





A/09/05

APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT & PLANNING APPLICATIONS SUMMARY

Location of Site: London Ashford Airport (LAA), Lydd, Romney Marsh,
Kent, TN29 9QL

Description of Development and Application Numbers:

Construction of a 294 metre runway extension
together with an additional 150 metre starter
extension (Y06/1648/SH)

Erection of a terminal building, capable of processing
500,000 passengers per annum, and 637 car parking
spaces (Y06/1647/SH)

Applicant: London Ashford Airport Ltd
Agent: Indigo Planning Ltd

Swan Court,

Worple Road,

London, SW19 4JS
Date Received: 22.12.06
Further Information and Revisions Received:

October 07, August September 08, March 09

Date of Council Meeting: 23.09.09
NG REF: 606151 121282
Officer Contact: Terry Ellames

RECOMMENDATION: That the council agree the recommendations

)] To adopt the Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations for
the reasons as set out in detail at the end of the report;

i) To refuse planning permission for application Y06/1648/SH for the
reasons as set out in detail at the end of the report;

i) To refuse planning permission for application Y06/1647/SH for the
reasons as set out in detail at the end of the report.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

2.1

LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION

London Ashford Airport (LAA) is located adjoining Lydd, which is approximately two
kilometres to the west. To the north is New Romney, north-east Greatstone-on-Sea,
south-east Lydd-on-Sea and to the south Dungeness Nuclear Power Station and the
MOD Lydd firing range (both of which have restricted flying areas). In the wider
context the site is within the Romney Marsh and Dungeness area. Further west is
Camber, Rye and Hastings, to the north Ashford and north-east Dymchurch, Hythe,
Folkestone and Dover. Junction 10 of the M20 is approximately 25km to the north.
Access to the airport is via the B2075 (Romney Road) and A259 near Brenzett. The
A259 connects the airport to Hastings and Rye in the west, and Hythe, Folkestone
and Dover in the east. Kent International Airport at Manston is to the north-east, near
Ramsgate.

The site is on an area of low lying flat land (approximately 3.5m above sea level) and
is approximately 132 hectares in size. It consists of a 1,505m runway, taxi area,
aircraft apron, terminal, hanger, car park and ancillary facilities.

An important aspect of the site and its surroundings is that it is part of the
Dungeness area, the largest shingle foreland in Europe, and a number of other sites
in the area support a range of high value and important ecological and nature
conservation features of international and national interest. Part of LAA is located in
the Dungeness Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Dungeness, Romney Marsh
and Rye Bay Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The Dungeness to Pett Level
Special Protection Area (SPA), designated for certain species of birds under
European Directive. It located approximately 30m to the south and 495m to the east.
An RSPB Nature Reserve at Dungeness is also to the east and south, falling within
the boundary of the SPA.

HISTORY

LAA, previously known as Lydd Airport, was one of the first post-war airports to be
developed in England, opening in 1956. At its peak Silver City Airways operated a
50-strong fleet out of the airport, with over 250,000 passengers each year during the
1950s, operating a short-haul car transporting service across the channel to France
(primarily Le Touget). In 1962 the airport was taken over by British United Airways
and by 1965 LAA state that an average of 400 cars and 1,300 passengers passed
through the airport daily, including the export of cars. The use of the airport declined
significantly in the early 1970s, with competition from more competitive cross
channel hovercraft and ferry services. LAA has maintained its capability to provide
both scheduled and private services, and retains its licence from the Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA) to operate general aviation, passenger flights and freight transport
services 24 hours a day seven days a week.

Page 3



2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

In 1988 planning application SH/88/230 for a 296 metre runway extension was
called-in by the then Secretary of State for the Environment and subject to a Public
Inquiry.

The reasons for the call-in included the location in relation to the then Dungeness
SSSI and special landscape area, weight of objections received, extent to which
proposals accord with County and Local Plans, effect on obligations under Article 4
of the EEC Bird Directive, safety implications with regard to nearby nuclear power
stations and railway line carrying nuclear waste, effects on local residents in terms of
noise and pollution, traffic conditions and economic implications. The inspector
recommended consent subject to a number of issues being investigated (e.g.
dangers of bird strike to aircraft, details of engineering works, dangers of impact on
air cooling ducts, pile cap level and cooling ducts at Dungeness nuclear power
stations). Also that any consent be subject to a planning agreement and conditions.

It was not until 24 September 1992 the Secretary of State granted consent subject to
conditions. For example restrictions on the number and type of aircraft movements,
aircraft noise performance standards, night time flying, ground running and testing of
aircraft, parachute training, drainage, engineering construction details to be
approved in consultation with English Nature (now Natural England) and the RSPB,
details of lighting to prevent nuisance to adjoining residential areas. It was also
noted that a planning agreement had been completed, draft details of which were
considered by the inspector. This included reference to departure and landing
tracks, maximum take-off mass for departures turning left, no take-off or landings
when irradiated fuel is being transported by rail from Dungeness Nuclear Power
Stations, flight direction monitoring, noise abatement procedures/ monitoring,
helicopter approach zones and other planning conditions. Part of the reasons for the
delay in this decision was due to further consultations with the CAA, Nuclear
Installations Inspectorate, concerns that the proposal could be detrimental to rare
species of birds at Dungeness and the need for more data on the effects of aircraft
movements on breeding success (especially of terms), including further comments
from third parties.

An application to renew this permission in 1997 was never determined, it appears
mainly because the Conservation (Natural Habitats) Regulations 1994 subsequently
applied, potentially requiring a review of the proposal under these new Regulations.
It appears all the features identified as being important under these Regulations
were not fully recognised at the time of the Public Inquiry in 1988 and decision in
1992.

In recent years the site was acquired by new owners, LAA Ltd. LAA have invested in
upgrading key facilities, including a fully licensed Air Traffic Control and Instrument
Landing Service, a new apron parking area capable of accommodating up to eight
B737 sized aircraft, fire fighting and rescue services up to Category 5 and a new
business executive lounge (FAL Aviation). LAA state at present the airport caters for
approximately 3-4,000 passengers per annum. Operations consist of general
aviation (private aircraft, helicopters, freight), including a flying club, scheduled
flights to Le Touquet and maintenance.
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3.

BACKGROUND TO CURRENT APPLICATIONS

LAA Masterplan

3.1

3.2

The background to the submission is the aspirations by LAA for the airport to
gradually expand to cater for two million passengers by 2014. In December 2003, in
accordance with the recommendation of the Aviation White Paper, LAA produced an
initial Master Plan study, which was updated in December 2005. This sets out
ultimate development options related to the business plan forecast and the amount
of share of the demand for air travel generated from the south-east, as forecast in
the Aviation White Paper. LAAs business plan reflects the growth forecast of
international air passengers with growth in market demand estimated at 4.5% from
2003 2014, generating 3.51 million passengers per annum (mppa). Given the
stress on the capacity of other airports in the south-east the Master Plan concludes
initially a passenger terminal design should be developed to accommodate 500,000
passengers per annum, with retention of the existing terminal at this stage for non-
scheduled traffic and that the runway should be extended in order to accommodate
fully loaded (and fully fuelled) Boeing 737/700 planes, which at present is not
possible. This would represent a first phase in the development of the airport, with
the runway extension being the key to increasing the capacity and commercial
viability. Without the runway LAA consider the airport could continue to grow and
receive jet aircraft, but this would be at a much slower rate and limited commercially.
A runway extension would enable the airport to provide viable services to domestic
and European destinations likely to include Edinburgh, Manchester, Plymouth,
Barcelona, Nice, Dublin, Brussels and Amsterdam.

In the longer term, if the current planning applications are successful, it is
anticipated there would be a second phase to accommodate 2 million ppa via a
terminal extension, which would be subject to a separate planning application. LAA
consider this level of development would be a small regional airport serving Kent
and the South East, providing complementary services to Kent International Airport
(Manston). LAA consider both airports offer the potential to grow to be small regional
airports without competing with each other directly, by offering niche services. This
size of airport envisaged is said by LAA to be comparable to the current scale of
operations at Cardiff, Jersey or Durham Airports. The council is not, however, being
asked to consider or approve this second phase at this stage.

Habitat and Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations

3.3

Officers and others have been in discussions with LAA about their proposals for the
past four years. In addition to consideration of the 1994 Habitat Regulations, which
require an Appropriate Assessment of the effects of development on internationally
designated sites, in 1999 the Town and Country Planning Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) Regulations came into force. These require more rigorous
assessment of a wide range of environmental effects for certain major developments,
especially in sensitive locations such as Dungeness and Romney Marsh. It was
agreed early on with the applicant that proposals to expand the airport would need to
be subject to an EIA and Appropriate Assessment.
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3.4 0On 26 August 2005 a scoping report was submitted by the applicant to the council

setting out the suggested information that might be included in Environmental
Statements (ES) associated with the EIA Regulations. The council carried out
consultations on the scoping report and commissioned the Centre for Environmental
Assessment and Management to assist with preparing a scoping opinion under the
EIA regulations. The opinion was adopted in December 2005 and has been used by
the LAA s consultants to aid preparation of EIA work to support the initial planning
submissions and aid an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations.

Council s consultant Bureau Veritas (BV)

3.5 Given the complex and highly important nature of the planning applications the

council commissioned environmental consultants BV to advise on the technical
content of EIA work and provide specialist advice on aviation noise, ecology and air
qguality issues. BV are also commissioned to prepare a report for the council
regarding the Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations, the council
being the competent authority to determine the Appropriate Assessment under the
Habitat Regulations in consultation with Natural England, the Government s statutory
advisor on the natural environment.

APPLICATION DETAILS, FLIGHT ASSUMPTIONS AND SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION

Runway Extension

4.1

4.2

The runway extension is an extension of the existing north-south runway (Runway
21) of 294 metres of additional pavement to its northern end, taking its length from
1,505m to 1,799 metres. There is also a 150 metre starter extension beyond the
threshold of Runway 21. The CAA will only recognise the starter extension for
departing aircraft, not landing aircraft, as the starter extension will not be available
for landing aircraft to use. The starter extension provides larger aircraft with an extra
stretch of asphalt for take off. There is also a Clear and Graded Area of 105m (from
the runway centre line) either side of the runway extension, and a Runway End
Safety Area (RESA) in order to comply with CAA re commendations. The RESA is
an area of relatively flat land, clear of obstacles, intended to reduce the risk of
damage to an aircraft which undershoots or overruns the runway. The Clear and
Graded Area and the RESA are stated to be areas of semi-improved grassland.

At present, aircraft the size of Boeing 737s can land and take off from the airport, but
with limited numbers of passengers. LAA state that the proposed runway extension
will not affect the size of the aircraft that can currently take off from the Airport but
will enable aircraft the size of Boeing 737s to land and take off with a full payload,
thereby increasing the potential capacity of the number of passengers using the
Airport. The proposal also includes an increase in the number of car parking spaces
from 223 to 510. The additional 287 spaces will be provided on existing hardstand to
the north of the proposed terminal building.
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New Terminal Building and Car Park

4.3

4.4

The new terminal building is proposed on an area of existing hardstand adjacent to
Bravo Apron, together with car parking to the north east of the proposed terminal
building. It consists 7,666m> gross external area, including a check-in area,
departure lounge, arrivals lounge, baggage reclaim, ancillary retail, security,
ancillary offices and staff area. The terminal will be capable of processing up to
500,000 passengers per annum (i.e. 250,000 outbound passengers per annum and
250,000 inbound passengers per annum). The existing terminal building is intended
to be demolished on completion of the new building.

The new car parking area to the north of the new terminal building (pursuant to the
runway extension application) is proposed to be enlarged by 181 spaces to
accommodate a total of 468 cars. New staff parking is proposed to the north-west
and south of the new terminal building (71 spaces in total). As the existing terminal
building will be decommissioned on occupation of the proposed new terminal, the
security requirements applied to parked vehicles in close proximity to a passenger
terminal will no longer apply. This will mean that an additional 100 parking spaces
will be accommodated on existing hardstanding between the existing terminal
building, and the existing hangar to meet the requirement of 862 spaces.

Relationship Between the Two Applications

4.5

Although two separate planning applications have been submitted, which means
they should each be assessed on their own merits, it is understood only the runway
extension might be built without a new terminal development. Without a runway
extension permission it is understood a new terminal and car park would not be built.
Consequently the planning and environmental submissions have been based on this
premise.

Passengers Numbers, Fleet Mix and Flight Path Assumptions

4.6

4.7

Although planning applications are required because of physical works associated
with the runway extension and new terminal, and there are separate direct impacts
as a result of this, many of the environmental effects are indirect, a result of
changes in passenger numbers, aircraft fleet mix and movements. This relates to the
runway extension only (300,000 passengers per annum, ppa), and runway with
terminal development (500,000 ppa).

The impact of the proposals is assessed against the existing baseline of 3,000 ppa.
The tables below show the breakdown of aircraft types, activities and annual
movements at the airport recorded in 2005. Of the total aircraft movements some
408 were derived from passenger flights (378 scheduled flights and 30 charter
flights) and in total some 2,817 paying passengers passed through the airport, the
majority via the LyddAirl 17-seater Trislander daily service to Le Touquet.
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Aircraft type Activity Average Total* | Annual
Daily Movements
Movements

Single engine Training/private <57 20,575

Multi piston Training/private/commercial 4 1,460

(non-passenger)

Small executive Commercial/business 1 365

jets

TOTAL <62 22,400

Indicative Helicopter Type Use Average Total’ Annual

Daily Movements | Movements

R22, R44, H269, H369, Hus0 Training <3 1000

S06, A109, SKT6, ASE0, ASS5 Business <1 100

GAZL, LYNX, CH47, PUMA Military <1 100

TOTAL <5 1200

4.8 Although the existing use of LAA is approximately 3,000 ppa the environmental work

4.9

also looks at the impact of the proposals when compared to LAA reaching
300,000 ppa without the runway extension. This is because it is argued by LAA to be
the potential capacity of the airport given the existing terminal and associated
infrastructure. LAA state that such a comparison highlights a benefit of the runway
extension, that more aircraft movements would be needed to reach the 300,000 ppa
target without the runway extension, as aircraft would be able to take off or land
carrying a greater number of passengers with the longer runway. LAA also argue the
runway extension would not change the largest type of aircraft able to use the
airport.

As well as the existing baseline of 3,000 ppa, the impact of the new terminal building
and car park looks at the LAA reaching 500,000 ppa with the runway extension in
place, against LAA operations reaching 300,000 ppa with the runway extension only.

4.10 Flight paths to and from any airport are largely governed by the runway orientation,

and as the proposals are not for a new runway, but an extension of the existing one,
LAA state that the extension will not alter significantly the flight paths available for
aircraft. Boeing 737 and Airbus 319 type will be able to take off with full payloads. As
stated earlier, the proposed runway extension would then enable LAA to support
operations flying to destinations further afield. It is anticipated that this would
encourage the development of a somewhat modified fleet mix, as shown in the table
below. This details the predicted daily average fleet mix arising from the runway
extension and the terminal building planning applications in order to produce the
number of passengers per annum. LAA state that the aircraft types are similar to
those used in other small regional airports throughout the UK.

