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Comments in respect of CD 17.3 (revised August 2011), submitted under SDC/105 (received 02/09/2011)  
Due to a problem with electronic delivery of the document SDC/105, sent by Ashfords LLP, a full copy was not received by CPRE Protect Kent until 4:00 pm on Friday 2nd September.  This document was originally issued to other interested parties by close of play on 31st August 2011. 
This has left a limited amount of time for study, and the preparation and submission of comments, prior to re-commencement of the Public Inquiry on 6th September. 

Our comments are therefore focussed on our main area of concern, being the possible impacts of the proposals by London Ashford Airport on the nearby Greatstone Primary School, specifically Paragraph 16 of the “Section 106 Agreement”. 

16
GREATSTONE PRIMARY SCHOOL 
16.1
We welcome the introduction of the covenant requiring payment of £10,000 for a “Sound Insulation Survey” before work on the runway extension commences; (note:  not “Installation” as written).  Since this clause also states “ … and/or any Mitigation Measures;” it is unclear that, if the survey costs less than this amount, whether the surplus up to the £10,000 will be put towards Mitigation Measures, and added to the £90,000 proposed in clause 16.3, or will be returned to the Airport Operator. 

16.2
This clause is acceptable, but assumes that the Airport Operator can accurately forecast aircraft movements up to 3 months in advance.  It also assumes that the trigger point of aircraft “exceeding 45 tonnes maximum take-off weight” is appropriate. 
16.2 second paragraph
The introduction of the two trigger points, on passenger throughput or aircraft weight, whichever the first to be breached, is welcome. 

16.3
We are concerned that the responsibility lies with Shepway District Council to request payment from the Airport Operator once a trigger point is reached.  The Operator should voluntarily submit this payment, as they will be the first two know that a trigger point has been breached. 
16.3 continued
There is no apparent link between the findings of the proposed Sound Insulation Survey and the costs of the mitigation measures, that is the work to soundproof the school.  When either one of the trigger points is reached, £90,000 will be paid to Shepway DC for mitigation measures, but there is no indication that this will be enough to cover all of the necessary work.  Nor is there any condition that ties in the Airport Operator to funding the difference (although clause 16.6 does ensure they get the balance back if some of this financial provision is unused). 
16.4
This clause indicates that the school, or the Local Education Authority, will have the responsibility to “ … procure the carrying out and completion of the necessary Mitigation Measures.”  This also suggests that the £90,000 compensatory payment may not be adequate to cover all costs, since a substantial amount (we estimate 15%) could be taken up in design and supervision costs. 
16.5
No comment 
16.6
No comment 
General comments 

None of the content of Paragraph 16 suggests how those areas at the school, identified in the survey by Parsons Brinckerhoff as being impossible or difficult to sound-proof (outside play areas, and the nursery building) will be tackled. 
A second Sound Insulation Survey may reveal contradictory evidence to that initially provided by Parsons Brinckerhoff, requiring judgement by a third party, with associated costs. 
Representatives from the school must be involved in the further survey, to ensure that the daily workings of the school are fully considered in the findings. 

CPRE Proposals 
While paragraph 16 has been radically modified to provide improved control over Mitigation Measures for Greatstone Primary School, there are still too many uncertainties relating to overall costs of these measures, and the solution for those areas which cannot be soundproofed. 

CPRE Protect Kent therefore recommend that the proposed full Sound Insulation Survey be conducted prior to the Section 106 Obligation being agreed and a final decision on the applications made.  The survey should include on-site noise level monitoring, a ventilation survey as recommended by Parsons Brinckerhoff, and full consideration of options, with costs, of reasonable mitigation measures. 
T:\Lydd\CPRE 10 E  comments on CD 17 7 s106 110905.doc

1

