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1. Introduction

1.1
This statement has been prepared to assist the Inquiry by:

a) up-dating and supplementing some of the content of my original statement (CPRE/01/A).  This mainly advises of newer versions of documents I previously referred to and other new publications since the statement was prepared, but also to give a view on other policy matters that have arisen during the Inquiry; 

b) responding to the evidence submitted by witnesses representing London Ashford Airport and Shepway District Council, namely the proofs of evidence from Sean McGrath (LAA/14/A) and Terry Ellames (SDC/4/A), and the rebuttal statements from Louise Congdon (LAA/4/D), Richard Perkins (LAA/5/D), Clive Self (LAA/10/D) and Keith Sowerby (LAA/12/D); and 
c) commenting on the written statement by Kent County Council (KCC-W-1).

1.2 In responding to the evidence presented by others, I have only done so where it is considered necessary to do so.  The fact that I have not responded to certain points does not mean that they are accepted by me or CPRE Protect Kent generally.  Some of the other points raised will be addressed by others at the Inquiry.
2.  Supplementary Information to Statement CPRE/01/A
2.1  
Developing a sustainable framework for UK aviation: Scoping Report, March 2011 (CD5.36)
2.1.1
In paragraphs 3.2 to 3.9 of my statement CPRE/01/A I refer to the 2003 White Paper ‘The Future of Air Transport’ (CD5.24).  I conclude in paragraph 3.9 that the White Paper remains the Government’s currently published guidance on aviation policy pending the preparation of the National Policy Statement (NPS) on Aviation.  Since writing my statement it has become apparent that the Government no longer intends to produce a specific NPS on aviation to replace the White paper, but that instead it will be producing a ‘sustainable framework for UK aviation’ that will serve the same purpose.

2.1.2
In March 2011 the Government published a scoping document for the framework, inviting comments by 30th September 2011 (CD5.36).  Following this it is intended to publish a draft policy framework for consultation in March 2012 and then to formally adopt it by March 2013.  It will clearly be the case that the Coalition Government will not have its new policy on aviation in place to inform the decision on LAA’s applications to expand Lydd airport, meaning that the 2003 White Paper still remains the most up-to-date national policy on aviation.  
2.1.3
However, the recently published scoping report, as the first step in replacing the White Paper, is material to this inquiry in that it begins to flesh out the Coalition Government’s thoughts on the future of aviation policy in the UK and expresses serious concerns with the White Paper.  This is encapsulated in paragraph 1.14 of the document, which states that:
“While some elements of this white paper might still be relevant, many of its provisions are no longer fit for purpose. They fail to recognise the importance of addressing climate change and give insufficient weight to the local environmental impacts of aviation.”
2.1.4
This supports my conclusion in paragraph 3.9 of my statement (CPRE/01/A) that there have been significant changes since the White Paper was published in 2003, meaning that the weight to be given to it in this inquiry must be significantly diminished.   
2.1.5
The inadequacy of the White Paper as an expression of the Coalition Government’s policy on aviation is further expressed by the Secretary of State for Transport, Philip Hammond, in his foreword to the scoping document when he states:

“There is an urgent need for a genuinely sustainable framework to guide the aviation industry in planning its investment and technological development in the short, medium and long term. The previous government's 2003 White Paper, The Future of Air Transport, is fundamentally out of date, because it fails to give sufficient weight to the challenge of climate change. In maintaining its support for new runways – in particular at Heathrow – in the face of the local environmental impacts and mounting evidence of aviation’s growing contribution towards climate change, the previous government got the balance wrong. It failed to adapt its policies to the fact that climate change has become one of the gravest threats we face. 

The Coalition believes that a modern transport infrastructure – which emphatically includes aviation - is essential for a dynamic economy as well as to improve our well-being and quality of life. But we also believe that transport needs to be greener and more sustainable, with tougher emissions standards and more sustainable technologies. To do that, we must succeed, where the previous government failed, in striking that balance in our framework for aviation. We are not anti-aviation – we are anti-carbon. As we tackle one of the largest budget deficits facing any of the G20 countries, we are firmly focused on the benefits aviation can bring, particularly in terms of economic growth. But we are not prepared to support growth at any price. 

Aviation is a global industry and carbon is a global challenge. The biggest single contribution to tackling emissions is therefore through effective international action. This is why we are committed to including aviation in the EU Emissions Trading System. But the aviation industry needs to do more, not just on emissions but also in terms of its other environmental impacts, particularly noise. The current pace of technological change is not fast enough to reconcile growth on the scale of recent years with meeting our climate change targets or, in relation to some airports, our aspirations on local environmental impacts.
In launching this exercise I want to make a broad proposition: aviation should be able to grow, but to do so, it must be able to play its part in delivering our environmental goals and protecting the quality of life of local communities. If aviation can do better than currently anticipated in tackling its emissions and other impacts, then that will create greater scope to grow. I want to move beyond the sterile debate of recent years, where the arguments for and against aviation became increasingly polarised, towards a broader consensus which honestly recognises both the value of air transport and its negative impacts and is prepared to agree the framework within which aviation can develop.”     
2.1.6
The purpose of the scoping document is to highlight particular issues and to invite views on them.  Consequently it does not comprise a new policy statement.  However, chapter 1 of the document provides context and the Coalition Government’s current thinking.  In particular paragraphs 1.5 to 1.13 provide a summary of the Coalition’s priorities for aviation, with the overall goal being to “create a sustainable framework for aviation in the UK, improve the passenger experience at airports, and maintain high standards of safety and security for passengers and freight” (para 1.5).  The document explains that the Coalition’s “immediate priority is to make our airports better not bigger” (para 1.7).  
2.1.7
Paragraph 1.10 of the document specifically explains that aviation has a vital role to play in delivering the nation’s carbon reduction goals.  To this end the Coalition intends to present options for reducing UK aviation CO2 emissions to 2050 and to include aviation in the EU Emissions Trading System from 2012.  But it concludes that in addition “…the aviation industry needs to do more, not just on CO2 emissions but also in terms of other polluting emissions and environmental impacts, particularly noise. The current pace of technological change is not fast enough to reconcile growth on the scale of recent years with meeting our climate change targets or, in relation to some airports, our objectives on local environmental impacts.” 
2.1.8
Whilst recognising that aviation has an important role to play in the UK economy, the document explains (para 1.15) that the Coalition’s objective is: 

“to develop a long-term, high-level framework for aviation which:

· sets out the Government's aims for aviation and the parameters within which they can be delivered; 

· takes account of the positive and negative impacts of aviation, and achieves a sustainable balance between them; 

· integrates aviation policy with wider Government objectives, including delivering sustainable economic growth, combating climate change and protecting the local environment; 

· builds consensus among those who rely on and are affected by aviation; and 

· provides industry with the clarity it needs to invest in the UK over the long term.”
2.1.9
There is every indication that the aviation policy being developed by the Coalition Government will be significantly different to that promoted in the White Paper by the previous Government.  Whilst the White Paper sought to achieve a balanced strategy, as I explain in paragraph 3.3 of my statement CPRE/01/A, it is clear from the scoping document that the Coalition Government considers that the White Paper got the balance wrong in its essentially pro-growth position.  The clear message is that in future there needs to be a better, more sustainable, balance between the positive and negative impacts of aviation.  
2.1.10
The fact that the Coalition Government sees the White Paper as “no longer fit for purpose” and “fundamentally out of date” seriously questions the reliance that can be placed on it in this Inquiry.  Furthermore, if the balance in the White Paper between growth in aviation and environmental impact is wrong, as the Coalition state, then this means the weight to be given to the negative impacts of aviation in regard to climate change and other local environmental considerations will need to be afforded more weight than the White Paper suggests.  This is particularly so in this interim period before the Coalition Government presents its new policy approach on aviation, which would suggest that in the meantime the ‘precautionary principle’ should be applied.
2.2  
Local Transport Plan for Kent 2011-16 (LTP3), Kent County Council, April 2011 (CD11.28)
2.2.1
In paragraphs 3.33 and 3.34 of my statement CPRE/01/A I explain the current situation with the Local Transport Plan for Kent and the references made to Lydd airport in the draft of LTP3 – the third Local Transport Plan for Kent covering the period 2011-16.  In April 2011 the final version of LTP3 was published by Kent County Council.  I can confirm that the references to Lydd Airport remain the same as I state in paragraph 3.33 of my statement, though the paragraph numbers have changed to 1.36, 1.37 and 2.18 respectively.  The comments in paragraph 1.37 have been slightly expanded to include reference to this current inquiry.  No statement of support for the expansion plans is made in LTP3.
2.2.2
Whilst the executive summary on page xi of LTP3 states that “Kent’s airports have plans to expand and are essential catalysts in regenerating their local areas” the Plan itself confines further comments on the regenerating role of airports to Manston (see paragraphs 2.18 and 3.50 of LTP3).  In addition, the ‘catalytic’ role of Manston airport is linked with the provision of a new parkway station that is promoted in LTP3 (see paragraphs 5.19 and 8.78 - 8.80).
2.2.3
As in the draft, the final LTP3 does not include a policy offering general support for airport expansion, as was the case in LTP2.   
2.3  
Growth without gridlock – a transport delivery plan for Kent, Kent County Council, December 2010 (CD11.23.1)
2.3.1
In paragraphs 3.35 to 3.38 of my statement CPRE/01/A I refer to the draft of ‘Growth without gridlock’ which was published for consultation in November 2009.  Based on the draft I conclude in paragraph 3.38 of my statement that the document did not identify the expansion of Lydd airport as a priority matter for Shepway.  However, in commenting on potential expansion the draft document envisaged the use of the Hastings to Ashford rail line and a potential parkway station at Appledore, neither of which are proposed as part of the applications before the inquiry.

2.3.2
When I wrote my statement only the Executive Summary of the final ‘Growth without gridlock’ was available (CD11.23), so I was unable to comment on it.  The final version of the full document (CD11.23.1) was distributed by the County Council in April 2011, and I have now had the opportunity to review this.

2.3.3
The only reference in it to Lydd airport is on page 44, though it is also shown on the maps on pages 4, 7, 14 and 58.  Page 44 states:

“London Ashford Airport (LAA) 
London Ashford Airport is an international airport located on the Romney Marsh near Lydd, close to the border with East Sussex. It was purpose built as a civilian airfield in the 1950s, and in recent years, over £20 million has been spent developing and upgrading the airport’s facilities. 

The airport has plans to extend its runway and build new terminal facilities with the ability to provide 500,000 passenger movements by 2015, capitalising on the growing passenger preference for using a regional airport and reducing surface transport times and costs. Additionally 75% of all air transport movements in the UK are in a southeasterly direction, therefore Lydd brings additional benefits by being the most southeasterly UK airport. LAA is keen to utilise the existing rail connection between Hastings and Ashford by improving access to Appledore Station, and to better integrate with the bus network when demand enables sustained economic operations.”
2.3.4
This is essentially the same comment as in the draft, though the specific reference to a parkway station at Appledore has been removed.  Importantly, expansion of the airport is not included in the ‘Priorities for Growth without gridlock – the big, key, transport drivers for change’ on page 60 of the document.  It is also not mentioned in the specific section on Shepway (page 35).  
2.3.5
The lack of proactive support for the expansion of Lydd is in marked contrast to the references to Manston airport, which is given a higher profile in the document linked to the provision of a parkway station and connection to the High Speed rail network.  References to Manston include:   
· Page 5:  Kent…”has an emerging international airport at Manston with the capacity to cater for the increasing freight and passenger movements expected at South East airports over the next 30 years.” 
· Page 42:  “Kent International Airport (Manston) has the potential to develop into a regional airport and become one of the largest single generators of economic activity in the County. The airport predicts that it will serve around 5 million passengers and cater for 400,000 tonnes of freight by 2033. This could generate over 2,800 jobs by 2018 and 6,000 jobs by 2033 in a range of employment sectors, offering a huge boost to the economy of East Kent through new employment opportunities arising from the growth of the Manston and Eurokent Business Parks. Its future growth is dependent upon and will be driven by the displacement of traffic from other South East airports as they begin to operate at capacity due to continuing growth. We will continue to promote the real opportunities at Manston and press hard for enhanced access by high speed rail services to facilitate the economic benefits. 

