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WRAYSBURY PARISH COUNCIL

SUBMISSION TO THE DAVIES COMMISSION

This Council believes that the right approach to the problem of air traffic capacity in the South
east should contain the following elements:

1. The ultimate solution is for a new airport on a Greenfield site either North East or South
East of London and capable of future expansion.

2. The intermediate solution should be additional runway(s) at Gatwick and/or Stansted.
3. There should be no further expansion at Heathrow.
4. None of the recently published ideas for expansion at Heathrow is acceptable and the

South West option is particularly objectionable as it would destroy the historic Magna
Carta parish of Wraysbury.

There is no doubt that airport capacity needs to be expanded. If traffic were to grow by 5% per
annum by 2027 there would be twice as many movements as there are today. The question,
therefore, is not whether more airport capacity is to be provided but how much should be built
and where it should be situated.

We believe that the right long term solution is for a new airport to be built on a Greenfield
site either North East or South East of the capital with dedicated high speed transport links
to the centre of London. Such a site would, with proper planning, allow for further runways
to be added as and when they became necessary. It would also avoid aircraft overflying
London. This long term solution would take many years to come to fruition. In the near
term expansion of  capacity at one of London’s  existing airports will be  required.

The obvious candidates for near term expansion are Gatwick and Stansted. Gatwick is not
permitted to add a runway until 2019. This, however, is only six years away and the restrictive
date will be that much closer by the time the Commission reports. It is, therefore, very much a
live option. Gatwick is well used and has good rail and road links although a further runway
there is likely to require upgrading of the M23 to allow for the additional traffic. There is also
likely to be local opposition to an additional runway.

Stansted is less well used than Gatwick and the road and rail links are not as good. An additional
runway there would require significant investment in improving these links. There would also
be some local opposition.

Heathrow is currently running, to all intent and purposes, at full capacity while there is still
capacity available at Gatwick and Stansted. In part this seems due to some airlines concentrating
their activities at Heathrow. The attraction to the airlines is that Heathrow is close to the centre
of London. However, in practice, the journey to the centre of London for most passengers is
a long one as they will use the Piccadilly Line of London Underground which takes the best
part of an hour. While the Heathrow Express offers a fast trip to London
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Paddington that station is not particularly well situated and further onward travel will be required
for those that use it. It is also more expensive than the Underground.

Heathrow suffers from the disadvantage that it is close to a very large population and that many
already suffer substantial noise and other pollution. Indeed, if we were starting with a blank
piece of paper today it is highly unlikely that Heathrow would be built. It is, however, where
it is and contributes substantially to the local economy. We would not be in favour of closing
Heathrow.

An additional runway at Heathrow was proposed by the previous Government and rejected by
the present one. It would create additional noise disturbance and add significantly to local
pollution which would arise both from the increased aircraft movements and the increased traffic
on the M4 and M25. It would also place considerable additional demands on the local
infrastructure. Although the M25 has recently been widened there are significant traffic holdups
at rush hours. Further lanes in each direction would be required together with widening of the
M4 all of which would increase local pollution. The additional motorway traffic generated
would create a knock on effect on the M3 and M40. It is also questionable whether the Piccadilly
line could cope with the increased traffic.

There would also be considerable pressure on the local housing stock. Land to the East of the
airport is already very built up. To the West, North and South much of the land not presently
built on is subject to Green Belt restrictions and some is liable to flood. Furthermore, the advent
of Crossrail will, itself, create additional employment and increase local demand for housing
to the West of the airport. Unemployment in the vicinity of Heathrow is not a major issue.
The additional jobs that would be created by the expansion of airport capacity would, we believe,
be better created elsewhere.

While none of the additional runways proposed by Heathrow airport is attractive, the South
West option would cause substantial damage to the historic parish of Wraysbury.

The Parish of Wraysbury is an ancient settlement and features in the Domesday Book. It is the
site of the Ankerwycke yew, older than Christendom, and one of the oldest in the country. While
there is some doubt as to exactly where the Magna Carta was sealed the area of Runnymede
was, at the time included within the environs of Ankerwycke Priory itself part of the Parish and
there is very little doubt that this historic document was sealed within the boundaries of the
parish as they then were. It is also believed that Henry VIII courted Anne Boleyn under the
boughs of the Ankerwycke yew. The South West option would destroy all this history.

It would, to all intents and purposes, destroy the present village of some 3,000 electors. The
entire village would be within a mile of the proposed option and the vast bulk of the village
within half a mile. There would be significant noise and other pollution. A large part of the
village lies within the Thames flood plain. To alleviate the flood risk, the Environment Agency
is intending to build a flood relief channel for Wraysbury as part of its Lower
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Thames Strategy. The South West option makes no allowance for this. Moreover, dropping
the M25 below the runway would mean that it would be below the local water table and flooding
of the motorway would be an important risk.

It would also be necessary to bury the railway line between Eton and Windsor Riverside and
Staines-upon-Thames below the proposed runway with a similar flood risk. Also the capacity
of two London Reservoirs would be reduced

In addition there are several Sites of Special Scientific Interest, some of which are Ramsar
designated, within half a mile of the proposal which would be severely compromised.


