the setting up in 1994, The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP). 

Further commitment by the Government to this position, was given at the recent World Earth Summit on the Environment. 

The very suggestion that Stansted should be expanded with the subsequent destruction of habitat flies in the face of International Environmental Agreements and UKBAP made on our behalf. 

Many Government agencies attitude is that ‘they are precluded by such decisions’ using the stock in trade phrase ‘in the country’s economic interest’ thereby not giving an honest appraisal of the scheme and always taking the cheaper option, this can be interpreted as just ‘lip service’ and complete disregard for public opinion.

The only conclusion that the general public will draw, if the expansion at Stansted is allowed, is that the Government and the Department of Transport in particular, are not accountable to International Agreements and Law, wanting to appear to support world issues and opinions, but in reality not supporting them at all.

The case for additional runway space for the projected passenger number increase in the UK has yet to be proven. If however the case is proven that such expansion is necessary, the Government and the Department of Transport, will be judged on their integrity by providing a site that meets their own criteria: -

· a four + runway Air Port that can be operational twenty fours a day with few restrictions.

This equates to an offshore\estuary site and not the continued expansion of Inland Airports. 
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