The KIA draft masterplan proposes major expansion supported by a parkway station with High Speed rail services from London, serving not just the airport but also the local area. This will be located near to the perimeter of KIA, with improved bus links and local road improvements to link to the A299.”
· Page 46:  “Supporting the expansion of KIA (Manston airport) and the Port of Ramsgate through improved transport links.”
· Page 60:  “Developing a Parkway station for Thanet, serving Manston Airport, unlocking new economic development opportunities in East Kent at minimal cost.”   
2.3.6
It is clear from ‘Growth without gridlock’ that the County Council do not see the expansion of Lydd airport as a ‘big, key, driver for change’ that will act as a catalyst for economic regeneration.  If it did, it would have been promoted in this important delivery plan as a priority.  What are described as “real opportunities” at Manston airport, on the other hand, are promoted in the document and endorsed by KCC and there is commitment from them to “press hard for enhanced access by high speed rail services to facilitate the economic benefits”.  
2.4  
Shepway Local Development Framework Core Strategy
2.4.1
In paragraphs 3.52 to 3.54 of my statement CPRE/01/A I refer to the emerging Shepway Core Strategy, which has reached preferred options stage (CD7.6).  I explain that in this document the Council’s preferred option for the airport is to support ancillary aeronautical business opportunities at the airport, which it states can occur without further flights, a new terminal or a runway extension.
2.4.2
Paragraph 10.23 of the preferred options document, notwithstanding the current planning applications before the inquiry, states that:

“The Core Strategy however does need to consider issues of strategic importance, and will need to consider if London Ashford Airport qualifies in that respect. The SE Plan does not feature Lydd as a regional airport, however the question remains of whether (either through driving investment or through its possible transport function) it is of local strategic significance.”
2.4.3
The approach being followed by the Core Strategy is the identification of ‘strategic sites’, and it would be reasonable to assume that if the Council saw the airport as being of ‘local strategic significance’, as mentioned above, then it would be identified in the Core Strategy as a strategic site – indeed the preferred option RM3 suggests this as a matter to be specifically considered (see page 118 of CD7.6).

2.4.4
On the 13th April 2011 the Shepway District Council Cabinet considered a report entitled ‘Shepway Local Development Framework Core Strategy – Key Decisions’ (CD7.11).  The summary of the report states:

“The report sets out the key decisions to be taken by Cabinet to allow the Shepway Local Development Core Strategy to be finalised and to move to concluding stages of public representations to the Planning Inspectorate. These include agreement of the headline target for housing delivery rates, agreement of the overall ‘spatial strategy’, decisions on the strategic site proposals (following the process agreed by Cabinet on 28th July 2010 ref. C/10/16), consideration of the key infrastructure needed to deliver the strategy and agreement of other key aspects of the policy framework, and supporting evidence.”
2.4.5
Paragraph 1.5 explains that:

“Agreement of the key decisions will allow further progress to be made on the development of the Core Strategy with a view to presenting the proposed Submission version of the document to Cabinet in early Summer 2011.  If agreed this document will then be subject to a statutory process of public representations lasting a minimum of 6 weeks. Cabinet will then be asked, towards the end of 2011, to consider the ‘submission’ version of the document. If approved the document, along with evidence and the representations received as part of the consultation process, will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for public examination.”

2.4.6
The report, therefore, is a key milestone in the finalisation of the Core Strategy to enable the publication of the pre-submission plan under Regulation 27 of the Development Plan Regulations in the summer of this year
.  It is then intended to submit the plan for examination at the end of the year.  
2.4.7
From the report it is clear that irrespective of the current inquiry into the expansion of the airport, the Council is progressing with the preparation of the Core Strategy.  I do not criticise the Council for this, as the Coalition Government has made it clear that local authorities need to have an up-to-date local plan in place as soon as possible.  However, it is interesting to note that in full knowledge of the inquiry timetable the Council is proposing to finalise the content of the Core Strategy and to invite Regulation 27 representations on it well before the outcome of the inquiry is likely to be known.  
2.4.8
It is also significant that in a report intended to secure the Cabinet’s decision on the ‘key decision’ to enable the final Core Strategy to be written, that there is no mention of the airport, let alone any discussion of its role as a strategic site as indicated in the Preferred Options document.  There is not even an up-date on the inquiry.  The report is totally silent on the matter.  The only conclusion that can be taken from this is that the Council does not consider that an expanded airport has a specific strategic role to play in the District as a provider of, or catalyst for, employment in the district.  It can be concluded therefore that the preferred option for the airport - to support ancillary aeronautical business opportunities at the airport without further flights, a new terminal or a runway extension – is the basis on which the Core Strategy will now be prepared.  This makes the Preferred Options document, together with the April 13th report to the Cabinet, an important material consideration.
2.4.9
This view would seem to be confirmed by Appendix 6 to the report (see CD7.11).  This presents an indicative structure of the Core Strategy and selected draft policies.  However, like the report itself it makes no reference to the airport – even in the draft of the District-wide strategy presented on page 199 of the appendix.   
2.4.10
Appendix 5 to the report (see CD7.11) presents a summary of the evidence base collected to support the Core Strategy.  This refers to the Employment Land Review (ELR
) on page 193, with the key conclusions/recommendations presented as being:  
· the District has a moderate level of employment space relative to its population size, and recorded a net increase over recent years;

· business perceptions of Shepway are not strong, and the commercial property market is therefore small-scale and relatively localised;

· the District contains a good range of industrial sites of varied quality and type, but a limited range of office sites;

· the District has a substantial supply of undeveloped land with potential for employment development, but not all is certain to come forward;

· future growth is likely to be characterised by a continuing shift away from manufacturing activities into the service sector;

· major developments, such as the recent introduction of high speed rail services, will help stimulate future growth of a number of employment sectors;

· the Council should plan for a more aspirational approach to developing the local economy and attracting new investment through provision of some better quality, more deliverable employment sites and more provision of town centre offices in Folkestone;

· significant growth of employment in non B-class sectors is forecast, but the resulting land requirements are expected to be modest;

· while the existing supply of employment land appears to constitute a large oversupply, a modest amount of additional land is required for qualitative reasons;

· protection should be afforded to existing employment sites, and a cautious approach taken to any release of sites;

· the Council should adopt a proactive approach to managing and improving the existing portfolio of employment sites to facilitate future growth; and

· the District’s employment land strategy will need to be supported by initiatives to encourage workforce development.  
2.4.11
Whilst these conclusions recognise that the recent introduction of high speed rail services will help to stimulate future growth of a number of employment sectors, a similar catalytic role for an expanded airport is not so recognised.   
2.4.12
The final version of the ELR was published in January 2011 and I assume that it had regard to the latest economic information from the applicant presented in evidence to this inquiry, as well as that which supported the application.  Extracts from it in regard to the airport are included in Appendix 1 to this statement, as follows:

· Paragraph 2.7:  “On Romney Marsh, Lydd Airport and Dungeness Power Station provide the main centres of employment.”
· Paragraph 4.36:  “Views [from local businesses] about the property market implications of other major future developments were more mixed. Potential expansion of Lydd Airport was recognised as a key driver for economic growth on Romney Marshes, although the scope for spin-off development is unclear until such time as the airport’s future role is confirmed. If expansion is permitted, most considered that a small selection of budget airline routes to holiday destinations would be unlikely to generate significant potential for spin-off development. Greater potential was seen for new employment development associated with any air freight role that develops at the airport (although strategic access is relatively poor) or aircraft maintenance and repair activities that can be attracted to the airport (but which are subject to strong competition from other airports).”
· Paragraphs 6.38 to 6.42:  These paragraphs relate specifically to the proposed expansion of the airport.  Paragraphs 6.38 to 6.40 set out the history of the airport and explain the current planning applications.  On the expansion proposals, paragraph 6.41 comments: 
“The extent to which the extension of the airport could generate spin-off effects and increase demand for employment space will largely depend on the particular operational model that develops at the airport. This is not entirely clear at present, although some potential has been identified by the site owners to develop an ‘aeropark’ consisting of hangars and warehousing facilities on the airport to attract air freight and aircraft maintenance and repair operations, alongside developing services by budget airlines. The Airport reports interest from potential occupiers to locate these types of operations at Lydd. While Lydd appears to have some advantages given its potential runway length if the current planning applications were to be approved, it will have to compete with other regional airports and in some cases European airports to attract these activities. However, the relatively poor strategic road access to the airport, the limited range of routes, the fact that budget airlines carry little freight, and the grouping of express air freight firms at established bases, all appear likely to restrict the scope for significant growth of air freight at Lydd.  There may be some greater scope for attracting aircraft maintenance and repair activities, but this would require availability of appropriately skilled/trained workforce, which does not currently exist in this area, and a runway length which can accommodate a range of aircraft. There is also significant competition from established maintenance bases in the UK and abroad, although Lydd may offer some cost advantages. Aircraft maintenance and repair activities would require airside access, and therefore any new development would be concentrated on existing airport land.”
In conclusion on the proposed airport expansion the ELR paragraph 6.42 states:

“Overall, while expansion of the airport would help stimulate some new employment and help raise the profile of the surrounding part of the District to some extent, it is not clear that any additional spin-off demand in other sectors locally would be more than quite modest. If expansion were not permitted, it is unclear to what extent the types of operations that the airport is seeking to attract would be viable. Either way, it is not expected to produce significant demand for more employment space outside the airport.”
· Paragraph 6.53:  “There are a number of potential major developments that may also have some bearing on Shepway’s future economic role. These include expansion of Lydd Airport, a new nuclear reactor at Dungeness and the Folkestone Harbour redevelopment. There is considerable uncertainty about all of these at present.  Lydd and Dungeness represent important economic assets for the Romney Marsh area, but as noted above, it is not expected that development at either would fundamentally alter the District’s future economic direction or generate significant additional demands for employment space.”
· Paragraph 9.35:  “…it is not anticipated that there will be any significant increase in demand for business space in Lydd in future from potential development at London Ashford Airport. While there may ultimately be some requirement for employment space, for example, construction and storage sites, air freight warehousing etc, associated indirectly with any expansion of London Ashford Airport, it is not obvious from this study that this will be of significant scale or necessarily requiring new land outside the airport site. If any positive spin-off effects were to be created by airport expansion, then there is ample available land at the nearby Mountfield Road Industrial Estate in New Romney. This estate is likely to be more attractive to potential occupiers given its status as an established business location and greater proximity to the strategic road network.”
· Paragraph 10.20:  “Even if London Ashford Airport is given approval for expansion, most additional activities are likely to be on the airport, with little spin-off demand for local firms.”
2.4.13
The ELR does not conclude that an expanded airport will act as a catalyst for employment growth as is envisaged by some, which might explain the lack of discussion on the airport in the April report to the Council’s Cabinet, including its non-identification as a strategic site for inclusion in the Core Strategy.  Furthermore, the ELR suggests that the greatest potential for spin-off from the airport for the local economy is through freight and maintenance.  However, even then it expresses doubt about the prospect of this because of the remoteness of the airport and competition from other airports.  In any event the expansion of freight transportation is only envisaged by the applicant as part of the ‘no development/fall-back position’, and even then Ms Congdon envisages that this would comprise “small parcels freight services” (see paragraph 7.7 of LAA/4/A).
2.4.14
The findings of the ELR do not support the conclusion of Ms Congdon that “… the development of LAA is likely to make a material contribution to regeneration in the local area… [which] …would be likely to be significant” (paragraph 6.46 of LAA/4/A).  The fact that the April committee report to Cabinet is silent on the airport would suggest that reflecting the findings of the ELR the Council’s planning policy officers do not consider that the airport is of sufficient strategic significance for identification as a strategic site in the Core Strategy, even though Council Members were minded to approve the application for expansion. 
  2.5  
The Plan for Growth
2.5.1
On 23rd March 2011 the Chancellor presented his budget alongside which the Treasury and the Department for Business Innovation and Skills issued ‘The Plan for Growth’
.  Together, the budget and The Plan for Growth set out the Government’s proposals intended to help rebuild Britain’s economy.  
2.5.2
In a statement that was issued on the same day, the Minister for Decentralisation explained that the Government’s top priority in reforming the planning system is to promote sustainable economic development and jobs
.  He further explained that the Government’s clear expectation is that the answer to development and growth should wherever possible be ‘yes’ except where this would compromise the clear development principles set out in national planning policy.  To this end the Minister listed the considerations to be given to development proposals, as follows:

“(i) consider fully the importance of national planning policies aimed at fostering economic growth and employment, given the need to ensure a return to robust growth after the recent recession; 

(ii) take into account the need to maintain a flexible and responsive supply of land for key sectors, including housing; 

(iii) consider the range of likely economic, environmental and social benefits of proposals; including long term or indirect benefits such as increased consumer choice, more viable communities and more robust local economies (which may, where relevant, include matters such as job creation and business productivity); 

(iv) be sensitive to the fact that local economies are subject to change and so take a positive approach to development where new economic data suggest that prior assessments of needs are no longer up-to-date; 

(v) ensure that they do not impose unnecessary burdens on development.”     
2.5.3
In a letter to all local planning authorities dated 31st March 2011, the CLG Chief Planner explained that the Minister’s statement “is capable of being regarded as a material planning consideration.”

2.5.4
In support of the applications before this inquiry, one of the arguments being sustained by the applicant and Shepway District Council is the jobs that will be created and the benefits for the local economy.  Indeed, this is the overwhelming reason given by those that support the applications (see paragraph 5.6 of CD1.48) and there has been much evidence on this point put to the inquiry.
2.5.5
Whilst Policy EC10.1 of PPS4 (CD6.3) explains that local planning authorities should adopt a positive and constructive approach towards planning applications for economic development and that proposals that secure sustainable economic growth should be treated favourably, it is unclear how much further forward, if at all, ‘The Plan for Growth’ takes this consideration.  Consequently, limited additional weight should be afforded to it for the following reasons:

1. The Coalition Government is yet to define what it means by ‘sustainable development’ or ‘sustainable economic development’, so it is unknown what it might comprise.  Therefore, the definition of sustainable development as set out in PPS1 must remain in force.
2. It is clear that development will still need to conform to national planning policy, and Section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act still requires decisions to be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  At the moment, the Coalition Government has not set out new national planning policy that takes forward the priorities in the ‘The Plan for Growth’, and it is my understanding that the new National Planning Policy Framework will not be in place before April 2012 although a draft is expected during the summer of this year.  In the meantime, therefore, the current national planning policy as contained in the PPGs and PPSs remains the relevant national planning policy to consider.

3. With an estimated maximum additional 200 jobs by 2024 claimed by the applicant (see Table 6.1 and paragraph 6.11 of LAA/4/A) I do not consider that this is a factor that should be the key determining factor.  It is a level of job provision which the County Council describes as ‘modest’ (see paragraph 4.32 of KCC-W-1) and is challenged by third parties (for example see LAAG/8/A).  It is also the case that the Council’s recently published Employment Land Review does not considers that “…additional spin-off demand in other sectors locally would be more than quite modest” (see the previous section of this supplementary/rebuttal statement). Although any additional jobs will be very welcome locally, such relatively small scale provision should not be the overriding consideration in determining the applications.
4. The CLG’s Chief Planner states that the Minister’s statement is “capable of being regarded as a material planning consideration.” This falls short of it being clear advice that it should actually be a material planning consideration, and is in marked contrast to the advice that he issued to local authorities in regard to the proposed revocation of the Regional Strategies.  In that case, in his letter of 27th May 2010, he stated that “I expect Local Planning Authorities and the Planning Inspectorate to have regard to this letter as a material planning consideration in any decisions they are currently taking”.  That advice was reiterated in the further letter to local authorities of 10th November 2010 on the Regional Strategies. 
2.5.6
For these reasons, ‘The Plan for Growth’ and the associated statement from the Minister for Decentralisation do not make any material difference to the consideration of these applications.  Job provision and economic development matters should continue to be considered in the context of prevailing national and local planning policy, along with all the other relevant policy considerations.   
2.6
Regional Airports
2.6.1
In her oral evidence to the Inquiry, and in her rebuttal proof LAA/4/D, Ms Congdon regards Lydd airport as a ‘regional’ airport, and thus all references to ‘regional airports’ in the Aviation White Paper and in statements made by Government Ministers apply equally to Lydd as they do to all other ‘regional airports’.  She emphasises this in her rebuttal statement by frequently adding ‘including smaller regional’ after her reference to ‘regional’ airports, for example in paragraphs 2.8, 2.11 and 2.13 of her rebuttal proof.
2.6.2
By virtue of the fact that Lydd airport is located in the south east region it is a ‘regional airport’.  However, that does not mean that all the ‘regional airports’ should be treated the same, as regard also needs to be given to regional and local policy, which takes forward the national policy position more specifically.  In particular regard needs to be given to the South East Plan (CD7.1).  This creates a three-tier hierarchy of the airports in the south east.  Ms Congdon, however, makes no reference to the South East Plan, and simply seems to consider that national policy prevails over everything else.  

2.6.3
Policy T9 of the South East Plan deals with the first two tiers of the hierarchy.  At the top of the hierarchy are the major airports of Gatwick and Heathrow where the Policy supports development in line with the White Paper and subsequent Government statements.  Then, beneath them, come Southampton and Kent International Airport (Manston) which are to be enhanced as airports of regional significance.  The policy requires relevant regional strategies, local development documents and local transport plans to include policies and proposals which achieve this.  
2.6.4
When it comes to the third tier airports in the region, these smaller airports are dealt with in paragraph 8.30 of the supporting text to Policy T9.  Here it is recognised that such smaller airports “could play a valuable role in meeting local demand and contributing to regional economic development”.  As such, and subject to environmental considerations, their development should be supported through regional and local planning frameworks.
2.6.5
The South East Plan, and the hierarchical approach it takes, is an important consideration.  It has taken the national policy contained in the White Paper and has provided a strategic and specific response to it in the South East.  This is acknowledged in the written statement from Kent County Council (KCC-W-1), where in paragraph 3.2 they explain that the Examination Panel on the South East Plan considered Lydd to be of local rather than regional importance.  

2.6.6
In Kent, the strategic approach outlined in the South East Plan has then been taken further forward in the various plans and strategies that I explain in paragraphs 3.23 to 3.48 of my statement CPRE/01/A as up-dated in sections 2.2 and 2.3 of this statement.  From my analysis, in Kent it is the expansion of Manston airport that is being proactively promoted, not the expansion of Lydd.  Furthermore, as I explain in section 2.4 above, it would seem that the emerging Shepway Core Strategy is following this approach.
2.6.7
It is worth noting that in regard to the proposals for Coventry airport, discussed in paragraphs 2.19 to 2.21 of her rebuttal statement (LAA/4/D), Ms Congdon seems to accept that in that case the decision reflected the local circumstances and local policies.  It is exactly the same situation here, and the decision should not rely entirely on the White Paper – especially now that the Coalition Government has publicly stated that in many respects the White Paper is no longer fit for purpose (see section 2.1 of this statement).    
3.  Rebuttal of Statement on Planning Matters by Sean McGrath (LAA/14/A)
3.1
In his statement LAA/14/A Mr McGrath presents evidence in regard to planning matters.  There is a clear difference of opinion between us on the compliance of the proposals with national, regional and local policies.  However, I do not intend to repeat my previous evidence by highlighting these differences, or to highlight points made by other witnesses.  The Inspector can come to his own view on points of policy interpretation and the degree to which policy supports or goes against the development proposals in the light of the evidence before him.  There are, though, a number of specific comments I wish to make in response to his evidence.               
3.2
In paragraph 4.19 Mr McGrath explains that passenger movements at the airport declined principally as a result of competition from seacraft services, and I would surmise that the Channel Tunnel link added to this competition.  However, Ms Congdon disagrees and considers that the decline in passenger movements is due to changes in the airline market and the need for a longer runway, not competition (paragraph 4.2 of LAA/4/A).  Given the failure of Manston Airport with its long runway to attract commercial airlines, Mr McGrath’s reasoning appears to have greater validity than Ms Congdon’s.      
3.3
In paragraph 6.4 of his statement, Mr McGrath states that there were only a limited number of issues on which the Council’s officers were recommending refusal, and that these related to potential impacts on birds in respect of the SPA and SSSI and some uncertainty over the pSPA and pRamsar in relation to birds.  This is factually incorrect, and also belittles what were previously major concerns held by the Council, and which are still held by other parties.
3.4
In the supplementary committee report (CD1.51) a total of five grounds for refusal were recommended by the Council’s officers.   Whilst four of these related to nature conservation issues (a, b, c and e), they were not couched specifically in terms of adverse effects just on birds.  They related to the impact of the development proposals generally on the various designations close to the site and their non-compliance with national, regional and local planning policies as a consequence.  Evidence to the inquiry from Natural England and the Kent Wildlife Trust is that the adverse impacts extend beyond just birds.

3.5
Recommendation d) related to other adverse effects, namely noise effects on the local community and enjoyment of the Romney Marsh and Dungeness area generally and the Kent Downs AONB in particular.  These effects, the Council considered, made the proposals contrary to Policy SD1 of the Local Plan.
3.6
In addition, as part of recommendation e) it is clear the Council officers considered that the cumulative impact of the adverse effects together meant that the proposals were unsustainable and that there was no overriding strategic justification for them.  This also made them contrary to Policy SD1 of the Local Plan and Policy CC1 of the South East Plan.

3.7
Therefore, from reading the Council’s reports to the Planning Committee (CD1.48 and CD1.51) the reasons for refusal were not as narrow as Mr McGrath suggests.  

3.8
In Section 7 of his statement Mr McGrath refers to the 1992 call-in decision and concludes in his paragraph 7.21 that the current applications should be considered against this backdrop.

3.9
The 1992 call-in decision is a matter of fact and the Inspector will come to a view on its relevance to this inquiry.  However, it was a decision made by a previous Secretary of State 19 years ago, based on the then prevailing policy context and the requirements of the time to assess planning applications.  Much has changed in the intervening years, which means that little weight should be given to the 1992 decision.  It certainly is not the case that the decision provides the backdrop to the consideration of these applications, as claimed by Mr McGrath.  
3.10
It is a function of planning to consider each proposal on its merits, and that applications should be considered in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (as per Section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act).  Both the Development Plan and the relevant material considerations have changed significantly since 1992.   In particular I would highlight the following:
· Of the current series of national PPGs and PPSs only two existed at the time of the 1992 decision – PPG14 (Development on Unstable Land) and PPG18 (Enforcing Planning Control) – neither of which were relevant in the consideration of the earlier application.  Most of the PPGs and PPSs post-date the decision by at least ten years, and many have been reviewed, reflecting the change in Government in 1997.  That means we now have a completely new national planning policy context against which the current applications will be assessed, central to which is PPS1 which places sustainable development at the heart of the planning system.