Aircraft 300,000 ppa

Runway

300,000 ppa
Runway

500,000 ppa
With Terminal

500,000 ppa
With Terminal -
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411

4.12

4.13

4.14

Extension Extension - (average) upper summer
(average) upper summer (average)
(average)
B737 2 4 4 6
A319 2 4 4 6
BAel146 2 2 2 2
Dash 8 2 2 2 2
ATR42-500 0 0 4 4
Saab 4 4 2 2
340/SF340B
Learjet 35A 3 3 4 4
Citation Il 3 3 3 3
CNA750 17 17
Citation X 18 18
Cessna 152 25 25 25 25
Cessna 172 20 20 20 20
Piper PA28 | 15 15
Cherokee 15 15
Piper PA-34 | 20 20 20 20
Seneca

Proposed fleet mix (number of movements per day)

The aircraft highlighted in grey are passenger aircraft (with greater passenger
capacity) and the aircraft highlighted in white are small GA aircraft and or
executive/private jets. LAA state there are no existing or proposed freight operations
from the airport and at this stage freight is not part of the airport’s business plan for
growth.

LAA state the aircraft types are similar to those used at other small regional airports
throughout the UK. Flight paths to and from any airport are largely governed by the
runway orientation, and as the proposal is not for a new runway but for an extension
of the existing one, the flight paths would not significantly alter.

The Airport Traffic Control Tower operates an Instrument Landing System (ILS) for
Runway 21 which became operational in June 2006. The ILS enables qualified pilots
to use the signals transmitted from the system to make a correct and safe approach
in poor visibility conditions. It is a prerequisite of most commercial and business jet
air transport operations that an airport offers an ILS based approach to ensure that
safe commercial operations can continue during marginal or poor weather
conditions. All departing aircraft (except for light propeller driven aircraft) that have a
take off weight of 5700kg or more would turn right upon departure from Runway 21,
thereby remaining clear of Dungeness Power Station. Runway 21 means departing
along the runway, heading 210 degrees from magnetic north. All departing aircraft
would climb straight ahead to at least a height of 500 feet before commencing any
turn. Light aircraft below 5700kg may turn left after departing Runway 21, but must
remain at least 1.5 nautical miles away from Dungeness Power Station.

LAA state the runway extension proposal would mean Runway 21 departure tracks
would be slightly further away from Dungeness Power Station (and further outside
R0O63, which is the name of the restricted airspace around the power station) than at
present. This is because aircraft would be commencing their take-off run at the
beginning of the starter extension; i.e. 444m further to the north east than at present,
which is nearly half a kilometre further away from the power station. The point at
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4.15

4.16

which aircraft reach 500ft would be sooner, so the right turn could be commenced
earlier. Aircraft below 5700kg may turn left (to the south east) or into the visual
training circuit sooner too, thus it is argued comfortably remaining clear of R063.

LAA state it is not intending to operate any night time flights (23:00 to 07:00) as part
of the development proposals and will accept a limitation on such night time flights
(excluding any operations required for emergency or military/Government reasons)
as a planning condition attached to any planning permissions granted in respect of
the applications.

Further comments about the flight paths are made in section 7 in the report under
noise, and as part of the Environmental Health Officer s comments in Appendix 6.

Supplementary Information and Revisions to the Terminal Building

4.17

4.18

4.19

5.

5.1

Excluding plans, both planning applications submitted on 22 December 2006
included the following separate documents: Planning Statement; Environmental
Statement (including Non Technical Summary) under the EIA Regulations; Flood
Risk Assessment; Transport Assessment; Statement of Community Involvement
(Stakeholder consultation); and Operator s Statement (Airport Safety Management).
The application for the terminal building also included a Design and Access
Statement.

In response to initial public and statutory consultation responses, in May 2007 the
council requested the applicant to address a variety of objections and concerns
about the information submitted and associated impacts. In October 2007 LAA
submitted further information including: A response to consultation (including
supplementary planning statements); supplementary environmental information to
inform the ES work under the EIA Regulations; statements to inform the Appropriate
Assessments for Dungeness to Pett Level SPA and Dungeness SAC.

In January 2008 the applicant was informed that the information submitted was still
inadequate to make a decision, and in March 2008 the council detailed to the
applicant several outstanding areas of concern. The applicant responded in August
and September 2008 with revisions to the design of the terminal building (and
associated revised Design and Access Statement), a landscape strategy, lighting
impact assessment and supplementary information regarding ecology, ornithology,
noise, air quality, carbon management, sewerage, transport and geomorphology. In
March 2009 the applicant added to the earlier submission with a socio-economic
update, report on aircraft crash risk to Dungeness Nuclear Power Station,
amendments to the noise assessment, drainage strategy and proposed foul water
solutions.

CONSULTATIONS
A combined total of approximately 3,130 responses have been received from

individuals, town and full parish councils, statutory authorities, other organisations
and groups, full details of which are contained in Appendices 1-6.
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Method and Results of Public Consultation

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Because of the nature of these applications, in addition to the statutory site and
press notices, the council initially carried out an extensive six-week public
consultation exercise between January and March 2007. This included manned and
unmanned exhibitions, and public meetings/ evening presentations in various
locations (Lydd, Greatstone, New Romney, Hythe and Folkestone). A variety of
publicity methods were used and a comments form was available to the public if
required. Subsequent consultations on supplementary information submitted by the
applicant were via site and press notices and press release. It was made clear in the
subsequent consultations any previous comments would remain valid (unless
indicated otherwise).

Overall Response/ Results

In response to the consultations approximately 3,053 responses have been
received, including at least 2,774 individuals (allowing for potential double counting).
Given the extent of the response it has not been possible to set these out in full or
summarise the individual letters. However, Appendix 1 provides an analysis of the
public consultation results and related comments from the applicant. It shows
approximately 88% of the responses analysed are objections and 12% support for
the applications. Given comments by the applicant, and because additional
consultations have taken place on supplementary information, the percentages
identified below are indicative of the relative importance to the public of each reason
for support and objection. For further information refer to Appendix 1.

Objections
The main reasons for objection relate to both planning applications and are: Traffic

impact/ congestion (63.8%); noise nuisance/ vibration/ loss of tranquillity (58.8%); air
pollution/ air quality/ climate change (58.2%); impact on flora and fauna, including
associated ecology designations (54%); impact on wildlife and associated
designations (43.6%); negative socio-economic effects, including employment
(40.6%); there should be a public inquiry (31.75%); not beneficial to tourism (28.6%);
impact on Dungeness Nuclear Power Station due to safety, emergency planning,
new generation of stations (25.1%); not needed, especially given Manston (25.1%);
proposals should be fully assessed against the Airport Master Plan proposals for 2
million passengers (20.4%); conflicts with planning policy, including Local Plan,
Structure Plan, Regional Strategy, Aviation White Paper (19.3%); information
inadequate (11.5%); concern about the effect on birds in terms of bird strikes (5.8%);
inadequate infrastructure, for example water supply (5.4%).

Other objections/ comments included: Impact on landscape/ visual/ design of
building; impact on the Greatstone Primary School; conflicts with Ministry of Defence
sites; will encourage terrorism acts; smell and odour nuisance from petrol and fumes;
loss of and effect on agricultural land; light pollution; inadequate car parking;
location is too peripheral to main centres of population in comparison to Gatwick,
Heathrow, etc; relationship to adjoining wind farm scheme at Walland Marsh needs
to be taken into account; would increase development pressure in the predominantly
rural area of Romney Marsh; information is misleading, especially flight paths; who
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5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

will pay for noise insulation such as triple glazing for residents living nearby; there
should be no night flights; account needs to be taken of flooding, waste management
and sustainable energy; Shepway District Council has an interest in the land
ownership of the airport site which means there is a potential conflict of interest and
the council should therefore not determine the applications. A large number of
signed cards (Kent Wildlife Trust) were also received opposing the airport
applications.

Support
The main reasons for supporting both planning applications are: Will create job

opportunities (28.4%); benefit the local economy generally (20.6%); help arguments
for better roads/ public transport (17.6%); the airport is an existing airport anyway
and has always been there (14.7%); will create new local businesses/ help expand
existing ones (13.1%); generally support but have some concerns (8.5%); important
for the local community (8.2%); good for the local population/ young people (8.2%).

Other reasons for support include: Amount of development will not endanger wildlife/
habitat; local airport needed/ increase airport choice; will reduce travel to other
airports/ less pollution from cars; make the airport more efficient; people will not
notice the aircraft noise/ will get used to it; will be good for tourism; people who
bought houses always knew there was an airport; will help replace jobs lost with
closure of Dungeness Nuclear Power Station; not inconsistent with Dungeness
Nuclear Power Station and potential new proposals; those that oppose the airport
expansion are from outside the local area; consistent with planning/ aviation policy;
tend to support but should be subject to Public Inquiry.

Differing Views on Each Application

The small number of comments received that differentiated between the two
applications (approximately .01%) focused on the following issues: The runway
would result in more direct impacts on the ecology designations and larger aircraft
would fly closer to bird habitats; the runway would lead to bigger aircraft and
overflying of more properties resulting in a greater noise impact for residents;
concerns about flooding and extra pollution; differing arguments about whether the
runway or terminal would add more to traffic impact; some expansion should be
allowed for economic and employment reasons.

Geographical Spread

Most comments were from addresses adjoining the airport area, and to a lesser
extent throughout Shepway. However, others were received from elsewhere in Kent,
East Sussex, Surrey and even elsewhere in the UK. Comments from outside the
district were wide ranging, but many were concerned with the effect of the proposals
on Romney Marsh, its habitat, wildlife, associated national and international
designations and tranquillity.

Town and Parish Councils

5.10 All town and parish councils within Shepway were consulted on the original

submissions, including the supplementary information. Comments have been
received from Lydd and New Romney, sixteen other town and parish councils plus
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5.11

5.12

six others in Ashford and East Sussex. Full comments form Appendix 2, details of
which are summarised as follows:

Lydd
A decision was originally deferred pending a parish poll. The results of the poll were

741 in support of the airport expansion and 916 against. Lydd Town Council objects
to the applications and requests referral to the Secretary of State for a full public
inquiry. 7 councillors voted for the motion, 4 against and 1 abstention.

New Romney
New Romney also carried out a poll, the results of which were 396 in support of the

airport expansion and 1288 against. New Romney comment that owing to the
technical complexity of both applications it is resolved to seek a public inquiry to
determine whether they should be approved or not. Comments were attached from
an individual councillor with regard to the supplementary information and New
Romney also asked that these be considered. This included comment about
payloads and the existing runway, it is wrong to use Bournemouth Airport as an
analogy (London City Airport would be better as it is shorter than Lydd and still uses
BAE 146-300 and now Airbus 318 aircraft), a runway extension should not be
allowed until the existing capacity of the airport has been reached, with only the
terminal extension and parking being allowed in the interim.

5.13 The earlier resolution was reconfirmed in October 2008 that the applications be

referred to the Secretary of State for a public inquiry. It was added that under the
South East Plan, Kent International Airport (Manston) is the designated international
hub airport for the South East. Also account should be taken of: road infrastructure;
inadequate bus and rail services; insufficient car parking and congestion;
inadequate sewerage proposals; nuclear safety; housing and Greatstone School too
close to the runway; tranquil nature and peace of the area will be destroyed; will
jeopardise Manston Airports success and increase the CO’ footprint and add to
global warming. Further details of these issues are in Appendix 2.

Other Town and Parish Councils in Shepway

5.14 Nine other town and parish councils are objecting to both applications (Burmarsh,

Dymchurch, Elham, Elmstead, Lyminge, Lympne, Saltwood, Sellindge and Stanford).
Like Lydd and New Romney, three others believe the Secretary of State should
determine the planning applications following a public inquiry (Brookland,
Dymchurch, Folkestone). Acrise supports both applications, St Mary in the Marsh
supports limited expansion subject to provisos, Brookland supports the runway only,
and Postling supports the terminal but objects to the runway. Hythe requests further
information. Full details for any reasons and comments associated with these
decisions are in Appendix 2.

Ashford District

5.15 Shadoxhurst and Woodchurch support the applications. Appledore comment that

better transport provision to the airport is required before its expansion should be
permitted. Hastingleigh objects because of concerns about the adverse impact on
the natural environment in general, but mainly due to the close proximity of nature
reserves and poor road connections.
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East Sussex

5.16 Camber support the principle of expanding the airport, and hence transport links in
this area, but have concerns about the volume of road traffic that might tend to pass
through Camber village, requesting mitigation measures. Rye object because: The
proposals are considered to be unnecessary as South East England is served
adequately by existing airports; there would be an adverse impact on the
surrounding natural environment; there is a risk of bird strike so air safety is
compromised; expansion of the airport could hinder the construction of a
Dungeness C; there is inadequate road infrastructure to accommodate increased
vehicular traffic; the availability of more flights would encourage further air travel
adding to global carbon emissions.

Statutory Authorities, Government and Related Organisations/ Partnerships,
Utilities

5.17 Twenty-five statutory authorities, government and related organisations/
partnerships and utilities have responded. Full details of these comments are in
Appendix 3. Reference is made to some of these comments elsewhere in the report
where appropriate. Key points arising from the responses are summarised as
follows:

South East Partnership Board (formerly SEERA)

5.18 In the context of the South East Plan the South East England Partnership Board
comment that the District Council should only grant planning permission if it is
satisfied that the proposed development will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Dungeness to Pett Level SPA and Dungeness SAC. If granted this should be subject
to conditions and/or legal agreements regarding: An appropriate package of
transport infrastructure measures; an agreed travel; appropriate level of car and
cycle parking; mitigation measures in relation to flood risk, air quality, noise and
impacts on groundwater and archaeological remains; measures to protect and
enhance the biodiversity assets of the site. With regard to the terminal proposals
there should be incorporation of water and energy efficiency measures, the
promotion of renewable energy and sustainable construction conditions

South East of England Development Agency (SEEDA)

5.19 SEEDA comment that the Development Plan and the Aviation White Paper are
supportive of the proposals for these two applications provided a range of criteria
are met. SEEDA also recognises the importance placed on expansion at LAA in the
local economic development strategy and sustainable community strategy and
welcomes the employment opportunities expected to be created. However, concern
is expressed about the limited road and public transport infrastructure serving the
site and potential environmental impacts. Given the relatively small scale of the
project in regional terms SEEDA is content for Shepway District Council to determine
the weight to be given to these issues, as against local economic benefits and other
issues.

