CPRE Protect Kent: Rebuttal

CPRE/03/C – Landscape and Tranquillity: REBUTTAL TO MR CLIVE SELF (LAA/10/A)


Town and Country Planning Act 1990

Applications by London Ashford Airport Ltd

APP/L2250/V/10/2131934 & APP/L2250/V/10/2131936

Site at London Ashford Airport Limited, Lydd, Romney Marsh, TN29 9QL

CPRE/03/C – Landscape and Visual: REBUTTAL TO MR CLIVE SELF (LAA/10/A)

Rebuttal Statement by Mr. Nick Levinson,
on behalf of Protect Kent (the Kent Branch of CPRE) 
on the issues of Landscape and Tranquillity,
with reference to the Cultural Landscape.
1. Introduction:
1.1 This statement of rebuttal responds to the initial evidence of Mr Clive Self of CSA landscape planning consultancy, specifically on the issues of landscape and tranquillity with regard to the cultural landscape. 
1.2 Where this statement does not mention or take account of evidence presented as above or elsewhere on behalf of the appellant, this is not to be understood as acceptance by Protect Kent of such evidence.
2. specific rebuttals:
2.1 Paragraphs 2.8 – 2.12 (Methodology). LAA/10/A is entitled “LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL”, but this is confusing as “landscape” could be a noun or an adjective, and “visual” is an adjective but does not have a noun to qualify.  To make sense, one has to assume that “landscape” is being used in its adjectival form, and so we have two adjectives that could describe two approaches to an issue. “Landscape and Visual” could also mean “landscape and visual assessment”, as we find in the Landscape Institute’s Guidelines, referred to in LAA/10/A, para. 2.9 and summarized in LAA/10/A, Appendix D. If this is the case, it is helpful to turn to Appendix D for the fuller description. 
2.2 In Para. M1 of Appendix D, we see the distinction between “landscape/townscape effects” (the effects on the character or quality of the landscape/townscape, irrespective of whether there are any views of the landscape, or viewers to see them) and “visual effects” (the effects on people’s views of the landscape, principally from residential properties, but also from public rights of way and other areas with public access).

2.3 Despite quoting this clear distinction, there is a problem with Mr. Self’s methodology. Although the words “landscape” and “visual” are included in the title of his proof of evidence, the emphasis in LAA/10/A is on “visual effects” rather than the more holistic “landscape/townscape effects.” In LAA/10/A, para. 5.3, for example, Mr. Self states that “[t]he effects of noise are dealt with in the evidence of Richard Perkins (LAA/5/A), on behalf of the Applicant, and as such my observations relate to perceptual qualities only.” It is my contention, however, that such a limited approach is of little practical use in assessing the impact of plans to develop and extend the use of an airport in what we shall see to be a sensitive landscape. The visual impact is only one part of the impact as a whole and, to be comprehensive, issues of noise, pollution, change in landscape/townscape character must also be considered, together with physical, biological and social factors.
2.4 In further defining landscape/townscape effects, para. M2 refers to and comments upon the publication Landscape Character Assessment, Guidance for England and Scotland, 2002. This work stresses the need for a holistic assessment of landscape character, including physical, biological and social factors, a type of assessment that has not, as has already been stated, been made in LAA/10/A.
2.5 Para. M6 of Appendix D goes further in defining what comprehensive and holistic landscape can comprise of and how it should be valued: “[t]he concept of landscape/townscape value is also considered, in order to avoid consideration only of how scenically attractive an area may be, and thus to avoid undervaluing areas of strong character but little scenic beauty. Landscape value is: ‘The relative value or importance attached to a landscape (often as a basis for designation or recognition), which expresses national or local consensus, because of its quality, special qualities including perceptual aspects such as scenic beauty, tranquillity or wildness, cultural associations or other conservation issues.’ ” 
Key concepts mentioned here, and which are very useful in evaluating Romney Marsh and its surrounding areas, are: “areas of strong character, national or local consensus, special qualities, scenic beauty, tranquillity or wildness, cultural associations.”  Despite this lucid definition of these qualities of landscape, Mr. Self, in his evaluation of the landscape of the Romney Marsh, fails to recognise them when they are obvious to people who appreciate the area and have often recorded their impressions in art and literature.  
2.6 Para. M3 of Appendix D states that “[l]andscape/townscape quality is a subjective judgment based on the value and significance of a landscape/townscape.” Mr. Self tends to dismiss such judgments about landscape and the concept of tranquillity as “subjective” (see LAA/10/A, paragraph 3.16, for example). Yet while individual perception is, by definition, subjective, it is possible to assess the value of a landscape by surveying a representative group of people’s opinions. A more sensitive method of surveying a landscape could, perhaps, be to look at what archaeologists, artists, historians, scientists, writers and other specialists have recorded about it, thus describing a “cultural landscape.” 

2.7 Paras. M10 – M15 of Appendix D are concerned with visual effects. While these are an important, they must be less significant than the other elements comprising a holistic view of a landscape in the case of Lydd Airport’s expansion plans. The airport buildings are not excessively prominent in the applications being discussed, and if the impact of aircraft could be solely visual, that is if they could be separated from the sound and pollution that they generate, doubtless their impact on the landscape would be considerably less!