· Climate Change has now emerged as a major policy consideration, as set out in the climate change supplement to PPS1 2007, the Planning Act 2008, the Climate Change Act 2008 and the various international agreements entered into by the UK Government to cut greenhouse gas emissions.

· The County Structure Plan relevant at the time of the previous application was the Kent Structure Plan 1990.  This has since been superseded on three occasions; by the Kent Structure Plan 1996, the Kent and Medway Structure Plan 2006 and the South East Plan 2009.  The strategic planning context, therefore, is substantially different.
· In 1992 the relevant Local Plan was the 1985 Romney Marsh Local Plan.  This was superseded in 1997 by the first District-wide Shepway Local Plan, which itself was superseded by the 2006 Local Plan review.  The local planning context, therefore, is also substantially different. 
· The previous application pre-dated the more stringent environmental assessment requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats) Regulations 1994, the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 and Circular 06/2005 ‘Biodiversity and geological conservation; statutory obligations and their impact within the planning system’.  In addition, new internationally important designations have been declared in the area around the airport.
· In more recent policy documents, as I have explained in paragraphs 4.5 to 4.37 of my statement CPRE/01/A, tranquillity has become recognised as an important aspect of the character, functioning and quality of the countryside and its enjoyment.  As such it is a significant contributor to quality of life. 
3.11
These are substantial changes to the policy and planning context in which the previous planning application was considered, which in my view makes the weight to be afforded to the 1992 decision very limited.  In addition, the Lydd Airport Action Group (LAAG) in its statement LAAG/6/A has highlighted a number of other changes in circumstances since 1992.  These further highlight why the 1992 call-in decision has very limited weight.   
3.12
In paragraph 8.8 of his statement Mr McGrath states that the Aviation White Paper supports a balanced approach, which recognises the need to expand existing airports rather than the building of new ones.  This description is misleading, as it suggests that the ‘balanced approach’ advocated by the Aviation White Paper is between expansion of existing airports and the building of new ones.  As described in the White Paper, the balance is between the growth of the aviation industry and the impact such growth will have on local communities and the environment (see paragraphs 2.17 to 2.19 of CD5.24).

3.13
In paragraph 8.14 of his statement Mr McGrath concludes that, based on the quotes he highlights in the previous paragraphs, Lydd airport was one of the airports assessed as being able to see some further development without insurmountable environmental constraints.  It is difficult to see how this very specific conclusion can be made on the basis of the quotes he refers to.  Mr McGrath presents no evidence that a specific assessment of growth at Lydd airport has been undertaken to demonstrate that growth could be accommodated without insurmountable environmental impacts.  If such an assessment was undertaken the inquiry needs to know the details of the assessment undertaken, when it was undertaken and the scale of growth that was assessed.  
3.14
In paragraph 8.17 of his statement Mr McGrath considers that the Aviation White Paper treats Lydd airport in the same terms as Manston airport, and that the situation is unchanged.  In the White Paper the only reference by name to these two airports is in paragraphs 11.98 and 11.99, which are reproduced in Mr McGrath’s paragraphs 8.12 and 8.13.  I would accept that in these paragraphs the two airports are treated the same, and I would further accept that both airports are seen in the White Paper as ‘small airports’.  Therefore, given that the White Paper is still the current expression of national aviation policy this situation is unchanged (though as I explain in paragraph 2.1.3 above the Coalition Government has now stated it has serious concerns with the White Paper and aspects of it are not fit for purpose).     

3.15
However, in taking forward the national policy the situation is not unchanged.  Importantly, in the South East Plan and in local strategic documents, Lydd and Manston are regarded very differently as I explain in paragraphs 3.18 to 3.48 of my statement CPRE/01/A.  Manston is clearly the airport in Kent where growth is being promoted and is supported by the South East Plan and Kent County Council, whereas growth at Lydd is almost regarded as a bonus.  
3.16
In paragraph 8.22 of his statement Mr McGrath points to recent permissions at Bristol and Southend as evidence of the continued relevance of the Aviation White Paper in the decision making process.  As I have previously stated, the White Paper remains the only national level aviation policy statement so it of course remains a relevant consideration.  It remains to be seen, however, how it will be treated by the Inspector and the Secretary of State in the light of the more recently published scoping report (CD5.36) which considers that “… many of its provisions are no longer fit for purpose” and that it is “fundamentally out of date”.
3.17
With regard to the specific decisions at Bristol and Southend, I do not consider that these hinged entirely on the basis of the White Paper.  For both there is a very different planning context compared to Lydd.  The expansion of Southend airport is specifically mentioned in the 2008 East of England Plan, unlike Lydd in the South East Plan, and in response to the general advice of the White Paper the operator in July 2005 finalised a Master Plan setting out the long term strategic ambitions for the airport, again unlike Lydd.  
3.18
For Bristol the situation is even more different, as this airport is specifically supported in the White Paper for expansion, it being identified in the White Paper as the south west’s largest airport.  It too had an adopted Master Plan.  I would also draw the Inspector’s attention to the second bullet point of paragraph 6.27 in CD1.51 where Shepway District Council acknowledge and explain that Bristol is a much larger airport than Lydd, and that it is “already a regional airport”.   
3.19
In paragraphs 8.26 and 8.65 of his statement Mr McGrath refers to PPS1 and PPS7 respectively.  The point he makes in both paragraphs is that the guidance they provide relates to the preparation of development plan policies.  The implication in making this point seems to be that they are not relevant when considering planning applications, or the weight to be given to them is diminished because of this.  Having made this point on PPS1 and PPS7, however, he is inconsistent in his reference to the PPGs and PPSs.   For example in his paragraphs 8.89 to 8.93 Mr McGrath refers in detail to Annex B of PPG13 where the paragraphs on aviation primarily relate to the preparation of regional and local plans.   
3.20
Whilst advice and guidance in the PPGs and PPSs might often be couched in terms of what is required for plan preparation, the planning principles that they establish are of equal relevance in the consideration of planning applications.  Planning is a continuous process and the PPGs and PPSs are equally material to plan preparation as they are to the consideration of planning applications, otherwise there would be inconsistency in the application of national planning policy.

3.21
In paragraphs 8.26 to 8.50 Mr McGrath considers PPS1 (CD6.1) and the supplement to PPS1 (CD6.2).  In paragraph 8.41 he concludes that the proposals meet the Government’s four aims for sustainable development.  However, PPS1 seeks to take these general aims in regard to sustainable development and, in paragraph 5, to set out what might be termed specific objectives for securing sustainable development through the planning system.  Whilst Mr McGrath acknowledges these in his paragraph 8.32, he does not go on to demonstrate how the proposals meet these specific planning objectives.  Rather, he chooses to rely on the more general aims.  As a consequence, in his analysis he fails to demonstrate how the proposals will improve people’s quality of life and how they will protect and enhance the quality and character of the countryside, factors that are specifically included in the objectives for planning.  It is our case that tranquillity is an important aspect of quality of life and the character of the countryside, as acknowledged in the Rural White Paper, as explained in my statement CPRE/01/A.
3.22
In paragraphs 8.51 to 8.63 Mr McGrath considers PPS4 (CD6.3).  In paragraph 8.51 he identifies policies EC6, EC7 and EC10 as being relevant.  However, in his subsequent paragraphs he makes no observations on the compliance of the proposals with Policy EC6, which is a particularly important policy in this remote and open rural area as I explain in my statement (see paragraphs 4.15 and 4.16 of CPRE/01/A).  
3.23
Interestingly, in his paragraph 8.61, Mr McGrath additionally refers to Policy EC12 of PPS4 with specific reference to part b) of the Policy.  This is a surprising reference as this part of the Policy gives support to ‘small-scale’ economic development in remote areas, subject to other considerations.  This would seem to suggest that Mr McGrath regards the expansion of the airport as a small-scale economic development, and not the catalyst for growth and regeneration of the local economy that others (and indeed he himself in paragraph 12.20) have emphasised.  If this is the case, and Policy EC12 is a relevant consideration, the proposal does not comply with the Policy because it has not been demonstrated that it is the most sustainable location for such development in the rural area as required by the Policy.  Arguably, Manston airport is a more sustainable location for airport expansion given its superior supporting infrastructure and connectivity with high speed rail services – a point accepted in the Council’s recommended reason for refusal e) in CD1.51.
3.24
In paragraph 8.54 Mr McGrath sees the airport as essentially comprising an economic development site, it being “an existing economic activity”.  This is in contrast to the Shepway District Local Plan Review (CD7.5) which promotes expansion of the airport under Policy TR15 in the transport section of the plan rather than in the employment section.  Although the supporting text to the Policy acknowledges its employment role locally, its expansion is promoted as a transport initiative.  It certainly is not promoted in the Local Plan as a catalyst for economic regeneration.    
3.25
In paragraphs 8.97 to 8.105 Mr McGrath considers PPG24 (CD6.13).  In his paragraph 8.99 he says that the PPG states that there will be circumstances when it is acceptable – or even desirable in order to meet other planning objective – to allow noise generating activities on land near to adjoining noise-sensitive development.  He does not reference this statement, but it would seem to be a reference to paragraph 18 of the PPG.  However, this is an incomplete reference to this paragraph of the PPG, as it goes on to explain that:

“Authorities should also take into account the fact that the background noise level in some parts of suburban and rural areas is very low, and the introduction of noisy activities into such areas may be especially disruptive.”
3.26
The PPG provides further guidance on nearby noise-sensitive land uses as follows:

· Paragraph 2: “It is equally important that new development involving noisy activities should, if possible, be sited away from noise-sensitive land uses.”
· Paragraph 5:  “Plans should contain policies designed to ensure, as far as is practicable,… that potentially noisy developments are located in areas where noise will not be such an important consideration or where its impact can be minimised. It may also be appropriate for local planning authorities to adopt policies to avoid potentially noisy developments in areas, which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise nuisance and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason.”  
· Paragraph 6:  “The Secretary of State considers that housing, hospitals and schools should generally be regarded as noise-sensitive development …”.                   
3.27
In referring to the PPG, as he does in his paragraph 8.99, Mr McGrath seems to be implying that it is acceptable, or even desirable, to introduce additional noise generating development in this rural location.  However, he does not explain why this is acceptable or desirable.  Is it the potential 200 jobs that will be created by 2024?  If so, it is CPRE’s position that such modest new employment does not outweigh the adverse effects of introducing additional noise into this essentially quiet rural area.  This is particularly so given the findings of the Council’s Employment Land Review which concludes that there is “a substantial supply of undeveloped land with potential for employment development” in the district.  The priority should be to secure the development of this land to provide additional jobs, which would probably yield additional jobs sooner.  
3.28
Also in regard to PPG24 Mr McGrath states in paragraph 8.105(a) that:  

“The matter of the potential effect of the Airport expansion on neighbouring uses has been considered in detail in the plan-making process.”

I dispute this claim and Mr McGrath produces no evidence to support it.  
3.29
The Shepway District Local Plan Review was adopted in March 2006, but work commenced on it in May 1997.  The Plan was placed on deposit in November 2001, and following this a revised deposit plan was published in November 2002.  The Local Plan Inquiry was held between June and December 2003 and the Inspector’s Report was submitted in June 2004.  Modifications were then consulted on in November 2004 and May 2005, before the Plan was finally adopted in March 2006.  It is clearly the case that the Local Plan was prepared under the old Local Plan preparation process, and its preparation pre-dated the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which introduced the concept of ‘the evidence base’ to support the preparation of plans.  
3.30
In my professional experience of preparing local plans, under the old plan making system it was highly unusual for local authorities to collect the evidence to support plan proposals in the same way that they are now required to. For example, it would be highly unlikely that the District Council commissioned consultants to undertake a noise assessment of different development scenarios for the expansion of the airport to support Policy TR15 of the Local Plan.  

