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1.1 These applications were called in by the Secretary of State because of the concern both of organisations such as Natural England, RSPB, the Kent Wildlife Trust and ourselves. However, more importantly, it was also called in because of the considerable concern of those who live in the area and who will suffer if the appeal were to be granted.

1.2 The aspects of damage to birdlife, animals and to the unique plant life in the area, I am leaving to those other Rule 6 parties who oppose this appeal.

1.3 At the moment, this part of Kent is one of the most tranquil in the South East of England. It has a sparse population and is enjoyed by many, especially during holiday periods.

1.4 The area is unusually unspoilt and referred to as “a gift from the sea”. It is used for high quality agricultural activities including sheep rearing and arable farming. It has many recreational activities and provides much needed inexpensive holidays, in holiday camps and caravan sites, for those who cannot afford to travel abroad. It is also home to the famous Romney Hythe and Dymchurch railway.

1.5 Dungeness, as the largest shingle beach in Europe, is unique for its flora and fauna and is visited by artists, photographers, fishermen, walkers and cyclists. The industrial and commercial development that would result from these applications will permanently damage the enjoyable aspects of the area and no doubt lead to further development and greater industrialisation.

1.6 As an organisation CPRE is concerned with the protection of the quality and extent of the English countryside for the enjoyment and well-being of everyone. We are acknowledged as having led the research into tranquillity and its importance.

1.7 Our research and mapping shows that Romney Marsh is the largest tranquil area in Kent and the South East of England, even with the impact of the existing airport. If this appeal is to be allowed then there will be much increased noise, lights and visual impact of overflying aircraft; noise, vibration and lights from aircraft taking off and landing; noise and lights from airport operations; noise, vibration and lights from increased levels of road traffic serving the airport.

1.8 The tranquillity of this whole area and the Kent Downs AONB will be dramatically harmed by the noise and disturbance which will result from this development. It would affect not only the well-being of those who live in the area but those who visit. It would damage the quality of the countryside and protection of the environment. It would affect the numbers of tourists who visit the area and so reduce the number of jobs.

1.9 What about the effect on the quality of life of those who live in the area? There will be a considerable increase in the level of noise of aircraft taking off, landing and engine testing. Despite the airport’s assurances that they will not permit night flying, there is still concern that these increased levels of noise could be 24 hours per day and 364 days per year. 

1.10 There will be an increase in pollution levels not only by the exhaust from the aircraft but from unburned fuel as experienced at other major airports. This will have an impact on those who live in the area especially on the elderly, infirm and children including those with asthma.

1.11 Another major concern is the effect on the children at the Greatstone Primary School and Nursery which is within 600 metres from the proposed runway. It has 412 children and 60 staff and includes a nursery with children as young as two years old.  

1.12 Lessons would be affected by the sudden noise of an aircraft taking off and landing. However of considerable concern are the periods spent either in the playground or on the sports field. The level of noise of aircraft can be terrifying to a small child. There is then again the threat of pollution which could be a considerable health hazard.

1.13 Ask the question – would we build a nursery and primary school within 600 metres of a runway? Would the Council plan for a primary school that close to a runway? Unless they wanted to expose themselves to considerable risk no Council would even consider such an option. So why allow a runway to be built so close to a school? 
1.14 One has to ask - would the appellants or indeed the local councillors want to send their children to such a school? The answer is likely to be no.               
1.15 Now to the economic case. Lydd airport is one of the most remote and poorly accessed areas in South East Kent. There is no passenger train connection to the airport. The only major road is the A259 which is three km North of the airport and is single carriageway only. The road journey to Ashford, the nearest realistic railhead, is 24 km.

1.16 Why would any airline operator choose Lydd when Manston is so close? Manston is 41 km North of Lydd and has a runway nearly twice that of Lydd and is able to handle the largest aircraft. It has extensive facilities and is as close as Lydd to most domestic and European airports. It can be reached by a dual carriageway linked to a motorway. It has access to the high speed rail network and a new station is planned to make it even quicker to get to London. It has ample spare capacity.

1.17 Yet Manston struggles to attract passenger business. The only airline that operates there at the moment is Flybe where the services are almost entirely domestic. EUjet set up at Manston and failed. If Manston, with all its advantages over Lydd, has so much difficulty in attracting business why should Lydd fare any better?

