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1 Introduction

1.1 This statement of rebuttal responds to the initial evidence of Mr Clive Self of CSA landscape planning consultancy specifically on tranquillity issues. 
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 CPRE Protect Kent of such evidence.

2 General rebuttal

2.1 There are a number of points arising in paragraphs. 3.16 – 3.23 and 5.2 – 5.7. I will generally deal with these in the order in which they appear in document LAA/10/A and identify the paragraphs referred to. However, I will draw in other points from across the document where these are relevant.

3 Specific rebuttals

3.1 Paragraph 3.16: Mr Self describes “the concept of tranquillity as highly subjective and entirely dependent upon an individual’s perception of what constitutes tranquillity.” This assertion represents a failure of analysis.  Had Mr Self suggested that the experience of tranquillity was a matter of individual perception, I would have agreed. Tranquillity as a state of mind or an experience is highly personal and largely inaccessible to others. However, most people would agree that the concept of tranquillity refers to a feeling of calm, peace of mind, ultimately a state of mind and one often associated with well-being.  Although it is difficult for one person to understand another individual’s experience of tranquillity, it is fair to say that we can identify the factors which may contribute to or undermine our ability to enjoy that state of mind. We should therefore be able to reach a consensus on what may stimulate tranquillity as a state of mind. An analogy with pain could be drawn: our own experience of it is intensely personal, inaccessible to others, dependent on our perceptual apparatus and on external stimuli. Those stimuli we could broadly agree on and would include exposure to intense cold or heat. 

3.2 So the concept of tranquillity is not highly subjective.  As a concept the term is commonly used and understood as is attested by the responses to the survey in CPRE/02/A. Tranquillity is also presented as an attribute or quality of landscape and appears in a range of strategies, policies and plans from national to local level. It is used in these texts by authors as a term that is broadly understood by others who will understand what is being referred to. It has a broadly objective meaning.
3.3 Paragraph 3.16:  Mr Self asserts that tranquillity “cannot be measured in an objective way”. Mr Self does not attempt to engage with the research carried out by the team from Northumbria University, Newcastle University and Bluespace environments who aimed to do precisely that.  It was they who generated the national tranquillity data which underlie the tranquillity map presented in CPRE/02/A to this Public Inquiry. He does not comment on the methodological rigour, accuracy or transparency of this scientific work or question their findings (other than in so far as the findings of that research might conflict with his judgement set out in para 3.21, which I comment on below). 
3.4 It should be reiterated that the data underlying the national tranquillity maps was the result of detailed and extensive survey work with some 2,500 people overall in the North East and nationally about their experience of tranquillity in the countryside, on the factors which add to or detract from experiencing tranquillity and how important each one is to that experience. This understanding was then applied to detailed hard data from national datasets in a sophisticated Geographic Information System (GIS) model. This leads us to the conclusion that this research has been able to establish a consensus as to what adds to or detracts from tranquillity and to quantify these factors in an indicator taking into account existing national data as far as it is available about the presence and extent of those factors in any given area. As the full methodology is in the public domain we would also argue that it is through an ongoing process of peer review that the objectivity of these findings would ultimately be established by consensus.
3.5 We note that if Mr Self argues that tranquillity is highly subjective and depends entirely on individual perception of what constitutes it, then, despite his own undoubted professional competence, on a point of logic his opinion on the tranquillity of the area as set out in para. 3.22. is highly subjective. Unfortunately he only gives an opinion. We might infer what he understands by tranquillity as the basis for his opinion, but he does not explain it. In contrast, the mapping work was carried out by independent expert researchers with the perceptions of several thousand participants taken into account, and applied consistently across the surface area of England.

3.6 Paragraph 3.16: Mr Self’s final point is that tranquillity ‘forms no part of national or local plan policy’. To avoid duplication I refer the reader to the evidence already presented for CPRE Protect Kent by Brian Lloyd in CPRE/01/A and by the Kent Downs AONB Executive in their written statement of January 2011 under the section Tranquillity: the policy basis for assessing the Lydd airport proposals pp4-6.   Mr Lloyd includes reference to PPG24 Planning and Noise, which covers the issue at paragraph 20.  The Kent Downs AONB Executive reports a selection of cases,  in appendices, where tranquillity has been a key planning issue in deciding the outcome of planning appeals and plan policies (with aviation being refused in all cases).
3.7 Paragraph 3.17: contains several factual errors. As set out in Appendix 6.1 to CPRE/02/A. (para. 2.1) CPRE in conjunction with the precursor of Natural England, the Countryside Commission, published a set of Tranquil Areas maps for England in 1995 which were compiled by Simon Rendel, of ASH Consulting, originator of the concept of mapping undisturbed countryside. These were developed from a methodology devised by Rendel and ASH Consulting, which used distance thresholds to define areas as tranquil, semi-tranquil or non-tranquil. These maps were pioneering for their time. They were recreated digitally and updated for the most recent data and republished as intrusion maps in 2007 by CPRE to avoid confusion with the new tranquillity maps. The latter were published as national and regional maps in October 2006, and as county maps in early 2007. These, as is noted in paragraph 3.17, identify areas of relative tranquillity (my underlining). The distinction is important as these maps do not apply simple threshold levels of tranquillity but scores relative to a range of scores for the whole of England.