3.31
Indeed, the Policy itself would seem to suggest that a detailed assessment of the potential expansion of the airport had not been undertaken during the plan preparation stage.  Firstly, if it had, the Policy could reasonably have been expected to say more precisely what the expansion might comprise to be acceptable, with criteria included to ensure mitigation to address identified concerns.  Secondly, and most tellingly, most of the policy actually explains that expansion is subject to an assessment of impacts.

3.32
With regard to the Local Plan Inquiry Inspector’s consideration of the expansion proposals, this was limited to the consideration of specific objections made to the deposited plan rather than the principle in general. The Inspector did not undertake a detailed assessment of the proposed expansion, and his report devoted just five paragraphs to (the then) Policy TR14 (see Appendix 2 to this statement).  There is no suggestion in the Inspector’s Report that a detailed assessment of the expansion of the airport had been undertaken at plan preparation stage, and it is clear that the Inspector relied on the wording of the Policy, and other policies in the plan, to ensure that the necessary assessments were undertaken at planning application stage.

3.33
I have established from the District Council that a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the 2001 deposit Local Plan was undertaken.  I have been advised by the Council’s planning policy team that no further SAs were undertaken of the revised deposit plan or the final adopted plan, even though the appraisal of the 2001 deposit plan explains that the SA process is an iterative one and that further appraisals would be undertaken.   At Appendix 3 to this statement I present extracts from the 2001 SA, including the assessment matrix which includes Policy TR14.  The matrix shows a mixture of positive, negative, insignificant and unknown impacts, with no clear conclusion given on the overall sustainability of the proposal.  It is also unknown what assumptions were made about the scale and nature of the potential expansion, as both the Policy and the SA is quiet on this.  This, though, would seem to be the only assessment undertaken, and falls short of the ‘detailed assessment’ that Mr McGrath claims was undertaken.    
3.34
In paragraph 9.6 Mr McGrath correctly explains that the 2006 Kent and Medway Structure Plan no longer forms part of the statutory development plan.  However, despite this he explains that both he and the Council consider it to be a relevant piece of background policy and a material consideration.  I disagree with that view.  The Kent and Medway Structure Plan has been entirely superseded by the South East Plan, and thus since May 2009 has had no weight in the planning system.  The fact that it supported the expansion of the airport is irrelevant.  
3.35
The Kent County Council Web-site contains the following text to explain the situation:

“The Kent and Medway Structure Plan was superseded by the Regional Spatial Strategy (the South East Plan) on 6 May 2009. The South East Plan was then revoked by government in July 2010. The details below are for information only, the plans do not form part of the Development Plan for Kent.

The former South East Plan set out the vision for the future of region to 2026.  

For information, a list of the structure plan policy equivalents in the South East Plan can be viewed on the Kent and Medway Structure Plan website.

Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, county level structure plans were replaced by Regional Spatial Strategies.

  

The structure plan was the long-term statutory land-use policy document for the county. It guided development, protected important features of the environment and influenced the location and type of private and public investment.

The structure plan provided a strategic framework for the basis of more detailed policies in Local Development Frameworks and Local Transport Plans. They were also used in deciding planning applications.

For information only, all documents are still available from the Kent and Medway Structure Plan website.

3.36
This text is entirely expressed in the past tense, and it is emphasised that the Structure Plan is now only being provided on the website for information purposes only.  There is no suggestion here that it continues to be a material consideration in the planning system.  If this is an acceptable principle, it would be appropriate for example to refer to superseded PPGs and PPSs as evidence of previous policy support for proposal.  This is clearly not accepted practice.
3.37
Like the former Structure Plan the South East Plan was subject to substantial consultation and had regard to the various designations relevant to the application site, but the Examination Panel concluded that the expansion of the airport should not be specifically identified in the Plan.
3.38
In paragraphs 9.24 to 9.70 Mr McGrath considers in some detail Policy SD1 of the Local Plan and concludes that the applications accord with all the criteria a) to k) and thus comply with the Policy.            
3.39
This is a key and pivotal Policy, the purpose of which is to ensure sustainable development – i.e. that development contributes towards ensuring a better quality of life for everyone, now and for generations to come.  To this end, the Policy is constructed so that proposals must comply with all of the environmental criteria a) to k) to be acceptable.  If proposals do not comply with one or more of these criteria, then it must meet all of the supplementary criteria i to iii.  
3.40
In both the original report to the Council’s planning committee (CD1.48) and the supplementary report (CD1.51) the Council’s officers recommended refusal because the proposals did not comply with criterion c), d) and k) (recommendation d) and that it failed to meet the supplementary criterion i because there was no overriding strategic justification for the proposed expansion (recommendation e).
3.41
Much of the debate at this inquiry has been about the impact on the nature conservation interests and designated sites around the site.  These concerns relate specifically to criterion d) of the Policy, so if the Inspector concludes that there are unacceptable impacts on nature conservation grounds, the proposal will breach criterion d) of Policy SD1.  Even if the proposals comply with this criterion, they will still need to comply with criteria c) and k).  In particular, as I explain in my original statement and in the evidence from other CPRE witnesses, we believe that the proposal will have a detrimental effect on the character and quality of the surrounding countryside, and its enjoyment, as a result of the loss of tranquillity.   Additionally, the Kent Downs AONB unit consider that it will have a detrimental effect on the enjoyment of the Kent Downs AONB for the same reason.  Consequently, irrespective of the outcome on the nature conservation issues we believe that the proposals do not accord with criterion c).  We would also submit that as a consequence of non-compliance with criterion c) the proposal also falls foul of criterion k) as the amenity of residents in this location is linked intrinsically to the surrounding countryside.  Such non-compliance brings criteria i to iii into play. 

3.42
It was the Council’s assessment in its reports to the planning committee (CD1.48 and CD1.51) that the proposals failed to satisfy criterion i because there is no overriding justification for the proposal.  This is clear from paragraph 9.12 of CD1.48 which states:

“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.”
3.43
This must remain the Council’s position if the application fails to meet any of the criteria a) to k), as the development proposal and the social and economic benefits arising from them have not changed.  Furthermore, when considering criterion i even Mr McGrath in his paragraph 9.65 does not seem to be of the view that there is an overriding economic or social need for the development.  He simply identifies a need.  Therefore, irrespective of the deliberations on the nature conservation issues, the Proposals do not comply with Policy SD1 and should be refused on this basis alone.
3.44
In paragraph 9.88 Mr McGrath refers to Policy CO1 of the Local Plan, which deals with development in the countryside and allows development subject to a number of criteria.  He argues though, that because the site is allocated on the Proposals Map under Policy TR15 this takes precedent over Policy CO1.  

3.45
I acknowledge that the note at the end of Policy CO1 states that “where land in the countryside is allocated on the proposals map for a specific development purpose, the associated policy will take precedence over Policy CO1”.  This does not apply to Policy TR15 because it does not actually make an allocation for a specific development.
3.46
Allocations made in a Local Plan are normally for defined sites and for a specific type and quantity of development.  Policies allocating sites will also usually include specific criteria to be addressed in the detailed planning of the development.  For example Policy HO2 of the Local Plan, which allocates housing sites, specifies for each site a precise site area, the number of dwellings to be accommodated, and in most cases further matters to be addressed.  
3.47
In the case of Lydd airport, however, Policy TR15 does not make an ‘allocation’ in the same way that Policy HO2 does for housing development.  On the Proposals Map it is clear from the key that the sites included in Policy HO2 are allocations, but for Lydd airport the area shown on the Proposal Map is simply defined as ‘Expansion of Lydd Airport’.  Having regard to the wording of Policy TR15 there is no indication as to what expansion will comprise and where it will occur.  It is essentially a general policy of support for expansion, rather than an allocation for a specific and defined development, which the Council have sought to illustrate by mapping what seems to be the existing airport on the Proposals Map.  Consequently it would seem inappropriate to make such an open ended ‘allocation’, and give precedence to it over other Local Plan policies.  

3.48
In this case, in any event, the site plan for the applications actually extends beyond the area shown on the Proposals Map, as is clear from CD1.4E.  Also it is the case that the proposed extension of the runway involves land outside of the land shown on the Proposals Map – this is clear from a comparison of the maps I have included in Appendix 4 to this statement.  These comprise an extract from the Local Plan Proposals Map and a copy of the map presented on page 55 of CD1.48 showing the proposed runway extension.  (It should be noted that on the Local Plan Proposals Map extract included in Appendix 4 the airport designation is referenced TR14.  This is an error on the Proposals Map, presumably not up-dated from the Deposit Plan maps, and should read TR15.)    

3.49
Therefore, for these reasons the Inspector should not simply ignore Policy CO1 as Mr McGrath suggests.  Regard needs to be given to the criteria in the Policy, which essentially echo many of the considerations in Policy SD1 – particularly criteria a) and e) and supplementary criterion i.  If the proposals are found to breach Policy SD1 they would also breach Policy CO1 for the same reason.

3.50
In Section 11 of his statement Mr McGrath responds specifically to the matters raised by the Secretary of State.  I do not intend to respond to these specifically by repeating points that I and others representing CPRE have already made.  As the Inspector will see from my original statement, this statement and the statements from other CPRE witnesses, we do not agree with Mr McGrath’s conclusion presented in this section of his statement.  This is particularly in regard to:

· Accordance with the Shepway Local Plan;

· Consistency with the emerging Development Plan Documents;

· Transport and Accessibility;

· Flooding;

· Carbon Management and Climate Change; and
· The 1992 permission.

3.51
In addition there are further major material considerations not addressed by Mr McGrath that need to be taken into account:

· The recently published scoping document for the future aviation policy framework (CD5.36);

· The sub-regional and county policies and strategies that give greater support and emphasis to the expansion of Manston airport; and

· The impact on tranquillity and quality of life.  

4. Rebuttal of Statement on Planning by Terry Ellames (SDC/4/A)
4.1
In paragraph 2.2 Mr Ellames seeks to set out a number of key points by way of context for his evidence.  In sub-paragraph (i) he sets out some detail of the area, including reference to the surrounding settlements, the ecology designations, the power station and Ministry of Defence sites.  Although this is a very brief context setting paragraph, it should have also acknowledged the Special Landscape Area and Local landscape Area designations that abut the site.  Whilst these are local designations they are a reflection of the quality and particular character of the countryside in this area, and Local Plan policies CO4 and CO5 respectively seek to protect and enhance them.    
4.2
In sub-paragraphs (ii) to (iv) Mr Ellames provides some background to the usage of the airport and the applications.  He explains that the number of passengers has declined from 250,000 passengers per annum (ppa) in the 1970’s to around 3-4,000 ppa currently.  He explains that the existing terminal can potentially accommodate 300,000 ppa, a point also made by Mr McGrath in his paragraph 4.20 (LAA/14/A) where he also states that the only practical restriction on the number of flights is the capacity of the existing 1950s terminal building.   

4.3
In sub-paragraph (iv) Mr Ellames confirms that there are aspirations to expand to 2 million ppa, and he explains that it is in response to this potential growth that the runway extension is needed.  He further explains, though, that the provision of the runway now will enable the airport to grow more readily to 300,000 ppa (i.e. the capacity of the existing terminal) and that the new terminal will enable the airport to expand to 500,000 ppa.  In paragraph 3.2 of his report to the planning committee (CD1.48) it is confirmed that if the current application is successful then, subject to a further planning application, there would be need to further expand the terminal to accommodate the longer-term intention to accommodate 2 million ppa.  Mr Ellames further advises in sup-paragraph (iv) that the applicants would not build the terminal without the runway extension.
4.4
Mr Ellames provides important background and context to the consideration of the applications in his sub-paragraphs (ii) to (iv), and I would make the following observations:

· It is clear that the airport is operating well below the capacity it previously operated at, which peaked at around 250,000 ppa in the 1970’s.  
· The runway extension is not needed to accommodate upto 300,000 ppa, but it will enable it to ‘more readily’ expand to this level.  However, it would seem that the extended runway is essentially needed as a precursor to the ultimate ambition to accommodate upto 2 million ppa. 