Natural England
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5.20

5.21

5.22

5.23

5.24

Natural England objects to both applications and advises the council to refuse them.
It is Natural England s view that the proposals conflict with national, regional and
local planning policy and do not meet the requirements of key legislation.
Furthermore, as a matter of law, the council is able to grant permission for the
proposals only if it can be concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the
integrity of a Special Protection Area (SPA) or Special Area of Conservation (SAC).
This is unless there are no alternative solutions that would have a lesser effect and
there are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest for the proposals to go
ahead. The Habitats Regulations apply the precautionary principle as a matter of
law. If the effects are uncertain but could be significant, the precautionary principle
applies and it must be assumed that the proposal will have an adverse affect on the
site.

In addition to comments about the SPA and SAC Natural England comment: The
proposals as presented are likely to have an adverse impact on Dungeness,
Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SSSI; although a proposed Ramsar site at Dungeness
and additional SPA interests are not subject to the Habitat Regulations test, they are
material considerations in the planning decision and should be assessed. Otherwise
the possibility of the need to modify or revoke any permission could result in the
need for compensation; the applicant has not demonstrated that the proposals will
not adversely affect populations of species protected under the 1981 Wildlife and
Countryside Act and the 1994 Conservation (Natural Habitats, and c.) Regulations,
including great crested newts, bats and reptiles; the Environmental Statements do
not meet the requirements of the EIA Regulations, both in terms of the assessment
of impacts and mitigation measures; there is concern about the implications of the
proposals on tranquil areas, including Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB), and resultant effects on tourism and recreation.

Also for Natural England, the Dungeness Romn ey Marsh area is a highly valued
landscape where it administers over £9 million through the Agri-environment
schemes as part of the rural economy and to fund farmers and landowners to
enhance the environment. These agreements covering more than 32,000ha of the
local area are in the form of Environmental Stewardship Schemes, Countryside
Stewardship Schemes and Wildlife Enhancement Schemes. Furthermore there are
the designations of SACs, SPAs, SSSIs and Nature Reserves that address the
valued nature conservation designations. The expansion of an airport from currently
3,000 passengers a year to 300,000 or 500,000 would entail a highly significant
change to the local environment. The proposals would directly conflict with the
proactive efforts made in the area of the last two decades through agri-environment
schemes and SSSI management to reverse the decline in farmland and wetland
birds such as the bittern, lapwing and little tern.

A number of developments have been proposed locally and nationally that relate to
SACs /SPAs /SSSIs which set the context for Natural England s position for
addressing the impacts of the LAA proposal, and where evidence would be sought,
should the application go to Public Inquiry.

Environment Agency and Romney Marshes Internal Area Drainage Board
Following the last round of supplementary information, the Environment Agency
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removed its earlier objections. This is subject to conditions regarding foul and
surface water drainage, contamination, biodiversity and flood risk. Earlier comments
about climate change, biodiversity and drainage have been clarified. Romney
Marshes Internal Area Drainage Board have no objections subject to conditions.

Highways Agency and Kent Highways

5.25 Following the submission of supplementary information the Highways Agency and

Kent Highways have no objections on transport or traffic grounds, subject to
conditions and legal agreements.

Health and Safety Executive, British Energy (EDF), KCC Emergency Planning Group

5.26 British Energy (now part of EDF), the existing owners of Dungeness Nuclear Power

5.27

5.28

5.29

Station, are objecting to the applications on the grounds it will increase nuclear
crash safety risk. The HSE (Nuclear Installations Inspectorate), the Government s
statutory advisor on health and safety and nuclear installations have no objections to
the applications on safety or security grounds, subject to an appropriate condition
about flight movements. Kent County Council Emergency Planning Group raise no in
principal objection, however, if the application is permitted, relevant contingencies
within site-specific emergency plans for the Dungeness Nuclear Plants and Lydd
Airport will need to be reviewed and where necessary, modified to accommodate
impacts arising from an expansion of the airport facility.

English Heritage and KCC Archaeology Unit

English Heritage have no objections, but are concerned the effects on the Listening
Devices (a Scheduled Ancient Monument) have not been assessed at this stage.
Notwithstanding this, the applications should be determined in accordance with
national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of Shepway District Council s
specialist conservation advice. KCC Archaeology Unit comment that there are some
issues which would be preferable to address prior to consent, particularly the issue
relating to the Listening Devices at Greatstone, but for the other archaeological
requirements, including the palaeoenvironmental one, this can be accommodated
within the conditions.

Commission for Architecture and Built Environment (CABE)

CABE, the non-statutory national advisor on architecture and the built environment,
states that it welcomes the opportunity to comment on the expansion proposals
given the national significance of the location. Consideration has been given by the
applicant to previous concerns in revisions to supplementary information, but there
remain some fundamental concerns which mean CABE is unable to support the
applications. The sensitivity of the site surroundings and complex issues arising from
the airport use require a more integrated approach. Detailed comments are made
about sustainability, landscape, master planning and built form.

Kent County Council (Strategic Planning Division)

Many of the original outstanding issues have been resolved including the landscape
and visual aspects, community noise impact and the surface transport issues.
However, on the basis of LAA s latest submission (March 2009), it is still not possible
to conclude that the internationally designated sites will not be adversely impacted.
Under the Habitat Regulations the precautionary principle therefore applies, unless
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5.30

5.31

5.32

5.33

5.34

the Appropriate Assessment carried out in consultation with Natural England
concludes that there would be no adverse effects (i.e identified or uncertain), in
which case planning permission could be granted.

There is a positive but modest economic case to support the expansion of Lydd
Airport if the current proposals could be demonstrably compatible with high level
nature conservation policies and legislation (the South East Plan, KMSP,
Government Planning Policy Guidance [PPS9] and Habitat Regulations 1994). The
applicant should therefore be encouraged to seek and provide the further
information that is still required to remove the obstacles. In the meantime, so long as
the details of the environmental impacts and the proposed mitigation and
compensation measures remain unclear, it is KCCs view that the applications
should not be approved.

In summary, whilst KCC is otherwise minded to support the principle of the proposals
in SH/06/1647 and SH/06/1648, there remain serious concerns principally over the
residual uncertainty regarding the extent and significance of any adverse impact on
the adjacent internationally designated sites (Dungeness to Pett Level SPA and
Dungeness SAC) and the clarity, specificity and deliverability of measures that might
satisfactorily mitigate any such impacts.

In the light of this, the requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc)
Regulations, and the duties placed upon public bodies in this regard, and Policies
NRM5 and NRM9 of the South East Plan, KCC does not consider that planning
permission should be granted for these applications. This is unless and until the
concerns regarding potential adverse impact on the internationally designated areas
are removed, taking into account the advice of Natural England in this matter as well
as the outcome of the Appropriate Assessment currently being undertaken by
Shepway District Council.  If subsequent advice from Natural England were to
depart from that which we have received to date then KCC would wish to revisit the
issue.

East Sussex County Council, Ashford Borough Council, Rother District Council and
Other Authorities

East Sussex County Council comment that proposals to increase passenger capacity
may bring social and economic benefits to an area characterised as having a poor
performing economy in need of regeneration, and as such can be supported in
principle. However, neither application should be permitted until the applicant has
demonstrated that these proposals, either in combination or individually, will not give
rise to surface access requirements which would have an adverse impact on the
highway network in East Sussex.

If Shepway District Council is minded to approve these applications, it should restrict
flight paths to those that form the basis of the Environmental Statement
accompanying the applications (to avoid overflying East Sussex and consequent
adverse impacts on its communities and environment), and ensure that adverse
cross border transport impacts are minimised so that access by alternative modes is
enhanced by securing a transport interchange at Appledore Station, including
regular public transport services connecting the station with the airport.
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5.35

5.36

5.37

5.38

5.39

5.40

Ashford Borough Council consider it would be inappropriate to support the proposals
given insufficient supplementary information to address the council s previous
concerns. These relate to noise and vibration impacts over Ashford Borough, traffic
generation and potential impacts within Ashford Borough, tourism and economic
impacts (tourism impacts being considered to be negative). Furthermore the
assessment carried out by British Energy, as the nuclear licensee, suggests an
increased risk to safety of the Dungeness Nuclear Power Station.

Rother District Council would support the proposals on the basis of the economic
and regeneration benefits to this area of East Sussex and Kent. However, any such
expansion should only take place on the basis that the surrounding transport
infrastructure be improved as necessary, that Shepway District Council is satisfied
that an increase in air traffic can be accommodated without adverse environmental
impact on the adjoining area and that appropriate controls on night flights and flight
paths are imposed. Dover District Council and Canterbury City Council both wrote
confirming no comments.

Civil Aviation Authority and National Traffic Air Services

The CAA comment that separate approvals will be required under the airports
licence, which is different from Town and Country Planning Act procedures, and as
such have no comments. National Traffic Air Services (NATS) comment there is no
conflict with safeguarding criteria so there are no objections.

Defence Estates

The MOD do not object to the applications, but comment on the restrictions on flying
over the firing ranges at Hythe and Lydd and the memorandum of understanding
with the LAA. Concerns are expressed about increased potential infringement over
the MOD sites if the airport becomes busier, and requests installation of radar and
confirmation of new procedures to prevent future danger area infringements.

Kent Downs AONB Executive

The Kent Downs AONB Executive strongly recommends refusal for the following
reasons; Noise impacts will significantly damage tranquillity in the AONB; the
applicant has not properly addressed this issue in its submissions; national policy is
clear that highest priority should be given to conservation and enhancement of
AONBs.

Channel Corridor Partnership (now abandoned )

The former strategic partnership, which has now been wound up, made a number of
comments. These included the points that there is substantial evidence that regional
airports fulfil a serious economic development function, especially through direct and
indirect employment. In economic terms LAA could serve a catchment area between
Eastbourne, Hastings, Ashford and Canterbury. The Partnership did not view LAA
as a competitor to Manston as it would only provide for short haul aircraft. While
expansion is supported in local planning documents up to two million passengers,
more detailed information is required to identify whether the economic impacts are
proven.
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5.41

Southern Water

Southern Water comment that for connection to the public sewerage system
significant off site sewerage infrastructure will be required, which should be
requisitioned under the Water Industry Act. A condition should be imposed requiring
further details. The local authority should be satisfied about drainage given
discharge to the local watercourse.

Other Organisations

5.42

5.43

5.44

5.45

5.46

Eighteen other organisations have responded, details of which are in Appendix 3.

Chambers of Commerce

The Channel Chamber of Commerce (Shepway) supports the applications for the
following reasons. They represent a unique opportunity to transform this airport into
a larger more successful regional operation. This mirrors what has already
happened elsewhere along the south coast such as Eastleigh, Bournemouth and
Exeter. Furthermore, it is understand that substantial private sector investment is
readily available to ensure construction work is started and the plan implemented
with the minimum of delay. It must also be very reassuring that the management
team at LAA have demonstrated their commitment to the local community by
spending more than £1.7 million preparing reports and undertaking environmental
studies to support these planning applications. As a direct result of these efforts
LAA s growth plans are within county and regional long-term economic strategies.
With the prospect of an economic recession looming large, Shepway District cannot
turn its back on the prospect of new jobs and an opportunity to bring new wealth and
prosperity to one of the most deprived rural areas of the south east region.

Kent Invicta Chamber of Commerce (Ashford, Canterbury, Maidstone, Thanet)
support the planning applications because expansion would be good for future
business in South East Kent. However, due consideration should be given regarding
the fragile infrastructure that currently exists at Junction 10 of the M20 motorway.
Support is given for a further Junction 10a to relieve the existing junction and trust
these planning applications will also support that need.

RSPB

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) manages the nearby
Dungeness Bird Reserve, which falls partly within the SPA. The RSPB are objecting
to the applications and have made very substantial submissions. Objections and
concerns relate to impacts on the SPA and SAC, bird strike risk (and bird control
plan), noise and birds, nitrogen disposition (and negative impact on sensitive plants
including lichen communities in the SAC), sewerage impacts on the SPA and SAC,
planning policy, climate change, landscape, visual amenity, enjoyment of the RSPB
Dungeness Reserve and concerns about various mitigation measures.

Kent Wildlife Trust

Kent Wildlife Trust have made objections, some similar to the RSPB. These relate to
nationally and internationally important ecology sites, particularly as a result of
management of bird strike risk; likely impacts on important populations of Great
Crested Newts associated within these sites, due to actual or potential habitat loss;
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5.47

likely impacts on important plant communities associated with nationally and
internationally important sites, particularly as a result of nitrogen deposition arising
from air pollution; failure of both planning applications to address, in any serious
manner, mitigation of, or compensation for, these impacts; failure of both planning
applications to assess potentially significant impacts arising from certain forms of
pollution associated with the development proposals; failure of both planning
applications to accord with national, regional, county and district planning policies
and of both planning applications to properly address the provisions of the Habitats
Regulations. Both planning applications are dealt with together, since they have
been submitted together and the nature of their impacts are considered similar,
though the impact of the runway extension proposal differs slightly from that of the
proposal for a new terminal building. Kent Wildlife Trust also gave other detailed
comments on the recent supplementary information. It is also argued the proposals
would make it difficult, if not impossible, to successfully deliver policies in the South
East Plan, since the proposals are considered to result in a significant increase in
carbon emissions, contrary to broad Government policy and policies in the South
East Plan.

National Trust
The National Trust are concerned about the impact of the proposals on its properties
in East Sussex, Appledore and along the Royal Military Canal. Also traffic impact,
impact on various international and national ecology designations and greenhouse
gas emissions.
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Other organisations

5.48 There are objections and/ or concerns from the Council for Protection of Rural
England (CPRE), Open Spaces Society (national charity), Kent Green Party, Friends
of North Kent Marshes, Shepway Friends of the Earth, New Folkestone Society and
more specialist organisations including Plantlife (International Wild Plant
Conservation Charity), Buglife (The Invertebrate Conservation Trust), the
Bumblebee Conservation Trust, Kent Ornithological Society, Kent Branch of the
Butterfly Conservation Society and the East Kent Badger Group. The Governors of
Greatstone Primary School have also set out objections to the applications on the
grounds that it will have a detrimental impact on the school given its very close
proximity to the runway.

Local Action Groups

5.49 Appendix 5 contains the comments of Friends of Lydd Airport (FLAG), Lydd Airport
First, Lydd Airport Action Group (LAAG) and the former Keep the Marsh Special
Alliance (KMSA). The first two groups support the planning applications and the
second two oppose them. Comments are referred to in the report appraisal where
appropriate.

Shepway District Council Officers

5.50 Appendix 6 contains the comments of the council s Economic Development Officer,
Environmental Health Officer, former Transportation Officer, Design Architect and
Crime Reduction and Architectural Liaison Officer. These are referred to in the
report appraisal where appropriate.