1.18 Where is the business case? We cannot find anywhere in the Lydd documentation either market research or commitment from existing operators. The marketing strategy for Lydd mentions 15 airlines which it hopes might be interested. Almost all of these operate aircraft types which could use Lydd as it is at present without any runway extension. Why have they not done so? Surely this is an important question that must be answered? One airline Lydd hoped to attract was Flybe but they have gone to Manston. 
1.19 Underlying all of this are two key assumptions – that there is a capacity problem at Gatwick, which there currently is not, and that there would be sufficient excess demand in East Kent for flying that would support both Manston and Lydd. Both of these assumptions are patently flawed.
1.20 Surely any sustainable business would have assured itself of a market before making such a large investment in construction.

1.21 The cruellest deception in these applications is the promise of jobs. People in the area have been promised jobs. Forgive the cynicism but this is the case put forward by every major development. We were promised jobs at the Holborough cement works which turned out to be non-existent. Jobs were promised for local people at Thanet Earth but, we are told, 95% have gone to people from overseas.        

1.22 The Airport claim that they currently support 110 jobs directly and indirectly and that this will rise to approximately 300 by 2028. They also promise a further 207 jobs in tourism. Shepway Council is even more optimistic and hope that the airport will create 232 jobs directly by 2028 in the best case scenario.

1.23 But assuming these jobs materialise, and it is a big but, how many will go to people from the Lydd area? Contractors are more than likely to hire agency staff and bring them and their expertise into the area. So where are the local jobs?

1.24 Many airline operators, especially those in the low cost variety, use their own employees. So where are the jobs? 

1.25 Have the appellants been honest with the jobs at the airport? The experience at Manston is that many staff perform more than one role, e.g. ground crew also being fire crew when required. So where are the jobs for local people?

1.26  Many of the roles in the airport will be specialised and require people with the necessary qualifications. So where are the jobs?
1.27 It is claimed that 19% of the demand for flights will come from inbound tourists.  However the proposed destinations are to be in southern Europe, such as Alicante and Malaga. Whereas these may be popular destinations for British tourists, are the appellants really claiming that people in Southern Spain will be queuing to come to Lydd?  Have we any evidence of this? Have we any evidence of the level of demand for flights from Lydd to Southern Spain? So where are the jobs?

1.28 This area is not without its problems; and great play is made by the appellant of the deprivation of the Shepway district. But the figures tell a completely different story. It is Dover, Thanet, Medway and Gravesham that are the real areas of deprivation in Kent. Thanet and Dover have just been hit by the devastating news about Pfizer departure. This could lead to as many as 5,000 job losses in two years. Set against that, an additional 200 jobs over the next 17 years at Lydd is insignificant. Indeed, the lesson from Pfizer is the over-reliance of a local economy on just one or two major employers, a point brought out in the airport’s own evidence.
1.29 Thanet is a much more deprived area that Shepway and already has an airport with a much longer runway. Yet Manston Airport can boast fewer than 200 jobs and has had very little beneficial effect on the Thanet economy. How therefore can it be argued that lengthening the runway at Lydd is a magic bullet leading to greater prosperity in Shepway? Where is the justification? Where is the evidence?   

1.30 There are many people locally who genuinely believe that by extending the runway and building some airport buildings, employment in the area will be solved. This is a cruel deception and those campaigning for the airport on this premise, will live to rue the fact that they were misled.
1.31 It is clear that KCC do not believe in Lydd’s future. They are concentrating on Manston by building new roads and proposing a new a railway station on a high speed line to improve access to the much larger and more feasible airport. For Lydd there are no plans for investing in infrastructure which could improve the business case. KCC clearly support Manston and it is obvious that they see Lydd as a distraction. This is borne out by the fact that they have not taken the trouble to be represented at this inquiry.

1.32 In summary, there is very little business case for the expansion at Lydd. There appears to have been very little marketing research as to demand and the popularity for the proposed routes. The only other airport in Kent has struggled and is struggling to succeed. If this application were to succeed it is highly likely that we would be left with a ghost airport, no jobs and destruction of an important landscape.

1.33 However, if, by some miracle the airport does succeed we have to consider the cost. There will be a dramatic increase in aircraft activity at Lydd, leading to most unpleasant and some might say dire consequences of the impacts on local tranquillity, quality of life and some local businesses.

1.34 We are not trying to preserve Romney Marsh in aspic. We want the economy of the marsh to thrive through making the most of its natural, historic and cultural assets. This appeal, if allowed, would do irreparable damage to the people who live and work in the area; to the important natural habitats which would be destroyed and to the tranquillity not only to the Romney Marsh itself but to the North Downs AONB. Surely this is too high a price to pay. It will be a decision that will be regretted at length by this generation and those of our children and grandchildren.

1.35 For all these reasons this appeal should be rejected.
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