· The existing terminal can potentially handle up to 300,000 ppa, and the existing terminal will be retained to this end if permission is not granted for the extension of the runway, suggesting that the airport could grow to this level.    
4.5
In paragraph 3.3 Mr Ellames refers to the support for the expansion of the airport in the Kent and Medway Structure Plan, and provides extracts from it in his Appendix 1.  As I have explained in paragraphs 3.34 to 3.46 in response to Mr McGrath, and in paragraph 2.10 of my statement CPRE/01/A, the Kent and Medway Structure plan no longer forms part of the development plan as it was superseded by the South East Plan in July 2009.  Its provisions, therefore, are of no relevance to the determination of the applications.

4.6
In paragraph 3.4 Mr Ellames tries to create a link between the Shepway Local Plan Review and the former Kent and Medway Structure Plan when he states: “Part of paragraphs 11.40-11.41 of the Local Plan refers to LAA as an important facility for the District with potential passenger growth, as identified in the KMSP”.  To make this linkage is wrong and misleading.  The Shepway Local Plan Review was not prepared in the context of the Kent and Medway Structure Plan but in the context of the Kent Structure Plan 1996, as I explain in paragraph 3.50 of my statement CPRE/01/A.  This is clear from paragraph 1.2 of the Local Plan (CD7.5).  The content of the Local Plan, therefore, cannot be taken to reflect what subsequently was included in the Kent and Medway Structure Plan.  In any event, as I explain in paragraph 4.5 above and elsewhere, the Kent and Medway Structure Plan has been superseded by the South East Plan and is not a material consideration.  
4.7
In paragraph 3.10 Mr Ellames refers to the Core Strategy, and considers that it has limited weight.  I would refer the Inspector to section 2.4 of this statement and paragraphs 3.52 to 3.54 in my original statement CPRE/01/A for my views on this.  
4.8
In addition, Mr Ellames summary of the content of the Preferred Option document is misleading.  Whilst he refers to alternative options for the airport, the document clearly presents the Council’s preferred option which he does not refer to.  Two alternatives to the preferred option are presented in CD7.6 – one to essentially delete the current Local Plan policy (RM3a) and the other to essentially retain the current Local Plan Policy (RM3b) – both of which are rejected as the preferred option in favour of a new approach (see paragraphs 10.25 and 10.26 of CD7.6).  

4.9
At Appendix 5 of this statement I provide a copy of the representation made by the applicant on the Council’s preferred option RM3.  This objects strongly to the preferred option and promotes the alternative option RM3b, i.e. the reinstatement of the Local Plan Policy TR15.  This is the option that they consider best supports their growth aspirations.  It is clear from their representation that they are extremely unhappy that the District Council has selected a preferred option that does not promote expansion of the airport to meet local economic development objectives and which steps back significantly from the position in the currently adopted Local Plan.  Perhaps this explains why both the applicant and the District Council are so adamant that the preferred options document should not be taken as a material consideration.  However, it makes the ‘key decisions’ report to the Council’s Cabinet on the 13th April 2011, and its complete silence on the airport, all the more baffling as the opportunity was not taken to adjust the preferred option to reflect the applicants strong objections.  It can only be concluded that the preferred option will be carried forward into the pre-submission Core Strategy, as I have already explained.

4.10
In paragraph 3.12 Mr Ellames considers that the Coalition Government’s decision to cancel the third runway at Heathrow and the refusal of additional runways at both Gatwick and Stansted means that as part of the emerging aviation policy potential growth at the smaller airports is bolstered.  Mr Ellames presents no evidence to support this claim, and it is simply his opinion.  The Coalition Agreement (CD8.7), to which Mr Ellames relates his comments, does not say this.  However, it is clear from the Coalition’s emerging transport policy, for example in the National Infrastructure Plan (CD8.18), that more emphasis is to be placed on the role of high speed rail links to release airport capacity at the existing airports, as I explain in paragraphs 3.11 and 3.12 of my statement CPRE/01/A.                    
4.11
In paragraph 3.13 Mr Ellames suggests that the expansion of the airport is “potentially consistent” with the emerging ‘Localism’ agenda, though it is unclear as to exactly the point he is making here.  He seems to be suggesting that the decentralisation of decision making means that, subject to engagement and joint working, the Council has more of a free hand to come to its own view on development matters through the preparation of Development Plan Documents.  However, it is not the Development Plan that is before this inquiry, and as I have already explained, the emerging Core Strategy is promoting a very different approach towards development at the airport as its preferred option – and this has evolved exactly in the manner that Mr Ellames describes.
4.12
If the emerging ‘Localism’ agenda does have a part to play in the consideration of these applications, it is probably more relevant that 88% of the 3,053 responses made to the applications are objections, mainly from local people (see paragraph 5.3 of CD1.48).  If ‘Localism’ is about reflecting the wishes of the local people then this scale of local objection must be an important consideration. 
4.13
In paragraph 3.14 Mr Ellames considers that there are clear national and local policy reasons for supporting the expansion of the airport for aviation and socio-economic reasons, and that if there are no adverse effects, the proposals would accord with the development plan. This is a remarkable about turn, and it is difficult to understand how Mr Ellames view has changed since he wrote his reports to committee when he recommended refusal.  In particular, irrespective of whether or not there are adverse effects,  it is difficult to reconcile his conclusion in paragraph 9.12 of CD1.48 – “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” – to a position where he now sees clear national and local policy reasons to support expansion.  The simple fact that the Secretary of State considered that the applications should be ‘called-in’ for his own determination is clear evidence that the policy support is far from clear and needs to be tested by this inquiry.          

4.14
In section 5 of his statement Mr Ellames deals with the issues of noise and tranquillity.  It is clear from his paragraph 5.2 that he considered noise and tranquillity as two different issues, and Mr Perkins in paragraph 2.8.1.2 of his rebuttal statement (LAA/5/D) confirms that the District Council considered noise and tranquillity as two separate issues.  Mr Ellames concludes that the noise effects are minor overall, but considers it is more difficult to quantify the effect on tranquillity.  However, whilst he explains that it is difficult to quantify tranquillity, he had previously come to a view that there would be an impact on tranquillity and that together with noise it was a reason for refusing the application.  This is clear from paragraph 9.12 of CD1.48, where he states:

“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.”
4.15
Although he comes to this view, he does not actually use the word ‘tranquillity’ in the recommended reason for refusal d) in CD1.48 and CD1.51.  However, it is implicit in his reference to “other limited adverse effects in the area, including the enjoyment of the Romney Marsh and Dungeness area generally, and the Kent Downs AONB.”  If this is not a reference to tranquillity as discussed in paragraphs 7.50 and 7.51 of CD1.48, it is difficult to see what else it is a reference to.  I would also refer the Inspector to paragraphs 62 to 66 of the written statement from Kent Downs AONB Executive (KDAONB-W-1).
4.16
In paragraph 5.3 Mr Ellames explains that whilst there will be an adverse noise effect, based on the advice from Bureau Veritas and the Council’s Environmental Health Officer he did not consider that refusal on noise grounds was sufficient reason for refusal on its own.  This repeats the view he expressed in paragraph 9.8 of CD1.48.  CPRE Protect Kent disagrees with that view.  
4.17
It is clear from paragraph 7.59 of CD1.48 that the Council’s consultants advised that noise “should be considered as an adverse consequence of the proposal…”.  Mr Ellames own conclusion in paragraph 9.8 of CD1.48 is that “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.”  
4.18
This is an important issue, and there is no reason why this concern could not stand as a reason on its own, particularly given that schools are specifically recognised in PPG24 as a noise-sensitive use (see paragraph 2 of CD6.13).  
4.19
As can be seen from a comparison of the maps in my Appendix 4 to this statement, the proposed runway extension will mean that it will be significantly closer to the school, extending well beyond the airport notation shown on the Local Plan Proposals Map.  This would not seem to comply with the advice in PPG24, which states that:

“It will be hard to reconcile some land uses, such as housing, hospitals or schools, with other activities which generate high levels of noise, but the planning system should ensure that, wherever practicable, noise-sensitive developments are separated from major sources of noise (such as road, rail and air transport and certain types of industrial development).  It is equally important that new development involving noisy activities should, if possible, be sited away from noise-sensitive land uses.”  
4.20
I am not aware of any advice or guidance that dictates that there must be more than one reason for refusing planning permission.  Indeed, many planning applications are refused on just one ground.  As long as it is a valid planning reason for refusing permission there is no reason not to use it.  To accept that there will be an adverse effect that will only be partially addressed by conditions seems to be irresponsible.  

4.21
In any event, recommended reason for refusal d) does not just relate to noise, on which Mr Ellames received the advice from Bureau Veritas and the Environmental Health Officer.  It has been widened out to cover other adverse effects, including the impact on tranquillity, making it a much more substantial reason for refusal. 
4.22
In Section 7 Mr Ellames considers the socio-economic effects of the proposals.  It is notable that a much more positive picture is painted in this section in regard to the wider economic importance of the airport compared to that expressed in the reports to committee – see for example paragraph 9.12 of CD1.48 which refers to the ‘local significance of the airport’.  Other evidence, for example the Employment Land Review to which I refer in paragraphs 2.4.10 to 2.4.14 of this statement, concludes that the wider economic spin-off from the airport is at best uncertain.  This would seem to be backed-up by the Council’s preferred option for the airport in the Core Strategy. 
5. Rebuttal of Rebuttal Proof of Evidence of Louise Congdon (LAA/4/D)
5.1
My original statement CPRE/01/A did not deal with socio-economic matters covered in evidence by Ms Congdon.  However, in her rebuttal statement Ms Congdon has chosen to respond to specific policy matters raised in my statement to which I must respond.
5.2
In paragraphs 2.1 to 2.10 of her rebuttal statement Ms Congdon challenges my conclusion in paragraph 3.9 of my statement that the Coalition Government does not support ‘many’ of the specific proposals included in the White Paper.  In her paragraph 2.10 she actually states that I claim the Coalition had “announced” this.  I did not state that the Coalition had ‘announced’ this, but rather this was my conclusion having regard to the changed circumstances since 2003 and the emerging policies of the Coalition Government, for example as contained in the Coalition agreement (CD8.7) and the National Infrastructure Plan (CD.8.18).  
5.3
However, since I wrote the statement it is the case that the Coalition has indeed now ‘announced’ that it does not support ‘many’ aspects of the White Paper, going so far as to say that in many respects it is “not fit for purpose” and that it “is fundamentally out of date”.  As I explain in section 2.1 of this statement, this is the Coalition’s view expressed in the recently published ‘Developing a sustainable framework for UK aviation: Scoping Report’ (CD5.36).  It would seem, therefore, that my original conclusion was in fact remarkably accurate, and consequently I entirely reject Ms Congdon’s criticism. 
5.4
In paragraphs 2.25 to 2.29 Ms Congdon seeks to explain what she considers to be the ‘best use’ of existing airport capacity, challenging (and misrepresenting) the position that I take in paragraph 3.13 of my statement CPRE/01/A.  She concludes in her paragraph 2.28 that in the case of Lydd it is actually the provision of an extended runway that would enable the best use of the existing airport capacity, as this would enable the airport to better attract commercial airlines.  This is a most peculiar argument, especially given the fact that the airport previously managed to accommodate 250,000 passengers per annum (ppa) with the existing runway.  Essentially, it would seem she considers that expansion/growth of capacity is the same as existing capacity.  