2.8 Paras. M16 – M21 of Appendix D are concerned with mitigation and residual effects. As airport development would substantially change the existing landscape, in its holistic meaning, very little could be done to substantially mitigate the changes.

2.9 Paragraph 2.12 (Overview): In view of the rebuttal statement made above on LAA/10/A, paras. 2.8 to 2.12 (Methodology), this overview is inadequate and premature.

2.10 Paragraph 3.3: Some of the distances stated in this paragraph are greater than the minimum distances I have measured using an Ordnance Survey map.  I should state, however, that I have taken minimum distances from the nearest runway rather than from the airport’s perimeter. Lydd is nearer to the airport than stated, being between 0.75km and 3km distant. Dungeness power stations (there two, not just one) are at a minimum of 4.4km distance rather than 5 km. Greatstone-on-Sea’s minimum distance is less than 2km, the school being 850m from the existing runway and 600m from the proposed runway extension. New Romney is closer at a minimum of 2.25km. The shingle promontory of Dungeness also lies to the west, not solely, as stated, to the south and south-east. Not mentioned here is the fact that Lydd Airport is a minimum of 0.5km from the RSPB’s reserve at the ARC Pit, and a minimum of 2km from the firing range. Lydd Church, Lydd Primary School and Heron’s Park are all situated about 1.5km from the airport.
2.11 Paragraph 3.6. Greatstone’s holiday village is 1km from the existing runway and, like the other recreational facilities mentioned in this paragraph, would be adversely affected by any expansion of Lydd Airport. Tourists would be discouraged from visiting the area by increased airport activity, seriously affecting the local economy. There is, moreover, no evidence that the existing airport draws visitors to the area, nor that it would do so if expansion were to be permitted. 

2.12 It is also certain that the proposed airport expansion would affect a larger area than Area 123, including Character Area 122 (High Weald), Character Area 121 (Low Weald), Character Area 120 (Wealden Greensand) and Character Area 119 (North Downs). 
2.13 To return to the characteristics of Character Area 123 listed in LAA/10/A, paras. 3.10.1 – 5, these have been selectively extracted from bullet-points shown in The Character of England: Landscape, Wildlife and Natural Features (see LAA/10/A, Appendix G). However, if these selected extracts are compared with the original list of characteristics, it is apparent that the selected extracts fail to convey the more positive descriptions expressed in the complete text. For example, if LAA/10/A, para. 3.10.2 were to be quoted in full, it would read: “[a] high-quality agricultural land of extensive arable fields and some traditional open wet pasture land grazed by cattle and sheep. Narrow, straight roads and widely dispersed settlements with distinctive churches combine with the overall open character to provide a sense of remoteness.” 
2.14 The original paragraph goes on to mention more positive elements of the landscape, namely “narrow, straight roads.” Here, The Character of England is inaccurate: narrow lanes on the Marsh are sometimes straight but often winding. Many such lanes have very little traffic and are attractive to walkers, bird watchers and cyclists, and have attractive views of marshland between hedges. “Dispersed settlements” could just sound bleak and uninteresting, but the original goes on to describe: “[d]ispersed settlements with distinctive churches combine with the overall open character to provide a sense of remoteness.” The meaning is different and more attractive, conveying an image of distinctive churches in an open and remote landscape.

2.15 In LAA/10/A, para. 3.10.3, the selected extract (“[c]lumps of trees, reed fringed ditches and patches of standing water”) hardly does justice to the original text (“[c]lumps of trees on pockets of higher ground around farmsteads, reed fringed ditches, patches of standing water and rushy [sic] pasture, all contribute to local diversity in a relatively uniform landscape.”) 
2.16 In LAA/10/A, para. 3.10.4: Mr. Self rightly copies: “areas of high nature conservation value” although it is a shame he does not include this in his evaluation of the landscape or see fit to measure the holistic impact of airport development on it. However, by omitting any reference to dykes and mudflats, he downplays the diversity of the area as provided in the full description. 
2.17 The following bullet-point in The Character of England (Appendix G) provides a description of the high ground around the Marsh mentioned in LAA/10/A, para. 3.10, but it has not been included in the selected extracts (LAA/10/A, paras. 3.10.1 – 5): “[f]ormer sea cliffs, mainly of sandstone, mark the post-glacial shoreline and form a notable feature overlooking Romney Marshes at Rye, Winchelsea, Hythe and Pett. The Napoleonic Royal Military Canal runs along the base of this degraded cliff line for much of its length.”

2.18 Paragraph 3.10.5: While there is evidence of twentieth-century development, especially along the coast, it is not all undistinguished and is certainly matched by a significant number of older and ancient buildings, in the country, villages and towns.

2.19 The last bullet-point in The Character of England (Appendix G) is also omitted: “The landscape displays a sharp contrast between the shingle coastal promontories, the extensive open, low-lying agricultural land behind and the inland backdrop of well-wooded rising ground.” Again, this description establishes the attractiveness and rich diversity of this landscape, and should not be ignored when making an assessment of the landscape of the Marsh.