6. RELEVANT POLICY GUIDANCE
International and National

6.1 Directives 79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC, European Commissions 2001 Assessment
of plans and projects significantly affecting Natura 2000 sites , Conservation (Natural
Habitats and c¢) Regulations 1994, Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, ODPM
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and geological conservation; statutory obligations and
their impact within the planning system, White Paper on Aviation (2003) and
associated Future of Air Transport Progress Report (2006), PPS1 (Delivering
Sustainable Development, 2005), PPG4 (Industrial, Commercial Development and
Small Firms, 1992), PPS7 (Sustainable Development in Rural Areas, 2004), PPS9
(Biodiversity and Geological Conservation, 2006), PPG13 (Transport, 2001), PPG15
(Planning and the Historic Environment ,1994), PPG16 (Archaeology and Planning,
1990), PPG21 (Tourism, 1992), PPS22 (Renewable Energy, 2004), PPS23
(Planning and Pollution Control, 2004), PPG24 (Planning and Noise, 1994), PPG25
(Development and Flood Risk, 2001 and subsequent updates).

County and Regional
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6.2

6.3

6.4

At the time of writing this report, and up until 6 July 2009, the Kent and Medway
Structure Plan (KMSP) provides the strategic planning policy arm of the
Development Plan for the area alongside the adopted Shepway District Local Plan
Review (2006). Policy TP25 in the KMSP concerned Lydd Airport stating:

The expansion of aviation at Lydd Airport will be supported. Proposals related to
the development of the airport will be assessed for acceptability against the following
criteria:

- Development being directly related to the operation of the airport unless
otherwise forming part of a proposal in a Local Development Document;

- no material harm on internationally or nationally designated environmental
areas;

- no significant detrimental impact on locally designated environmental areas;

- no significant adverse impact on the amenity of local communities which cannot
be satisfactorily mitigated;

- appropriate measures being secured to mitigate and where appropriate
compensate for, the impact of development including noise control, air pollution,
light pollution, water pollution, sewerage disposal, landscape, species and
habitat management;

- the requirements for surface access being adequately accommodated within the
capacity of the existing or committed local transport network;

- measures being identified and secured to improve access by public transport
modes .

However, KCC have recently advised (as set out in Appendix 3) that the new
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) - The South East Plan - replaces Regional Planning
Guidance for the South East (RPG9) and the Kent and Medway Structure Plan
(KMSP). The Secretary of State has decided that following the publication of the
South East Plan none of the KMSP policies should be extended so these will cease
to have development plan status when their three-year period expires on 6 July
2009. Policy TP25 therefore no longer forms part of the development plan.

As the representations of KCC have relied upon the Structure Plan in its previous
comments it has been necessary for KCC to assess whether, in the case of each
policy quoted, there is: (a) A direct equivalent in the South East Plan; (b) some (e.g.
indirect) reference; or (c) no comparable/ reference. This is set out in tabular form in
Appendix 3 and summarised as follows: The South East Plan makes no specific
reference to or support for LAA; KMSP policy EN3 (protecting and enhancing the
countryside character) is comparable to C4; TP2 (assessment criteria for transport
proposals) is comparable to T1, T2, T8, T14; TP3 (transport and location of of
development) is comparable to SP2, T1, T2, T5; EN6 (international and national
wildlife designations) is comparable to NRM5, particularly (i), (i), (iv); ENS8
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6.5

6.6

(protecting, conserving and enhancing biodiversity) is comparable to NRM5,
particularly (i), (ii), (iv); pollution impacts is comparable to NRM9 (ii), (v).

The South East Regional Partnership Board have made comments as set out in
Appendix 3. In terms of the updated relevant policy reference from the published
South East Plan (May 2009), which is now part of the statutory development plan,
these are considered by the South East Partnership Board to be the most relevant
policies: NRM5 (conservation and improvement of biodiversity); T1, T2 and T5 and
CC7 (relating to transport); an appropriate level of car and cycle parking to comply
with Policy T4; mitigation measures in relation to flood risk, air quality, noise and
impacts on groundwater and archaeological remains; and measures to protect and
enhance the biodiversity assets of the site in accordance with Policies NRML1,
NRM4, NRM5, NRM7, NRM9, NRM10 and BE6. The new terminal should also
incorporate water and energy efficiency measures and promote renewable energy
and sustainable construction in accordance with Policies CC2, CC4, NRM1, NRM11,
NRM12, W2 and ML1.

The key policy relating to these applications is NRM5, which is as follows:

Local planning authorities and other bodies shall avoid a net loss of biodiversity and,
actively pursue opportunities to achieve a net gain across the region.

i) They must give the highest level of protection to sites of international nature
conservation importance (European sites). Plans or projects implementing
policies in this RSS are subject to the Habitats Directive. Where a likely
significant effect of a plan or project on European sites can be excluded, an
appropriate assessment in line with the Habitats Directive and associated
regulations will be required.

i) If after completing an appropriate assessment of a plan or project local planning
authorities and other bodies are unable to conclude that there will be no adverse
effect on the integrity of any European sites, the plan or project will not be
approved, irrespective of conformity with other policies in the RSS, unless
otherwise in compliance with 6(4) of the Habitats Directive.

i) For example when deciding on the distribution of housing allocations, local
planning authorities should consider a range of alternative distributions within
their area and should distribute an allocation in such a way that it avoids
adversely affecting the integrity of European sites. In the event that a local
planning authority concludes that it cannot distribute an allocation accordingly,
or otherwise avoid or adequately mitigate any adverse effect, it should make
provision up to the level closest to its original allocation for which it can be
concluded that it can be distributed without adversely affecting the integrity of
any European sites.

iv) They shall avoid damage to nationally important sites of special scientific

interest and seek to ensure that damage to county wildlife sites and locally
important wildlife and geological sites is avoided, including additional areas
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outside the boundaries of European sites where these support the species for
which that site has been selected.

v) They shall ensure appropriate access to areas of wildlife importance, identifying
areas of opportunity for biodiversity improvement and setting targets reflecting
those in the table headed Regional Biodiversity Targets Summary for 2010
and 2026 below. Opportunities for biodiversity improvement, including
connection of strategic opportunity for biodiversity improvement (Diagram
NRM3) should be pursued.

vi) They shall influence and applying agri-environment schemes, forestry, flood
defence, restoration of mineral extraction sites and other land management
practices to: Deliver biodiversity targets; increase the wildlife value of land;
reduce diffuse pollution and protect soil resources.

vii) They shall promote policies that integrate the need to accommodate the changes
taking place in agriculture with the potential implications of resultant
development in the countryside.

viii) They shall require green infrastructure to be identified, developed and
implemented in conjunction with new development.

6.7 Other South East Plan policies considered to be relevant to the current applications

include CC1 (sustainable development), CC2 (climate change) and T9 (Airports).

Shepway District Adopted Local Plan (2006) and LDF Core Strategy

6.8

6.9

The Shepway District Adopted Local Plan proposals map shows Lydd Airport as a
site for expansion, within an area at risk of fluvial and tidal flooding and partly within
a Local Landscape Area.

There is a section on Lydd Airport and parts of paragraphs 11.40 41 are as
follows: Lydd Airport is an important facility for the district with potential for
improvement and expansion. Policy P11 of the Structure Plan (subsequently
amended as TP25 in the former KMSP) supports proposals for the expansion of
aviation activity at Lydd Airport, subject to environmental, traffic and employment
implications. The District Council recognises the importance of the airport as a
source of employment for Romney Marsh The Council s upports development that
strengthens the airport function. However, as it is remote from surrounding
settlements and exposed in the landscape, development not directly related to the
airport use would be inappropriate . Combined with the importance of surrounding
areas for nature conservation, these factors make the site unsuitable for use as a
new airport for London. The County Council supports the growth of services at Lydd
Airport and consider it could support increased aviation activity on a scale of one to
two million passengers per year. In considering development proposals in the
vicinity of Lydd Airport, the potential impact of the development upon flying activity at
the airport will be taken into account .

6.10 The key related policy is TR15:
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The District Planning Authority will permit proposals for the expansion of facilities at
Lydd Airport directly related to the commercial and recreational flying use provided
there would be no significant impact upon the internationally important wildlife
communities in the Lydd/ Dungeness area. Regard will also be given to the likely
effect of proposals on other special features in the area, particularly the power
station .

6.11 Other relevant policies are: SD1 (sustainable development); BE1 (building design,
layout and special needs access), BE2 (public art); BE7 (archaeology); BE15 and 16
(landscape and amenity); Ula (infrastucture provision); U2 (sewerage and waste
water disposal); U4 (protection of ground and water resources); U6 (areas at risk
from flooding); U7 (sustainable urban drainage systems); U8 and 9 (water supply);
U10 (waste disposal and recycling); U10a (contaminated land); U15 (light pollution);
TR1 (traffic management); TR2 (public transport); TR5 (cycling); TR6 (walking); TR8
(A259); TR11 (access to the highway network); TR12 (car parking); TR13 (travel
plans); CO1 (development in the countryside); C03 (Kent Downs AONB), C04
(Special Landscape Areas), and 5 (Local Landscape Areas); C08-C0l11l (nature
conservation SPAs/ SACs/ Ramsar sites, SSSIs, wil dlife sites/ nature reserves,
habitats and landscapes protected by law); C012 (conditions/ agreements and
nature conservation); C013 (water courses, ponds, canals, banks); C014 (long term
protection of Dungeness) C015 (agricultural land). Consideration is also required of
the Kent Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document.

6.12 The council is now preparing a Local Development Framework with its lead
document being the Core Strategy. Work on the Core Strategy has reached the
preferred options stage with the consultation finishing later this month. The council
expect to submit its Core Strategy in early 2010, followed by an examination in
public and final adoption in 2011. It is not considered that the policies in the Core
Strategy Preferred Options have reached a stage where they are a material
consideration in determining these applications.

Other County and Local Guidance

6.13 East Kent Sustainable Community Plan, Kent County Council s Local Transport Plan
2001- 2006 Kent Prospects - and Economic Development and Regeneration
Framework to Kent 2006, Ashford s Future (2005), SEEDA coastal strategy.

7. APPRAISAL
General Principles

7.1 The Aviation White Paper encourages airport growth to meet rising demand,
especially in the South-East. LAA is identified as a small airport, the growth of which
should not be overlooked in helping meet local demand. LAA is not identified as an
airport of regional significance, though growth is encouraged by KCC in their
representations and in the Shepway District Local Plan Review up to 1-2m ppa,
which is not considered inconsistent with national and regional aviation policy.
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However, this is subject to strict environmental and other criteria, particularly the
effects on international and national ecology designations and other special
features, particularly Dungeness Nuclear Power Station. Other key criteria include
those issues identified as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations
and other relevant planning policies, including sustainability.

Socio-economic

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

LAA argue that the proposals will bring employment, business and further education
opportunities as well as an increase in tourism.

i) Existing Economic Context

LAA have made a number of comments about Shepway and the area around Lydd:
The effects of the current recession are having a significant impact in Kent and the
number of people claiming unemployment-related benefits in Shepway in January
2009 was 3.8%. This is significantly higher than the County average of 2.7%, the
South East rate of 2.8%, and National rate of 3.4%.

Lydd has the fifth highest unemployment rate of the 22 wards in Shepway District.
Tthe number of people claiming unemployment-related benefits in January 2009,
according to the Quarterly Economic Report published by Kent County Council in
January 2009, has risen 69.9% since January 2008. Unemployment has also risen in
New Romney, increasing 108.7% since January 2008. The Indices of Multiple
Deprivation (IMD) for 2007 indicate that Shepway is ranked 123rd of the 354 local
authority districts in England (where 1 is the most deprived). This indicates that the
District is in the most deprived 35% of local authority areas in England and is the
third most deprived local authority of the 12 districts in Kent. IMD data from 2004
ranked Shepway at 131 out of 354. This is a slip down the IMD scale by eight places
to 123 in 2007, which indicates that Shepway has become more deprived since
2004. In terms of Lydd itself, the ward is made up of four lower layer output areas,
one of which is ranked the 14th most deprived of the 65 in Shepway District in the
IMD for 2007. The area around LAA has few large employers, insufficient local job
opportunities and access to larger markets is restricted.

i) Investment and Job Creation
The capital costs of the works to the runway and new terminal development involve a
substantial investment in to the local economy in the short and medium to long term.

LAA state that assuming the direct creation of 600 jobs per million passengers, at
300,000ppa it is anticipated that LAA would generate a total of 304 jobs (180 direct
jobs, 54 indirect jobs and 70 induced). When LAA is operating at 500,000ppa, the
total is anticipated to be 507 jobs (300 direct jobs, 90 indirect jobs and 117 induced
jobs). In addition, the construction of the terminal building would create
approximately 28 full time equivalent jobs and the construction of the runway
extension would create it is argued approximately 4 full time equivalent jobs.
Therefore, the expansion of LAA would make a significant contribution to addressing
unemployment in the local area, and also add to the very limited local pool of larger
employers, which is a particularly important consideration in the current economic
climate.
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7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

iii) Skills Development and Training

LAA comment that skills, development and training are key regeneration and
economic development priorities for Shepway, Kent and the South East as a whole,
and that the expansion of LAA has the potential to make a significant local
contribution to this. Furthermore, LAA have a clear commitment to employing local
people and a strong track record of working with local secondary schools.

LAA has supported both long term placements where work experience students
attend the airport one day a week during term time over a period of months and
shorter placements where students attend for a few weeks at a time. LAA also state
they are committed to exploring new programmes and initiatives which will benefit
the local community, including construction training. This could be based on small
cohorts of either young people or long term unemployed in Lydd and Romney Marsh.

LAA comment that the construction of the terminal building in particular would
provide a good opportunity to run a training scheme based on construction trades.

A recruitment initiative could be focused on women (there are very low economic
activity rates amongst women in Lydd), and LAA will investigate the feasibility of
running a limited number of engineering apprenticeships in conjunction with local
colleges. Such a scheme would involve a mixture of classroom training at a local
college and onsite engineering training.

iv) Tourism

LAA anticipate that at 300,000ppa LAA would generate an additional 7,500 tourists
per annum and at 500,000ppa an additional 12,500 and that this would result in a
rise in the demand for overnight accommodation and other tourism facilities as well
as encouraging direct foreign investment to the region. Using average spend
figures, LAA estimate the total spend generated by overseas visitors using an
expanded airport, is £1.815 million per annum (at 2007 figures) when operating at
300,000ppa, and £3.025 million per annum (at 2007 figures) when operating at
500,000ppa. It is argued this would benefit the local and surrounding areas,
including Ashford. Tourist related jobs are also considered by LAA to increase as a
result of the expansion.

iv) Manston

Notwithstanding the recent financial and operational difficulties experienced by Kent
International Airport at Manston, the expansion proposals for LAA are argued to
complement rather than compete with the facilities and services that are likely to be
provided by Manston in the future.

v) Key comments on socio-economic issues

As stated in earlier in section 5, SEEDA recognise the importance placed on
expansion at LAA in the local economic development strategy and sustainable
community strategy and welcomes the employment opportunities expected to be
created.