5.5
My point, which she misrepresents, is that the airport previously managed to attract significantly more passengers than it does now and thus it has an existing unfulfilled capacity.  Consequently, this previously achieved capacity should be maximised before the airport is expanded.  This was a specific reference to the runway extension, which is what most people would equate with expansion as it is this that will primarily mean more flights.  This accords with what Mr Ellames tells the inquiry in paragraph 2.2(iv) of his statement SDC/4/A that the runway extension is essentially needed to enable the airport to grow to 2 million passengers per annum, not to better handle the previously achieved 250,000 ppa.  
5.6
I do not state in my paragraph 3.13, as Ms Congdon claims, that there should not be any further enhancement of facilities until the existing capacity is taken up.  Mr McGrath, in paragraph 4.20 of his statement LAA/14/A explains that “the only practical restriction on the number of flights is the capacity of the existing 1950’s terminal building.”  Unlike Ms Congdon, he does not see the lack of a runway extension as a barrier to using the existing capacity.  I would accept that the existing airport facilities are dated, and from an operational point of view probably act as a constraint.  In these circumstances it would be appropriate to consider improvements to the terminal to help achieve the existing capacity.  This is exactly the course of action that ‘The Future of Air Transport Progress Report’ (CD5.25) highlights in paragraph 1.12 when it states:
“The first priority is to make the most of the UK’s existing airports through a process of improvement and modernisation. Growth and developments at regional airports, without the need for new runways, give people across the country improved access to air travel from modern airports.”
5.7
In this regard I would agree with Ms Congdon's paragraph 2.29, which points to examples where improvements to airport terminals have been allowed in order to make better use of capacity, and that these accord with the White Paper.  Extending runways, to in effect create a new runway, is not what the White Paper intended when it refers to making the best use of existing capacity.  
5.8
In paragraph 2.14 Ms Congdon refers to paragraph 3.11 in my statement, but again misrepresents what I say.  I do not say that the Coalition Government is reiterating the objectives of the White Paper, but rather that its policy on aviation is beginning to emerge and that the National Infrastructure Plan is the first indication of what this might be.  It is quite possible that parts of the eventual aviation policy will reiterate aspects of the White Paper, but from my analysis of emerging policy it is also likely to include some significant changes especially in regard to the issues of climate change, environmental impact and the role of high speed rail in freeing up existing capacity. 

5.9
In paragraph 2.15 Ms Congdon seeks to explain why an alternative strategy that gives a greater prominence to investment in high speed rail is a long-term one and has no bearing on the consideration of the current applications for Lydd.  In oral evidence Ms Congdon admitted to being a proponent of airport expansion, and consequently may have a particularly negative position on high speed rail.  However, it is clearly the case that the Coalition Government sees a major role for high speed rail in its future transport strategy.  Whilst this is unlikely to mean that there will be no further expansion in airport capacity, the provision of high speed rail is likely to be a key consideration in what and where new capacity should be provided.  Consequently, in the meantime a ‘precautionary principle’ should be adopted at Lydd.  

5.10
In paragraphs 3.15 and 3.16 Ms Congdon criticises me for referring to the absence of an up-to-date master plan for the airport (a reference to my paragraph 3.21).  However, in so doing she again misrepresents the point I make.  I do not say, as Ms Congdon claims, that the absence of a master plan for Lydd automatically means that it is not in accordance with Policy T9 of the South East Plan.  My point is that as there is no up-to-date master plan for Lydd there is no long-term context in which to consider the expansion proposals, thus making the applications entirely speculative in nature.
5.11
I fully accept that there is no requirement for a Master Plan to be prepared for Lydd, but it is a clear recommendation of the White Paper that airport operators should prepare a master plan to set out their airports’ long-term development plans.  As such, they are potentially important documents for informing planning decisions.  This is explained in paragraphs 12.7 to 12.9 of the White Paper (CD5.24).  Other smaller airports, such as Southend, also wishing to expand have seen the value and importance in preparing a master plan to provide context for their expansion plans.  The absence of a Master Plan for Lydd means that the applications are being presented in a ‘vacuum’, though it is clear from Mr Ellames evidence that there is an aspiration to grow further to 2 million ppa (see for example paragraph 4.3 of this statement).  It is unknown how the current proposals fit in with that aspiration.
5.12
In paragraph 5.2 Ms Congdon accuses me of being selective in my discussion of the county economic policy documents.  I dispute this, and the only example she puts forward is in relation to ‘Unlocking Kent’s potential’ (CD11.18), where she says that I fail to refer to references to Lydd and Manston on page 23 of the document.  In paragraph 3.40 of my statement I do in fact refer to page 23 of the document.  Although she makes this specific criticism, she does not challenge my overall analysis of these documents.  

5.13
In paragraphs 5.3 and 6.10 Ms Congdon refers to the map on page 2 of the Kent and Greater Essex LEP bid (CD11.26) and concludes simply because the airport is shown on the map that this means that there is clear support for Lydd having a role in supporting commercial air services, and thus supports the development proposals. Quite frankly this is grasping at straws, and is an attempt to salvage some comfort from the document because the airport is not referred to in the text of the document at all.  In her oral evidence to the inquiry she explained that it was an oversight that the airport was not included in the document.  If Kent County Council really sees the expansion of Lydd airport as being a transformational investment then it would surely have been included in such an important document.  This is particularly so given that Shepway District Council is listed as one of those supporting the document (see page 1), and presumably had input to its content.  For Ms Congdon to rely entirely on the airport’s inclusion on a map that simply shows the geographical area to which the bid relates, and from it to conclude strategic support for the expansion of Lydd airport, is totally unacceptable.
5.14
In paragraph 5.4 Ms Congdon refers to the Kent County Council written statement (KCC-W-1).  She reproduces in full their concluding paragraph 6.3.  This conclusion, though, must be seen in context.  Whilst KCC support the application, this is done entirely on the basis of economic development considerations.  This is clear from paragraph 1.4 of the statement which recognises the environmental impacts of airport expansion, and explains that KCC are supportive of the concerns of Natural England.  However, it goes on to explain that putting these concerns to one side, and purely in regard to socio-economic considerations, they support the applications.  

5.15
Such support from KCC for employment generating developments, especially in the areas of higher unemployment in East Kent, is in my experience their usual response.  This general position is clearly reflected in paragraph 4.13 of KCC’s statement, which states:

“Any investment that would increase the likelihood of bringing in new jobs, even if modest, would be beneficial and it is reassuring that LAA has made a commitment to employing local people and local training initiatives.”
5.16
It is unfortunate that the authors of the statement will not be available to have their position probed, but we would ask the Inspector to consider their statement in the round and in the context that I outline above.  I comment further on the KCC Statement in section 9 below.
5.17
In paragraph 5.5 Ms Congdon refers to the now urgent need for jobs and regeneration in east Kent as a result of the recent announcement to close Pfizer.  The closure of the Pfizer plant is clearly a massive blow to east Kent, but the point made by Ms Congdon is purely an opportunistic one.  Not only now is the potential expansion of the airport to help ease the loss of jobs as a result of the closure of the Dungeness power stations, it is now to help deal with the closure of Pfizer as well.  

5.18
The intended closure of Pfizer has prompted KCC and the Government to establish a task group to look at the future of the site.  In March the task group published its 30 day report, outlining key actions that will be pursued (see CPRE/100).  This included a proposal to seek support from Government for the establishment of a new Research, Innovation and Technology Zone covering Sandwich, Manston and key sites in the East Kent Assisted Area.  It is understood that this might form the basis of a bid for a new style Enterprise Zone.  Romney Marsh is not covered by the Assisted Area designation, as shown in the map in Appendix 6 to this statement.  It would, seem, therefore, that at least on the basis of its initial thinking, the expansion of Lydd airport is not seen as playing any role in dealing with the issues associated with the proposed closure of Pfizer. 

5.19
In paragraph 5.17 Ms Congdon refutes my paragraph 3.17 where I explain that as airports grow they attract a range of related and non-related developments and that regard should be given to this.  Ms Congdon submits that at the scale of operations proposed it is unlikely that Lydd airport will act as a significant magnet for such activities, and that this is not proposed in the applications.  She therefore considers my concerns to be unfounded.
5.20
However, whilst I welcome Ms Congdon’s reassurance on this point, I remain concerned for two primary reasons.  Firstly, the language she uses does not dispel my concern that associated development will happen.  She explains that the expanded airport is “unlikely to act as a significant magnet for such activities”.  This suggests that there is the possibility of some associated development, but not of a ‘significant’ scale.  She clearly does not rule out associated development, and she gives no view on what she might see as ‘significant’ in the context of this location.

5.21
Secondly, as I explain in section 2.4 of this statement, and in paragraphs 3.52 to 3.54 of my statement CPRE/01/A, it is the Council’s preferred option for the Core Strategy to specifically promote – either with or without airport expansion – on-site ancillary businesses.  This is the Council’s top priority for the site.  Therefore, even though Ms Congdon makes the point that such proposals will require their own planning permission, it is highly likely that the Council will support and promote associated development at the airport.  This makes my original point a valid consideration.      
6. Rebuttal of Rebuttal Proof of Evidence of Richard Perkins (LAA/5/D)
6.1
In paragraph 1.2.1 of his rebuttal statement Mr Perkins states that the scope of his evidence includes my statement CPRE/01/A.  Paragraph 2.1 is headed CPRE/01/A - Planning Policy” and in paragraph 2.1.1 he explains that the planning policy proof of evidence from CPRE provides comments on the applications and their compliance with planning policy.  He goes on to explain that this section of his rebuttal responds to “noise related assertions” in my evidence.  In paragraph 2.1.2 he refers to the fact that I have referred to PPG24, and agrees that it is appropriate guidance that he has used.  In paragraph 2.1.3 he explains that he responds to specific points I have made on noise in his response to others in his rebuttal.  

6.2
Having read his rebuttal statement several times I cannot find any specific rebuttals of my evidence to the inquiry.                       

7. Rebuttal of Rebuttal Proof of Evidence of Clive Self (LAA/10/D)
7.1
Mr Self’s rebuttal statement primarily responds to the evidence presented by Graeme Willis on tranquillity (CPRE/02/A).  However, in his conclusion in paragraph 3.1 Mr Self states tranquillity “does not constitute policy”.  There was some discussion around this point at the Inquiry when Mr Self and Mr Willis presented their respective evidence.  In this section of my rebuttal I give my views on the matter, which hopefully the Inspector will find helpful.
7.2
There are clearly different types of policy that have a bearing on planning decisions:

· National policy, for example as expressed in White Papers, Circulars, Planning Policy Statements/Planning Policy Guidance Notes and even in Ministerial statements;

· Development Plan policies, as included in Regional Strategies and in Local Plans/Development Plan Documents;
· Other planning policies included in Supplementary Planning Documents; and

· Policies included in other documents and strategies, such as Local Transport Plans, Community Plans and economic development strategies.

7.3
Section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act states that when considering planning applications “…determination must be made in accordance with the (development) plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise”.  Therefore, policies in the development plan have primacy in the decision making process, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Therefore, although the other policies may have informed and influenced the content of the development plan, they are essentially to be seen as ‘material considerations’.  The weight to be afforded to them will relate to their status in the planning system, their age in relation to the development plan, their relevance to the proposal under consideration and the degree to which they have been subject to consultation and scrutiny.