2.20 Despite the omissions from the original text provided in Appendix G, even the selected extracts contain qualitative expressions (“open skies”, “sense of remoteness”, “reed fringed”, “high natural conservation value”), but Mr. Self does not include then in his assessment.

2.21 Paragraph 3.11: From the section on Dungeness in the Character Map, Mr. Self selects the negative-sounding descriptions of the area to build up an unattractive image of Dungeness. However, the adjective “imposing” for the power station is ambiguous: is it an impressive imposition, or an unwanted one? Many visitors, inhabitants, writers and artists find the combination of the power stations and “associated power lines” and the wild remoteness of the place to be impressive, beautiful or mysterious. The next clause extracted also gives a degraded and unattractive image: “past gravel extraction pits now flooded, military uses and expanding resorts add to the general clutter along the coast’. But it ignores and fails to see the potential the RSPB has exploited by turning the pits left after gravel extraction into reed fringed lakes for wild fowl conservation. We also hear how “military uses and expanding resorts add to the general clutter along the coast.” This description fails to note that the military installations have, ironically, preserved 7.5km of the peninsula’s south coast from the kind of urban development described rather patronisingly as “general clutter along the coast.” The south coast of the danger zone is an unspoiled stretch of beach from Galloways to Jury’s Gap and, with much of the Army Camp, is important for wildlife conservation and accessible to the public when the Ranges are closed. In his description of Dungeness, Mr. Self omits the more positive text from the Character Area 123 (LAA/10/A, Appendix D):  “Dungeness at the Southern tip of the Marsh is the largest shingle foreland in Europe and extensive low-lying single beaches, ridges and salt marshes provide a real sense of remoteness, especially along the coast.” This gives a much more positive description than the extracted bits of text that Mr. Self selects, using his “pick-and-mix” technique to achieve a pre-judged negative picture of the area.

2.22 Elsewhere in the same document, other more positive descriptions in the Character Area 123 document note that “[t]he sky dominates the wide open, windswept character of the Marshes, much of which have a strong sense of remoteness” (p. 116). Also, “[t]he Walland Marsh is particularly distinctive as it contains the greatest surviving concentration of small fields, dykes and unimproved pasture” (p. 117). Mr. Self ignores the paragraph on p. 118, in the section on historical and cultural influences, that describes a cultural aspect of the landscape: “[t]he remote, almost semi-wilderness character of the Marshes has been drawn on by many notable writers such as H. G. Wells, Henry James, Joseph Conrad and Rudyard Kipling […] the strong emotional response to the Marshes is further re-enforced by the interest shown by artists. Paul Nash is one among many who have depicted Dungeness […] The artistic inspiration of the Marshes still captures photographers, such as Fay Godwin and the late film director Derek Jarman, who lived at Dungeness” (p. 118). On p. 119, The document describes how the “distinctive architectural character of the settlements revolves round the widespread use of weatherboarding and hung tiles with some fine churches set among the buildings […] Martello towers […] the Royal Military Canal […] The power station is a dominant feature in many views”

2.23 Then, under the heading “Shaping the Future” (p. 20), the document states that “[p]lanning and design guidelines would discourage inappropriate developments which might impinge on the remote, undeveloped quality of the Marsh and Shoreline.”  Unsurprisingly, this sentence was not included in Mr. Self’s evidence. The “inappropriate development” that would “impinge” would undoubtedly apply to the proposed developments at Lydd Airport.

2.24 Paragraphs 3.14 – 3.15: This is a very negative and inaccurate description of the built environment surrounding the airport. First what radius is implied by the term “surrounding”? By Mr. Self’s own definition, the area he describes includes Dungeness Power stations which are about 4.5km distant. It therefore seems reasonable to look at a radius of about 5km that encompasses many important historical and attractive buildings, too many to list, but summarised below. However the proposed airport expansion would affect a much larger area, so we should take into account an area at least between Winchelsea and Hythe on a West–East axis, and Dungeness and Tenterden on a North-South axis. A radius, in short, of at least 25km.