KCC agrees Shepway District has a relatively weak economy, with few large
employers and a high level of deprivation relative to the rest of Kent and the South
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East. However, the forecast of employment growth associated with the airport
expansion is very uncertain and subject to a range of possible outcomes. Drawing on
evidence from existing airports the estimates of employment growth are nevertheless
reasonable. Little attention was given to any impact of the airports growth on
business investment in the area, including at the nearby Ashford growth area. The
assessment of tourism impacts are also weak because it did not look beyond
Shepway (e.g. to Ashford and Rother).

7.141t is agreed there would be a positive effect on job opportunities on Romney Marsh,
including tourism, but there is no consideration given to any prospective negative
impacts on tourism arising from increased disturbance and erosion of the areas
tranquillity. In summary, KCC argue the economic and employment benefits of the
airport s growth would be positive but modest in relation to the existing employment
base of the area.

7.15KCC also comment that the supplementary submission on socio-economic impacts
has improved the understanding of these effects, and is helpful for example in LAA's
offer to work with others in the development of local skills. The new information
confirms KCCs view that the proposals would help to bring some economic benefits
to Shepway and a wider area and that these would, to some extent, help to outweigh
the loss of visitors staying in the area as a result of the negative impact of the airport
expansion on the local environment. However, it is argued there is a considerable
overlap in the two hour travel time catchments for LAA and Manston airports and it is
important to stress that any aviation business/ employment generated or visitor traffic
attracted away from other Kent airports (e.g. Manston) to LAA would not be a net
benefit to Kent or its constituent regeneration priority areas.

7.16 Ashford comment that insufficient information has been provided to accurately
guantify potential impact on tourism and economic impact on Ashford Borough, but
believe positive tourist generation will not result in Ashford Borough. East Sussex
County Council and Rother District Council support the principle of proposed
expansion for socio-economic reasons, subject to other provisos.

7.17 The Channel Chamber of Commerce (Shepway), Kent Invicta Chamber of
Commerce (Ashford, Canterbury, Maidstone, Thanet) and the former Channel
Corridor Partnership are all supportive of the proposals for investment and business
reasons.

7.18 The Council s Economic Development Officer confirms Shepway and Romney Marsh
especially have under-performing economies compared to regional and national
averages, and are also experiencing relative decline. This is reflected in low earnings
and poor local employment prospects. Up to 400 jobs could be created and there
would be further benefits associated with the inward investment prospects of the sub
region and aspects of the visitor economy. The transport benefits would address
barriers to economic development by attracting investment, improving connectivity
and helping to change perceptions of inaccessibility. Growth at LAA would not
displace activity from elsewhere in East Kent and would address strategic economic
development priorities identified by SEEDA and KCC, including sub-regional growth
objectives for Ashford. These proposals demonstrate a strong case from an
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economic development perspective, particularly given the weakness of the local and
national economies and considerable uncertainty about future prospects.

7.19 FLAG and Lydd Airport First support the proposals because of investment, jobs and

benefits to the local community (especially young people in the form of job
opportunities in Lydd). LAAG and the former KMSA argue there is no economic case
for expansion of LAA. They claim it could undermine government investment at
Manston Airport which has better infrastucture; employment figures have been
exaggerated; there will be an adverse effect on tourism and eco/ environmental
industries; and it could jeopardise the case for a new nuclear power station at
Dungeness, which would have substantial employment benefits for the area. The
public consultation produced mixed responses on whether the proposals had
positive or negative socio-economic effects.

SAC, SPA and Appropriate Assessment

7.20 A key consideration in the determination of these applications is the impact of the

7.21

71.22

7.23

proposals on the internationally designated ecology sites, the SAC and SPA, and
Appropriate Assessment carried out under the Habitat Regulations. To pass the
Habitat Regulations test the council must be satisfied either:

(a) That the development would not have any significant adverse effects on the
integrity of the designated sites; or
(b) that the development must be carried out for imperative reasons of

overriding public importance , and that there are no alternative solutions.

In the present case, LAA has not suggested that either of the applications would
satisfy the second limb of this test, and the principal issue is whether the proposals
would affect the integrity of the sites. On this question, case law makes it clear that
the council must adopt a precautionary approach, and should only grant permission
where it is satisfied that there is no reasonable scientific doubt as to the absence of
such effects.

i) Dungeness SAC

Interest features for which the Dungeness SAC are designated include annual
vegetation of drift lines, perennial vegetation of stony banks and Great Crested
Newts. Further details of these features are contained in BV s Appropriate
Assessment report (attached as Appendix 7 to this report). A small part of the SAC is
located within the eastern area of the airport boundary, on the eastern edge of the
runway. A very small part of the northern edge of the SAC juts out over the northern
end of the runway, partly within the proposed runway extension area (see figure 2 of
BVs Appropriate Assessment report).

i) Dungeness to Pett Levels SPA

Interest features and reasons for which the Dungeness to Pett Levels SPA are
designated include: During the breeding season the area regularly supports
Mediterranean Gull (at least 9.1% of the GB breeding population), Little Tern (1.5%
of the GB breeding population), Common Tern (2.2% of the GB breeding), Aquatic
Warbler (30 individuals representing at least 44.8% of the population in GB); over
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winter the area regularly supports Bewick s Swan (2.5% of the GB population) and
Shoveler (419 individuals representing at least 1% of the GB population). As
identified earlier, the SPA is located to the east and the south of the airport boundary
and proposed runway extension area.

i) LAA s Environmental Work and Conclusions

7.24 LAA have supplied statements to inform and other environmental information to aid
the Appropriate Assessment and consideration of the planning applications. Given
this information LAA are of the view there will be no adverse effects on the SAC and
SPA.

iv) BVs Appropriate Assessment Report, Consultations and Other Comments

7.25 BV Appropriate Assessment report for the council takes account of the information
submitted by LAA, comments from Natural England, RSPB, Kent Wildlife Trust, KCC
and others, including comments from council officers and its legal advisors. The
conclusions of the report are as follows:

- The 300,000ppa development scenario (runway only) and 500,000ppa (runway and
terminal) will impact upon the Dungeness SAC through direct habitat loss of 0.23ha
(0.007%) of newly paved area and 1.59ha (0.049%) of clear and graded strip giving
a total loss of 1.82 ha equating to 0.056% of the SAC. The value of this habitat is
debatable with the applicant suggesting that it has limited ecological value, being
comprised largely of semi-improved grassland and agricultural grassland. The view
of Natural England is that the land would not have been designated as SAC if it was
not of ecological value and as such any loss of habitat would be detrimental. The
precautionary principle should be applied which assumes that the loss of any habitat
within an SAC may be detrimental either through direct loss of valuable habitat or
through decreasing the proximity of development to more valuable habitats (i.e.
reducing the available buffer between development and sensitive habitats).

- The 300,000ppa scenario will have indirect impacts upon the Dungeness SAC
through an increase of nitrogen deposition over perennial vegetation of stony banks.
The extent of nitrogen deposition has not been quantified for each of the deposition
contours in terms of area affected but maps presented show a significant increase in
deposition compared with the do nothing scenario. LAA argues that increased
deposition will only exceed the critical load for small areas of the SAC and as such
will not have an impact on site integrity. The view of Natural England is that any
increase in deposition is likely to have an impact upon low nutrient systems.
Research by the RSPB and Kent Wildlife Trust which has been recently rebutted by
the LAA also suggests that due to the sensitivity of the habitat the Air Pollution
Information System (APIS) classification may in fact be set too high at 10kgN per ha-
1 and suggests a precautionary level of 5kgN per ha-1. The body of scientific
evidence reviewed seems to support the view that the habitats within the SAC are
particularly sensitive to nutrification and where a change in critical load level, as
suggested by the RSPB and KWT, may be inappropriate without further and more
detailed research, the sensitivity of the habitat cannot be questioned. It appears
likely based upon the information presented by the applicant and a review of
scientific literature that the implementation of the 300,000ppa scenario would lead to
a detrimental impact upon SAC integrity.
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- The 500,000ppa scenario will result in a greater level of nitrogen deposition across
the SAC which will have a greater negative impact upon the perennial vegetation of
stony banks feature. The applicant has presented maps showing the nitrogen
deposition contours spreading across a large proportion of the site. For the reasons
presented above this would have a greater impact upon sensitive habitats within the
SAC and as such would also lead to a detrimental impact upon the integrity of the
SAC.

- There will be no direct impacts upon the SPA through habitat loss as the boundary
of the SPA lies outside of the development site. The 300,000ppa scenario will result
in an increase of aircraft movements through the site which in turn will increase the
noise and visual impact upon sensitive receptors within the SPA. It is difficult to
guantify the impact upon breeding and wintering birds for which the SPA is
designated because the body of scientific literature surrounding impacts of aircraft
movements upon birds is extensive and in part contradiction with research finding
various levels of impact depending upon species, assemblage (the number and type
of species present) and proximity. Research also suggests that small aircraft
(including helicopters) may be more disturbing than larger aircraft.

- Based upon the literature reviewed and applying the precautionary principle it is
clear that it is not possible to say with any degree of certainty that the development
would not lead to an impact upon the integrity of the SPA.

- The 500,000ppa scenario would lead to an increase in aircraft movements and
therefore any impacts as described above would be increased. As such it is not
possible to say with any degree of certainty that the development would not lead to
an impact upon the integrity of the SPA.

- The 300,000ppa and 500,000ppa scenarios would require the implementation of a
Bird Control Hazard Programme (BCHP) in the vicinity of the airport to reduce the
potential for bird strike The applicant has provided a draft BCHP which illustrates
how the implementation of this programme would prevent impacts upon birds (e.g.
bird scaring and other management techniques).

- Having reviewed this information and based upon a review of the literature it is not
possible to agree with the conclusion of the LAA that the implementation of this
BCHP will not lead to a detrimental impact upon the features of the SPA. There is
considerable uncertainty within the BCHP which suggests that bird LAA applicant
states that bird scaring methods would only be effective within the proximity of the
airport and as such would not impact on birds within the SPA. This view was backed
up with limited seasonal research that was not sufficient to conclusively prove this
view.

- In summary, the methods to be employed within the BCHP are not clearly enough
defined in terms of frequency and location of use to be able to reach the conclusion
that it would not have an impact upon the features of the SPA. It is impossible
therefore to conclude that at either the 300,000 or 500,000ppa scenarios that the
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implementation of the BCHP would not have a detrimental impact upon the integrity
of the SPA.

7.26 Despite other comments received BV felt it unlikely the proposals will have an

1.27

adverse impact on the functionality of the SAC with regard to Great Crested Newts.
This is given mitigation proposals namely ditch replacement, which could even have
a slight benefit. Nor would breeding ponds nearby be affected. However, during
construction, as proposed, a Construction Environmental Management Plan would
be required to prevent pollution of ditches and ponds.

iv) Appropriate Assessment and Planning Policy

Given BV s Appropriate Assessment report concludes that the risk of a significant
adverse effect on the integrity of the sites remains planning permission should be
refused unless the council considered that the proposals must be carried out for
imperative reasons of overriding public interest (IROPI), and that there were no
alternative solutions. Moreover given that the site hosts a priority natural habitat
type /priority species, that reason would have to relate to human health, public
safety or beneficial consequence of primary importance to the environment. As
noted above, LAA have not suggested that there are IROPI, nor has there been any
assessment of the extent to which LAAs proposals could be accommodated
elsewhere. |

SSSI, Hammonds Corner and Protected Species

7.28 Under s.28G of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, the council is under a duty to

7.29

take reasonable steps to further the conservation and enhancement of the features
for which a SSSI is of special interest. National guidance in Circular 06/2005 advises
that planning authorities should apply strict tests when carrying out any functions
within or affecting SSSIs, to ensure that they avoid or at least minimise adverse
effects. Para 8 of PPS9 states:

Where a proposed development on land within or outside a SSSI is likely to have an
adverse effect on an SSSI (either individually or in combination with other
developments) planning permission should not normally be granted. Where an
adverse effect on the site s notified special interest features is likely, an exception
should only be made where the benefits of the development, at this site, clearly
outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the features of the site that
make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the national network
of SSSIs. Local authorities should use conditions and/or planning obligations to
mitigate the harmful aspects of the development and, where possible, to ensure the
conservation and enhancement of the site s biodiversity or geological interest.

Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SSSI is a nationally designated site under
the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981. The site includes a number of important
features including Britain s largest and most diverse area of shingle beach (including
saltmarsh, sand dunes, vegetated shingle, saline lagoons, standing water, lowland
ditch systems and basin fen), geomorphology interest, nationally scarce vascular
plants, endemic species of invertebrates, further rare and nationally scarce
invertebrates and nationally important assemblages of aquatic and scarce
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invertebrates, thread moss, lowland ditch systems, Great Crested Newt populations,
sixteen species of breeding birds and assemblage of more than 20,000 annual
wintering bird species, water voles and other rare species. The SSSI is a very large
area covering 9,137.06ha and covers most of the LAA site with the exception of the
existing runway, terminal and apron areas and extends west, north, east and to a
large extent south of the airport boundary. The whole of the proposed runway
extension area is within the SSSI, though not the proposed new terminal and car
park.

7.30Most of the proposed runway extension footprint is currently semi-improved
grassland and agricultural grassland, including ditches. One of the reasons for the
SSSI designation is the presence of distal limbs of successive gravel recurves at the
interface between the barrier and the marshland sediments of Denge Marsh. The
proposed extension would involve a paved area and a runway strip (clear and graded
area comprising semi-improved grassland) and would affect 12.85ha of SSSI land,
which equates to 0.14% of the total SSSI. In terms of the paved area of the runway
extension, this equates to 1.62ha, or 0.018% of the total SSSI. LAA commissioned
geomorphology specialists from Liverpool University to carry out a geomorphology
survey, and have concluded that this area is unlikely to contain buried
geomorphology of unique quality. Accordingly, LAA propose that during the
construction of the runway extension, a watching brief be undertaken to monitor the
construction works. However, Natural England objects to this on the basis the recent
geomorphology survey demonstrates that in the area of the proposed runway
extension is of national importance: The statigraphy found by the runway may not be
unigue within Dungeness (i.e. it may be repeated in other areas), but is clearly of
SSSI quality and is a notified interest feature. Dungeness as a whole has a unique
geomorphology which is rare nationally, in Europe and on a global scale. Given this
any permanent loss is considered significant .

7.31 BV have assessed LAA s other environmental information and various consultations,
including Natural Englands, and have made the following comments: Both
applications will result in direct habitat loss to the paved area and clear and the
graded strip and indirect effect of increased nitrogen deposition to SSSI terrestrial
invertebrates; direct habitat loss of ditches used by medicinal leech and indirect
effect of prevention of use of newly created mitigation ditches by waterfowl impacting
on the medicinal leech life cycle to SSSI aquatic invertebrates; direct habitat loss to
paved area and clear and graded strip and indirect effect of nitrogen deposition to
SSSI plants; direct noise and visual impact of increased aircraft movements on
breeding and winter bird assemblages and indirect implementation of a bird hazard
control management plan will affect breeding and wintering species through bird
scaring techniques and implementation of local habitat management outside the
airport.