7.4
Turning to the matter of tranquillity, this is not a word specifically used in policies in either the South East Plan (CD7.1) or in the Shepway District Local Plan Review (CD7.5).  I do not find this entirely surprising.  Whilst there are examples of development plan policies that specifically refer to tranquillity, for example Policy 19 of the Northumberland National Park Core Strategy
 (see Appendix 7 to this statement), tranquillity is more a reflection of the character and quality of a place, and the value that people attach to it.  This is neatly summed-up in paragraph 10.1 of the Northumberland National Park Core Strategy, which states:

“Tranquillity, freedom from noise and visual disturbance, is a key component of experiencing the National Park. It is an emotional, spiritual quality, difficult to assess and monitor by standard methods. Nevertheless it is, overwhelmingly, what people have said they value in Northumberland National Park.”        
7.5
This is further evidenced in the New Forest National Park Core Strategy
 where tranquillity is defined as:
“A state of peace, quiet and calmness – usually used in the context of artificial intrusions (such as noise and the presence of visual disturbance) into the relatively natural environment of the national park.”
7.6
However, whilst the New Forest National Park Core Strategy highlights the issue of tranquillity, it does not have a specific policy on it.  Instead, it is a concept that is enshrined in the over-arching vision and strategic objectives of the Core Strategy, it being specifically identified as follows:

“tranquillity in the midst of the busy, built up south of England.

The tranquillity and sense of remoteness that can still be found in many parts of the National Park is a quality of importance to many people. The relative peace and naturalness, combined with the open and unfenced landscape of much of the area, gives a sense of space and freedom. This contrasts with the increasingly built up and intensively managed landscape of southern England and provides a means of release from the pressures of modern life.”
7.7
Tranquillity, therefore, is quintessentially a characteristic of a locality and a component of quality of life.  This, for example, is illustrated locally in Kent in the 2010 Dover Core Strategy
, where in the preamble to Policy DM15, which deals with the protection of the countryside, it states in paragraph 1.51:

“The Strategy seeks to protect countryside from development beyond that needed to implement its proposals and to sustain the rural area’s communities or economy. This protection relates to the erosion of the countryside as a physical resource and also to its inherent tranquillity which can be reduced or spoilt through impacts such as noise and light pollution. These impacts can often be created by developments that are located outside the countryside.” 
7.8
In this context, whilst Policy DM15 does not use the word ‘tranquillity’, it is clear that this is part of the character of the countryside that Dover District Council is seeking to protect through Policy DM15.  
7.9
In the case of the applications before this Inquiry, Mr Ellames in his reports to the Council’s planning committee (CD1.48 and CD1.51) considered that the applications should be refused on noise and tranquillity grounds, and as such they did not comply with Policy SD1 of the Local Plan.  As I explain in paragraph 4.15 of this statement, this can only be interpreted as the adverse effect as a result of loss of tranquillity in the area including the enjoyment of the Romney Marsh and Dungeness area generally, and the Kent Downs AONB.  Therefore, in this case, the issue of tranquillity is recognised by the Council as a policy consideration, and one that they believe falls to be considered under Policy SD1 of the Local Plan.  I further consider that tranquillity falls within the remit of Policy CO1 of the Local Plan, due to the adverse impact that the development will have on the quality and character of the countryside.    
7.10
In the case of the South East Plan, the contribution of tranquillity to the enjoyment of the countryside and quality of life is recognised in paragraph 11.2, and thus underpins considerations of the countryside and landscape management policies of the Plan, in particular policies C3 and C4.  I also consider that it is part of the consideration of policies CC1 and CC6.

7.11
In addition, and as a material consideration, the references to tranquillity in the Rural White Paper, to which I refer in paragraphs 4.7 to 4.11 of my statement CPRE/01/A, are of equal relevance to the consideration to be given to the White Paper on air transport.  Both remain the current expression of Government policy on their respective topics.  It is clear from the Rural White Paper that tranquillity is part of the unique character of the countryside, and as such contributes to peoples’ enjoyment of it, and thus their quality of life and wellbeing.

7.12
On the basis that the Rural White Paper sets the Government’s overarching policy towards the rural areas, it is reasonable in my view to take the view that its approach to the rural areas is implicit in subsequent more specific planning policy that seeks to ensure a better quality of life for everyone – a key component of sustainable development.  Thus, as I explain in paragraphs 4.12 to 4.20 of my statement CPRE/01/A, the references to quality of life in PPS1, PPS4 and PPS7 – all of which post-date the White Paper – are also material considerations.             
7.13
Finally, I would refer to the Kent Downs AONB Management Plan First Review 2009-2014, which is referred to in detail in the written submission from the Kent Downs AONB Executive (KDAONB-W-1) in paragraphs 9 to 17.  The Management Plan was adopted by Shepway District Council at a meeting of its Cabinet on 14th January 2009 and came into effect on 27th February 2009.  Whilst not comprising planning policy, it is a statutory plan required under the Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act 2000.  Thus it is an important material consideration in the consideration of the applications.       
7.14
In paragraph 3.13 of his statement (LAA/10/A) Mr Self refers to the more detailed assessment of the local landscape under taken by Kent County Council (The Landscape Assessment of Kent, October 2004 – relevant extracts included in LAA/10/E.1).  However, he provides no detailed comments on it.  In cross examination he was unsure whether or not it was a material consideration.  
7.15
The final part of paragraph 12.12 of the Shepway Local Plan (CD7.5) states:

“Landscape assessment information will be used as a starting point for determining the impact of development on the landscape.” 
7.16
Although Mr Self has undertaken his own assessment of the area, the 2004 assessment by Kent County Council is the only comprehensive assessment undertaken at the local level. The District Council has not undertaken a district-wide character appraisal to inform its LDF work (there is no reference to an appraisal in Appendix 5 of CD7.11).  In the light of the advice in PPS7, landscape character assessments are fundamentally important tools for assessing development proposals.  Consequently, in my view, the 2004 Landscape Assessment of Kent is an important material consideration to this Inquiry 
8. Rebuttal of Rebuttal Proof of Evidence of Keith Sowerby (LAA/12/A)
8.1
In part 2 of his rebuttal statement Mr Sowerby makes a number of comments on my statement CPRE/01/A.  In response I would like to make two comments, both on points of accuracy.

8.2
In paragraph 2.4 Mr Sowerby states that I claim that the White Paper on air transport is “superseded”.  I do not make this claim, and I fully acknowledge that the White Paper remains the current Government policy on aviation.  My point is that in the light of the changed circumstances since 2003, the weight to be afforded to it should be decreased.  I would also refer the Inspector to section 2.1 of this statement.

8.3
In paragraph 2.9 Mr Sowerby states that I claim that the National Infrastructure Plan also “supersedes” the aviation White paper.  Again I do not claim this, but point to it as evidence of a change of emphasis in transportation policy by the Coalition Government. 

9. Comments on the Statement from Kent County Council (KCC-W-01)
9.1
As I explain in paragraph 5.14 of this statement, the written statement from Kent County Council is presented entirely on the basis of socio-economic considerations and offers support in this context.  That said, I would highlight the following comments in the statement:

· Paragraph 1.4:  KCC has been supportive of the concerns of Natural England;

· Paragraph 2.2:   The Air Transport White Paper did not set a specific figure for the growth of Lydd Airport, but that the consultation document on airport development in the SE published prior to the White Paper assumed an upper limit of 125,000 passengers per annum.  This was due to a limited catchment population and poor surface access, which were seen as key constraints;

· Paragraph 2.8:  That revised forecasts for air travel show a decline in unconstrained demand;

· Paragraph 2.10:  That the report by the Committee on Climate Change casts serious doubt on the ability to meet the emissions target with the Government’s forecast level of demand for air travel;

· Paragraph 2.11:  That the findings of the High Court ruling in January 2009 in regard to the proposed new runway and terminal at Heathrow identified two important changes in circumstances since the White Paper – the provisions of the Planning Act 2008 and the report by the Committee on Climate Change of December 2009 which raised serious concerns about the assumptions on aviation growth in the White Paper; and

· Paragraph 6.1:  That until the National Policy Statement on Airports is produced there is currently no up to date national, regional or other Government sanctioned policy for expanding airport capacity which provides a strategic planning basis for ensuring that the future demand for air travel can be met in the South East.  

These comments support my view, expressed in paragraph 3.9 of my statement CPRE/01/A. 

9.2
I would also note and agree with the first four bullet points in paragraph 2.14.  However, I would not agree with the assertion made in the final bullet point of this paragraph.  There is no evidence that it is the Coalition Government’s position that there is now an increased opportunity for regional airports to meet expected demand, especially given its comments on the future role of high speed rail.
9.3
In paragraph 3.1 the statement makes reference to the Kent and Medway Structure Plan.  Whilst it is acknowledged that the Plan is superseded, the paragraph goes on to highlight policies in the Plan and states that they remain the County Council’s position.  These policies cannot remain their position, as they no longer have any status.  Instead the County Council’s position is as expressed in the various other documents it has published, which I consider in paragraphs 3.23 to 3.48 of my statement CPRE/01/A as up-dated in sections 2.2 and 2.3 of this statement.
9.4
In paragraph 3.5 the statement refers to the support for the expansion of Lydd airport in ‘Growth without Gridlock’ (CD11.23.1).  As I explain in section 2.3 of this statement, the document gives Manston airport a much higher profile than Lydd.  Furthermore, the ‘context’ referred to in paragraph 3.5 is not explained in the document.

9.5
In paragraph 3.6 the statement claims that the County Council must treat both airports fairly by ensuring that policies relating to airport expansion do not favour one over the other.  I would contend from my analysis of the various County Council documents that both airports have not been treated the same (see paragraphs 3.23 to 3.48 of my statement CPRE/01/A as up-dated in sections 2.2 and 2.3 of this statement).  In my reading of the documents, and through the investment already made and planned by the County Council in supporting infrastructure, it is clear that Manston airport is held in much higher strategic importance than Lydd.  In my view the two airports have not been treated the same.  This is particularly clear from the LEP bid and LTP3.
9.6
In paragraph 4.18 the statement refers to potential job generation as a result of expansion.  However, these figures have been reduced in the evidence given by Ms Louise Congdon (see LAA/4/A).

9.7
In paragraph 4.35 the statement refers to continuing growth at Ashford as a result of its growth area designation.  Whilst Ashford Borough Council has an adopted Core Strategy that reflects the growth aspirations in the South East Plan, it is now embarked on a review of the Core Strategy.  In Appendix 8, I include a copy of an announcement made by the leader of Ashford Borough Council in February 2011 that makes it clear that “the growth of Ashford for the sake of growth targets is dead”.      
� Subsequent to the report to the Cabinet Shepway District Council notified interested parties on 6th June that it was its intention to publish the proposed submission Core Strategy and invite formal representations at the end of July 2011, and that a ‘pre-consultation presentation version of the proposed submission Core Strategy’ will be available in early July. 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.shepway.gov.uk/UserFiles/File/pdf/local-plan/ldf-evidencebase/11792.01%20Shepway%20ELR%20Final%20Report.pdf" �http://www.shepway.gov.uk/UserFiles/File/pdf/local-plan/ldf-evidencebase/11792.01%20Shepway%20ELR%20Final%20Report.pdf� 


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://cdn.hm-treasury.gov.uk/2011budget_growth.pdf" �http://cdn.hm-treasury.gov.uk/2011budget_growth.pdf� 


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/statements/planningandbuilding/planningforgrowth" �http://www.communities.gov.uk/statements/planningandbuilding/planningforgrowth�


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1878047.pdf" �http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1878047.pdf� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/cs_march_2009.pdf" �http://www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/cs_march_2009.pdf� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.newforestnpa.gov.uk/finalcorestrategydec2010-toweb-1.pdf" �http://www.newforestnpa.gov.uk/finalcorestrategydec2010-toweb-1.pdf� 


� See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dover.gov.uk/pdf/Adopted%20Core%20Strategy%20February%202010.pdf" �http://www.dover.gov.uk/pdf/Adopted%20Core%20Strategy%20February%202010.pdf� 
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