2.25 The 5km radius - summary of important buildings: The dismissal of buildings in this area is both disingenuous and misleading to the point of absurdity.
2.26 Paragraph 3.14: Firstly “utilitarian” need not be negative. Many buildings considered to be of architectural quality are utilitarian in appearance. They can be both utilitarian and distinguished, buildings designed to look, and be, fit for purpose. The power stations at Dungeness are “imposing”, but not without distinction as it will appear from comments and people’s reactions. Along with the pylons (power lines), Station A was dismissed as “destructive” in the traditionalist view of The Buildings of England (op. cit.), written fifty years ago, but since then it is much photographed and painted by visitors to Dungeness and has been described more positively by Derek Jarman, film maker, artist, writer and local resident: “The nuclear power station is a wonderment. At night it looks like a great liner or a small Manhattan ablaze with lights of different colours. A mysterious shadow surrounds it that makes it possible for stars still to glow in a clear summer sky” (D. Jarman, Derek Jarman’s Garden, Thames and Hudson, 1995). 
2.27 The lighthouses at Dungeness are much appreciated and, in a video interview available on the LAAG website, Fred Cuming, a well-known artist, describes how he frequently returned to paint Dungeness with its lighthouses and Power stations, also recalling how he named a series exhibited at the Royal Academy, “Mysterious Landscapes.” One lighthouse is open to the public as a museum, and both are much photographed, despite being “utilitarian” buildings.  Another contemporary artist to paint these subjects is Andy Holyer from Lydd.
2.28 The water works at Denge Marsh are derided in this category as undistinguished and utilitarian, but the water tower is a visually strong and satisfying structure, a landmark seen from all over the Denge Marsh very much like Lydd church tower; both utilitarian and symbolic structures. As well as the usual utilitarian farm buildings, there are farm buildings of architectural importance; Manor Farm is an historic building, dating from the Fifteenth Century; Boulderwall Farm is a fine example of how local materials, like flint, can be put to use, and dates from the Eighteenth Century; Jack’s Court is a medieval moated site. The PLUTO houses, at Lydd-on-Sea, had an important and unique utilitarian function in World War Two. The unusually ornate, but functional water tower, at Littlestone was used as a planning centre by the RAF in World War Two and the vast concrete Listening Ears are of great historic and visual value at Greatstone. The three lighthouses at Dungeness are utilitarian, consisting of the nineteenth-century base, the 1908 tower and the 1956 tower.
2.29 Less purely utilitarian are the weather boarded fishermen’s huts at Dungeness. These make up a series of attractive groupings now much sought after when they come on the market. The most well known is Derek Jarman’s house and garden. Some of the other vernacular structures were homes made from old railway carriages in the 1920s. Utilitarian, yet attractive, are the buildings, track and stock of the Romney, Hythe and Dymchurch Railway reduced scale steam railway.

2.30 In LAA/10/A, para. 3.15, we hear that “[d]omestic architecture within the surrounding area largely dates from the post-war period and is for the most part undistinguished” This is astonishing, for the area is, architecturally, very rich. There are too many listed buildings to mention but, in summary, Lydd includes a historic centre and conservation zone. Furthermore, Lydd has an unusually high number of important medieval houses, partially disguised behind later facades. Eight are important enough to be described in the survey by S. Pearson and A. T. T. Adams: A Gazetteer of Medieval Houses in Kent, HMSO, 1994. The Buildings of England (op. cit.) refers to Lydd’s eighteenth-century Town Hall, Tourney Hall and The Rectory (now Skinner House). The centre of Lydd contains dozens of attractive timber, brick and tile-hung. Also of note are Westbrook House and The Grange in Dennes Lane. 
2.31 In New Romney, The Buildings of England (op. cit.) lists the eighteenth-century Assembly Rooms and the seventeenth-century School, together with Priory House, Town Hall and Alms Houses. Like Lydd, there are dozens of historic buildings.
2.32 LAA/10/A, paras. 3.14 – 3.15 do not mention the very important churches in the area “surrounding the airport.” In the 5km radius, Lydd Church is one of the largest in Kent, 199 feet long, with traces of a late-Roman crypto-porticus dating to the Fifth Century. The building is mainly 13th-15th century “architecturally of the highest interest and on a grand scale” (The Buildings of England, op. cit.) it had a magnificent fifteenth-century tower of 132 feet high. New Romney Church is another major monument, dating from the Twelfth to the Fifteenth centuries. It is described by the normally reticent Buildings of England (op. cit.) as “splendid and magnificent”, and its Norman architecture now looks even more splendid after recent conservation. Dating from the Thirteenth Century, Old Romney Church is particularly valued and, like many Marsh Churches, it has an attractive setting on a slight mound surrounded by old grazing pastures and is partially screened by trees in an otherwise open landscape. It retains good interior fittings and is unspoiled by restoration. There are also important ruined churches at Midley and Hope.
2.33 Summary of important buildings within a 25km radius: It would be too lengthy to list all the buildings in this area. They include a vast amount of Grade II Listed and some Grade I Listed monuments, all of which contribute to an attractive landscape that would be affected by airport expansion. Rye is particularly important for its built environment, mainly dating from the Fourteenth Century. The town became a magnet for writers, artists and visitors in the late-Nineteenth and early-Twentieth Centuries. Today, it attracts a large number of tourists on account of its picturesque and unspoiled urban townscape.  Winchelsea, Tenterden and Hythe are also important historic towns preserving a highly valued built environment. Similarly, dozens of villages and rural buildings could be listed of architectural and cultural value. The twenty-five mile radius includes the important the churches listed and painted by John Piper as well as many other medieval churches listed in The Buildings of England (op. cit.); historic houses including Smallhythe Place (owned by the National Trust, and once the home of the great actress Ellen Terry), Godington House (near Ashford), Lympne Castle and Lympne Place. All are visitor attractions and would suffer from increased airport activity. This is not the place to list more of this extensive material, but to remind the Public Inquiry of its importance and its sensitivity to change.