3.8 This distinction is critical because the tranquillity map presented uses a scale of high to low tranquillity but does not define areas as tranquil or otherwise. Areas of higher tranquillity have overall positive scores and those of lower tranquillity negative scores. However, the researchers did not apply thresholds to this continuum of scores or, as set out in section 4.5 of CPRE/02/A Appendix 6.1, did not define ‘thresholds for quality assessment or compliance testing’. This was in recognition of the need to respect the spread of the data and that such discrete or sharp boundaries do not in reality apply. Interpretation of these maps should refer to more tranquil areas or less tranquil areas but the researchers set out that it is an aspect of judgement and policy to decide where such boundaries should be drawn on maps. Unfortunately this distinction has been neglected by Mr Self. 
3.9 Paragraphs 3.18 and 3.19: ostensibly reproduces part of the text on CPRE’s website at url: http://www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/landscape/tranquillity/our-tranquillity-map-explained. However, Mr Self has altered the description of the survey responses listed from, as appears on the website, ‘What tranquillity is – the top 10 survey responses’ and ‘What tranquillity is not – the top 10 survey responses’ to ‘what makes a tranquil area’ or ‘areas that are not considered tranquil’. This is an important change because it could cause confusion between the new maps and the earlier threshold-based tranquil areas work and consequently any interpretation of those maps. It is unclear whether this change is intentional or reflects a poor grasp of the issues. In either case Mr Self has confused tranquillity with tranquil areas and failed to report accurately what the website states. 
3.10 Paragraphs 3.16 – 3.23 and 5.2 – 5.7: Mr Self makes no further reference to the tranquillity mapping methodology. The full methodological report is available through a simple Google search using the keywords ‘tranquillity mapping methodology’ or ‘tranquillity methodology’ and in either case the full technical report written by the research team is the first item to appear as a web-link. The full report has been lodged in the library section of CPRE’s website since 2008.
3.11 In his evidence on tranquillity in paras 3.16 – 3.23 and 5.2 – 5.7 Mr Self does not address the impact of the ‘top ten’ positive factors cited in 3.19 of which many would apply to and would  contribute to high positive scores for in particular the areas to the south and west of the airport and the Romney Marsh area. Nor does he mention further relevant positive factors from the 21 included in the model as given in the CPRE/02/A Appendix 6.1 (Appendix A - Table 5) which have significant weightings and are also most likely to contribute to high positive tranquillity scores in the area including (in order of % weighting) Seeing Rivers, Seeing, Wide open spaces; Seeing, A wild landscape; Seeing, remote landscapes. These appear as the 11th, 12th, 13th and 16th positive factors by weighting. However, in his evidence on Landscape Character in 3.9 to 3.13 he concurs with the description of the Romney Marshes : Character Area 123 (LAA/10/A/Appendix G) which refers to the following features of the wider area all of which would fit with the criteria for high or very high contribution from positive factors to the overall level of tranquillity that could be experienced (my underlining):

 ‘3.10.1 A flat open agricultural landscape with distinctive drainage dykes, marshes and open skies’ (e.g. Seeing, A natural landscape, Seeing wide open spaces); 

3.10.2‘Widely dispersed settlements with a sense of remoteness’ (eg Seeing, Remote landscapes); 

3.10.3 ‘ Areas of high nature conservation value concentrated in the wet grazing marshes, sand dunes and shingle ridges’ (Seeing, A natural landscape).  
3.12 The National Character Area text also refers to:

 ‘The remote, almost semi-wilderness character of the Marshes’ (p118) and;

 ‘Dungeness, at the southerly tip of the Marshes, is the largest shingle foreland in Europe and the extensive low lying shingle beaches, ridges and salt marsh provide a real sense of isolation and remoteness, especially along the coast.’ (p117):