7.32BV have also provided other comments: That 0.018% of the SSSI would be
permanently lost to the runway extension but agree with LAA this habitat is
predominantly semi improved grassland and of limited ecological value; however the
principle of habitat loss within SSSIs is the same as for the SAC in that any loss
should be avoided as incremental losses decrease the buffer between higher value
ecological habitats nearby and increases the pressure on remaining habitat further.
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The requirements to provide a new clear and graded strip associated with the runway
extension will require an additional 12.85 hectares of the SSSI (0.14%) and should
be considered as part of the total loss to the SSSI. This loss is not justified without
mitigation, particularly where additional habitat creation measures have not been fully
detailed within the application.

7.33 BV disagrees with LAA s conclusion that the new terminal and runway will not have a
detrimental impact upon moths and other invertebrates. Not all moths associated
with the SSSI are night flying and as such these will be impacted by a greater
number of flights using the runway. Throughout the season runway lights will be
used up to 23.00 which will impact upon night flying moths attracted to the lights and
potentially directly impacted by aircraft movements. Moth flight periods vary by
species but activity is more common during the period of April to October, and
darkness hours will often be significantly before 23.00 during this period. The new
terminal building has the additional potential to affect night flying invertebrates and
an impact cannot be ruled out as terrestrial invertebrate surveys undertaken by the
applicant were not sufficient to accurately assess the distribution of species within
the site. The SSSI is also designated as it supports a number of nationally rare and
scare invertebrates which may be indirectly impacted by changes to habitat types
caused by the increased deposition of Nitrogen. Applying the precautionary principle
it is likely that the development of runway alone and runway and terminal would have
a significant detrimental impact upon terrestrial and aquatic invertebrates.

7.34 The applications are considered to have a significant adverse impact on the SSSI
and planning permission should only be granted in these circumstances if the
benefits of the development outweigh the likely impacts, and may exceptionally be
granted subject to conditions and or planning obligations to mitigate the impacts.
Furthermore, if the applications are likely to damage any of the special features, if
the council decides to grant planning permission against Natural England s advice,
notice of the permission would need to be given to Natural England stating how it
has taken account of Natural England s advice.

7.35 Within the submitted documents accompanying the applications, it has been
identified that upgrade works would be required to the junction formed by the B2075
(Romney Road) and the A259 (Lydd Road) known as Hammonds Corner, in order
to mitigate against the traffic impact of the applications. Discussions and design with
Kent Highways have concluded that the existing T-junction should be converted into
a three-junction roundabout. The final design of the upgrade works would be
decided through consultation with Kent Highways followed by a formal submission of
a planning application to SDC. An ecological survey has been carried out to
ascertain the likely significant environmental effects of the proposed roundabout.
The land required for the proposed roundabout is not located within the SSSI and
the ecological survey demonstrated that the land is of low ecological value.
However, it is considered that the land (i.e. the present T-junction) is in the potential
zone of influence for the SSSI. Accordingly, prior to the submission of a planning
application for the roundabout, LAA proposes further detailed surveys would be
carried out. These surveys, and any mitigation measures, would then be submitted in
support of the planning application at the relevant time.
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7.36

Natural England and BV are of the opinion that protected species surveys required
to inform a planning application should, in accordance with best practice and
national policy (PPS9), be undertaken prior to consent being granted rather than the
requirement for further survey being imposed as a condition. A planning authority
when making a planning decision should be in receipt of a full set of information to
enable it to reach a fully informed decision. Clearly, the works required to
Hammonds Corner is necessary to implement at least the new terminal and car
park.

Proposed SPA Extension and Potential RAMSAR Site

7.37

7.38

7.39

Although the boundaries may change and the proposal is not confirmed, Natural
England intend to extend the Dungeness to Pett Levels SPA (as indicated in Figure
3 of the BV Appropriate Assessment report). This will include a revision of the SPA
citation. Natural England are not presently able to advise on the date at which the
proposed extension of the SPA is likely to become official.

Natural England intend to extend the Dungeness to Pett Levels SPA (as indicated in
Figure 3 of the BV Appropriate Assessment report), though boundaries may change
and the proposal is not confirmed. This will include a revision of the SPA citation.
Natural England do not presently have a reasonable estimate by which time the
proposed extension of the SPA will become official. Natural England also intend to
designate a pRAMSAR site in the area, which is likely to follow the boundary of the
Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SSSI (as indicated in Figure 4 of the BV
Appropriate Assessment report). A RAMSAR site is designated under the RAMSAR
Convention of 1971 and is a site of intrinsic value as a wetland resource. The
purpose of the RAMSAR convention is to promote the conservation and wise use of
wetlands. A wetland can qualify for RAMSAR status under 9 different criteria.
Interest features are likely to be based around the existing qualifying bird
assemblage (the site regularly supports more than 20,000 water birds) for which the
SSSI is listed and additionally similar to the provisional SPA revised list (Appendix 2
of the BV Appropriate Assessment report). However, this proposal is also provisional
and like the SPA is subject to similar time delays before it is an official proposal. The
existing SSSI (and, therefore, pPRAMSAR boundary) is included as Figure 4 in the
Appropriate Assent report.

Since neither the possible extension of the SPA nor the RAMSAR site has yet been
formally recognised, there is no legal or policy requirement for the Appropriate
Assessment to consider them, and they have been presented in the BV Appropriate
Assessment report for information only at this stage. However, the council needs to
take note of Natural England s intentions in their consideration of the planning
applications as they are considered to be a material planning consideration, albeit
they do not have the same weight as designated sites. It should also be noted the
council s EIA scoping opinion in December 2005 considered it best practice to
consider the effects of the LAA expansion proposals on these potential designations.

If a Public Inquiry follows the applications and the designation processes progress

sufficiently before such an event, the resultant pSPA and pRAMSAR Site will then
need to be considered in the context of the Habitat Regulations.
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7.40

7.41

7.42

7.43

Further, if either the extension to the SPA or the designation of the RAMSAR site is
confirmed after permission has been granted, but before the development is
complete, legislation and/or national policy would require the council to reconsider
the permission(s) in the light of the Habitat Regulations. This could lead to a
requirement to revoke them. This adds to the reasons for considering the impact of
the applications on these potential designations at this stage.

BV has considered these issues as part of the reviewing the environmental
information submitted by LAA , and have also set out its assessment within their
Appropriate Assessment report, though have not based the conclusions of the
Appropriate Assessment on these proposed or potential designations. BV identifies
the same direct loss of area (or habitat) as lost to the SSSI. BV state that Habitat
within the 12.85ha to be lost is currently used by birds for which the pPRAMSAR
would be designated and as such the loss of this habitat would have a likely
significant effect upon the integrity of the site .

Furthermore paragraphs 3.5.4-3.5.5 of the BV report state that: The indirect impacts
of the development (runway only and runway and terminal scenarios) on the pSPA
and pRAMSAR will be of the same type as explained in detail for the Dungeness to
Pett levels SPA (noise and visual as a result of the BHCP). The severity of the
impacts of the development, however, likely to be different for the following main
reasons:

- The pSPA and pRAMSAR boundary would be significantly closer to the LAA than
at present (see figure 3 and figure 4) and hence impacts in terms of noise (from
aircraft and the BHCP) and visual would be greater.

- Designation of the pRAMSAR site requires consideration of the impact on the
assemblage (the collection of all water birds regularly using the site) of bird species
rather than individual species for which the SPA is designated. It would be difficult to
conclude that the development (particularly the BHCP, which has been proven to
have an impact upon birds) would not have an impact therefore upon the integrity of
the pPRAMSAR site.

The applicant has undertaken extensive bird survey work but has not considered the
specific impact of the runway development upon the pPRAMSAR and pSPA in any
detail as both sites have not been designated at present. Advice from Natural
England suggest that the designation process for both sites will commence before
the end of 2009 and as such due consideration should be given to assessing the
impacts of the development scenarios upon these sites. Should planning consent be
granted and the two sites were subsequently designated as described above, then a
retrospective Appropriate Assessment would be required .

Noise and Tranquillity

7.44

BV s aviation noise specialist has reviewed the flight path and noise information in
the environmental statements and various supplementary information, and has
provided various comments to officers. These are summarised as follows:
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i) Environmental Statement Information and 57 dB(A) noise contour

7.45The environmental noise assessment for the proposed application has included an

7.46

1.47

7.48

assessment of the impact due to noise from aircraft in the air. Flight track and
movement information has been used to calculate 16-hour daily average Laeqi6hour
noise contours, taking into account flights occurring between 07:00 and 23:00.
These contours have been calculated for various different scenarios relating to the
existing baseline conditions, baseline conditions in the future without the proposals,
and future conditions with the proposals for each of the two schemes. For each of
these, noise contours have been calculated for average mode operation, i.e. the
annual average proportion of arrivals and departures to the southwest or northeast,
and single mode operation where all operations are initially either to the southwest
( Scenario 1) or to the northeast ( Scenario 2 ). Contours have also been calculated
for individual aircraft movements to assess the effect of these discrete noise events.
These are known as single event level (SEL) contours.

In March 2009 LAAs supplementary information aimed to cover all the issues
previously raised by BV on the environmental noise assessment (and also the HSE
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate). This information did address the majority of these
points, but further clarification is still required on specific points of detail. Also there
is an area where some caution should be exercised in the interpretation of the
information. The so-called 57 dB(A), Laeq6nour daytime average mode noise contour
level that has been mentioned is regarded by the Department for Transport as the
onset of significant community annoyance (and not as stated). Relatively recently the
DfT has published the results of the Attitudes to Noise from Aviation Sources in
England study (ANASE). This study attracted some criticism from its peer reviewers
but nevertheless, the Department stated that the headline conclusions were: Two
key conclusions emerge from the study. First, that people are more annoyed by all
levels of aircraft noise than they were in 1985, when the last major study in this field
was carried out. Secondly, there is no identifiable threshold at which noise becomes
a serious problem. Even relatively low levels of noise can cause some annoyance,
which rises as the noise increases. These conclusions should be borne in mind
when considering the likely noise impact.

i) Air Noise Impact Near the LAA

The final noise impact report shows that the increase in the number of aircraft
movements and the change in types of aircraft using Lydd will lead to a minor
adverse impact on the noise environment of the area, due to aircraft in the air. Those
people affected would be likely to notice the increase in the level of activity and the
different character of the noise from the newly operating commercial jet aircraft like
the B737-800 and the A319. However, the proposals assume relatively few
movements and this is reflected in the relatively small size of the noise contours.

The Supplementary Information also presents noise levels at specific properties in
the vicinity of the airport and compares existing baseline, future baseline (without
consent) and future with consent scenarios, and also illustrates these noise levels in
the noise contour figures. It has found that the proposals will result in a negligible
increase in noise levels over the future baseline scenarios. This suggests that the
extent of the adverse effect of noise on residential amenity will be minor. However a
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7.49

7.50

7.51

7.52

7.53

comparison of the existing baseline scenario with the future baseline and future with-
consent scenarios shows that a significant increase in noise level will occur.

When weighing up the merits of the proposal, there is an adverse noise impact that
will occur which, although in itself would not be justification alone for refusing the
application, must nonetheless be regarded as an adverse effect to be weighed
against any benefits of the development.

iii) Air Noise Impact Further from the Airport

Increased flights by larger, noisier aircraft will also mean an adverse impact on those
places under the routes further from the airport. Particular note needs to be taken of
those places recognised for their natural beauty and tranquility. Aircraft arriving on
Runway 21 are understood currently to enter a region affecting the Kent Downs Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). It should be noted that the noise levels will
not be that high although likely to be audible, depending on the exact location of a
person on the ground and what is happening in the vicinity when the aircraft flies
over. Additionally, given the number of movements, aircraft noise will only be audible
for a small percentage of the time. However, once passenger jets begin flying over
such areas, even only occasionally and at relatively low noise levels, the acoustic
guality of the area will be diminished.

Similar consideration should be given to other tranquil areas closer to the airport
which may be affected by arriving or departing aircraft, and any detrimental effects of
noise preferential routes designed to redirect aircraft from passing over populated
places to tranquil, relatively unpopulated areas. If the noise of an aircraft is audible
in such locations there is disruption to the tranquility. If it is loud enough easily to
attract the attention of someone enjoying the amenity of that area, then the
disruption is greater. And, clearly, if the level is such that whilst the aircraft is flying
over conversation has to be paused, then the impact is greater still. There is clearly
the potential for this type of effect to occur with the proposals, and this should be
considered as an adverse effect. Again, the relatively limited number of movements
being proposed means that this adverse impact is limited.

iv) Noise at Night

The Government is quite clear that they recognise the particular sensitivity of the
noise impact of night operations of aircraft, but that a balance has to be struck
between the noise impact and the benefit derived from the night flights. At this stage,
no such need for night flights has been particularly demonstrated. As such the LAA
has proposed that an appropriate planning condition be attached to any planning
permissions, that there are no flights between the hours of 23.00 and 07.00.

v) Possible Conditions

Should there be a view to grant planning consent, it would be important to have a
suite of conditions that manage and control the noise impact to the level shown in
the noise impact assessment. LAA has proposed several elements which should be
considered including: As part of the night noise management plan being proposed, a
restriction on flights between 2300 and 0700 hours; a limit on the total annual
movements at the airport, covering all departures, arrivals, training operations; the
establishment of a noise management plan including the operation of permanent
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noise monitors, as suggested by the LAA, and an associated track keeping system
so that a departure noise infringement system can be established; adoption of noise
preferential flight paths where possible as proposed; the establishment of effective
land use planning and management policies as proposed; and the establishment of
clear lines of communication with local residents.

7.54 Some other conditions that should be considered include: A restriction on the types

of aircraft that can use the airport; a limit on the area enclosed by a certain noise
contour (this could be in terms of average mode or single mode contours) and
confirmation and control of the assumed constraints of the aircraft types that can use
the various departure tracks and arrival routes.

7.55 The aim of all these conditions would be to provide certainty to those affected of the

nature and extent of the air noise impact.

vi) Ground Noise Impact

7.56 A final set of data on this impact was received from LAA as part of the March 2009

7.57

7.58

7.59

7.60

supplementary information submission. Although there will be increased noise
because of the increased activity, such increases have been considered by LAA not
to be significant. This view is also taken by BV. Notwithstanding this, any significant
noise impact could be managed and controlled through standard noise management
techniques, e.g. the use of fixed electrical ground power sources at the terminal
building, and the use of barriers to provide acoustic shielding of taxiways.

vii) Road Traffic Noise Impact

The increase in road traffic is likely to be noticeable, but strictly in terms of the noise,
the increase is not large and has been considered by LAA to lead to no more than

a minor impact. BV consider that this is likely to be the case, comparing the future
assessment and future baseline scenarios.

viii) BV Conclusions

Based on the current information, the proposals will result in a minor overall adverse
noise impact. There will be a material worsening in the acoustic environment of the
area by virtue of the anticipated change in noise level, which will be really noticed by
some people living close to the airport and also Greatstone Primary School. The
number of people who may experience this greater noise impact will not, however,
be that large.