2.34 LAA/10/A, paras. 3.21 – 3.22. Mr. Self is surprised by the mapping of the area around the airport as “one of the most tranquil areas” as it is “3km from Lydd Military Firing Ranges”. Unfortunately, I have no data on public reaction to noise from the Ranges but, as a resident of Lydd, I have my own experience and have recently asked other residents for their views. The noise of gunfire and of other weapons is occasional, and only rarely loud; most people find it “amusing” rather than an annoyance. More objectively, it can be argued that because the ranges occupy about 7.5km of the South coast of Dungeness peninsula and stretch inland for about 3km, they have prevented the kind of housing developments that have covered the north coast of Dungeness, the area remaining undeveloped. The area covered by ranges is free from most of the negative factors listed in para. 3.20 (apart from power-lines), and has many of the positive ones in para. 3.19. The Ranges are, therefore, a factor that actually can be seen to increase, rather than diminish, tranquillity. 

2.35 A walk along the 7.25km beach from Galloways to Jury’s Gap, when the ranges are closed, is without doubt a tranquil experience. Walking this length of beach last year, I saw only one person, a fisherman, and countless birds. This area is flown over by aircraft leaving Lydd when the ranges are closed and when the beach is accessible to the public (37% of days per year and many evenings after 1630 hours), meaning that this tranquil experience would be threatened by airport expansion.

2.36 In LAA/10/A, para. 3.22, Mr. Self has “difficulties” reconciling CPRE’s map with the power stations and the existing airport. Noise from the power stations is very local. Traffic activity connected with the power stations must be a negative factor, but is not excessive. However, Mr. Self is correct to see the existing airport as an element that would have a negative effect on tranquillity, its present effect is largely absorbed by the landscape, but expansion plans would reduce the levels of tranquillity in the area. 

2.37 Paragraph 3.24: The map may show the Conservation Areas, but it cannot show how they may or may not be affected by the expansion of Lydd Airport. This would involve much more detailed analysis.

2.38 Paragraph 3.25: From the map in Appendix A, it is clear that the site overlaps the Romney Marsh LLA, but it also appears to show, contrary to this paragraph, that the airport site’s Southern tip also just overlaps the Dungeness SLA. The Romney Marsh LLA almost completely surrounds the site, and the Dungeness SPA encircles it to the South and West. Bearing in mind the last sentence in this paragraph (“[b]oth policies seek to protect or enhance the character of the areas unless the need to secure economic and social wellbeing outweighs the need to protect the landscape”), the importance of these areas should not be underestimated, nor should the AONBs at 12km distance.

2.39 Paragraph 3.26. The document referred to is CD 1.14, Chapter 13, produced for LAA by consultants Parsons Brinckerhoff. Presumably, Mr. Self agrees with the conclusion this document asserts in para. 13.10.3 that there would be “no impact on any historical building.”  In 13.7 of the document, it states that potential impacts would be visual only. For reasons unexplained, the chapter only lists ancient monuments within a 3km range and historic buildings only within a 2km range. Despite these limits, it states that there is only one listed building within this range, Jack’s Court, that is 1000m from the airport, yet would receive no impact. Even at only 3km range the survey somehow excludes the substantial number of listed buildings in Lydd and New Romney’s historic centre as well as those on the coast and on Denge Marsh. Although it does not recognising the sensitivity of a complex and rich local cultural landscape, the document sets out extracts from Planning Guidance 15 and 16 (para. 13.23). For example, PPG 16 states that “[t]he physical survivals of our past are to be valued and protected for their own sake as a central part of our cultural heritage and our and our sense of national identity.” Despite these references that stress the value of a cultural and historical landscape, the document’s conclusion is a bald and undefended assertion that fails to take into account a mass of evidence in the form of important buildings, and seems to ignore the ethos of the guidelines it quotes. 

2.40 Paragraph 3.36 – 3.36.4: This is about the site itself considered out of context with the surrounding area. The airport site itself may have little visual landscape value, but in terms of the biological landscape, it is an important and integral part of a larger ecological landscape. 

2.41 The concept of “sensitivity” is defined in LAA/10/A , Appendix D, paras. M8 – M9. If reference is made to Appendix D, Table LE1, it is instructive to see that: 
1. The Special Landscape areas of Romney Marsh and Dungeness would seem to fit the category ranging from “Very High to High” to “Medium” (“a landscape, usually combining varied topography, historic features and few visual detractors. A landscape known and cherished by many people from across the region, e.g. […] special landscape area.”)
2. The towns of Lydd and New Romney match the same category referred to above: “Townscape quality: A well designed townscape of high quality with a locally recognized and distinctive character, e.g. Conservation area.”
2.42 Mr. Self sees fit to lower the quality of the landscape on account of the following negative factors: 
1. “[S]ettlements along the coast” should not be seen as a negative factor, they have been part of the valued landscape for many years and are absorbed by the wider landscape. The settlements include some architecturally distinguished houses and the PLUTO houses. Furthermore, they provide valuable and not excessively-priced seaside housing and holiday facilities. 