 ‘The flat and windswept nature of the marsh with its wide open skies creates a strong sense of remoteness’ (p120). 
3.13 Paragraph 3.21: Mr Self concentrates on the main intrusive features within the landscape – with the exclusion of settlements and roads – which in his judgement render the area non-tranquil. This judgement again fails to draw a distinction between a relative scale – as used in the 2007 mapping work as presented – and the earlier 1990s work which used distance thresholds to determine three potential values of tranquil, semi-tranquil or non-tranquil areas.  This means his judgement does not take into account that areas with intrusive features – and nevertheless high levels of positive features – can still emerge as of high tranquillity potential.  This is because the scoring takes into account positive features such as ground cover and presence of woodland as well as negative ones like roads, traffic and urban development. Therefore intrusive features may accumulate to increase the score for negative factors, but these can be outweighed by the accumulation of scores from the strong presence of positive features. 
3.14 Paragraph 3.23:  Mr Self refers to the presence of Lydd firing range as disturbing the tranquillity of the area. The tranquillity mapping methodology factored in Hearing and Seeing Military training as negative factors – see Appendix A Table 5 of CPRE/02/A Appendix 6.1. However, as is also made clear in this document, that data was not nationally available for inclusion in the production of the national map (see section 4.3.3). It is not therefore included as a factor in the national tranquillity map or the tranquillity map for the area presented in. CPRE/02/A. It should be noted that military training was included within pilot study work in the North East carried out by the research team and published by CPRE in Mapping Tranquillity, 2005
. This work modelled military training noise in particular artillery firing in Otterburn camp in the Northumberland National Park. The researchers concluded that using time weighted noise exposure that ‘main roads generate noise 90% of the time, while for military explosions, this is less than 2%.’ (p43). We cannot draw a precise comparison between Lydd firing ranges and Otterburn, but it is plausible to suggest that military training, while highly intrusive noise, is audible for a relatively small amount of the time and may be relatively sporadic.
3.15 It is unfortunate that noise is not effectively addressed by Mr Self or Mr Perkins for its impact on the tranquillity of the High Weald AONB, Kent Downs AONB, on the Romney Marsh local landscape areas or the Dungeness Special Landscape Area or of the significant areas of high tranquillity to the west of Lydd. CPRE has raised tranquillity as a significant concern since first commenting on the applications in March 2007 (CD3.9a-e), as has the Kent Downs AONB Executive. The modelling of noise presented by Kent Downs AONB indicates that at a modelled altitude of 3200ft that noise contours above ambient will spread for several kilometres either side of the identified flight paths. It is also noted that aircraft in continuous descent mode will be lower in the sky as they traverse the easterly end of Romney Marsh and so their impact could be expected to increase.

3.16 Paragraph  3.23 Mr Self notes that ‘tranquillity mapping is an initiative by the CPRE’. It is important to clarify that while CPRE has in many ways campaigned for tranquillity to be included as a factor within planning decisions this work has been supported inter alia by the Countryside Commission in the 1990s, the Countryside Agency, the North East Regional Assembly and the Northumberland Strategic Partnership.  The new mapping methodology was developed in response to inclusion of tranquillity within the Government’s Rural White Paper ‘Our Countryside: the future – a fair deal for rural England’ and in particular the intention to include a measure of tranquillity within the measurement of countryside quality: ‘We will publish a measure of change in countryside quality, including issues such as biodiversity, tranquillity, heritage and landscape character using analysis of the results of Countryside Survey 2000 and based on the Agencies’ character areas map.’ (my underlining)

3.17 Further to this, while CPRE commissioned the new mapping research, the researchers make clear in their full methodological report that: “The findings of this research are the results of an independent study” clarified in a footnote as “The conclusions presented are of the researchers only and are independent of CPRE.” (Jackson et al. ,2008: p2).

3.18 Paragraphs 5.2 – 5.7: The arguments here broadly repeat those set out in 3.16 – 3.23 and therefore I do not wish to repeat the rebuttal arguments already presented. However, in para. 5.2 Mr Self states that he has ‘briefly outlined the methodology used by the CPRE to determine areas of so called tranquillity.’  It is difficult to agree that Mr Self has even briefly outlined the methodology having only referred to one introductory page of CPRE’s website in paras. 3.18 – 3.20. It is also incorrect to say that because ‘CPRE’s tranquillity maps are based on perceptual qualities of tranquillity’ that the mapping process itself is ‘highly subjective’. The mapping process has captured the individual perceptions of tranquillity of many participants in the research to establish a consensus on the factors adding to or detracting from tranquillity and to allocate appropriate weightings for such factors. This does not preclude the analysis and mapping of tranquillity from being carried out rationally and with requisite technical expertise. The process of mapping was a detailed, rigorously executed process carried out by university researchers and which has been written up in a full methodological report. As such it is open to independent scrutiny and analysis. This seems to me to be the opposite of a ‘highly subjective process’.   

� Available at http://www.cpre.org.uk/library/campaign/tranquillity


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/pdfs/ruralwp/rural.pdf" ��http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/pdfs/ruralwp/rural.pdf�


� Jackson, S., Fuller, D., Dunsford, H., Mowbray, R., Hext, S., MacFarlane R. and Haggett, C. (2008). Tranquillity Mapping: developing a robust methodology for planning support, Report to the Campaign to Protect Rural England, Centre for Environmental & Spatial Analysis, Northumbria University, Bluespace environments and the University of Newcastle upon on Tyne.
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