The overall noise levels will generally be of low significance in absolute terms.
Nonetheless, it should be considered as an adverse consequence of the proposal to
set alongside any other adverse effects and to set against the benefits that are
expected to accrue. If the council is minded to grant consent, it would be important to
have a robust suite of noise conditions to manage and control the nature and extent
of the noise impact.

ix) Comments of the Environmental Health Officer

BVs comments have been discussed with the council s Environmental Health Officer
and taken account of as part of the Environmental Health Officer s comments in
Appendix 6. These comments detail areas affected more generally and also
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specifically. The conclusion is that the change in the noise environment will be
noticeable and for some may be significant (e.g. Greatstone Primary School, Dunes
Road and elsewhere in Greatstone). To lesser extent parts of New Romney and
Lydd will be affected. Other effects are considered fairly minor and not significant.

Transport and Traffic

7.61

7.62

7.63

7.64

7.65

7.66

Issues have been raised in the statutory and public consultations about the
accessibility and therefore suitability of the site for further airport expansion.

As stated earlier, following the submission of supplementary information the
Highways Agency and Kent Highways have no objections on transport or traffic
grounds, subject to conditions and legal agreements. Full comments from the
Highways Agency and Kent Highways are set out in Appendix 3.

Whilst both applications will result in increases in traffic, the transport assessment
work demonstrates that, subject to the improvement of the B2075 (Romney Road)
and the A259 (Lydd Road), Hammonds Corner , the highway network has sufficient
capacity to accommodate all traffic generated from the applications. As mentioned
earlier, in terms of Hammonds Corner, it is proposed that a roundabout junction
replace the existing T-junction. This proposed layout has also undergone the various
assumption and sensitivity testing, which has shown that the layout proposed in the
applications would provide sufficient capacity for all scenarios tested and would
therefore accommodate up to 500,000ppa. LAA will be committed to ensuring this
improvement if the planning applications are granted, and will provide the
roundabout at an appropriate trigger based on the assessment and sensitivity testing
results and on discussions with Kent Highways Services and Shepway District
Council.

The appropriate number of car parking spaces required for 300,000ppa and 500,000
ppa respectively has been calculated based on the likely assumptions for passenger
trip profiles, staff trip profiles and modal splits. Overall, it is concluded that with the
proposed mitigation measures, the effects of the applications on the road network
and other transport infrastructure are minor.

In addition to the above the relevant mitigation measures applicable for the impact
on traffic and transport include: The preparation and implementation of a Travel Plan
to encourage sustainable modes of transport for passengers and staff, the
introduction of a shuttle bus between LAA and Ashford International Station;
monitoring of safety conditions at the junction of the B2075 and LAA’s access road,;
development of a signage strategy to ensure that LAA is clearly signposted so as to
minimise impacts on the nearby "C" and unclassified roads; and development and
implementation of a Car Park Management Plan.

The impacts of constructing the proposed development are considered minor and
not significant. The increase in HGV movements would be for a limited period during
construction. It is estimated that the runway extension would take four months to
construct (with the terminal building taking 18 months) but this does not increase the
percentage of HGV traffic to above 10% on any of the affected routes.
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7.67 Ashford Borough Council s concerns about the impact of traffic on Ashford have
been considered, but these are likely to be minor given no objections from Kent
Highways. East Sussex has concerns about the impact on the traffic network,
especially that no assessment has been made of the impacts on the routes to Rye
via Camber, and this has resulted in some additional information and comments by
LAA. Furthermore, it is intended any signage strategy will encourage all traffic from
the west to travel via the A259 rather than Camber Road (which is also considered a
slower route). It is considered any effects on this area are likely to be minor, but this
issue would need to be fully addressed in any conditions should consent be granted
for the applications.

Air Quality and Climate Change

i) Air Quality

7.68 The environmental assessment work considers the effects of both applications to be
of low to negligible significance on human health resulting from exposure to nitrogen
dioxide in ambient air. Levels would not rise above the statutory Air Quality
Objectives (as set out in the UK’s National Air Quality Strategy). Effects of increases
in other pollutant concentrations are also considered to be negligible in both
proposals.

7.69 The relevant mitigation measures applicable for air quality impacts include the
preparation and implementation of an Air Quality Management Strategy. This
Strategy is to include an emphasis on measures such as reducing the use of the
Auxiliary Power Unit used by certain groups of aircraft, reducing the time engines
are left running, and utilising low emission ground support equipment.

7.70 The Environmental Health Officers comments provide further information and
analysis of the air quality information, and notes, amongst other points, there has
been a problem with some of the information submitted. Notwithstanding this, whilst
the proposals will be well within air quality standards, this is because air quality is
projected to generally improve in the future, though does not mean the proposals will
not add to air pollution, merely that the proposals are acceptable given air quality
standards. Information is provided about pollution levels immediately around the
airport.

i) Climate Change

7.71 Whilst Climate Change is part of the international and national agenda and planning
policies are being developed to respond to this, it is difficult to deal with this issue in
the context of airport expansion proposal, especially as this is linked to national
aviation policy. However, the 2006 Progress Report to the Aviation White Paper
includes recommendations that all airport aviation should follow the example of
Manchester and Luton and plan to become carbon neutral and airports should
include statements alongside their Master Plans regarding Climate Change
measures. The former KMSP also included a policy about Climate Change and so
too does South East Plan, policy CC2. This includes measures to mitigate, primarily
through reducing green house gas omissions through greater energy efficiency. The
council s emerging Core Strategy is likely to respond to these issues.
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7.72

7.73

7.74

LAA is clearly committed to taking measures to manage an increase in the airport’'s
carbon usage arising from the proposals. LAA would implement a Carbon
Management Plan, which would ensure that carbon emissions under LAA s direct
control are monitored and managed, with the aim of establishing a low carbon
airport. Greenhouse gas emissions from aircraft would be dealt with under wider
Government and EU requirements and initiatives such as the EU’s Emissions
Trading Scheme and the Civil Aviation Act 2006, although the airport operators
would seek to engender and influence carbon awareness in any fleet based at the
airport. LAA has worked on key outline principles for its Carbon Management Plan
and these are set out in the submitted material.

In summary, the key areas of potential management options which LAA is committed
to developing are vehicles, surface access journeys, minimising energy use, waste
management and aircraft ground operations.

It is anticipated a Carbon Management Plan would be monitored and reviewed by
both LAA and SDC, thereby ensuring that LAA complies with or, where possible,
exceeds UK airport best practice as it emerges. As an example of LAA’s commitment
to carbon reduction, a BREEAM bespoke pre-assessment of the proposed terminal
building design has shown that LAA could achieve a VERY GOOD assessment
result. Following earlier concerns from KCC on this point, the latest report and
management plan are considered commendable by KCC, although they would like
further explanation.

Visual Environment, Terminal Design, Landscaping and Lighting

7.75

7.76

1.77

i) Visual

LAA is at the transition point between shingle and farmland. LAA is just one element
in a band of varying land uses, neither shingle nor farmland, that sit at this transition
point. From almost anywhere within 4km of LAA, the settlements of Lydd, New
Romney and the coastal strip of Greatstone-on-Sea south to Lydd-on-Sea provide a
built form skyline for a significant part of the view. The proposed runway extension
would involve a change in land use which is considered to be of negligible visual
significance. During construction of the proposed runway extension, temporary haul
roads and stockpiles of materials would be needed within the LAA boundary, which,
due to their temporary nature, would again be of only negligible significance.

The proposed terminal building would be constructed on existing hard standing, with
a small amount of amenity grassland being used for the car park/ drop off areas.
Therefore, the construction phase of the terminal building is considered to be of
negligible significance. During construction itself, the temporary presence of cranes
and other construction machinery required is considered of slight significance, whilst
the impact of large vehicles on the road network coming to and from the construction
site is likely to be of neutral to slight significance.

During operation, LAA consider that the visual impact of the larger aircraft (Boeing
737 and Airbus 319) on the ground and in the air for both 300,000ppa and
500,000ppa is, overall, neutral. This is given the few movements per day that these
throughputs will actually necessitate. However, given the number and type of
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existing movements compared to those proposed the change in operations are
considered to have an effect on the visual environment which should be considered
at least minor.

i) Terminal Design

7.78 The design of the proposed terminal building has evolved and been refined since the

7.79

original submission in December 2006, seeking to respond to comments received
from officers and CABE. However, it remains a contemporary building, constructed of
modern hi-tech material in a low and flat landscape. LAA argue the final proposal
comprises a bespoke, high quality, contemporary design solution which responds
positively to its unique landscape setting. The architect argues that the approach
taken originally and as revised has been one of integrated design, also allowing the
landscaping and lighting strategies to inform the design development process,
maximising sustainability. The revised building also differs from the original
submission in that smoother roof profiles are now proposed, materials, colours and
other features have been reviewed to help ensure an improved and integrated
design.

A BREEAM Bespoke pre-assessment of the proposed terminal building design has
been undertaken as a guide to the potential score that could be achieved. At this
stage, the proposed terminal building is assessed as having the potential to achieve
a BREEAM VERY GOOD assessment result, with a strong energy and sustainability
performance. A sustainable condition would be required to ensure this.

7.80 Original concerns raised by the council officers, including the Design Architect, have

7.81

7.82

been addressed through various revisions, though it should be noted that CABE still
has major reservations about sustainability, landscape development, master
planning and built form. The full comments of CABE and the council s Design
Architect are respectively in Appendix 3 and 6.

iii) Landscape Strategy

A Landscape Strategy has been submitted in response to requests from officers and
CABE and is intended to demonstrate how the landscape might respond to the
design of the building, its special setting within Romney Marsh and how the effects
of a large car parking area could be mitigated. Aside from comments by CABE, the
strategy is considered to address these issues, presenting a number of options,
further details of which should be conditioned if consent is granted.

iv) Lighting Assessment

LAA s lighting assessment states that the current level of general light pollution in
the surrounding area is within the "brighter" category as defined by the CPRE Night
Blight Report 2003, reflecting the position that the existing ambient light conditions
are relatively high for a semi-rural area, caused predominantly by the local
population centres. Furthermore, there are already significant sources of light in the
environs surrounding LAA from adjoining residential areas, such as New Romney,
and from the Dungeness Nuclear Power Stations. Against this general context, the
lighting assessment has concluded that together with the correct adoption of
mitigation measures, the impact of the proposed expansion to 300,000ppa and
500,000ppa would not significantly affect the ambient level of light conditions in the
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surrounding environs. Furthermore, the existing external lighting associated with the
LAA buildings is also proposed to be improved as part of the proposed development.
As the airport is not intending to operate any flights during the night time (2300 -
0700 hrs), the airport not utilising the runway and approach lighting during these
hours (except for an emergency or military/Government reasons). In addition, LAA
state that floodlighting would only be used as and when required for security and
health and safety purposes.

7.83The Environmental Health Officers comments on the lighting assessment are in
Appendix 6. These comments include that the design of the proposed lighting
scheme has taken into account environmental concerns, along with ensuring
functional requirements and that health and safety issues are not compromised (thus
limiting the impact as far as possible). Full details of the mitigation strategy for each
area of the airport have been included and the report concludes the impact from
lighting will be negligible with respect to residents. The Environmental Health Officer
concurs with these conclusions and recommends that the submission of the lighting
strategy is covered by planning condition to ensure the outcome of the development
meets the results concluded in the report. BV has also confirmed that the lighting
assessment is adequate in respect of the information submitted. Care will need to be
taken with any eventual details given past problems with floodlighting at the airport.
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Flood Risk, Drainage and Sewage

i) Flood Risk

7.84 The site is within a flood risk area and a full flood risk assessment has been carried
out as part of the environmental information. The Environment Agency has no
objections subject to conditions as set out in Appendix 3. It is noted the use of the
land is an existing airport which is considered to be a less vulnerable use compared
to other land uses.

i) Water Resources and Drainage

7.85 A Water Protection Management Plan and a Water Quality Monitoring Programme
would be prepared and implemented to ensure that the construction of the proposed
runway extension and terminal building do not impact on the watercourses during
the construction phases. A consequence of the proposed runway extension would be
disruption to the existing drainage ditches that form part of the wider drainage
network and which would need to be relocated and realigned as part of the scheme.
A system of interconnected, open drainage ditches criss-cross the area with flow
generally to the west. Two private drains sit on the periphery of the application site
but the main affected watercourses, Mockmill Sewer, Paines Field Petty Sewer and
School Petty Sewer, fall under the control of the Romney Marshes Area Internal
Drainage Board. The Internal Drainage Board has a responsibility for the
maintenance of these watercourses.

7.86 The length of ditches would be affected by the runway extension. The surface water
drainage strategy submitted proposes a new ditch network, which would mean an
increase of the overall ditch network. The surface water drainage strategy, which has
been informed by discussions with the Romney Marshes Area Internal Drainage
Board and the Environment Agency, concludes that this new ditch network would be
capable of retaining a 1 in 100 year return period storm event, including a +30%
climate change allowance without any surface flooding.

7.87 The Environment Agency and Romney Marshes Internal Drainage Board have no
objections subject to conditions.

iil) Sewerage (Solid Waste Management)

7.88 The existing foul water drainage system at LAA primarily comprises a septic tank
sewage treatment system for the main buildings. This system has the capacity to
cater for 300,000ppa (including the increase in staff and services that this
throughput will entail). In order to accommodate a throughput of 500,000ppa, an
additional sewage capacity for 200,000ppa would be required.

7.89 A number of viable and workable options are available to meet this extra 200,000ppa
demand (together with the associated increase in staff and services). These include
the following options. Pumping of the additional foul water to a Southern Water
sewer. A level 1 capacity check has been carried out with Southern Water which
has identified that there is capacity to connect to a public sewer, or establishing
cesspools. The additional foul water would flow into the cesspools on site and then
be tankered from LAA to a treatment plant within the locality. This option would
necessitate 10 tankers per week. The Environment Agency and councils
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Environmental Health Officer would require a connection to the main sewer at least
with the terminal development, which should be secured via condition and, as
requested by Southern Water, requisitioned under the terms of the Water Industry
Act.

Construction, Contamination, Archaeology and Historic Environment

7.90The environmental information addresses construction, contamination, archaeology
and historic environment issues. If permission is granted for either/ both applications
it is proposed to deal with all construction impacts associated with noise and air
quality through suitable planning conditions (and a construction environment
management plan). Account will need to be taken of contamination conditions
recommended by the Environment Agency. KCC Archaeology comment there are
some issues which it would be preferable to address prior to consent, particularly the
issue relating to the Listening Devices at Greatstone, but for the other archaeological
requirements, including the palaeoenvironmental one, this can be accommodated
within conditions. English Heritage are concerned about the effects on the Listening
Devices (a Scheduled Ancient Monument) have not been assessed at this stage.