2.  “[M]uch of the area has been scarred by past and present mineral extraction”. As mentioned above, many of the pits left by past gravel extraction have been very successfully landscaped to attract water fowl by the RSPB. 
2.43 Paragraph 4.3: The number of movements of larger passenger aircraft (groups 1 and 2) would be an increase from none at the present to eighteen per day (not sixteen) for 500,000ppa. In making a meaningful assessment of the real impact of development on the local landscape, we have to take in the airport’s business plans (see para. 3.23 -  Business Plan quoted by Mr. Gordon, Managing Director of LAA, at Examination in Public, 2004) that aim eventually to expand to 2 million ppa. The present planning proposal is a first step in the airport’s business plan and must be understood as incremental. 

2.44 Paragraph 4.4: “What matters is not so much the area from within which it is possible to see an aircraft in flight, but the area within which it could conceivably have some potentially material effects.” This demonstrates that the holistic impact, which includes noise and pollution, must be taken into account, not merely the visual impact.

2.45 Paragraph 4.4 – 5. If is not clear where reference is to visual effect or landscape effects are implied in the “reasonable area to consider,” or what the outcome of such consideration might be. What is evident, even in the limited area considered here, is that the areas include the populous towns of Lydd and New Romney, the coastal communities, the RSPB Reserve, and the protected natural sites – the last two with significantly large numbers of resident and migrant birds. The landscape effects of airport expansion would significantly impact on these areas.  Another point is that, however discernable, and at what distance, aircraft will always have “material effects” (however this term is to be defined). If distance and related altitude result in diminishing effect in noise annoyance, there will always be material effects of air pollution over the Marsh and the AONBs. 

2.46 Paragraph 4.6: Even if aircraft are invisible, they still generate noise and pollution – “material effects.”
2.47 Paragraph 4.7: The trial flight using a B737 that took place in February 2007 had an uncharacteristically low payload, yet the noise heard in central Lydd as it climbed and turned steeply to the right was very disturbing. If there were an extended runway, the plane could take off further back, and would have more space to climb, but with a full payload and fully fuelled, it is unlikely to be any less disturbing.

2.48 Paragraphs 4.8 – 9. An increase to eighteen larger aircraft movements a day is more than a slight increase? Again this is exclusively a visual impact perspective, and must be inadequate in assessing the holistic impact.
2.49 Paragraph 4.9. Difference in size is of little significance by itself compared to frequency of flights and frequency of noise and pollution effects and the pressures on, and developments of, infrastructure associated with airport expansion. 

2.50 Paragraph 4.10. It is absurd to say at the start of this paragraph that “[t]he change resulting from the increased aircraft movements associated with the Development would have no material effect on the character of the area.” If aircraft were silent, produced no pollution and their operations did not involve pressure on and developments in local transport and infrastructure, as a purely visual incursion on a landscape, their impact might be negligible. Unfortunately, people, animals and plants that make up a holistically understood landscape are sensitive to all these forms of impact!  The cap of 40,000mpa (draft 106 agreement) against the present estimate of around 22,000mpa, of which 99% are light aircraft, represents a substantial increase. From virtually no group 1 and 2 aircraft there would be an increase to 6,570mpa divided by 365 days = 18 movements per day. There would be in addition about 33,400 smaller aircraft. Overall this represents about a 50% increase in activity. By the evidence of the trial flight and other noisy incidents experienced over Lydd, it is evident that at the cap level, even restricted to Mr. Self’s 11km and 9km areas, the noise effects would be horrendous to human and other forms of life in the area. At the present level of mpas, it can be disturbing enough, as Mr Gomes and many others have born witness to.

2.51 Paragraph 4.11 - 14. The “remaining areas” around the airport, if we look at the map in Appendix A, that are not covered by the SLA and LLA are not very large and generally represent areas of past and present gravel extraction.  As we have seen, much of this has been enhanced by the RSPB and has become of high landscape value. The AONBs, in particular, would be over-flown and affected by airport expansion plans. Planes would be audible and more frequent than at present and therefore adversely impact on Tranquillity.

2.52 The concept of “sensitivity” is defined by Mr. Self in LAA/10/A, Appendix D, paras. M8 – M9. If reference is made to Appendix D table LE1, it is instructive to see that: 
1. The towns of Rye and Winchelsea are commensurate with the descriptions under “Very High to High” category: “Townscape quality. A townscape of very high quality which is unique in its character and recognized nationally/ internationally.”

2. The AONBs similarly fall into the “Very High to High” category. 
3. The Special Landscape areas of Romney Marsh and Dungeness would seem to fit the category ranging from Very High to High to Medium “a landscape, usually combining varied topography, historic features and few visual detractors. A landscape known and cherished by many people from across the region e.g. […] special landscape area.” 
4. Lydd and New Romney match the same category as in para. 2.52.3 above: “Townscape quality well designed townscape of high quality with a locally recognised and distinctive character e.g. Conservation area.”  

2.53 Paragraph 4.12: Flights would impact on the Romney Marsh Special Landscape area that is defined as “Very High to High” to “Medium” (see para. 2.52.3, above).  The phrase “[b]etween 5 and 10 kilometres” along the coast ignores the fact that this comprises a busy holiday and substantial residential area, and the beaches are enjoyed for leisure occupations by local residents and visitors alike. “Along the coast” should not be read, as it is intended here, as not having adverse effect by avoiding the land, but conversely, rather as a seriously negative factor impacting on important landscape and recreational areas. 

