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        August 4th, 2010
Terry Ellames

Planning

Shepway District Council

Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue

Folkestone, Kent, CT20 2QY

Dear Terry
Comments on Section/106 Agreement/Conditions

A: Section 106 Agreement

(1) Definition - Emergency and Governmental activities

Point 3 should be eliminated. Training for an emergency activity - is not an emergency activity. It is a commercial activity and should not be allowed. 

(2) Definition - Public Transport Movements

 Under definition “Public Transport Aircraft” - Training should be either excluded or if included definition of light propeller aircraft should be:

“Propeller Aircraft under 5.7tonnes”

(3) Helicopter flight paths. 

The current instructions for helicopters in 14.2 (10.2 of old Section 106 agreement) are incompatible with the instructions for helicopter routings set out on the airport’s entry in the UK AIP (CD16.1 - EGMD AD 2.16) which specifically instructs large helicopters to use the fixed wing flight paths for approach to runway 03 and 21. This means the noisiest aircraft will be routed over Lydd and the coastal towns.

Further, in a response to your request the airport said the following in August 2008 (see CD1.43a - para 2.7.6)

2.7.6 

It is also proposed that an appropriate planning mechanism is used to restrict the flight paths of all helicopters (save for emergency movements and the Air Show) departing and landing at LAA to a north-westerly flight path as illustrated in Appendix 6

However, the wording in 14.2 has been weakened - to reasonable endeavours.

This needs to be sorted out as helicopter noise is far worse than most aircraft noise and has been excluded in all noise assessments and proposed monitoring. Further, the “exclusion” in the definition of Public Transport Aircraft includes “Emergency and Governmental “and the definition of “Governmental” encompasses all operational and training flights by military helicopters from any country. Therefore, military helicopter movements are unlimited.

The instruction in the UK AIP needs changing

See LAAG/10/E paragraphs 2.44 and 2.46 - 2.51

(4) Greatstone Primary School. 

Point 16.2 - the aircraft weight threshold is far too high. Children today at Greatstone Primary School are primarily experiencing noise from light aircraft (<5.7tonnes). Indeed, the common ground statement shows that 99% of the movements at LAA today are by light aircraft (CD4.4 (LAA) - 3.15 and 3.16). 

With the threshold set at 45 tonnes it is possible, in theory, for the entire forecast throughput of 300,000ppa/500,000ppa to be conveyed by aircraft types weighing less than 45 tonnes. Flybe is conducting its services from Manston using Bombardier Q400 aircraft which has a MTOW of only 29.3tonnes while the Embraer 175 which Flybe will use increasingly in the future has a MTOW of between 37.5 - 40.4 tonnes (see LAAG/8/D - 5.14 - 5.16 and Appendix 1). 

The cut off point should be lowered to 5.7tonnes as this will better represent the change in circumstances post the runway extension. 

(5) Purchase scheme 

Note we repeat the point made in LAAG/106. In the past Lydd Airport has stated it would support a house purchase scheme - Indeed it was proposed my Michael Howard and is mentioned in Mr Perkin’s evidence( LAA/5/A - 4.2.7.2 page 14). The entry in LAAG/106 has been replicated here. 

 Mr Perkins in his evidence LAA/5/A, (4.2.7.2 page 14) refers to “Five

Communities Scheme” whereby the applicant would undertake voluntarily to purchase residential properties in the five communities of Lydd, Lydd-On-Sea,

Greatstone-On-Sea, Littlestone-On-Sea and New Romney in the event that they fall within the 66 dB LAeq,16hr or more noise contour in the future.

This scheme should be incorporated into the Section 106 Agreement and go beyond

this to be an obligation by Lydd Airport to undertake to make offers to purchase residential properties from residents in the five communities cited, in the event that they fall within the 66 dB LAeq,16hr or more noise contour in the future.

The price paid should be related to an appropriate index of house prices in the area for

a similar property, not the distress selling price caused by the property’s proximity to

the airport. Since the airport’s consultant is confident that no properties would be

exposed to annual or summer average levels above 57dB (A) [(Para 8.1.4) LAA/5/A]

the airport should not be concerned about this commitment. Indeed it begs the

question as to why the cut off point is not the 60 Leq dB(A) given in PPG24.

B: Conditions

(1) Time Condition

There is no basis for allowing Lydd Airport such latitude over the commencement date of construction for both the runway and terminal. Why shouldn’t LAA conform to the standard time of three years? 

The reduction of the runway time from 5 to 4 years is derisory and the 10 year time for the terminal is unreasonable. 

(2) Calendar Year aircraft Movement 

There needs to be some restraint on the movements of larger aircraft types, as there was in the previous planning application.  A large proportion of the 40,000 movements forecast this time round, are expected to remain by light aircraft <5.7tonnes. However, in practice by not putting a constraint on the larger aircraft types, a significant proportion of the movements could be made by group 1& 2 aircraft - providing a vastly different noise profile to the one modelled. See LAAG/106 point 1.

(3) Monitoring 

A number of the monitoring initiatives, for example medicinal leech, have annual surveys for a number of years, then surveys every 3-5 years thereafter. Since traffic will increase over time the risk of adverse impacts will also rise commensurately. Therefore, at the very least, the survey periods should be truncated from 3-5 years to every 2 years. Airports can double their throughput over five years
 from a relatively high base - therefore there is too much potential for undetected damage if the survey period is an extended five year period.  

(4) Operational Management - Terminal

For the avoidance of doubt, the operational management aspects should be included in the conditions for both the runway extension and the new Terminal since the runway planning application is capped at 300,000ppa and the terminal at 500,000ppa. 

(5) Failure to Condition RNAV flight path

The RNAV flight procedures were introduced in 2009. The noise implications of these flight paths, and particularly the important approach paths, were not assessed in the ES. The airport maintains the RNAV procedures will only be used as a back up for the ILS if it is out of action. However, they will be used commercially because of the track miles they save (see LAAG/10/A - 3.50-3.54 & LAAG/10/E - 4.7 & 4.8). Further, these flight paths have implications for safety at Dungeness due to their orientation (LAAG/10/A - 6.18). 

LAAG believes (see LAAG/122) that they should be conditioned to be used only as a back up to the ILS. LAA’s reluctance to accept this condition suggests they agree with Mr Spaven’s assessment. Further, since these flight paths have the potential to cause adverse impacts environmentally (flight paths will be closer to the Marsh Academy) and they have not been incorporated into the ES, there is also the possibility of legal redress.

Yours sincerely
Louise Barton

Lydd Airport Action Group

The Hook

Madeira Road , Littlestone

Kent ,TN28 8QX, 
01797 361 548

blmbarton@aol.com, 
www.lyddairportaction.co.uk 
Lydd Airport Action Group
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� LAAG/11/D - page 8 - shows increase over 20 years to give indication
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