Dungeness Nuclear Power Station, MOD, Security and Safety (including Birdstrike)

7.91 LAA lies approximately 5km north of the nuclear power stations at Dungeness. The
older of the two stations, Dungeness A, ceased operation in 2006 and is now being
decommissioned. Dungeness B is still operational. The operator British Energy (now
part of EDF) currently plans to keep it in operation until 2018, after which it will be
decommissioned. The aircraft crash risk, following expansion of LAA up to
500,000ppa, has already been assessed as part of the power station operator s
safety case documentation. On the basis of these assessments and its own studies,
the nuclear safety regulator HSE (Nuclear Installations Inspectorate) has confirmed
to Shepway District Council that it has no objection to the applications. This is
subject to adequate conditions about flight movements in relationship to the Nuclear
Power Station.

7.92 As part of the last supplementary submission LAA decided to commission an
assessment of the nuclear risk posed by the applications to clarify this issue given
concerns by some objectors, including British Energy and LAAG. The objectives of
the assessment are to estimate the risk (frequency) of an aircraft crash if permission
for the applications were to be granted, and hence to assess the tolerability of the
risk. The conclusions of the assessment are that when LAA is handling 500,000ppa,
there is an acceptable aircraft crash risk in relation to the proximity of Dungeness
Nuclear Power Station. This assessment supports the HSE s conclusion that there
are no grounds of objection based on aircraft crash risk in relation to nuclear safety,
subject to conditions.

7.93 The applicant has suggested that the implementation of the Bird Hazard Control
Programme will ensure that the airport does not experience an increased risk of
birdstrike in relation to aircraft. The current level of recorded birdstrikes has been in
the region of one per year (17 in the last 15 years) and the implementation of the
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BHCP has predicted that this will not rise above 3 per year which is within the
guidelines suggested by the CAA.

Potential Conditions and Legal Agreement

7.94 In April 2009 LAA submitted a set of draft conditions and heads of terms for a S106
legal agreement to aid final consideration of the applications and to be used as a
basis for further discussions in the event of a positive recommendation and/ or
decision. These appear to be a reasonable basis for conditions and a legal
agreement if approved, subject to various comments in the report and any further
discussions with officers.

Economic Need and Sustainability
7.95 Shepway District Local Plan Review policy SD1 states that:

All development proposals should take account of the broad aim of sustainable
development ensuring that development contributes towards ensuring a better
guality of life for everyone, now and for generations to come. This involves meeting
economic and social objectives and helping people meet their personal aspirations
through accommodating the district s need for commercial development, other land
use, and improving the quality of life for all. This is subject to respecting
environmental criteria including:

(a) Shape new development patterns in a way which reduces the need to travel,
especially by car, and increases the attractiveness of walking, cycling and public
transport;

(b) Preserve and enhance built and cultural heritage including Listed Buildings and
their settings, conservation areas, sites and settings of nationally and locally
important ancient monuments and archaeological sites, historic parks and
gardens and, historic landscapes;

(c) Protect and enhance areas of countryside that are of special quality; particularly
the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Special Landscape Areas,
Local Landscape Areas, Heritage Coast and undeveloped coast, ancient
woodlands and, the best and most versatile agricultural land. Sustain the
character and diversity of the wider countryside in general.

(d) Protect and enhance designated or proposed sites of international, national,
countywide and local wildlife importance and plant or animal life protected by
law. Maintain the District s overall stock of nature conservation resources;

(e) Locate new development within or around existing built-up areas, especially on
previously developed land, in preference to greenfield sites;

(f) Maintain and improve the character and vitality of the built environment, promote
a high quality of design and ensure that development density is appropriate to its
location;

(9) Encourage energy efficiency and conservation, re-use and recycling of materials
and, the sensitive development of renewable energy resources;

(h) Maintain and enhance water, soil and air quality;

(i) Maintain and enhance the provision of recreational open space, amenity land
and tree and hedgerow cover;
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()) Prevent negative impacts on coastal protection, flood defence, land drainage
and groundwater resources;
(k) Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residents.

Development proposals that would significantly conflict with one or more of
environmental criteria a) k) above will only be p ermitted where it can be shown
that: i. there is an overriding economic or social need; ii. negative impacts are
minimised as far as possible and; iii. measures are taken to compensate for the
adverse environmental effect. Compensatory measures should, as a minimum,
ensure that no net environmental loss occurs .

7.96 Policy CC1 of the South East Plan also states that:

The principal objective of the Plan is to achieve and to maintain sustainable
development in the region. Sustainable development priorities for the South East
are identified as:

i) achieving sustainable levels of resource use;

i) ensuring the physical and natural environment of the South East is conserved
and enhanced;

i) reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated with the region;

iv) ensuring that the South East is prepared for the inevitable impacts of climate
change;

V) achieving safe, secure and socially inclusive communities across the region and
ensuring that the most deprived people have an equal opportunity to benefit from
and contribute to a better quality of life.

All authorities, agencies and individuals responsible for delivering the policies in this
Plan shall ensure that their actions contribute to meeting the objectives set out in this
policy and in the Regional Sustainability Framework.

7.97 The applications are not considered to meet Shepway District Local Plan Review

8.1

policy SD1 and criteria (ii) of Policy CC1 of the South East Plan.

HUMAN RIGHTS AND OTHER LEGAL COMMENTS

The Council has taken external legal advice from a speciality planning Barrister
about both applications and this advice is reflected within the planning officer s
report. While the Council is the freehold owner of a large area of land which it leases
to the LAA and which is therefore affected by this application, the Barrister has
confirmed that this ownership of the land is irrelevant to the determination of the
applications.
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8.2

8.3

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

In reaching a decision on a planning application the European Convention on
Human Rights must be considered. The Convention Rights that are relevant are
Article 8 and Article 1 of the first protocol. The proposed course of action is in
accordance with domestic law. As the rights in these two articles are qualified, the
council needs to balance the rights of the individual against the interests of society
and must be satisfied that any interference with an individual s rights is no more than
necessary. Having regard to the previous paragraphs of this report, it is not
considered that there is any infringement of the relevant Convention rights.

The Council has taken external legal advice from a specialty planning Barrister
about both applications and this advice is reflected within the planning officers
report. While the Council is the freehold owner of a large area of land which it leases
to the LAA and which is therefore affected by this application, the Barrister has
confirmed that this ownership of the land is irrelevant to the determination of the
applications

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Whilst it has taken some considerable time to put these planning applications before
the council, these are complex proposals in a highly sensitive environmental area
(locally, nationally and internationally), the details of which are subject to a wide
variety of scientific and other technical information. Given the history, background
and potential socio-economic benefits, the council has given LAA every opportunity
to prove their case to allow the planning applications, despite a wide variety of
objections and concerns. LAA has taken these opportunities to extend the time
period to determine the applications, and requested determination based on the
various information submitted.

The proposals for a runway extension and new terminal and car park have been
assessed under the Habitat Regulations in the form of an Appropriate Assessment.
The planning applications have also been assessed under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations.

Proposals to expand LAA are considered consistent with national aviation policy.
They were previously identified in the Kent and Medway Structure Plan and still are
identified in the adopted Shepway District Local Plan Review. However, this is
gualified support subject to strict environmental criteria.

In addition to planning permission, the proposals require an Appropriate Assessment
under the Habitat Regulations to assess the effects on the internationally designated
Dungeness Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Dungeness to Pett Level
Special Protection Area (SPA). A report has been carried out by consultants BV for
the council, which concludes there will be significant adverse effects on the integrity
of both the SAC and SPA, including uncertainty about some of the effects. In these
circumstances, the Habitats Regulations require planning permission to be refused
unless the proposals are necessary for imperative reasons of overriding public
interest and there are no alternative solutions. LAA have not argued that they can
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9.5

9.6

9.7

9.8

9.9

meet the latter test, and if the council was minded to grant permission on this basis
the applications would have to be referred to the Secretary of State.

The proposals are also considered to have a significant adverse impact on the
Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).
Planning permission should only be granted in these circumstances if the benefits of
the development outweigh the likely impacts, and may exceptionally be granted
subject to conditions and/or planning obligations to mitigate the impacts.
Furthermore, if the applications are likely to damage any of the special features, and
if the council decides to grant planning permission against Natural England s advice,
notice of the permission would need to be given to Natural England stating how it
has taken account of Natural England s advice.

The applicant has not considered the impact of the runway extension upon the
PRAMSAR and pSPA in any detail, as both sites have not been designated at
present, despite this being identified as best practice in the Scoping Opinion. Advice
from Natural England suggests that the designation process for both sites will
commence before the end of 2009, and as such due consideration should be given
to assessing the impacts of the development scenarios upon these sites. Should
planning consent be granted and the two sites were subsequently designated as
described above, then a further Appropriate Assessment would be required.

Upgrade works will be required to the junction formed by the B2075 (Romney Road)
and the A259 (Lydd Road), known as Hammonds Corner . Natural England and BV
are of the opinion that protected species surveys that are required to inform a
planning application should be undertaken prior to consent being granted rather
than the requirement for further survey being imposed as a condition. A planning
authority when making a planning decision should be in receipt of a full set of
information to enable it to reach a fully informed decision in accordance with best
practice and national policy (PPS9). The trigger for the required works to
Hammonds Corner is in excess of 300,000ppa, or when the new terminal and car
park allows for passengers in excess of this number.

There will be adverse noise effects on the local community, especially near the
airport, and these are considered materially worse for some residents and
Greatstone Primary School. Whilst some of these effects can be partially mitigated,
not all of them can. There will be some other minor adverse effects in the wider area,
but these are difficult to quantify and would not be significant. Whilst it would not be
recommended the applications be refused on noise grounds alone, this could be a
reason for refusal alongside others if the benefits of the proposals do not outweigh
the adverse effects when taken together.

Transport, traffic, air quality, climate change, visual, lighting, drainage, sewage,
construction, contamination and archaeology effects are considered acceptable,
subject to conditions. Nuclear safety is considered acceptable by the HSE (Nuclear
Installations Inspectorate), subject to a condition about flight movements. Whilst
building design, landscaping and historic environment issues are considered
acceptable, subject to conditions, CABE and English Heritage are concerned about
the design and heritage aspects of the proposals.
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9.10 The socio-economic effects are considered positive for the Romney Marsh and

9.11

9.12

10.

10.1

adjoining area of East Sussex, and to some extent the rest of Shepway. However, in
the wider context the effects are considered moderate, and Ashford Borough
consider them negative in terms of tourism.

Whilst some of the effects on the SAC and SPA might seem small scale and
uncertain, these are important in the context of their international designations,
hence also the need to carry out an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat
Regulations.

Whilst the expansion and associated investment in the local economy is a very much
welcome prospect, the adverse effects on the SPA, SAC, SSSI, possible extension
to the SPA and a RAMSAR site, taken together with effects on the local community
and other features (in terms of noise and tranquillity), mean that the planning
applications should be refused. Given only the local significance of the airport in
aviation terms and the availability of alternative options at Manston there is no
overriding economic or social need to determine the applications otherwise, which
make them unsustainable in the planning policy context.

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

The consultation responses set out at Section 1 and any representations at Section
3 are background documents for the purposes of the Local Government Act 1972 (as
amended).

RECOMMENDATION

The Bureau Veritas Appropriate Assessment report in Appendix 7 be agreed
and adopted by the council, as the competent authority, concluding that the
proposals for a runway extension and new terminal and car park will have
significant adverse effects, including uncertainty about some of the effects, on
the integrity of the European sites having regard to the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and Regulation 48 of the Conservation
(Natural Habitats and c) Regulations 1994.

That planning permission be refused for the runway extension (Y06/1648/SH)
and the new terminal and car park (Y06/1647/SH) on the following grounds:

a) The proposals will result in significant adverse effects on the integrity of
the Dungeness Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Dungeness to Pett
Level Special Protection Area (SPA), including uncertainty about some of
the effects. Consequently, the proposals are contrary to Shepway District
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Local Plan Review policies CO8 and TR15, South East Plan policy NRM5
and PPS9.

b) The proposals will result in significant adverse effects on the Dungeness,
Romney Marsh and Rye Bay Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and
Dungeness National Nature Reserve, contrary to Shepway District Local
Plan Review policy CO9, South East Plan policy NRM5 and PPS9.

c) The applications have not considered sufficiently the effects upon the
pRAMSAR and pSPA. The council considers the proposals are likely to
result in significant adverse effects, which is a material planning
consideration, being potentially contrary to Shepway District Local Plan
Review policy CO8, South East Plan policy NRM5 and PPS9.

d) There will be adverse noise effects on the local community, especially near
the airport, and some of these are considered materially significant. Whilst
the effects can be partially mitigated, not all of them can. There will also be
some other limited adverse effects in the area, including the enjoyment of
the Romney Marsh and Dungeness area generally, and the Kent Downs
AONB. Consequently the proposals are considered contrary to Shepway
District Local Plan Review policy SD1, particularly SD1 (k) and to a lesser
extent (c) and (d).

e) Whilst the expansion and associated investment in the local economy is a
welcome prospect, the adverse effects on the SPA, SAC, SSSI, pSPA,
pRAMSAR, local community and other features mean that the planning
applications should be refused. Furthermore, given there is no overriding
strategic justification for the proposals the adverse effects make them
unsustainable in the planning policy context, being contrary to Shepway
District Local Plan Review policy SD1 and South East Plan policy CC1.

3. In addition to the reasons above, planning permission for the new terminal and
car park (Y06/1647/SH) be refused for the following reason:

f) Upgrade works would be required to the junction formed by the B2075
(Romney Road) and the A259 (Lydd Road), known as "Hammonds Corner .
Natural England and the council are of the opinion that protected species
surveys should be undertaken prior to any applications for the new
terminal and car park being considered. A planning authority when making
a planning decision should be in receipt of a full set of information to
enable it to reach a fully informed decision in accordance with best
practice and national policy (PPS9), taking account of Shepway District
Local Plan Review policies CO9 and COl1l1l and South East Plan policy
NRMS5.

In coming to this decision, regard has been had to the following policies:
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Shepway District Local Plan Review SD1, BE1, BE2, BE7, BE15, BE16, Ula, U2, U4,
U6, U7, U8, U9, U10, Ul0a, Ul5, TR1, TR2, TR5, TR6, TR8, TR11, TR12, TR13, TR15,
CO1, C03, CO4, CO5, Co8, CO9, CO10, CO11, CO12, CO13, CO14, CO15

The South East Plan BE6, CC1, CC2, CC4, CC7, PPS9, SP2, T1, T2, T5, T4, T8, T9,
T14, NRM1, NRM4, NRM5, NRM7, NRM9. NRM10, NRM11, NRM12, W2 and M1.

Decision of Committee
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