2.54 Paragraph 4.13. The estimate of an altitude of between 5,000ft. and 7,000ft. does not match LAA/10/A, para. 4.12 that gives an: “altitude of at least 3,200 for passing over the Kent AONB.”
2.55 Paragraph 4.14.1. Even if the effects were limited to the visual envelopes described, there would be considerable adverse impact on Lydd, Greatstone and the coast. The map in Appendix A does not include an envelope for the flights that could overfly the Ranges when they are closed and how this would impact on the RSPB Reserve. But the problem is the impact would affect a larger area and the infra structure of the Marsh.

2.56 Paragraph 4.13.3. Yes, larger, but also louder, especially if carrying full payload and more frequent! 

2.57 Paragraph 4.13.4. The conservation area is not only “High Sensitivity” as we have seen on diagram LE1 in Appendix D, but would suffer an adverse impact with high levels of noise. The test flight in February 2010 was very noisy and disliked by residents, but it only carried “about 25 people” according to Mr. Maskens, chief controller of LAA, and only a small amount of fuel. Even with this minimal load, the aircraft made a lot of noise as it climbed and turned steeply over central Lydd (as observed by my wife and I). Lydd has an important historic centre and is a town in need of regeneration. The relatively small number of jobs offered by the airport, only a net gain of 140 – 150 direct jobs on site before 2024 or 2028 depending on rate of growth, averaging out at a growth of only about 7 – 8 jobs a year (see LAA/2/A,  p.59). This small number of jobs, coupled with the adverse impact of airport expansion on Lydd, especially the noise of more frequent aircraft climbing steeply and turning right over Lydd, will have a negative effect on Lydd’s future and discourage economic growth in the town and sustainable green tourism in the whole area. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that a significant number of passengers would want to visit or stay in Lydd when the facilities they might need would eventually be offered by the airport, if planning proposals should be granted. The low level of actual jobs now being proposed by Lydd airport would hardly be likely keep up with job losses in the area caused by the impact of airport development. The total effect on Lydd would be to prevent regeneration and further impoverish the local economy.

2.58 Paragraph 4.14.5: If aircraft would pass more frequently over the Kent Downs AONB and the High Weald AONB at whatever height, this must have a greater effect than a lower number of passes. The proposal is for an increase in movements of larger passenger jets none at present to eighteen per day (day-time only). It is therefore irrational to call this a neutral effect. The AONBs are shown on in Mr Self’s Appendix D, table LE1 to have a “Very High” to “High” level of sensitivity to change and development. 

2.59 Paragraph 4.15: Visual impact alone is meaningless, irrational and inadequate as assessment. 

2.60 Paragraphs 4.16 – 4.17: I believe Mr. Self is actually referring to the area between Dunes Road and St. Nicholas Road, which includes a lot of residential and holiday properties. A similar distance for take-offs would include much of central Lydd and the Lydd and Littlestone conservation zones. From the trial flight in February 2007, that was done, according to Mr. Perkins “for the benefit of local people” (cross-examination by Mr. Forsdick on 25 March 2011). Visually the plane may have been present for a short period, but the period the sound was present was much longer.

2.61 Paragraph 4.18 – 4.25. We learn how the design of the proposed terminal building responds to its landscape setting in a sensitive way, for example the roofs: “reflecting the wind formed landscape of Dungeness”. This, of course is architectural language promoting the design. It is a shame that Mr. Self does not address the issue of the landscape’s sensitivity to the building’s proposed function: to increase airport operations to 5000,000 ppa. 
2.62 Paragraph 4.34. If the effects of the actual buildings and runway extensions are in themselves claimed to be insignificant, the eventual effects of airport development would be damaging, if not catastrophic on the surrounding landscape of the Romney Marsh.

2.63 Paragraph 4.34.5. We have already seen that the airport site is partly covered by LLA and SPA areas, and that its ecological character is an integral part of the surrounding landscape.
2.64 Paragraph 4.36. There would be adverse effects and impacts on the AONB. 
2.65 Paragraph 4.37. This conclusion is ridiculous and irrational. In the last sentence, there are two related unsupported assertions. The first asserts that the loss of grassland is not significant. Although there is no argument or authority to support this assertion, it is used to justify the second assertion: “therefore there would be no adverse impact on the character of the area.” The first assertion having no authority of rationale cannot, logically, support the second.  We have seen that landscape effects (defined holistically in Appendix D) that have many more causal elements than the loss of a piece of grassland. The significant impacts, again, would be from the airports expanded operations, made possible by the loss of a piece of grassland, rather than the loss of the piece itself.

