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Rebuttal Proof of Evidence

on Ecological Issues

Richard Moyse

on behalf of Kent Wildlife Trust

Re: London Ashford Airport, Lydd, Romney Marsh, Kent

Y06/1647/SH: Erection of a terminal building (capable of processing

500,000 passengers per annum) and 637 car parking spaces

Y06/1648/SH: Construction of a 249m runway together with an additional

150m starter extension

Planning Inspectorate Refs:

APP/L2250/V/10/2131934

APP/L2250/V/10/2131936

1. Introduction

1.1. This rebuttal proof has been prepared in response to the proof of evidence submitted by Dr Mark McLellan in relation to ecological issues (LAA/9/A).
2. Aquatic invertebrates

2.1. Dr McLellan maintains (section 3.2.5) that “The effects of the proposals as a result of the Applications on aquatic invertebrates including medicinal leech have been comprehensively assessed by the Applicant, and site enhancement measures have been proposed such that there would be an overall benefit for aquatic and semi-aquatic invertebrates.”
2.2. As noted in my original proof of evidence, the scope of the aquatic invertebrate survey has been criticised by experienced entomologists (Appendices 22a. 22b and 22c). Particular problems include a failure to identify samples collected in July and a failure to identify water beetles of genus Bagous to species. The entomologist responsible for the aquatic invertebrate surveys states (Supplementary Environmental Information – Invertebrate surveys of drainage ditches and runway extension footprint, October 2007) that ‘further RDB/Nationally Scarce species may be expected from amongst the unidentified Bagous weevils which were found in several samples.’
2.3. The surveyor states, in his conclusions, that ‘The drains must be considered of high nature conservation value for invertebrates which must reflects factors such as good water quality and the availability of features of importance to invertebrates that utilise drainage ditches.’
2.4. To be able to state that ‘site enhancement measures have been proposed such that there would be an overall benefit for aquatic and semi-aquatic invertebrates’, it would be necessary to understand the features of the existing ditches of importance to invertebrates. To do this, it would be necessary to have a full understanding of the species of importance which use the ditches to be lost (particularly where it might be expected, as in the case of Bagous species, that further species of significance await discovery).
2.5. Further, it will be impossible to assess whether the proposed mitigation and enhancements are successful (and to take any necessary remediation should it prove unsuccessful) without having full information on the important species occupying the existing ditches.

2.6. In summary, it is clear that the effects of the proposals upon aquatic invertebrates have not been comprehensively assessed, and there can be no confidence that there would be an overall benefit for aquatic invertebrates.

3. Terrestrial invertebrates

3.1. Dr McLellan states in his proof of evidence (section 4.5.2) that ‘The Applicant has commissioned surveys for terrestrial invertebrates in 2005 and 2008, concentrating on those areas of the airfield which would be affected by development proposals pursuant to the Applications. The study areas include the footprint of the runway extension and the lighting design for the new terminal building.’
3.2. In section 4.5.6, he further states that ‘The Summary of Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement Proposals (Appendix 4 of my Proof of Evidence) sets out environmental enhancements to improve airfield management and monitoring for terrestrial invertebrates and selects target species for which better provision could be made. With the implementation of these proposals, the Airport would be better represented for terrestrial invertebrates than it is currently, and be subject to active management and monitoring for this group. The 2009 Airfield Biodiversity Action Plan (CD1.45) and as updated at Appendix 4 of my Proof of Evidence, proposes five terrestrial invertebrate species at the airfield; two moth species; two bumblebee species, and a leafhopper species.’
3.3. Section 10 of my original proof of evidence deals with this matter in detail, and lists species which may be negatively affected by the proposals. In particular, section 10.2 notes inadequacies with the invertebrate survey.

3.4. Without additional and more comprehensive survey, it cannot be confidently asserted that the mitigation and enhancement proposals would lead to the airport being better represented for terrestrial invertebrates, since the current state of the airport’s invertebrate fauna is not fully known.

3.5. The inadequacy of the survey to date means that mitigation and enhancement measures, as currently presented, are based on incomplete information.

3.6. Further, as indicated in section 12.2 of my proof, the potential efficacy of some enhancement measures is clearly unproven. This is particularly the case with the enhancement proposed for the endemic bug Aphrodes duffieldi, about which so little is currently known that it is surprising that the applicant has felt able to assert that any positive conservation measures could confidently be taken.

3.7. In sections 10.12 to 10.17 of my original proof of evidence, I address the potential impacts of nitrogen deposition on herbivorous insects. This issue is not addressed in Dr McLellan’s proof, though it is addressed very briefly in the proof of evidence of Dr Tuckett-Jones (LAA/8/A). I have provided a separate rebuttal to Dr Tucket-Jones evidence (KWT/3/D).

4. Impacts associated with lighting

4.1. Dr McLellan states in his proof of evidence (section 4.5.8) that ‘The Lighting Impact Assessment Report (CD1.32), recommended the reduction of light emitted in ultra-violet part of the spectrum centred on wavelengths between 200-400nm, as a moth mitigation. In addition, there is clear guidance on the more general issue of light pollution from the Environment Agency, and this guidance also informed the lighting strategy proposed in the Lighting Impact Assessment Report.’
4.2. He further notes (section 4.5.9) that ‘In addition, the Airport would not support scheduled night flights, and lights would be turned off or dimmed at night thereby reducing moth attraction.’
4.3. Sections 10.18 to 10.21 of my original proof of evidence refers to rare and threatened moth species which occur at Dungeness and are attracted to light, and makes reference to the potential negative impact of artificial lighting upon moths. While mitigation measures proposed by the applicant include the those described by Dr McLellan in his proof, no evidence is provided by the applicant to suggest that these measures would be sufficient to ensure that there would be not be a significant impact on populations of rare or threatened moths. Indeed, the restriction on night flying proposed by the applicant only relates to the period between 23.00 and 07.00 hours, which suggests strongly that flights would continue, and the site would therefore be lit) during the hours of darkness up to at least 11pm.
5. Vascular plants

5.1. Mr McLellan omits from his list of ecological issues which remain at issue (section 3.2 of his proof of evidence) the concerns of Kent Wildlife Trust about:

5.1.1. Potential impacts on rare and threatened plant species, including species of principle importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England.
5.1.2. The inadequacy of survey work undertaken in relation to rare and threatened plant species. 

5.2. These matters are addressed in detail in sections 8 and 9 of my original proof of evidence.
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