2.66 Paragraph 5.3. It is rather surprising at this point in the proof of evidence to discover that Mr. Self excludes the effects of noise from his assessments of landscape effects, especially as they have been referred to under Tranquillity, and are included in the definitions of landscape effects in Appendix D (Methodology). How can noise be excluded from the holistic definition of landscape effects? How can noise or sound not be perceptual? I have already referred to the flaws in Mr. Self’s methodology, but would emphasise an extract from para. M6 in Appendix D where tranquillity is specifically mentioned in an holistic definition of landscape: “The relative value or importance attached to a landscape (often as a basis for designation or recognition), which expresses national or local consensus, because of its quality, special qualities including perceptual aspects such as scenic beauty, tranquillity or wildness, cultural associations or other conservation issues” (my italics).
2.67 Paragraph 5.4 to 5.4.6. This repeats the arguments in LAA/10/A, 3.16 – 3.22 against accepting the airport environs as Tranquil as shown in the CPRE Tranquillity map in Appendix E. The six elements selected here include “Hearing”, which is inconsistent with the statement in LAA/10/A, para. 5.3 that excludes the effect of noise. Also, the list of elements in 3.19. 1 – 10 and 3.20.1 – 10 also includes sound. It seems that sound can be wheeled in where it is useful in supporting an argument, but is excluded where it could show negative impact. The reason that area round the airport is shown as tranquil in the CPRE’s map is obviously because the present levels of activity at the airport are low. The landscape can absorb them if they remain at this level, but the proposed increase in activity at the airport and its related infrastructure would be very likely to challenge this. 
2.68 Paragraph 5.8. Effects of the terminal building said to respond sensitively to its surroundings: this refers to a subjective architectural assessment of the proposed buildings, but does not take into account the holistic effect the proposed development and its consequent impacts would have on the landscape.   
2.69 Paragraph 5.10. Presumably these effects are included in the assessment on which the CPRE map is based and are, to a given degree, absorbed by the landscape.
2.70 Paragraph 6.3. This repeats the assumptions about the landscape of Romney Marsh based on Character Area 123. This assessment cherry-picks the negative sounding descriptions and leaves out the positive ones. 
2.71 Paragraphs 6.8 – 9.  Effects of the terminal building said to respond sensitively to its surroundings: this refers to a subjective architectural assessment of the proposed buildings, but does not take into account the holistic effect the proposed development and its consequent impacts would have on the landscape.

2.72 This holistic approach is essential to understand the types of impact on landscape that an airport’s expansion could make. It seems hardly necessary to say that increase in airport operations will involve more than visual impact. Aircraft generate noise and pollution and operations put pressure on and impact on local infrastructure. Yet Mr. Self’s assessment does not come to grips with these messy or disturbing aspects.  The only time he considers noise impact is in his discussion about Tranquillity, about which he is dismissive. There appears to be an elephant in the room that Mr. Self is avoiding, and we do not learn what it is until, towards the end of his evidence, he says that he is not going to take noise into account. In LAA/10/A, para. 5.3, he states: “[t]he effects of noise are dealt with in the evidence of Richard Perkins (LAA/5/A), on behalf of the Applicant, and as such my observations relate to perceptual qualities only.” This is, of course, nonsense, as sound is a perception. Despite this claim, sound, or the absence of it, has been defined in LAA/10/A, Appendix D as part of the elements comprising landscape effects, specifically as in the concept of “Tranquillity.” 

2.73 Noise or sound is one element, but a meaningful assessment should include the others included in the definitions: “including physical, biological and social factors” (Appendix D, para. M2), and “national or local consensus […] its quality, special qualities including perceptual aspects such as scenic beauty, tranquillity or wildness, cultural associations or other conservation issues” (Appendix D, para. M6). These aspects of landscape are not assessed in Mr. Self’s evidence. If they were to be assessed, it is likely that the proposed airport expansion would impact negatively on them.

2.74 My second reason for dismissing this assessment as inadequate concerns Mr. Self’s descriptions of Landscape. We have seen that he is selective in extracting negative-sounding descriptive phrases from the document he cites in Appendix G, Romney Marshes: Character Area 123. By this selective approach, Mr. Self constructs a negative image of the landscape, one that is at variance to the overall positive picture one gets from reading the original document in full. The document also contains a recommendation for “Shaping the Future” that I will repeat again here: “Planning and design guidelines would discourage inappropriate developments which might impinge on the remote, undeveloped quality of the Marsh and Shoreline.” (Romney Marshes: Character Area 123, p. 20). Unsurprisingly this sentence was not included in Mr. Self’s Evidence. The “inappropriate development” that would “impinge” would undoubtedly apply to the proposed developments at Lydd airport.
2.75 This cultural aspect of landscape is an inseparable facet of the landscape of Romney Marsh that forms part of its valued character.  In the context of assessing the value of landscape and the impact of airport development, it must be considered along with many other aspects that make the Marsh an attractive place to visit and live in especially:  the exceptional bird life, wild flowers, a place for walking, holidaying and cycling, sea bathing and fishing, visiting ancient monuments, old towns and tranquil countryside, local pubs, and for its valued agriculture and cultural and historic interests.

2.76 These aspects of Romney Marsh are not solely cultural. Economically, too, these are the assets that can be used to build a sustainable economy without damaging the Marsh for future generations. By ignoring such aspects of landscape, “including physical, biological and social factors”, Mr. Self’s assessment of the “Landscape and Visual” fails to produce a convincing or adequate estimate of airport expansion on this highly valued area. 
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